/ CITY OF BOULDER
J PLANNING BOARD MEETING AGENDA

)
'/‘%j/“ DATE:  April 3, 2014

‘l“ TIME:  5pm.

PLACE: Council Chambers, 1777 Broadway

1. CALL TO ORDER
2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES
3. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

4. DISCUSSION OF DISPOSITIONS, PLANNING BOARD CALL-UPS/CONTINUATIONS
A. Call up: 2245 Pine Street. Expires April 4, 2014

5. PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS
A. Public hearing and consideration of a Use Review application, no. LUR2012-00101, for expansion of the Family
Learning Center located at 3164 34" St. in the Residential Medium-One (RM-1) zone district. The proposal
includes a new, 2,427 square foot classroom addition as well as site, landscaping and parking lot improvements.
Applicant/Owner: The Family Learning Center

B. Public hearing and consideration of a Use Review application, no. LUR2013-00065, for approval of an 11-space
parking lot as a second principal use in addition to a proposed 3-unit residential townhome development at 2360
Grove St. in the RH-2 zone district (see LUR2013-00051 for associated Site Review).

Applicant: Peter Stewart
Owner: Grove 3, LLC

C. Public hearing to consider application #L.UR2014-00003 to amend the previous Site and Use Review approval
(case #LUR2008-00083) for the Washington Village project, located at 1215 Cedar Avenue, which allowed 33
dwelling units and 2,950 square feet of office/commercial space on the ground floor of a new building along
Broadway and community facilities on the 3-acre site. The following modifications within the RH-2 (Residential
High — 2) zoning district are requested:

= Addition of three dwelling units bringing the site total to 36 dwelling units (30 dwelling on the RH-2
side);
=  Additional floor area within the Broadway Building and North Building totaling 5,059 square feet (1,152
square feet would be above grade with the remaining space in basements and storage).
= Reconsideration of the previously approved Use Review to change a condition of approval to reduce
parking by one parking space in light of a proposed 300 square feet reduction in the commercial space;
and
= A parking reduction of 11 percent.
Applicant: Adrian Sopher, Sopher Architects
Property Owner: Washington School Development Company, LLC

D. Public hearing and consideration of Site and Use Review applications for 2200 Broadway, referred to as the Trinity
Commons, consistent with Ordinance no. 7516, to redevelop the existing surface parking lot as
24 attached residential units, 16 of which are planned as permanently affordable senior housing, along with office
space for the Trinity Lutheran Church, and other non-profit organizations, along with partially below grade parking.
The parking will be shared with other off-site users through a Use Review management plan. The application
includes a condition of approval for landmarking the existing, historic portion of the Trinity Lutheran Church. The
project is reviewed under case no. LUR2014-00048 and LUR2013-00014.
Applicant: Hartronft Associates
Property Owners: Trinity Evangelical Lutheran Church of Boulder, Colorado

6. MATTERS FROM THE PLANNING BOARD, PLANNING DIRECTOR, AND CITY ATTORNEY
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.
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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 (5 minutes maximum¥)
b. Applicant presentation (15 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.



MEMORANDUM

TO: Planning Board  Subject Area

2245 Pine St
FROM: Elaine McLaughlin, Case Manager \‘
DATE: March 21, 2014

SUBJECT: Call Up Item: 2245 Pine Street.
Approval of an administrative Site Review
for a minor amendment application for an ' 5
addition to an existing single family residence within a two lot Planned Unit Development
within the Residential Mixed — 1 (RMX-1) zoning district.

Background: The existing single family residence is part of a two lot Planned Unit Development from the 1980s
(case no. P-80-13). As such any additions exceeding 10 percent of the overall floor area are subject to an
amendment process. The proposed first and second floor additions exceed the maX|mum 10 percent addition
permitted through a Minor Modification, and therefore the
proposal is subject to a Minor Amendment per Land Use
Code section 9-2-14(1), B.R.C. 1981 referenced at the
following weblink here. The original home was built in
1883, an image of the home is shown in an 1897 photo of
the house viewed from Pine Street in Figure 1. The project
originally was review as a demolition permit application
through historic preservation. Subsequently, the applicant
applied for individual landmark designation and landmark
alteration certificate review for the rear addition to the
house. A landmark alteration certificate was issued by the
Landmarks design review committee on Dec. 19, 2013. i
The front, Pine Street, elevation will not change but the Figure 1:

change will occur visibly from the 231 Street elevation. Photograph of front (Pine Street) home in 1897

Proposed Project: The applicant is requesting an 81 square foot addition to the rear of the first floor, and
a 532 square foot addition at the rear of the property to the second floor for a total addition of 613 square
feet to the existing 1,390 square foot single family residence. A new porch on the first floor at the rear of the
property, facing 231 Street is also proposed. Figure 2 illustrates the existing and proposed 231 Street, side
elevation. As part of the Minor Amendment, the applicant is also requesting a modification to the side yard
setback adjacent to a street (234 Street) of 9'-10” where 12’-5" is permitted by right.

Figure 2:
Side Elevation (2314 Street) showing Existing elevation (left) and Proposed elevation (right)
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Project Analysis: The criteria for a Minor Amendment requires an evaluation of a project with only specific Site
Review criteria of the B.R.C. 1981 subsections 9-2-14(h)(2) (A), (C), and (F), Open Space, Landscaping, and
Building Design respectively.

In terms of open space and landscaping, the first floor addition of 81 square feet effectively reduces the open space
by the equivalent amount. Therefore the total open space proposed on the site is 2,416 square feet, not including
the front and proposed side porches, well in excess of the 600 square feet per dwelling unit required for RMX-1.
The open space change is essentially in-filling an area on the side of the house currently occupied by the porch,
and then building a new, slightly smaller porch to access the area. The existing landscaping, that includes mature
trees, shrubs and gardens will remain. The usable area of the open space, essentially on the side and in the front
will not change substantially. Infilling the existing porch area, already occupied as building coverage, will not
materially affect the character or quality of the open space and landscaping.

Regarding building design, Site Review criteria (F) looks at the compatibility of the proposed “height, mass and
Scale in the existing character of the area, or the character established by adopted design guidelines for the area.”
In that regard, the proposed improvements were evaluated against the historic preservation guidelines by the
Landmarks Design Review Committee (LRDC) who issued a Landmarks Alterations Certificate on Dec. 19, 2013.
The LRDC considers the requested setback modification appropriate and that development in conforming locations
would have an adverse effect on the landmark (the application for Landmarking the house is currently pending).

With regard to criterion (F)(iii) which states, “the orientation of buildings minimizes shadows on and blocking of
views from adjacent properties,” the site is located within Solar Access Area Il, that requires a principal building
meet or be less than the height of a hypothetical 25 foot solar fence. Given that the maximum building height
proposed is 21 feet, Land Use Code subsection(9-9-17(d)(2) exempts properties that are built to within the height of
the 25-foot hypothetical solar fence for Solar Access area |l

“(2) Height: Unless prohibited by another section of this title, nothing in this section prevents a structure in
SA Area lll from being erected up to a height of thirty-five feet if located within the allowed building
envelope. However, unless an exception is granted pursuant to subsection (f) of this section, no such
structure may exceed thirty-five feet in height if any such excess height would cause the structure to
violate, or to increase the degree of violation of, the basic solar access protection provided for any lot in SA
Area | or SA Area .

(A) Nothing in this section shall be deemed to prevent the principal building on a lot in SA Area | or Il
from being erected within the building envelope up to the height of the solar fence in the area in which
the structure is located.”

Public Comment: Required public notice was provided in the form of written notifications of the application for Site
Review to property owners within 600 feet of the subject property. In addition, a public notice sign was posted on
the property. Therefore, all public notice requirements of section 9-4-3, “Public Notice Requirements,” B.R.C. 1981
were met. No comment letters or phone calls were received regarding the proposed project.

Conclusion: Staff finds that the application for a Minor Amendment meets the criteria of section 9-2-14(1), B.R.C.
1981. The proposal was approved by staff on March 21, 2014 and the decision may be called up before Planning
Board on or before April 4 2014. There is one Planning Board hearings scheduled during the required 14 day call-
up period on April 3, 2014. Questions about the project or decision should be directed to the Case Manager, Elaine
McLaughlin at (303) 441-4130 or at the following email: mclaughline@bouldercolorado.gov
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ATTACHMENT A: Signed Disposition

1 1739 Broadway, Third Floor « P.O. Box 791, Boulder, CO 80306-0791
phone 303-441-1880 - fax 303-441-3241 « web www.bouldercolorado.gov

2 @; CITY OF BOULDER
7] ommunity Planning & Sustainability
-/?Q'/ ‘f/

{

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: 2245 PINE ADDITION

DESCRIPTION: Minor amendment to PUD# P-80-13 to expand the existing 1,409 square foot
single family house by 81 sf on main floor and 532 sf on upper floor, for a
total floor area of 2,022 square feet.

LOCATION: 2245 PINE ST

COOR: N04W05

LEGAL DESCRIPTION:; Refer to Exhibit A attached

APPLICANT: Kegan John Paisley and Suzanna Thatcher Paisley

OWNER: Bruce Douglass

APPLICATION: Minor Site Review Amendment, LUR2014-00010

ZONING: RMX-1

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 MODIFICATIONS FROM THE LAND USE REGULATIONS:
Sec 9-7, “Form and Bulk Standards”: minimum side yard setback adjacent to a street (9'-10" when 12'-5" is permitted

by right).
Approved on: March 21, 2014
By:

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.

Appeal to Planning Board expires: AEEJ( ﬂ 2',(2]%

Address: 2245 PINE ST
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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
1. The Applicant shall ensure that the development shall be in compliance with all approved plans
dated February 19, 2014 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. 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:
Planned Unit Development #P-80-13.

Address: 2245 PINE ST
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Exhibit A: Legal Description

PARCEL 1:

ALL THAT PORTION OF THE EAST 48.00 FEET OF LOT 12, BLOCK 139, EAST BOULDER,
DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: :

BEGINNING AT THE SOUTHEASTERLY CORNER OF SAID LOT 12; THENCE N15°00°25"W, 77.90
FEET ALONG THE EASTERLY LINE OF SAID LOT 12; THENCE S75°00'15"W, 48.00 FEET;
THENCE S 15°00°25" E, 77.91 FEET TO THE SOUTHERLY LINE OF SAID LOT 12; THENCE

N75'00'00"E, 48.00 FEET ALONG THE SOUTHERLY LINE OF SAID LOT 12 TO THE POINT OF
BEGINNING,
COUNTY OF BOULDER, STATE OF COLORADOC.

PARCEL i

AN EASEMENT OVER A STRIP OF LAND 10.00 FEET IN WIDTH FOR UTILITY PURPOSES,
DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

COMMENCING AT THE SOUTHEASTERLY CORNER OF SAID LOT 12; THENCE N15°00°25"W,
77.90 FEET ALONG THE EASTERLY LINE OF SAID LOT 12 TO THE TRUE POINT OF
BEGINNING; THENCE CONTINUING N15°00°25"E, 62.20 FEET ALONG THE EASTERLY LINE OF
SAID LOT 12 TO THE NORTHEASTERLY CORNER THEREOF; THENCE $75°00'15"W, 10.00 FEET
ALONG THE NORTHERLY LINE OF SAID LOT 12; THENCE S15°00'25"E, 62.20 FEET T0 A
POINT THAT BEARS S75°00'15"W FROM THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE

N75'00'15"E, 10.00 FEET TO THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING,
COUNTY OF BOULDER, STATE OF COLORADO.

PARCEL i

AN EASEMENT OVER A PARCEL OF LAND FOR PARKING PURPOSES DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS
COMMENCING AT THE SOUTHEASTERLY CORNER OF SAID LOT 12, BLOCK 139, EAST
BOULDER; THENCE N15°00'25"W, 121.10 FEET ALONG THE EASTERLY LINE OF SAID LOT 12
TO THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE CONTINUING N1500°25"W, 19.00 FEET TO THE
NORTHEASTERLY CORNER OF SAID LOT 12; THENCE S75'00'15"W, 20.00 FEET ALONG THE
NORTHERLY LINE OF SAID LOT 12; THENCE S15700°25"E, 19.00 FEET TO A POINT THAT

BEARS S75°00'15"W FROM THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE N75%00'15"E, 20.00
FEET TO THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING,
COUNTY OF BOULDER, STATE OF COLORADO.

Address: 2245 PINE ST
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ATTACHMENT B

PAISLEY RESIDENCE

SQUARE FOOTAGE

REA
(SQUARE FEET)
MAIN FLOOR - EXISTING = 1040 5. FT. + |4 5Q. FT. MECH. SPACE 1054 SF.
MAIN FLOOR - NEA 8l 5F.
UPPER FLOOR - EXISTING 350 5F
(+ 35 5. FT. UNINHABITABLE SPACE <6 FT. CL6.)

UPPER FLOOR - NEW 532 SF
TOTAL ABOVE GRADE
FINISHED AREA 2022 5F.
TOTAL BELOW GRADE (BASEMENT) N/A
TOTAL GARAGE AREA N/A
EXISTING FRONT PORCH 13 5F.
NEW COV. SIDE PORCH 65 SF
TOTAL OUTDOOR AREA 128 SF.

FINISHED AND UNFINISHED SQUARE FOOTAGE CALCULATIONS FOR
THIS HOUSE ARE BASED ON PLAN DIMENSIONS ONLY AND MAY VARY
FROM THE FINISHED SQUARE FOOTAGE OF THE HOUSE AS BUILT.

LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS
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BEARING
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BOTTOM OF...
BUILT UP ROOF

CANTILEVER
CARPET

CAST IN PLACE
CEILING
CENTER LINE
CERAMIC TILE
CLOSET
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CONTINUOUS
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DIAMETER
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DOOR
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DRANING(S)
DRINKING FOUNTAIN

EACH

ELECTRICAL

ELEVATION

EQUAL

EXPOSED TO STRUCTURE
EXISTING
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FACE OF CONCRETE
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POLYESTER
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FINISH OPENING

FIRE PLACE

FIRE RESISTANT

FLOOR DRAIN
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GALVANIZED IRON
GAUGE
GYPSUM

HANDICAP

HEATING, VENTILATING
¢ AIR CONDITIONING
HOLLOW METAL
HORIZONTAL

HOSE BIBB

HOUR

INTERIOR

LAVATORY
LOWER LEVEL FLOOR

MAIN LEVEL FLOOR
MANUFACTURER
MASONRY OPENING
MATERIAL
MAXIMUM
MECHANICAL

MEDIUM DENSITY FIBERBOARD
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MR
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MISCELLANEOUS
MOISTURE RESISTANT

NOT IN CONTRACT
NUMBER

ON CENTER
OFENING

OPTIONAL

OUTSIDE DIAMETER
OVERHEAD

PAINT

PAINTED

PLASTIC LAMINATE
PLATE (BEARING)
PLYWNOOD
PRESSURE TREATED

QUARRY TILE

REFER/REFERENCE
REFER TO...

REFLECTED CEILING PLAN
REQUIRED

RETURN AIR GRILLE
REVISION

RISER

ROOF DRAIN

ROUGH OPENING

SIMILAR
SOLID CORE
SPECIFICATION(S)

SQUARE FEET

SQUARE INCH

STAINLESS STEEL
STANDARD

STEEL

STORAGE

STRUCTURAL

SUSPENDED ACOUST. GRID
SUSPENDED ACOUST. TILE

TELEPHONE
TEMPERED

TOILET PAPER HOLDER
TONGUE AND GROOVE
TOP OF...

TOP OF CONCRETE
TOP OF CURB

TOP OF FLOOR

TOP OF MASONRY
TOP OF STEEL

TOP OF WALL

TOWEL BAR

TOWEL RING

TUBE STEEL
TYPICAL

UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE
UPPER LEVEL FLOOR

VENT THROUGH ROOF
VERIFY IN FIELD
VERTICAL

VESTIBULE

VINYL COMPOSITION TILE
VOLUME

WATER CLOSET
WATER RESISTANT
WINDOW

WITH

WITHOUT

nooo

CLOSETS-2 RODS
2 SHELVES

OPEN SPACE:
EXISTING OPEN SPACE = 2,497 SQ. FT. \
PROPOSED OPEN SPACE = 2,416 SQ. FT.

(DOES NOT INCLUDE PORCHES = 138 SQ. FT. TOTAL)

SOLAR SHADOW ANALYSIS:
RMX-1 ZONING DISTRICT = SOLAR ACCESS AREA II -
- PROTECTED BY A 25 FT. SOLAR FENCE

NEW CONSTRUCTION DOES NOT EXCEED 25 FT. FROM GRADE,
MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT = 21'-2"

FLOOR AREA RATIO ANALYSIS:

LOT SIZE: 3739.0SQ.FT. | \
RMX-1 ZONING DISTRICT <4,000 SF: RATIO = 0.74:1  2766.9 SQ. FT. \
1 \
EXISTING CONSTRUCTION - MAIN 1,059.0 SQ. FT. \ \ Z PINE S‘REEFOO“";‘N
NEW CONSTRUCTION - MAIN 81.0 SQ. FT. \ 2245 5 ca- F‘E'S\DENC
EXISTING CONSTRUCTION - UPPER 350.0 SQ. FT. R SrNG ®
(+35 SQ. FT. UNINHABITABLE SPACE <6 FT. CLG.) = ot
NEW CONSTRUCTION - UPPER 532.0 SQ. FT. \
EXISTING GARAGE ET.

TOTAL FLOOR AREA:

\

\
GRIRR g
\‘\1

A

BUILDING COVERAGE:

EXISTING CONSTRUCTION - MAIN 1,059.0 SQ. FT. ‘i‘,
NEW CONSTRUCTION - MAIN 81.0 SQ. FT. \ -
EXISTING ACCESSORY 183 SQ. FT.
TOTAL 1,323.0 SQ. FT. \ \
FRONT PORCH AREA 73 SQ. FT.
ADDITIONAL PORCH AREA 65 SQ. FT.

NOTE:
1. EXISTING SITE PLAN BASE INFORMATION TAKEN FROM AN
IMPROVEMENT LOCATION CERTIFICATE DATED 08/20/99.

PREPARED BY FLATIRONS SURVEYING, INC.

2. UNDERGROUND UTILITIES ARE FOR ILLUSTRATIVE PURPOSES ONLY
AND SHALL NOT BE RELIED UPON FOR ACTUAL LOCATIONS.
CONTRACTOR SHALL EXERCISE STANDARD UTILITY
NOTIFICATION/VERIFICATION PROTOCOL PRIOR TO EXCAVATION.

SITE PLAN

SCALE: |" = IO

SHEET INDEX

OVMNERSHIP OF DOCUMENTS AND DESISNS:

AL ARCHTECTIRAL DOCUMENTS AND DESIGNG DEVELOPED BY
05M0515 ARCHTECTIRE, 1NC. REMAN 05M0515 ARCHTECTIRE,
NG PROPERTY AND ARE TO BE LSED ON THS FROJECT ONLY
UNDER THE TERMS OF THIS LETTER OF AGREEMENT. THE CLIENT
SHALL K0T, NTHOUT PRICR WRITTEN APPROYAL OF 05M0515
ARCHITECTURE, INC, USE THE DOCIMENTS GR DESIENS PROVIDED
UNDER THS LETTER OF AGREEMERT ON OTHER PRO.EGTS OR
ASGIEN, ELL, OR TRANEFER THE SAME T0 OTHERS.

DUTY OF COOPERATION

RELEASE OF THESE DOCIMENTS ANTICIPATES FRTHR
COOPERATION BETWEEN THE OMNER, THE CONTRACTOR AND THE
ARCHITECT. ALTHOUGH THE ARCHITECT AND 5 CONGLLTANTS.
HAVE PERFORMED THEIR SERVICES NITH DUE CARE AND

INMEDIATELY T THE ARCHITEGT. FALIRE TO COOPERATE BY A
SIMPLE NOTICE T0 THE ARCHITEGT SHALL RELIEVE THE
ARCHITECT F Y OF ALL CONSEQUENCES,

ARCHITECTURAL

COVER COVER SHEET - SITE PLAN

A-1.0 ARCHITECTURAL FOUNDATION PLAN
A-2.0 MAIN LEVEL FLOOR PLAN

A-3.0 UPPER LEVEL FLOOR PLAN

A-4.0 ROOF PLAN

A-5.0 EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS - EXISTING
A-5.1 EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS - NEW
A-6.0 BUILDING SECTIONS

ELECTRICAL

E-1.0 LOWER, MAIN & UPPER LEVEL ELECTRICAL PLANS

RON THE PLANG WTHOLT THE CONGENT OF THE
ARCHITECT ARE INAITHORIZED AND SHALL RELIEVE THE
ARCHITECT OF RESPONSIBILITY FOR ALL CONSEQUENCES
ARRIVING OUT OF SICH CHANGES.

PROJECT TEAM

ARCHITECT:

OLSON ARCHITECTURE, INC.

290 SECOND AVENUE

PO BoX 1024

NINOT, CO 80544-1024

PH: 303.652.2668

FAX: 303.652.2717

EMAIL: colson@olsonarchitecture.com

STRUCTURAL ENGINEER:

PARKS ENGINEERING INC

8065 5. NIAGARA WAY
CENTENNIAL, CO &0l12

PH: 720.842.110|

EMAIL: robertpark3léaychoo.com

BUILDER:

PORCHFRONT HOMES

6604 BIRD CLIFF WAY

NINOT, CO 80503

PH: 302.442.8453

EMAIL: tcoonceeporchfronthomes.com

2245 PINE STREET
BOULDER, COLORADO

PAISLEY
RESIDENCE

(©) osmosis architecture 2014
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ORIGINAL 195LE: DATE
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CRAWL SPACE
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30-%'
445 20-0" 03"
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o
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n
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160" 1474
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FIELD VERIFY ALL EXISTING
CONSTRUCTION DIMENSIONS

(N PAISLEY RES. - EXISTING FOUNDATION/DEMOLITION

GENERAL
DEMOLITION NOTES:

|. THESE DEMOLITION
PLANS ARE SOLELY A
GRAPHIC REPRESENTATION
OF THE EXISTING
CONDITIONS AND THE
EXTENT OF DEMOLITION TO
BE PERFORMED. ALL
CONDITIONS SHOWN ON
THESE PLANS ARE TO BE
FIELD VERIFIED AND
COORDINATED WITH PLANS
AND DETAILS INCLUDED
UNDER, BUT NOT LIMITED
TO "NEN CONSTRUCTION"
DOCUMENTS.

2. CONTRACTOR IS TO
REFER TO STRUCTURAL
PLANS PRIOR TO
DEMOLITION FOR PROPER
PROCEDURE AND
INFORMATION IN ORDER TO
DEMOLISH IN AN
ACCEPTABLE AND SAFE
MANNER.

3. FOR AREAS SHOWN
GRAPHICALLY ON THESE
PLANS AS "TO REMAIN',
CONTRACTOR IS TO
PROVIDE ADEQUATE
PROTECTION MEASURES IN
ORDER TO MINIMIZE
DAMAGE AS MUCH AS
POSSIBLE.

4. ITEMS OF SALVAGEABLE
VALUE ARE TO BE STORED
IN A SAFE, DRY AREA TO
BE DETERMINED BY THE
ONNER AND CONTRACTOR.

5. PROVIDE AND MAINTAIN
(AS REASONABLY
POSSIBLE) WEATHER
PROTECTION AT EXTERIOR
OPENINGS TO FULLY
PROTECT THE INTERIOR
PREMISES AGAINST
DAMAGE FROM THE
ELEMENTS UNTIL SUCH
OPENINGS ARE ENCLOSED
BY NEN CONSTRUCTION.

6. MAINTAIN JOB SITE FREE
OF TRASH, DEBRIS, AND
ACCUMULATION OF WASTE
MATERIALS ON A DAILY
BASIS.

ONNERSHIP OF DOCUMENTS AND DESIGNS-

ALL ARCHTECTIRAL DOCUMENTS AND DESIGNS DEVELOPED BY
05MOSI5 ARCHITECTURE, INC. REMAIN 05MO515 ARCHTECTIRE,
INC. PROPERTY ARD ARE TO BE ISED ON TH5 FROECT ONLY
NDER THE TERMS OF THIG LETTER OF AGREEMENT. THE CLIENT
SHALL NOT, NITHOUT PRICR MRITTEN APFROVAL OF 0SMOSIS
ARGHITECTIRE, NG, USE THE DOCIMENTS OR DESISNG PROVIDED
UNDER THIS LETTER OF AGREEVENT ON OTHER PRO.EGTS OR
AGEIEN, SELL, OR TRANEFER THE SAME TO OTHERS.

DUTY OF COOPERATION

RELEASE OF THESE DOCUMENTS ANTICIPATES ARTHR
COOPERATION EETREEN THE ONNER, THE CONTRACTOR AND THE
ARCHITECT. ALTHOUGH THE ARCHITECT AND H5 CONGULTANTS.
HAVE PERFORMED THEIR SERVICES NITH DUE CARE AND
DILIGENCE, THEY CANNOT GUARANTEE PERFECTION. ANY
ANBIGUTY OR DISGREPANGY DISCOVERED SHALL BE REPORTED
INMEDIATELY T0 THE ARCHITECT, FAILURE 10 COOPERATE BY A
SIMPLE NOTICE T0 THE ARCHITECT SHALL RELIBVE THE
ARCHITECT FROM RESPONGEILITY OF ALL CONGEGUENCES.

ROM THE FLANG WTHOUT THE CONGENT OF THE
ARCHITECT ARE INAITHORIZED AND SHALL RELIEVE THE
ARGHITECT OF RESPONBIBILITY FOR ALL CONSEGLENCES
ARRIVING OUT OF SUCH CHANGES.

SCALE: /4" = I'-O"

2245 PINE STREET
BOULDER, COLORADO

PAISLEY
RESIDENCE
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NO: | REVISIONTITLE: | DATE
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PLAN NOTES:

EXTERIOR WALLS SHALL PROVIDE
THE BUILDING WITH A
NWEATHER-RESISTANT EXTERIOR
WALL ENVELOPE, IRC SECTION 703

FIREBLOCKING SHALL BE
PROVIDED PER IRC 302.1
INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO
CONCEALED SPACES OF STUD
WALLS AND PARTITIONS.
VERTICALLY AT THE CEILING AND
FLOOR LEVELS AND
HORIZONTALLY AT INTERVALS NOT
EXCEEDING IO FEET. AT ALL
INTERCONNECTIONS BETWEEN
CONCEALED VERTICAL AND
HORIZONTAL SPACES, IN
CONCEALED SPACES AT STAIR, AT
OPENINGS AROUND VENTSPIPES,
DUCTS, CABLES AND WIRES AT
CEILING AND FLOOR LEVEL.

LANDINGS ARE REQ'D ON BOTH
SIDES OF EXTERIOR DOORS. WIDTH
OF LANDING SHALL NOT BE LESS
THAN WIDTH OF DOOR SERVED
(MIN. 36"X36"), INCLUDING THE
OPERABLE SIDE OF SLIDING
DOORS. THE LANDINGS MAY BE NO
MORE THAN T%' BELOW THE TOP
OF THE DOOR THRESHOLD AS
LONG AS THE DOOR DOES NOT
SHING OVER THE LANDING. (IRC
R311.3)

DRYER DUCTS SHALL BE 4 INCHES
DIAMETER, 35 FEET IN LENGTH
MAXIMUM BASED ON OFFICIAL
CHIEF BUILDING OFFICIAL POLICY
AND BASED ON UPCOMING CODE
CHANGE TO THE 2012 IRC. THE
MAXIMUM LENGTH OF THE DUCT
SHALL BE REDUCED 2.5 FEET FOR
EACH 45 DEGREE BEND AND 5'
FOR EACH 90 DEGREE BEND. THE
MAXIMUM LENGTH DOES NOT
INCLUDE THE TRANSITION DUCT.
DUCTS SHALL HAVE SMOOTH
INTERIOR SURFACES AND BE
CONSTRUCTED OF METAL,

FIREPLACES ARE TO BE INSTALLED
IN STRICT ACCORDANCE WITH THE
MANUFACTURER'S INSTALLATION
INSTRUCTIONS. A COPY OF THESE
INSTRUCTIONS MUST BE AVAILABLE
TO THE FIELD INSPECTOR AT THE
TIME OF INSPECTION AND THE
MANUFACTURER MODEL AND
LISTING NUMBER MUST BE
SUBMITTED TO THE PERMIT FILE.
ONLY FIREPLACE AND CHIMNEY
COMPONENTS LISTED BY A
NATIONALLY RECOGNIZED TESTING
AGENCY ARE ACCEPTABLE.

SHOWERS AND TUB-SHONER
COMBOS MUST BE PROVIDED WITH
INDIVIDUAL CONTROL VALVES OF
THE PRESSURE BALANCE OR THE
THERMOSTATIC MIXING VALVE
TYPE. HANDLE POSITION STOPS
ARE REQ'D AND MUST BE
ADWSTED PER THE MFG'S
INSTRUCTIONS TO DELIVER A MAX
MIXED WATER SETTING OF 120
DEGREES F. THE WATER HEATER
THERMOSTAT |S NOT CONSIDERED
A SUITABLE CONTROL FOR MEETING
THIS PROVISION. (IRC P27083)

EVERY SLEEFING ROOM SHALL
HAVE AT LEAST ONE OPERABLE
WINDOW OR DOOR APPROVED FOR
EMERGENCY ESCAPE OR RESCUE
WHICH OPENS DIRECTLY INTO A
YARD OR PUBLIC WAY. THE DOOR
OR WINDOW SHALL BE OPERABLE
FROM INSIDE TO PROVIDE A FULL
CLEAR OPENING W/O USE OF
SEPARATE TOOLS. ESCAPE
WINDOWS SHALL HAVE A MIN. NET
CLEAR OPERABLE AREA OF 5.7
SQ. FT., A MIN. HT. OF 24" AND MIN.
WIDTH OF 20". FINISHED SILL HT.
SHALL NOT BE MORE THAN 44"
AFF. TO CLEAR OPENING. ( IRC 310)

FRAMING MEMBERS CARRYING
CEILINGS NITH WATER RESISTANT
&YP. BD. SHALL BE A MAX OF 12"
ON CENTER.

ALL ANGLES OTHER THAN RIGHT
ANGLES ARE 45 DEGREES UNLESS
NOTED OTHERWISE.

. ALL EXTERIOR WNALLS ARE 2X6

AND INTERIOR WALLS ARE 2X4
UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE.

ALL SOFFITS NOTED AS FLAT
SOFFITS, SHALL HAVE A FLAT
SOFFIT AT &-0" ON MAIN LEVEL,
6'-8" ON UPPER LEVELS, UNO. ALL
SOFFITS NOTED AS ARCHED
SOFFITS SHALL HAVE A SPRING
POINT OF &'-0" WITH 12" LEG ON
THE MAIN LEVEL; 6'-8" SPRING
POINT WITH &" LEG ON UPPER
LEVELS, UNO.
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(™ PAISLEY RES. - EXISTING MAIN LEVEL/DEMOLITION
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SCALE: I/4" = I'-0"

GENERAL
DEMOLITION NOTES:

|. THESE DEMOLITION
PLANS ARE SOLELY A
GRAPHIC REPRESENTATION
OF THE EXISTING
CONDITIONS AND THE
EXTENT OF DEMOLITION TO
BE PERFORMED. ALL
CONDITIONS SHOWN ON
THESE PLANS ARE TO BE
FIELD VERIFIED AND
COORDINATED WITH PLANS
AND DETAILS INCLUDED
UNDER, BUT NOT LIMITED
TO "NEN CONSTRUCTION"
DOCUMENTS.

2. CONTRACTOR IS TO
REFER TO STRUCTURAL
PLANS PRIOR TO
DEMOLITION FOR PROPER
PROCEDURE AND
INFORMATION IN ORDER TO
DEMOLISH IN AN
ACCEPTABLE AND SAFE
MANNER.

3. FOR AREAS SHOWN
GRAPHICALLY ON THESE
PLANS AS "TO REMAIN',
CONTRACTOR IS TO
PROVIDE ADEQUATE
PROTECTION MEASURES IN
ORDER TO MINIMIZE
DAMAGE AS MUCH AS
POSSIBLE.

4. ITEMS OF SALVAGEABLE
VALUE ARE TO BE STORED
IN A SAFE, DRY AREA TO
BE DETERMINED BY THE
ONNER AND CONTRACTOR.

5. PROVIDE AND MAINTAIN
(AS REASONABLY
POSSIBLE) WEATHER
PROTECTION AT EXTERIOR
OPENINGS TO FULLY
PROTECT THE INTERIOR
PREMISES AGAINST
DAMAGE FROM THE
ELEMENTS UNTIL SUCH
OPENINGS ARE ENCLOSED
BY NEN CONSTRUCTION.

6. MAINTAIN JOB SITE FREE
OF TRASH, DEBRIS, AND
ACCUMULATION OF WASTE
MATERIALS ON A DAILY
BASIS.

ONNERSHIP OF DOCUMENTS AND DESIGNS-

ALL ARCHTECTIRAL DOCUMENTS AND DESIGNS DEVELOPED BY
05MOSI5 ARCHITECTURE, INC. REMAIN 05MO515 ARCHTECTIRE,
INC. PROPERTY ARD ARE TO BE ISED ON TH5 FROECT ONLY
NDER THE TERMS OF THIG LETTER OF AGREEMENT. THE CLIENT
SHALL NOT, NITHOUT PRICR MRITTEN APFROVAL OF 0SMOSIS
ARGHITECTIRE, NG, USE THE DOCIMENTS OR DESISNG PROVIDED
UNDER THIS LETTER OF AGREEVENT ON OTHER PRO.EGTS OR
AGEIEN, SELL, OR TRANEFER THE SAME TO OTHERS.

DUTY OF COOPERATION

RELEASE OF THESE DOCUMENTS ANTICIPATES ARTHR
COOPERATION EETREEN THE ONNER, THE CONTRACTOR AND THE
ARCHITECT. ALTHOUGH THE ARCHITECT AND H5 CONGULTANTS.
HAVE PERFORMED THEIR SERVICES NITH DUE CARE AND
DILIGENCE, THEY CANNOT GUARANTEE PERFECTION. ANY
ANBIGUTY OR DISGREPANGY DISCOVERED SHALL BE REPORTED
INMEDIATELY T0 THE ARCHITECT, FAILURE 10 COOPERATE BY A
SIMPLE NOTICE T0 THE ARCHITECT SHALL RELIBVE THE
ARCHITECT FROM RESPONGEILITY OF ALL CONGEGUENCES.

ROM THE FLANG WTHOUT THE CONGENT OF THE
ARCHITECT ARE INAITHORIZED AND SHALL RELIEVE THE
ARGHITECT OF RESPONBIBILITY FOR ALL CONSEGLENCES
ARRIVING OUT OF SUCH CHANGES.

PAISLEY
RESIDENCE

2245 PINE STREET
BOULDER, COLORADO
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3) 652-2717
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ORIGINAL IS5LE: DATE
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CURRENT/REVISION IS5UE: DATE:
MINOR AMENDMENTREV.  03/17/14

NO: | REVISIONTITLE: | DATE

J0B #: 12012
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CHECKED: | AEP
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GENERAL
DEMOLITION NOTES:

|. THESE DEMOLITION
PLANS ARE SOLELY A
GRAPHIC REPRESENTATION
OF THE EXISTING
CONDITIONS AND THE
EXTENT OF DEMOLITION TO
BE PERFORMED. ALL
CONDITIONS SHOWN ON
THESE PLANS ARE TO BE
FIELD VERIFIED AND
COORDINATED WITH PLANS
AND DETAILS INCLUDED
UNDER, BUT NOT LIMITED
TO "NEN CONSTRUCTION"
DOCUMENTS.

2. CONTRACTOR IS TO
REFER TO STRUCTURAL
PLANS PRIOR TO
DEMOLITION FOR PROPER
PROCEDURE AND
INFORMATION IN ORDER TO
DEMOLISH IN AN
ACCEPTABLE AND SAFE
MANNER.

3. FOR AREAS SHOWN
GRAPHICALLY ON THESE
PLANS AS "TO REMAIN',
CONTRACTOR IS TO
PROVIDE ADEQUATE
PROTECTION MEASURES IN
ORDER TO MINIMIZE
DAMAGE AS MUCH AS
POSSIBLE.

4. ITEMS OF SALVAGEABLE
VALUE ARE TO BE STORED
IN A SAFE, DRY AREA TO
BE DETERMINED BY THE
ONNER AND CONTRACTOR.

5. PROVIDE AND MAINTAIN
(AS REASONABLY
POSSIBLE) WEATHER
PROTECTION AT EXTERIOR
OPENINGS TO FULLY
PROTECT THE INTERIOR
PREMISES AGAINST
DAMAGE FROM THE
ELEMENTS UNTIL SUCH
OPENINGS ARE ENCLOSED
BY NEN CONSTRUCTION.

6. MAINTAIN JOB SITE FREE
OF TRASH, DEBRIS, AND
ACCUMULATION OF WASTE
MATERIALS ON A DAILY
BASIS.

ONNERSHIP OF DOCUMENTS AND DESIGNS-

ALL ARCHTECTIRAL DOCUMENTS AND DESIGNS DEVELOPED BY
05MOSI5 ARCHITECTURE, INC. REMAIN 05MO515 ARCHTECTIRE,
INC. PROPERTY ARD ARE TO BE ISED ON TH5 PROECT ONLY
NDER THE TERMS OF THIG LETTER OF AGREEMENT. THE CLIENT
SHALL NOT, NITHOUT PRICR MRITTEN APFROVAL OF 0SMOSIS
ARGHITECTIRE, NG, USE THE DOCIMENTS OR DESISNG PROVIDED
UNDER THIS LETTER OF AGREEVENT ON OTHER PRO.EGTS OR
AGEIEN, SELL, OR TRANEFER THE SAME TO OTHERS.

DUTY OF COOPERATION

RELEASE OF THESE DOCUMENTS ANTICIPATES ARTHR
COOPERATION EETREEN THE ONNER, THE CONTRACTOR AND THE
ARCHITECT. ALTHOUGH THE ARCHITECT AND H5 CONGULTANTS.
HAVE PERFORMED THEIR SERVICES NITH DUE CARE AND
DILIGENCE, THEY CANNOT GUARANTEE PERFECTION. ANY
ANBIGUTY OR DISGREPANGY DISCOVERED SHALL BE REPORTED
INMEDIATELY T THE ARCHITECT, FAILURE 10 COOPERATE BY A
SIMPLE NOTICE T0 THE ARCHITECT SHALL RELIBVE THE
ARCHITECT FROM RESPONGEILITY OF ALL CONGEGUENCES.

ROM THE FLANG WTHOUT THE CONGENT OF THE
ARCHITECT ARE INAITHORIZED AND SHALL RELIEVE THE
ARCHITET OF RESPONGIBILITY FOR ALL CONSEQUENCES
ARRIVING OUT OF SUCH CHANGES.

FIELD VERIFY ALL EXISTING
CONSTRUCTION DIMENSIONS

WINDOWS TO BE RETAINED.

’ EXISTING DOORS AND H

(™ PAISLEY RES. - EXISTING UPPER LEVEL/DEMOLITION

W EXISTING = 333 SQ. FT. + 52 2Q. FT. UNINHABITABLE SPACE (<6 FT. CLG. HT.) = 385 2Q. FT.

SCALE: 1/4" = |'-0"
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CITYOFBOULDER
PLANNING BOARD AGENDA ITEM
MEETING DATE: April 3, 2013

AGENDA TITLE: Public hearing and consideration of a Use Review application, no. LUR2012-00101, for expansion
of the Family Learning Center located at 3164 34t St. in the Residential Medium-One (RM-1) zone district. The
proposal includes a new, 2,427 square foot classroom addition as well as site, landscaping and parking lot
improvements.

Applicant/Owner: The Family Learning Center

REQUESTING DEPARTMENT:
Community Planning & Sustainability
David Driskell, Executive Director

Susan Richstone, Deputy Director
Charles Ferro, Land Use Review Manager
Chandler Van Schaack, Planner |

OBJECTIVE:
1. Hear Staff and Applicant presentations
2. Hold Public Hearing
3. Planning Board discussion
4 Planning Board action to approve, approve with conditions, or deny
Proposal: Expansion of the Family Learning Center at 3164 34t St. in the RM-1 zone district. The proposal
includes a new, 2,427 square foot classroom addition as well as site, landscaping and parking lot
improvements.
Project Name: Family Learning Center
Location: 3164 34t St.
Size of Tract: 80,610 s.f. (1.85 acres)
Zoning: Residential Medium - 1 (RM-1)

Comprehensive Plan:  Medium Density Residential

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

This proposal is to construct a 2,427 square foot classroom addition to the existing Family Learning Center daycare center
and adult educational facility at 3164 34t St. in the RM-1 (Residential- Medium 1) zone district. The purpose of the
proposed expansion is to better support existing services and operations of the facility and to expand the services
available to existing clients. In addition to increasing the space available for existing daycare, educational and counseling
services, the proposed addition will provide room for multicultural and bilingual exercise and dance classes, cultural and
art programs, clothing donations, food share programs and nutritional cooking classes. No increase in employees or
clients is proposed as part of this project. In addition to the new classroom addition, which will be constructed off of the
south side of the existing 5,137 square foot building over a portion of what is currently a playground area, the proposal
also includes removal of an existing shed, minor site improvements and reconfiguration of the existing parking lot to
provide 19 parking spaces where currently there are 14 parking spaces (refer to Attachment A for Applicant’s Proposed
Plans). Please refer to Figure 1 below for a vicinity map.
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The 1.85-acre subject site is T b AT R ™
located at the terminus of 34t
Street, just northwest of the
intersection of Valmont Rd. and
Foothills Parkway in the RM-1
(Residential-Medium 1) zone
district, which is defined in
section 9-5-2(c)(1)(C), B.R.C.
1981, as “Medium density
residential areas which have
been or are to be primarily used
for attached residential
development, where each unit
generally has direct access to
ground level, and where
complementary uses may be
permitted under certain
condlitions.”

Figure 1: Vicinity Map

The Family Learning Center is a
private, non-profit organization that provides comprehensive services to low-income, minority and non-English speaking
children and families within Boulder County. The existing facility has been in its current location north of the San Juan del
Centro affordable housing apartment complex since 1981. In 1993, planning board approved a Use Review to allow for
the Family Learning Center to construct a 1,864 square foot building addition to increase service offerings and to add new
services for existing clients. Since 1993, the Family Learning Center has continued to provide a variety of services,
including daycare and early childhood development programs, after-school and summer educational programs for
elementary, middle and high school students, adult and family educational and support services and assistance with
various community outreach programs.

Currently, the primary uses occurring at the Family Learning Center are daycare services, after-school programs for
elementary and middle-school children, and evening tutoring services. Each weekday, on average, the Family Learning
Center provides daycare services for 60 Pre-K students (two separate groups of 30 students) and after school care for 45
elementary and middle school students, with tutoring on Wednesday nights for up to 30 students of all ages. The hours of
operation for each program are staggered so that there are never more than two groups occupying the facility at the same
time and pick-up and drop-off times are spread throughout the day. Based on a Parking Study provided by the applicant
(see Attachment B), roughly half of all students walk, bike or take one of three facility shuttle vans to and from the site,
with the other half of pick-ups and drop-offs occurring by car. Per the previous approval as well as information included
with this application, at least 50 percent of the facility users live in the adjacent San Juan del Centro development, with
roughly 80 percent of the total users living within walking distance of the facility. There are 18 total employees with varying
shifts and work schedules so that on average, there are no more than three employee vehicles on-site at a time.

The area surrounding the subject site is predominantly residential in character. As mentioned above, the site is
immediately adjacent to San Juan del Centro, a 150-unit affordable housing apartment complex constructed in 1971 that
serves primarily low- to very-low income households. To the west of the subject site across 34t Street is the Orchard
Grove Mobile Home Park, and to the north of the site across the White Rock ditch and Howard Hueston Park are the high-
density residential developments of Northgate and Meadow Wood.
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PROCESS

Based on staff's review of the information provided by the applicant, the Family Learning Center is comprised of two
principal uses, including a “daycare center with more than 50 children” and an “adult education facility with less than
20,000 square feet of floor area.” Both uses are permitted in the RM-1 zone district pursuant to the Use Review process
pursuant to section 9-6-1, “Use Standards,” B.R.C. 1981. In addition, all daycare uses must meet the Conditional Use
Review standards found in section 9-6-6(a), B.R.C. 1981.

As discussed above, there is an existing Use Review approval for the existing use. Pursuant to section 9-2-15(h), B.R.C.
1981, a request to expand or modify any approved Use Review use requires a new Use Review application. Pursuant to
section 9-2-15, “Use Review,” B.R.C. 1981, the city manager shall review and submit a recommendation to the Planning
Board for any application for a Use Review of a nonresidential use in a residential zone.

ANALYSIS OF USE REVIEW CRITERIA
Applications for Use Review are reviewed for consistency with the criteria set forth in subsection 9-2-15(e), “Criteria for
Review,” B.R.C. 1981.

1. Is the proposed use consistent with the Use Review criteria set forth in subsection 9-2-15(e), “Criteria for
Review,” B.R.C. 1981?

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

¥’ (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
non-conforming use;

The project site is located within the Residential Medium-1 (RM-1) zone district, which is defined in section 9-5-
2(c)(1)(C), B.R.C. 1981, as “Medium density residential areas which have been or are to be primarily used for
attached residential development, where each unit generally has direct access to ground level, and where
complementary uses may be permitted under certain conditions.”

Based on information provided by the applicant, the Family Learning Center is comprised of two principal uses,
including a daycare center with more than 50 children and an adult education facility with less than 20,000 square
feet of floor area. Both uses are permitted pursuant to the Use Review process pursuant to section 9-6-1, “Use
Standards,” B.R.C. 1981.

Previous approval was granted for a daycare and adult education facility (SR-93-7).
¥v' (2) Rationale: The use either:

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

The Family Learning Center is a private, non-profit organization which provides comprehensive services
to low-income, minority and non-English speaking children and families within Boulder County. The
existing facility has been in its current location north of the San Juan del Centro affordable housing
apartment complex since 1981, and directly serves many low-income residents of that development on a
daily basis. Since 1993, when the facility underwent an expansion, the Family Learning Center has
continued to provide a variety of services, including daycare and early childhood development programs,
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after-school and summer educational programs for elementary, middle and high school students, adult
and family educational and support services and assistance with various community outreach programs.
The purpose of the proposed expansion is to better support existing services and operations of the facility
and to expand the services available to existing clients. In addition to increasing the space available for
existing daycare, educational and counseling services, the proposed addition will provide room for
multicultural and bilingual medical screenings and health services, exercise and dance classes, cultural
and art programs, clothing donations, food share programs and nutritional cooking classes. As indicated
in the previous approval, approximately 50 percent of the facility’s clients are residents of the nearby San
Juan del Centro development, and approximately 80 percent of clients live within walking distance of the
facility.

N/A (B) Provides a compatible transition between higher intensity and lower intensity uses;
Not applicable.

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

Not applicable.

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

Not applicable.

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 existing facility was donated to the Family Learning Center by the City of Boulder in 1981. In 1993,
planning board approved a Use Review to allow for the Family Learning Center to expand the facility to
increase service offerings and to add new services for existing clients. Since 1993, the Family Learning
Center has continued to provide a variety of services to low-income, minority and non-English speaking
children and families within Boulder County, including daycare and early childhood development
programs, after-school and summer educational programs for elementary, middle and high school
students, adult and family educational and support services and assistance with various community
outreach programs. With the Family Learning Center having been adjacent to the 150-unit San Juan del
Centro since 1981 when the facility was founded, approximately 50 percent of Family Learning Center
users have been and continue to be San Juan del Centro residents. In that regard, the Family Learning
Center is not only compatible with the surrounding residential uses, but a key component of the services
available to nearby low- and very low-income residents.

The applicant is proposing to expand the existing Family Learning Center (FLC) facility by 2,427 square

feet in order to better support existing services and operations and to allow for additional services for the
existing clients. The proposal includes replacing a portion of the existing playground with a new addition
on the south side of the building as well as site and parking lot improvements. There are no proposed
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changes to the existing number of employees or customers at this time. The existing principal uses
include daycare services, after school care for elementary and middle school students and evening
tutoring classes for students.

Currently, the FLC provides daycare services for 30 Pre-K students, after school care for 45 elementary
and middle school students and tutoring for 30 students of all ages. There are 18 total employees with
varying shifts and work schedules, with three employee vehicles and three facility shuttle vans on-site at
any given time. The chart below outlines the existing hours of operation and operating characteristics for
the different educational services:

Service Days # of Students Arrival Time Departure Time Drop-Off Pick-Up
Mode Mode
7:50-8:15 a.m. 11:30-11:40 a.m. 50% car 50% car
(group 1); (group 1);
Daycare | Weekdays 30 12:30-12:40 pm. | 3:50-4:00 pm. | 50%van | 50%van or
(Group 2) (Group 2) or walk walk
Mostly 45% car (20
After School ) ) o o total)
Care Weekdays 45 3:00 - 4:00 p.m. 5:30-6:00 p.m. van, bus 55% walk
or walk
or bus
50% car 50% car
Tutoring Wednesdays 30 6:00 p.m. 8:00 p.m. 50% walk 50% walk
or bus or bus

With regards to the existing and future parking impacts of the proposed expansion, as discussed above
there are no changes to the number of employees or clients proposed as part of the expansion; therefore,
it is unlikely that the proposed expansion will create any additional parking impacts. The existing use has
demonstrated over the last 30 years that it has no negative impacts on the surrounding residential uses;
however, in order to better accommodate their employees and serve their existing customers, the FLC is
proposing to reconfigure the existing parking lot to provide 19 parking spaces where currently there are
only 14 parking spaces. In addition, in terms of existing off-site parking, the San Juan del Centro
development currently provides 297 parking spaces where 285 are required by the land use regulations,
and there is also on-street parking available along 34t Street just west of the site. An informal parking
arrangement has existed between the Family Learning Center and the neighboring San Juan Del Centro
apartment complex since the use began in 1981. Under this arrangement, the FLC is allowed to use
parking spaces in the San Juan Del Centro parking area for overflow parking as needed, and San Juan
Del Centro residents are allowed to use FLC parking spaces for overflow parking on weekends and during
the evenings as needed.

Including the 19 proposed on-site parking spaces, the available on-street parking on 34 Street and the
parking arrangement with San Juan del Centro, the parking study (see Attachment B) provided by the
applicant indicates that there are 53 total available parking spaces in the immediate vicinity of the FLC.
With the different user groups arriving and departing from the FLC site at successive times throughout the
day and approximately 50% of the students in each activity group using shuttle vans or walking from the
bus stop or the adjacent San Juan Del Centro development, the proposed parking configuration will
continue to adequately serve the parking demand generated by the use and will not impact the
surrounding residential properties.
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(4) Infrastructure: As compared to development permitted under section 9-6-1, "Schedule of Permitted

Uses of Land," B.R.C. 1981, in the zone, or as compared to the existing level of impact of a non-
conforming 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 required to serve the facility is existing.

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

and

The character of the area is predominantly attached residential with the permanently affordable housing
apartment development, San Juan del Centro located immediately adjacent to the project site. The
Orchard Grove Mobile Home Park is also located in proximity to the site, although it is not adjacent and is
separated by a fence running the length of the property. The site is bordered on the north by the White
Rock Ditch, with the Howard Hueston Park lying further to the north. Surrounding development is
comprised of one and two stories and includes residential and daycare uses.

The development proposal to expand the Family Learning Center is generally consistent with the
character of the area. The site’s relative seclusion at the end of 34t Street and adjacent to a ditch and a
city park makes it so that the site is not really visible to anyone other than residents of immediately
adjacent properties. Considering that the existing use has served residents of the adjacent development
for over 30 years, the proposal to expand the existing building and increase parking while maintaining the
same level of service and overall intensity of the use will not change the predominant character of the
surrounding area.

N/A (6) 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 non-conforming use to another non-conforming 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, as there are no existing residential uses associated with the Family Learning Center.

PUBLIC COMMENT AND PROCESS

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 9-4-3, “Public
Notice Requirements,” B.R.C. 1981 have been met. Staff did not receive any public comments regarding the proposal.

STAFF FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Planning Board approve the Use Review application LUR2012-00101, adopting the staff
memorandum as findings of fact and subject to the recommended conditions of approval.

RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL:

1.

The Applicant shall ensure that the development shall be in compliance with all approved plans dated
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February 14, 2014 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. The hours of operation for the approved use shall be limited to: 7:30 a.m. to 8:00 p.m., Monday through
Saturday, and 11:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. Sundays.

b. Size of the approved use shall be limited to 7,564 square feet.

c. The Applicant shall have an arrangement for and maintain ten off-site parking spaces within 500 feet of the
property. The off-site parking spaces may be shared with other uses provided the parking needs of the
approved use are adequately accommodated. The Applicant shall provide evidence of an arrangement for
the required off-site parking spaces promptly upon request by the City Manager, and any such arrangement is
subject to review and approval by the City Manager.

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. 01326689 on August 17, 1993 in the records of
the Boulder County Clerk and Recorder.

ATTACHMENTS:
A: Applicant’s Proposed Plans
B: Parking Study
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LSC TRANSPORTATION CONSULTANTS, INC.

1889 York Street

Denver, CO 80206

(303) 333-1105

FAX (303) 333-1107
E-mail: Isc@lscdenver.com

March 18, 2014

Mr. Mike Crase
Gilmore

4949 Ironton Street
Denver, CO 80239

Re: Family Learning Center
Boulder County, CO
(LSC #130080)

Dear Mr. Crase:

In response to your request, LSC Transportation Consultants, Inc. has prepared this parking
analysis for the Family Learning Center. As shown on Figure 1, the site is located at 3164 34™
Street in Boulder, Colorado.

REPORT CONTENTS

The report contains the following: a description of the current and planned land use, a survey
of the existing parking utilization, the number of shared parking spaces that would likely be
needed at peak times on a typical weekday, and recommendations to improve existing parking
conditions.

LAND USE AND ACCESS

Figure 1 shows how 34™ Street connects the site to Valmont Road. There is on-street public
parking available on 34™ Street north of Valmont Road. Figure 2 shows the conceptual site
plan. The proposed improvements will include 18 standard parking spaces and one ADA
parking space - a slight increase from existing conditions (13 standard spaces and one ADA
space). The existing building is about 5,137 square feet with 18 full- or part-time employees.
The intent of the 2,427 square-foot expansion is to better support existing services and
operations of the Family Learning Center with no significant increase in staff size, traffic
generation, or parking demand. The Family Learning Center has indicated there is a verbal
understanding between the San Juan Del Centro apartment complex owner/ operator and the
Family Learning Center to share the apartment complex parking spaces nearest to the Family
Learning Center.

EXISTING PARKING SPACE UTILIZATION

There are 53 available parking spaces (including 2 ADA spaces) on or in the vicinity of the site
as shown in Figure 3. An inventory was taken of these parking spaces between 7:45 AM and
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Family Learning Center Parking Evaluation

6:15 PM on Tuesday through Thursday (March 5-7, 2013) to determine the existing parking
space utilization. The results are summarized in Table 1 and show a maximum utilization of
66.0% on Tuesday, 88.7% on Wednesday, and 79.2% on Thursday. The parking spaces on the
Family Learning Center site were occasionally fully occupied with some spillover parking in
the San Juan Del Centro spaces which supports the need for some parking sharing with the
San Juan Del Centro apartment complex.

ESTIMATE OF OVERFLOW PARKING DURING PEAK CONDITIONS

Two separate methods were used to estimate the parking space demand during peak
operations. One method is based on data from the ITE Parking Generation Manual and the
other is based on operational information from the Family Learning Center.

ITE Parking Generation Manual

The manual estimates the 85™ percentile parking demand for a Day Care Center as 3.70
spaces per 1,000 square feet of gross floor area. This would relate to a demand of about 28
parking spaces. It is estimated this could be reduced about 20 percent due to many of the trips
to/from the site being made by bus/shuttle or by pedestrians and cyclists from the
surrounding neighborhood(s). Based on this method the estimated parking demand would be
about 23 parking spaces which could be served by the 18 on-site standard parking spaces and
five shared parking spaces from San Juan Del Centro.

Based on Operational Information

The Center typically has about three employee vehicles and three shuttle buses parked on or
near the site. There are three main activities that generate weekday parking demand: daily
pre-K, daily after school care for middle school students, and Wednesday night tutoring for

high school students.

Pre-K (Weekdays):

About 15 of the 30 Pre-K students typically arrive/depart by passenger vehicle. During peak
times the likely parking demand would be about 21 vehicles (15 for Pre-K, 3 for employees,
and 3 for shuttle buses).

Typically vans drop off at 8:00 AM and parents drop off between 7:50 and 8:15 AM. Vans pick
up at 11:30 AM and parents pick up between 11:30 and 11:40 AM. Vans drop off at 12:30 PM
and parents drop off between 12:30 and 12:40 PM. Vans and parents pick up around 4:00 PM.
The vans drop off after school students prior to picking up preschool students.

After School Care (Weekdays):

About 20 of the 45 after school care students depart by passenger vehicle - most arrive by van
or are dropped of by bus and walk to the site. There is no defined pick-up time so it is expected
only about 80 percent of the 20 vehicles would be on-site at any given time. During peak times
the likely parking demand would be about 22 vehicles (16 for after school care, 3 for em-
ployees, and 3 for shuttle buses).

Agenda ltem 5A  Page 12 of 19
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Family Learning Center Parking Evaluation

Elementary and middle school students are dropped off by bus around 3:00 PM on 34™ Street
and they walk to the Family Learning Center. Vans drop off students from Creekside
Elementary and Centennial Middle School at 4:00 PM and pick up afternoon preschool
students. Students typically walk home or are picked up between 5:30 and 6:00 PM.

Tutoring (Wednesday nights):

Students typically arrive at 6:00 PM and leave at 8:00 PM. Many walk to/from San Juan Del
Centro and/or carpool. To be conservative it is assumed about 15 of the 30 tutored students
arrive /depart by vehicle with very few parking spaces utilized for drop-off. Most of the spaces
utilized for tutoring would be during pick-up when a parent or guardian is waiting for a
student. During peak times the likely parking demand would be about 21 vehicles (15 for
tutoring, 3 for employees, and 3 for shuttle buses).

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
1. There is on-street public parking on 34" Street north of Valmont Road.

2. The Family Learning Center site is proposing to expand by adding a 2,427 square-foot
building to supplement the existing 5,137 square-foot building. The intent of the 2,427
square-foot expansion is to better support existing services and operations with no
significant increase in staff size, traffic generation, or parking demand.

3. The Family Learning Center has indicated there is a verbal understanding between the
San Juan Del Centro owner/operator and the Family Learning Center to share the apart-
ment complex parking spaces nearest to the Family Learning Center.

4. The data collected shows the existing parking lot on site is occasional fully utilized with
parking spillover into the adjacent apartment complex spaces. The data also shows there
is capacity in the apartment complex to accommodate this overflow parking.

S. It is expected about five San Juan Del Centro parking spaces will typically be used by
Family Learning Center vehicles during peak weekday times.

RECOMMENDATIONS

6. The City of Boulder has asked the Family Learning Center to formalize the parking
sharing agreement with San Juan Del Centro apartment complex. It is recommended the
agreement be for five shared parking spaces on a typical weekday with up to ten spaces
allowed on a short-term basis - for example if a few spaces are utilized on Wednesday
nights (6:00 PM) for high school student drop-off.

7. Itis recommended that the Family Learning Center direct staff and volunteers to park in
the shared parking spaces in the San Juan Del Centro apartment complex, particularly

during times of peak parking demand.

8. Itis recommended that the Family Learning Center park their shuttle vans in the shared
parking spaces in the San Juan Del Centro apartment complex, particularly during times
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Mr. Mike Crase Page 4 March 18, 2014
Family Learning Center Parking Evaluation

of peak parking demand. They could be moved into the on-site parking lot for overnight
parking.

* % % % %

We trust this information will assist you in improving parking operations for the Family
Learning Center.

Respectfully submitted,

LSC Transportation sultants, Inc. ¢ ‘L';If;‘/-

rolatall
34 wu018

Christvc&e{ S. McGranahan, P.E., PTOE" "’

Princi
3-i1g-14%

CSM/wc

Enclosures: Table 1
Figures 1-3
ITE Parking Generation Data for Day Care Center

Z:\LSC\Projects\2013\ 130080-FamilyLearningCenter\Report\March-2014\FamilyLearningCenter-031814.wpd
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Table 1
Parking Utilization
Family Learning Center
(LSC #130080; March, 2014)
Number of Vehicles Parked @
Tuesday Wednesday Thursday
03/05/2013 03/06/2013 03/07/2013
Time # parked % parked # parked % parked # parked % parked
07:45 AM 27 50.9% 25 47.2% 23 43.4%
08:00 AM 26 49.1% 25 47.2% 22 41.5%
08:15 AM 29 54.7% 30 56.6% 30 56.6%
09:45 AM 32 60.4% 27 50.9% 30 56.6%
11:15 AM 32 60.4% 24 45.3% 30 56.6%
11:30 AM 35 66.0% 24 45.3% 30 56.6%
11:45 AM 33 62.3% 21 39.6% 29 54.7%
01:15 PM 33 62.3% 29 54.7% 28 52.8%
02:45 PM 33 62.3% 31 58.5% 28 52.8%
03:00 PM 33 62.3% 31 58.5% 28 52.8%
03:15 PM 31 58.5% 35 66.0% 29 54.7%
03:45 PM 31 58.5% 36 67.9% 36 67.9%
04:00 PM 32 60.4% 44 83.0% 42 79.2%
04:15 PM 29 54.7% 47 88.7% 34 64.2%
05:00 PM 32 60.4% 37 69.8% 23 43.4%
05:45 PM 28 52.8% 29 54.7% 26 49.1%
06:00 PM 21 39.6% 28 52.8% 25 47.2%
06:15 PM 23 43.4% 32 60.4% 27 50.9%
(@) There are 53 total available parking spaces on or in the vicinity of the site in the area shown
in Figure 3.
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Land Use: 565
Day Care Center

Average Peak Period Pal:king Demand vs. 1,000 sq. ft. GFA

On a: Weekday

Statistic ~_Peak Period Demand
Peak Period 8:00-9:00 a.m.; 4:00-6:00 p.m.
Number of Study Sites 29

Average Size of Study Sites

4,200 sq. ft. GFA

3.16 vehicles per 1,000 sq. ft. GFA

Standard Deviation

Average Peak Period Parking Demand

1.26

Coefficient of Variation

40%

95% Confidence Interval

2.70-3.62 vehicles per 1,000 sq. ft. GFA

Range

1.18-8.67 vehicles per 1,000 sq. ft. GFA

85th Percentile

3.70 vehicles per 1,000 sq. ft. GFA

33rd Percentile

2.74 vehicles per 1,000 sq. ft. GFA

Weekday Peak Period
Parking Demand

o 25 )
2 ®
-"E’ ZOL ®
o

g 15 P— 03@.‘
< L * R %e
g 10 ;
= oo 'Y ‘o
v ST N
I
& Oi T T T T
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x =1,000 sq. ft. GFA

Institute of Transportation Engineers

* Actual Data Points
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CITYOFBOULDER
PLANNING BOARD AGENDA ITEM
MEETING DATE: April 3, 2013

AGENDA TITLE: Public hearing and consideration of a Use Review application, no. LUR2013-00065, for approval
of an 11-space parking lot as a second principal use in addition to a proposed 3-unit residential townhome
development at 2360 Grove St. in the RH-2 zone district (see LUR2013-00051 for associated Site Review).

Applicant: Peter Stewart
Owner:  Grove 3, LLC

REQUESTING DEPARTMENT:
Community Planning & Sustainability
David Driskell, Executive Director

Susan Richstone, Deputy Director
Charles Ferro, Land Use Review Manager
Chandler Van Schaack, Planner |

OBJECTIVE:

1. Hear Staff and Applicant presentations

2. Hold Public Hearing

3. Planning Board discussion

4 Planning Board action to approve, approve with conditions, or deny

Proposal: Request for approval of an 11-space parking lot as a second principal use in addition to a
proposed 3-unit residential townhome development at 2360 Grove St. in the RH-2 zone
district (see LUR2013-00051 for associated Site Review).

Project Name: 2360 Grove

Location: 2360 Grove St.

Size of Tract: 10,990 s.f. (0.25-acres)
Zoning: Residential High - 2 (RH-2)

Comprehensive Plan:  High Density Residential

PROCESS:

This Use Review request is to allow for a new residential townhome development project at 2360 Grove St. to
include a second principal use consisting of 11 shared parking spaces for use by the neighboring commercial
property to the east (1575 Folsom). Please see Figure 1 below for a vicinity map. A separate Site Review
application is required for the new residential townhome development due to requested setback modifications
(LUR2013-00051); however, the proposed 3-unit townhome development is not included in this Use Review
request due to the fact that it is a principal use allowed by-right in the RH-2 zone district. The shared parking is
considered a separate principal use because it is intended to serve a separate property not included in the
residential development proposal. Per section 9-6-1, “Use Standards,” B.R.C. 1981, “automobile parking lots,
garages, or car pool lots as a principal use” are permitted in the RH-2 zone only if approved through a Use Review
process. Pursuant to section 9-2-15, “Use Review,” B.R.C. 1981, the city manager shall review and submit a
recommendation to the Planning Board for any application for a Use Review of a nonresidential use in a residential
zone. It should be noted that while the residential development is not included in this Use Review request, approval
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of the Site Review application is conditioned on the applicant receiving approval of the shared parking through this
Use Review application. Please see Attachment A for the applicant’s proposed plans.

BACKGROUND:

Existing Use / Area
Context.

The project site is
located on Grove Street
near the intersection of
Grove and Folsom
Street within the RH-2
(Residential -High 2)
zone district, which is
defined in section 9-5-
2(c)(1)(F) of the land
use code 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 % & W 4 B el L Tha 2%

may be allowed.” The Figure 1: Vicinity Map

areas to the north and

northwest of the subject site are a mix of one to three-story mixed density residential buildings, and include the
RMX-1 (Residential -Mixed 1)-zoned Goss-Grove residential neighborhood. The properties immediately to the
south and east of the subject site contain primarily retail and service uses and are zoned BT-2 (Business-
Transitional 2), with BR-1 (Business- Regional 1) zoning extending further to the south and east across Arapahoe
Ave. and Folsom St., respectively.

Currently, the 10,990 square foot site contains a surface parking lot which serves the existing restaurant uses
located on the neighboring property to the east (1575 Folsom St.). The existing restaurant uses located at 1575
Folsom St. were approved in 1985 through a Special Review (SR-85-32), which required that the development
provide 13 parking spaces on site and also maintain a valid lease for an additional 11 parking spaces within 500
feet of the property (Please see Attachment B for the original 1575 Folsom disposition of approval). At the time of
the original approval for 1575 Folsom in 1985, the parcel that is now 2360 Grove St. was part of a larger parcel
under common ownership that included the 2333 Arapahoe property to the south (former Dairy Queen site) and
had frontages on both Arapahoe Ave. and Grove St., with an additional access point off of Folsom St. just south of
the 1575 Folsom property. The original site plan approval for 1575 Folsom showed the 11 parking spaces located
just south of the property, on what is now 2333 Arapahoe; however, at some point following the closure of the Dairy
Queen a new parking agreement was created and the spaces were relocated to the 2360 Grove property, which
contained the northern portion of the former Dairy Queen parking lot. Currently, there is a shared parking and
access agreement between the owners of 1575 Folsom and 2360 Grove requiring that 11 parking spaces be
reserved on the subject site for use by patrons of 1575 Folsom.
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ANALYSIS OF USE REVIEW CRITERIA

Applications for Use Review are reviewed for consistency with the criteria set forth in subsection 9-2-15(e), “Criteria
for Review,” B.R.C. 1981.

1.

Is the proposed use consistent with the Use Review criteria set forth in subsection 9-2-15(e),
“Criteria for Review,” B.R.C. 1981?

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

¥ (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 non-conforming use;

The project site is located within the RH-2 (Residential -High 2) zone district, which is defined in section 9-
5-2(c)(1)(F) of the land use code 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.”

The proposed shared parking is considered a separate principal use because it is intended to serve a
Separate property not included in the residential development proposal. Per section 9-6-1, “Use
Standards,” B.R.C. 1981, “automobile parking lots, garages, or car pool lots as a principal use” are
permitted in the RH-2 zone only if approved through a Use Review process.

v' (2) Rationale: The use either:

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

The proposed shared parking would provide a direct service to the adjacent commercial use by
allowing the owners of that property to maintain their existing shared parking agreement with the
owners of 2360 Grove, thereby providing them with a close and convenient area for customers to
park. The existing restaurant uses located at 1575 Folsom St. were approved in 1985 through a
Special Review (SR-85-32), which required that the development provide 13 parking spaces on
site and also maintain a valid lease for an additional 11 parking spaces within 500 feet of the

property.

Maintaining the existing shared parking agreement will also help to reduce adverse impacts to the
surrounding neighborhood by preventing parking spillover from the adjacent commercial uses. The
subject site is located immediately adjacent to the residential Goss-Grove neighborhood, which
can be impacted by overflow parking from Naropa University, Boulder High and other nearby
commercial development. Given that the existing site has absorbed the parking impacts of the
adjacent commercial uses for nearly 30 years, the proposal to maintain the shared parking as a
second principal use while also redeveloping the underutilized site for residential represents an
optimal way to increase intensity without increasing the impacts of the existing uses.

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

Not applicable.
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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

Not applicable.

N/A (D) Is an existing legal non-conforming use or a change thereto that is permitted under

subsection (e) of this section;

Not applicable.

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;

As discussed above, the 2360 Grove site has been used as a parking lot for adjacent commercial
uses for over 30 years. During that time, the site has helped to alleviate the impacts of the nearby
commercial development on the adjacent residential neighborhood to the north and west. Formerly
part of the Dairy Queen parking area and later serving the “Siamese Plate” restaurant to the east
at 1575 Folsom, the site has continuously helped to create a buffer between the higher intensity
uses of the Boulder Valley Regional Center (BVRC) to the east and the mixed density residential
uses to the west. Under the current proposal, the site will be redeveloped in a manner consistent
with the nearby residential areas while also maintaining its historic function as a parking buffer
between the commercial and residential uses it lies between. Therefore, visually, the proposed
development will be more compatible with the surrounding residential areas than it is currently,
while in terms of impacts to nearby properties, the site will maintain its existing compatibility.

Infrastructure: As compared to development permitted under section 9-6-1, "Schedule of
Permitted Uses of Land," B.R.C. 1981, in the zone, or as compared to the existing level of
impact of a non-conforming 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 parking use does not require any infrastructure improvements, as the site is already
developed as a parking lot. The associated residential development meets the use and intensity
standards for the RH-2 zone district.

v_(5) Character of Area: The use will not change the predominant character of the surrounding

area; and

The areas to the north and northwest of the subject site are a mix of one to three-story mixed
density residential buildings, and include the RMX-1 (Residential -Mixed 1)-zoned Goss-Grove
residential neighborhood. The properties immediately to the south and east of the subject site
contain primarily retail and service uses and are zoned BT-2 (Business- Transitional 2), with BR-1
(Business- Regional 1) zoning extending further to the south and east across Arapahoe Ave. and
Folsom St., respectively. As such, redevelopment of the subject site as attached residential
housing while maintaining the existing parking agreement with the adjacent commercial property is
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in keeping with the character of both the existing residential uses to the north and northwest as
well as the existing commercial uses to the south and east.

N/A (6) 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 non-conforming use to another non-
conforming 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, as there are no existing residential uses located on the subject site.

PUBLIC COMMENT AND PROCESS

Required public notice was provided in the form of written notifications to property owners within 600 feet of the
subject property. In addition, a public notice sign was posted on the property and therefore, all public notice
requirements of section 9-4-3, “Public Notice Requirements,” B.R.C. 1981 were met. Staff received comments from
a neighboring property owner concerned about the city’s residential parking requirements in general; however, the
citizen overall expressed support for the request to maintain shared parking spaces.

STAFF FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends that the Planning Board approve the Use Review application LUR2013-00065, adopting the staff
memorandum as findings of fact and subject to the recommended conditions of approval.

RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL:

1. The Applicant shall ensure that the development shall be in compliance with all approved plans dated
January 3, 2014 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 use shall be limited to eleven (11) parking spaces for the use of the
neighboring property at 1575 Folsom Street, including five (5) standard stalls and four (4) compact
stalls located along the south side of the site as well as two (2) parallel compact stalls located
along the east side of the subject property.

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

ATTACHMENTS:
A: Applicant’s Proposed Plans
B: Disposition of Approval for 1575 Folsom
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[ All plant material shall meet gpecifications of the American Agsociation of Nurserymen
(AAN) for number one grade. All trees shall be balled and burlapped or equivalent. Al

plant materials shall have all wire, twine or other containment materialg, except for

burlap, removed from trunk and root ball of the plant prior to planting.

2. Treeg shall not be planted cloger 10 feet to any sewer or water line. Tree planting
ghall be coordinated with all utilities - locationg of all utilities chall be verified in the field

3. All shrubg shall be planted no lesg than 3’ from any idewalk or curb.

4. Grades shall be set to allow for proper drainage away from structures. Grades chall

maintain emooth profiles and be free of surface debrig, bumps, and depressions.

5. Developers shall engure that the landeeape plan is coordinated with the plang done by

other conaultants <o that the proposed grading, storm drainage, or other constructions

doeg not conflict nor preclude intallation and maintenance of landecape elements on

6. All shrub beds adjacent to turf areag chall be edged with a perforated Ryerson or

7. All shrub bed areag chall be mulched with a 4” layer of wood muleh. Ingtall 3" of

2'-4" cobble to bed adjacent to structure. No fabric to be ingtalled below perennials,

8. Prior to inetallation of plant materialg, areag that have been compacted or disturbed
by congtruction activity shall be thoroughly loogened; organic goil amendments ghall be
incorporated at the rate of at leagt three (3) cubic yards per (000 square feet of

9. All landscape plant materiale and grass wil be irrigated with an automatic eystem.

[I. Contractor shall verify all material quantities prior to ingtallation. Actual number of

12. Refer to the City of BoulderDesign and Construction Streetscaping Standards for
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CKM 2 | Acer platanoides ‘Crimeon King' Crimgon King Norway Maple 2" cal. ag shown plant eymbols shall have priority over the quantity designated.
TOTAL:| 3
ORNAMENTAL TREES: all work within public areag.
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CITY ATTACHMENT B
OF

BOULDER

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

DEPARTACNT OF COMMUNITY PLAMNING AND DEVELOPMENT
NOTICE OF DISPOSITION

You are hereby advised that the following action was taken by the Planning
Department based on the purposes and intent of the Land Use Regulatiors as set
rorth in Section(s) 9-4, B.R.C. 1981, as applied to the proposed development:
NAME OF PROJECT: Siamese Plate

DESCRIPTION: Restaurant in an existing building.

LEGAL: See Attached Exhibit A

LOCATION: 1575 Folsom

APPLICANT : Sirichai Chanchaikulvet

TYPE AND NUMBER: Special Review SR-85-32

ZONING: T8-E

DECISTON: Approval with conditions.

FOR CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL, SEE THE BACK OF THIS DISPOSITION.

The date of approval will be the date that the Notice of Disposition and the
Mylar plan copy are signed by the Pianning Director. Prior to approval, the

Planning Department must receive the signed Mylar plan copy from the
applicant, with Disposition conditions shown on the Mylar.

Approved on: ‘ l I | g(
a

By: ' in dwa&)l)

anning Director
Dept. of Community Planning & Development

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

Appeal to Planning Board expires:  November 15, 1985

Date
JF/nb/Dispelll

PO BOX 791 . BOULDIR, COLNRADO 80306 TEi EPHONFE (203) 441.3270

— e e e e P e — e it e S
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CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

The approval {s subject to the applicant's compliance with the approved

site plan attached as Exhibit "8". The landscaping improvements shall be
compieted by June 1, 1986.

The approval is contingent on the applicant's maintaining a valid lease
for 11 parking spaces within 500 feet of the restaurant.

Any signage for the restaurant use, fncluding the leased parking area,
shall be in compliance with the City sign reguiation.

Agenda ltem 5B Page 9 of 9




CITYOFBOULDER
PLANNING BOARD AGENDA ITEM

MEETING DATE: April 3, 2014

AGENDA TITLE:

Public hearing to consider application #.UR2014-00003 to amend the previous Site and Use Review
approval (case #LUR2008-00083) for the Washington Village project, located at 1215 Cedar
Avenue, which allowed 33 dwelling units and 2,950 square feet of office/commercial space on the
ground floor of a new building along Broadway and community facilities on the 3-acre site. The
following modifications within the RH-2 (Residential High — 2) zoning district are requested:

e Addition of three dwelling units bringing the site total to 36 dwelling units (30 dwelling on the
RH-2 side);

e Additional floor area within the Broadway Building and North Building totaling 5,059 square feet
(1,152 square feet would be above grade with the remaining space in basements and storage).

e Reconsideration of the previously approved Use Review to change a condition of approval to
reduce parking by one parking space in light of a proposed 300 square feet reduction in the
commercial space; and

e A parking reduction of 11 percent.

Applicant: Adrian Sopher, Sopher Architects
Property Owner: Washington School Development Company, LLC
REQUESTING DEPARTMENT:

Community Planning & Sustainability

David Driskell, Executive Director

Susan Richstone, Deputy Director

Charles Ferro, Land Use Review Manager

Karl Guiler, Senior Planner/Code Amendment Specialist

OBJECTIVE:

1. Hear applicant and staff presentations

2. Hold public hearing

3. Planning Board discussion

4. Planning Board action to approve, approve with conditions, or deny the request to amend the

Site and Use Review applications.

SUMMARY:

Proposal: Site Review Amendment and Use Review to allow modifications to previously approved
Washington Village Il Site and Use Review application # LUR2008-00083.
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Project Name: Washington Village Il

Location: 1215 Cedar Avenue
Size of Tract: 3 acres (130,710 square feet)
Zoning: RH-2 (High Density Residential) & RL-1 (Low Density Residential)

Comprehensive Plan:  High Density Residential & Low Density Residential

KEY ISSUES:

Staff has identified the following key issues to help guide the board’s discussion:

1. Does the proposed parking reduction meet the criteria of section 9-2-14(h)(2)(K), B.R.C. 19817

2. With the addition of dwelling units and floor area, will the project continue to meet the Site Review criteria?

3. With the reduction of one commercial parking space, will the project continue to meet the Use Review
criteria?

BACKGROUND:

Figure 1 Development context around 1215 Cedar (outllned)
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The 1215 Cedar Avenue property is bounded by Broadway to the west, Cedar Avenue to the south, 13t
Street to the east, and a mix of multi-family and single-family development to the north as shown above. |t
consists of three acres and is currently occupied by the vacant Washington Elementary School, which was
closed in 2003 by the Boulder Valley School District (BVSD) due to school consolidation. Its closure
prompted a comprehensive process to consider how the site should be developed. While there was initial
interest from several groups to develop the site, the applicant, Wonderland Hill Development Company, was
the only group that proceeded with a site design for city consideration.

The Washington School property was the subject of two Concept Plans and two Site and Use Review applications
during the years 2007 through 2009. Site and Use Review application LUR2008-00083 was ultimately approved
with conditions by City Council on February 25, 2009 after a referendum on the property on the previous Site
Review and two call-up hearings by City Council.

The approved Washington Village Il plans can be found as sheets 0.0 through A2.5 within the plan set in
Attachment C. The original notice of disposition containing the conditions of approval is found in Attachment B.

The Site Review approval permitted redevelopment of the site with a total of 33 dwelling units (27 attached, some
within the school building and others in new buildings on the west side of the site, and six detached on the east side
of the site) and 2,950 square feet of office/commercial space on the ground floor of a new building along Broadway.

The residential uses were designed to comply with the underlying Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan (BVCP) land
use designation and zoning on the site, both of which are split between high density residential along Broadway and
low density residential along 13t Street. The non-residential uses on the site required Planning Board approval of a
Use Review application. Following call up of the Planning Board’s approval of the project, City Council reviewed and
approved the project on Feb. 25, 2009.

As projects are required to be substantially complete after a three year period (unless specific phasing is approved),
the applicant had to request a one-year staff level extension in 2012 and a Planning Board level extension in 2013
considering the impact of the economic downtown. That extension was approved by the board on Feb. 7, 2013. The
applicant also submitted a final plat application in 2011, which was approved. Staff has also been working with the
applicant to come to agreement over how the outlot on the corner would be deeded over to the city to become a
pocket park. While not explicitly required by the Site Review, dedication of the land for a park was something that
was important for the neighborhood and the applicant expressed their willingness to design the project independent
of the space for these purposes. Staff expects to have the land dedicated to the Department of Parks and
Recreation within the coming months.

To date, the applicant has submitted construction drawings related to landscaping, drainage and utilities for the
entire site and has constructed two of the carriage homes, three of the single-family homes, and is currently
constructing both the duplex buildings and the new units within the historic school building. Building permits for the
remaining single-family homes are either under review or issued. The only substantive work not yet under way is the
Broadway Building and the North Building, which are the subject of the requests below:

REQUESTS:

Proposal to amend the previously approved Washington Village project (Site and Use Review application LUR2008-
00083) as follows:

e Request to allow new partition walls within the Broadway Building resulting in three additional dwelling units
increasing the total unit count from 27 to 30 on the RH-2 portion of the development.
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Request to add floor area in areas that would not change the massing of buildings, as follows:

o 1,096 square feet within the confines of the Broadway Building (as previously noticed) and 471 square feet
in subterranean storage space;

o 3,436 square feet in a new basement under the North Building and 56 square feet above grade as
basement access.

o Atotal of 5,059 square feet is proposed. Roughly 30% of the floor area would be storage space and
roughly 20% would be above grade.

Request for Use Review approval to change a previous condition of approval, which required nine (9) parking

spaces for commercial based on the square footage. The applicant requests eight (8) parking spaces as the

land use code requires eight spaces based on the 300 square foot reduction to the commercial spaces from

2,950 square feet to 2,650 square feet.

Request for approval of a parking reduction of 11%. Effectively, 49 parking spaces are provided where RH-2

zoning code parking standards require 55 parking spaces.

As discussed below, Planning Board is the granting authority in this case. The applicant’s request and written
statement are found in Attachment A.

PROCESS:

Site Review Amendment: A Site Review Amendment is required to permit the addition of units and floor area
described above. Pursuant to section 9-8-3(b), “Density in the RH-1, RH-2, RH-3 and RH-7 Districts,” B.R.C.
1981, Planning Board review and approval is required to approve the additional three units (see code excerpt
below). By-right density would permit 24 dwelling units and up to 46 dwelling units can be requested per 9-8-
3(b), B.R.C. 1981. Twenty-seven dwelling units on the RH-2 side were previously approved.

Code excerpt: (b) Additional Density in the RH-2 District: In the RH-2 zoning district, the planning board may reduce the
minimum lot area of 3,000 square feet per dwelling unit to 1,600 square feet of lot area per dwelling unit pursuant to site
review approval.

Use Review: A new Use Review is required to alter a previous condition of approval that required nine (9)
parking spaces for commercial uses. Nine spaces were required because of the parking requirements that
require one parking space for every 300 square feet. With 2,965 square feet previously approved, this equates
to nine parking spaces. The applicant is proposing to reduce the commercial space by 300 square feet and as
a result, only eight (8) parking spaces are required. Pursuant to section 9-2-15(d)(1), “Use Review,” B.R.C.
1981, only Planning Board may approve non-residential uses in a residential zoning district (see code excerpt
below). Therefore, the amendment to the condition of approval to permit eight (8) parking spaces requires
Planning Board approval.

Code excerpt: (1) The city manager will review applications for use review of a nonresidential use in residential zoning
districts, or attached and detached dwelling units or a residential use in a P district, and will submit a recommendation to
the planning board for its final action pursuant to subsection 9-2-7(b), B.R.C. 1981.

Parking reduction: An 11 percent parking reduction is requested. Parking reduction requests on residential
properties must be processed as part of Site Review. Typically, parking reductions under 50 percent do not
require Planning Board review; however, as the board is required to act on the two requests above, the
reduction is under the board’s purview. As the parking reduction is the largest key issue of the application, it
will be discussed first in the ‘Analysis’ section below.
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ANALYSIS

1. Does the proposed parking reduction meet the criteria of section 9-2-14(h)(2)(K), B.R.C. 1981?

When the project was originally approved, the previous RH-2 parking standards applied whereby one
parking space was required for the first 800 square feet of a unit and one additional parking space was
required for every 300 square feet (or portion thereof) afterwards. This was one of the highest parking
requirements in the city and was generally meant to apply to RH-2 areas in proximity to the university where
there were instances of students doubling up within rooms. This restrictive standard often resulted in
requests for parking reductions. For the Washington Village Il project, a parking reduction of over 50

percent was required and was approved in 2009.

This parking standard was amended in 2012 to be more synonymous with other RH zones with calculations
based on bedroom counts. The current requirement is outlined below:

1-bedroom units

1 parking space

2-bedroom units

1.5 parking spaces

3-bedroom units

2 parking spaces

4 or more bedroom units

3 parking spaces

When applied to the Washington Village project, the following number of residential spaces is required:

Unit type Unit count Requirement Total
1-bedroom units 6 units 1 parking space 6 spaces
2-bedroom units 18 units 1.5 parking spaces 27 spaces
3-bedroom units 6 units 2 parking spaces 12 spaces
Total Residential parking 30 units NA 45 spaces
Extra spaces for additional NA NA 2 spaces
future bedrooms
Total Commercial parking NA 1 space per 300 sf 8 spaces
Total required spaces 30 units & See above 55 spaces
2,650 sf of
commercial
Total spaces provided 49 spaces

The current requirement is for a total of 55 parking spaces on the RH-2 side. Previous requirements
required 105 spaces for both residential and non-residential. The applicant is proposing 49 on-site parking
spaces. This amounts to an 11 percent parking reduction.

Staff finds that the parking reduction criteria are met based on the following factors:

The site is located along a multi-modal corridor with frequent bus service.
On-street parking is along two frontages of the site (i.e., Cedar & 13t).
A car share program will be implemented on site.

Bike parking in excess of that required will be available on site.
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e The development would operate as a cohousing community where sharing of vehicles may be more likely than
in a typical community.

e  General ease of walkabilty to destinations like Community Plaza or downtown.

e  Parking requirements may count rooms that will not be occupied as bedrooms despite meeting the definition of
bedroom and may not represent the need for vehicles on site.

e  While the unit count would increase by three, the bedroom count (as compared to the previous approval) would
only increase by two bedrooms.

Further, the submitted parking and traffic study prepared by LSC Transportation Consultants, Inc. (see Attachment
F) shows that the parking will be accommodated on the site with a peak demand of 47 on-site parking spaces where
there will be 49 parking spaces available on the site. Table 1 of the analysis indicates that peak time occurs during
the evening hours where a total of 47 parking spaces would be necessary. Table 1 indicates a minimal parking need
for commercial during evening hours based on ITE (Institute of Transportation Engineers) numbers, but as the
offices are required to be closed during this time period, there would generally be a surplus of spaces available to
residential at that time. During the day demand would be 35 parking spaces (8 for the office reserved during
business hours and 27 on-site spaces for residential) where 41 spaces would be available. Based on these
conclusions and the ability to meet the criteria below, staff finds that the parking reduction can be approved.

Responses to the parking criteria are below for reference:

(i) 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:

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 submitted parking study dated March 13, 2014 indicates that peak residential need during the peak time (i.e., night
time) would be 42 parking spaces where 49 spaces would be available. During the day, the peak need would be 35
parking spaces, where 41 spaces would be available to residential (8 spaces would be allotted to commercial until 4pm
by condition of approval). Based on these conclusions, the probable number of motor vehicles to be owned by
occupants of and visitors will be adequately accommodated.

In addition, the applicant is required to employ TDM strategies to encourage residents to own less or have no cars. The
TDM prepared by the applicant has been reviewed and found to be appropriate in its provision of on-site bicycle parking
(which exceeds requirements), a bike pool and car share program. The TDM also indicates that incentives, such as the
provision of transit passes, would be allotted to residents that do not have a car as an incentive to free up parking
spaces on the site and to reduce vehicles trips from the site, which is the principal goal of TDM strategies.

b. The parking needs of any nonresidential uses will be adequately accommodated through on-street parking or
off-street parking;

Eight (8) off-street parking spaces would be allotted to the non-residential uses on the site. They would be restricted to
non-residential uses for the majority of the day (8am to 4pm). Eight spaces meet the required number of spaces for the
proposed office use. Further, office spaces would be required to close at 6pm to ensure spaces are available during
times of peak need for residential.

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;

The submitted parking study prepared by Transportation Consultants, Inc. and dated March 13, 2014 indicates a peak
need of 47 parking spaces for residential and office uses on the site. With 49 on-site parking spaces available and
considering the conditions of approval referenced below, the parking needs of both uses, which would rely on shared
parking, would be met on the site.
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-A condition of approval requires that the 8 spaces allotted to office uses during daytime hours be open for residential
use after 4pm.

-A condition of approval restricts the office use to 8am and 6pm, thus eliminating any office need between 10pm and
8am.

d. If joint use of common parking areas is proposed, varying time periods of use will accommodate proposed
parking needs; and

Parking for office uses would be reserved during the hours of 8am and 4pm. After 4pm, the parking spaces would be
available for residential uses, which enable the project to better meet the peak demand during evening hours. Office
spaces would be required to close at 6pm to ensure spaces are available during times of peak need for 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.

Should the occupancy of the development change such that its occupancy would require more parking than a standard
residential development, a reconsideration of the Site Review and parking reduction would be required. The applicant is
aware of this condition.

2. With the addition of dwelling units and floor area, will the project continue to meet the Site
Review criteria?

Yes. The Site Review criteria require high quality design and are meant to avoid undue impact, ensure
neighborhood compatibility and assess consistency with surrounded context. With three additional dwelling units
and floor area, the following Site Review criteria are the most relevant to this evaluation:

o Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan (BVCP) compliance (section 9-2-14(h)(1), B.R.C. 1981)
o Parking (section 9-2-14(h)(2)(K), B.R.C. 1981) [see Key Issue no. 1]
o Building Design (section 9-2-14(h)(2)(F), B.R.C. 1981)

As there are no other proposed changes that impact compliance with the other criteria, the full list of criteria is not
discussed in depth in this analysis, but can be found within Attachment D with full staff responses for reference.

BVCP compliance

Staff continues to find the project, on balance, consistent with BVCP policies, including but not limited those on
compact development pattern (BVCP 2.03, Compact Development Pattern), sensitive infill and redevelopment
(BVCP 2.30, Sensitive Infill and Redevelopment), mixed-use (BVCP 2.16, Mixed Use and Higher Density
Development), affordable housing (BVCP 7.02, Permanently Affordable Housing), mixture of housing types (BVCP
7.06, Mixture of Housing Types), and historic preservation (BVCP 2.28, Historic Preservation/Conservation Tools).
Further, the density continues to be consistent with that permitted per the BVCP High Density Residential land use
designation and the RH-2 zone.

The relevant criteria are below with the changes shown underlined:

(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 Washington Village project has been found to be compatible with the policies of the comprehensive plan, including but not
limited to, policies related to compact land use pattern, infill development, mixed-use, affordable housing, mixture of housing
types, historic preservation, and sensitive infill and development.
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(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:

(i) The density permitted in the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan, or ...

The density permitted in the BVCP for the western portion of the site is 14 units or greater. The subject project would be approximately 17.6
dwelling units per acre (du/ac) on that side- an increase from the previous approval which was for 15.8 du/ac. The applicant has requested
additional density pursuant to Section 9-8-3(d), B.R.C. 1981. Based on the ability of the project to meet the other aspects of these criteria,
the amount of density is appropriate on the Broadway multi-modal corridor. On the eastern portion where low density residential
development is intended, the density would be approximately 4.6 dwelling units per acre, which is within the 2 to 6 units per acre range for
Low Density Residential.

Building design

With respect to building design and massing, the additional units and floor area will not result in diminished building
quality and will not increase impacts above what was previously assessed. This is because the new units and floor
area would be contained entirely within the approved massing of buildings and underneath buildings as shown in
Figures 2 and 3 below:
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Figure 2- Proposed Broadway Building additions within the approved footprint and massing of the building.
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Figure 3- Floor area proposed within the basement of the North Building.

As the additional units and floor area for the development would be entirely within the massing, footprints and
basements of buildings, there would be no additional perceivable bulk. While additional floor area is proposed, the
massing of buildings would actually decrease as a result of design changes to the Broadway Building. For instance,
the Broadway Building has been reduced in height by 5 feet per the previous condition of approval. The massing is
less, because the reduced height was achieved by sinking the building and subterranean parking deeper into the
ground. This design enables the retention of the hip roof as opposed to what may have been a perceivably taller
building with a flat roof. Figure 4 depicts the change:

WEST ELEVATION

SCALE 18" = 1-0° n

Figure 4- Approved Broadway Building design with overall height reduced by 5 feet.

For the reasons outlined above and within the criteria responses, staff continues to find the project consistent with
the Site Review criteria.

(F) Building Design, Livability, and Relationship to the Existing or Proposed Surrounding Area:

(i) 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;

This factor is met as follows:

o The height of the majority of the proposed buildings on the site would conform to the 35-foot height limitation for the
RH-2 and RL-1 districts. In fact, most of the multi-family buildings would not exceed 30 feet. The Broadway
Building would be built at 41 feet (per previous condition of approval).

e The mass of the interior buildings would be appropriate, since they are all well articulated and would not appear
imposing, since most are only two stories and those over two stories are of similar stature to large single family
homes, which exist in the neighborhood.

e Additional floor area proposed for the development would be within the massing, footprints and basements of
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buildings and would not contribute to any additional perceivable bulk. While additional floor area is proposed, the
massing of buildings would actually decrease as a result of design changes to the Broadway Building. For
instance, the Broadway Building has been reduced in height by 5 feet per the previous condition of approval. The
massing is less, because the reduced height was achieved by sinking the building and subterranean parking
deeper into the ground. This design enables the retention of the hip roof as opposed to what may have been a
perceivably taller building with a flat roof.

e Aside from the historic school, the Broadway Building would be the most massive on the site. Its size would be
noticeable by virtue of its length along Broadway at 194 feet. This compares to a roughly 170 foot length of the
Broadway Brownstones project to the south. The length is not considered out of context since it is mostly two story
massing along the streetscape with relief provided by upper floor setbacks. Where the first story is at 17 feet at its
closest point to the Broadway ot line (this correlates to setbacks of buildings across the street), the second story
would be set back 22 feet (which matches the setbacks of the Broadway Brownstones one block down) and the
third floor would be set back 34 feet, which is 9 feet more than the required setback on that side. The entire length
of the building is well articulated and will not present any more mass than the Broadway Brownstones building
along Broadway. Concentrating massing along Broadway is considered a more practical way of accommodating
the density on the site, as the alternative could present greater impacts to the single-family neighborhood on the
project’s east side.

e The orientation and configuration of buildings on the site are found compatible, in that all would orient to the three
streetscapes (a condition is proposed that would require this) and the configuration of the buildings are appropriate
to the different contexts on each side of the site. For example, buildings on the RH-2 side have larger footprints
similar to other multi-family projects along the high density residential Broadway corridor, whereas moving eastward
on the sites, the form and footprints of buildings decrease to match the RL-1 single-family character on the east
side.

(ii) 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 heights of the buildings, as noted above, have been found to be compatible with the height of existing for the immediate
area and other buildings proposed for the site. The existing Washington School building is over the height limit at nearly 50-
feet and would continue to be the most prominent building on the site. The next tallest building would be the Broadway
Building, which has been limited to no taller than 41 feet per previous condition of approval. The applicant has already
adjusted the design of the building to meet this height limitation while also retraining a hip roof design lending to more
consistency in form to adjacent buildings on and around the site. The proposed building at that height will be in general
proportion to the height of existing buildings considering the school building the height of Broadway Brownstones and the
BHP building at 3120 Broadway, which were both built to a height of 41-feet.

Site Design
Lastly, conversations related to permeability were raised during the original Site Review in 2009 due to the length of

the Broadway Building (discussed in the criteria above) and the perception that it be a barrier to pedestrian
permeability through the site. This was considered important because of BVCP policy 2.37, Enhanced Design for
Private Sector Projects which states:

Permeability. Projects should provide multiple opportunities to walk from the street into projects, thus presenting a
street face that is permeable. Where appropriate, they should provide opportunities for visual permeability into a site
to create pedestrian interest.

To address this, a pathway entering the site on the north end of the Broadway Building was added, which would
enable persons to walk into the site and potentially continue on pathways through the site towards 13t Street to the
east. This was considered consistent with the BVCP policy above. Since the approval, the applicant has raised
concerns about having non-residents entering the site as if it were a public trail and neighbors at Red Arrow
Townhomes to the north have also raised privacy concerns. To address this, the applicant has changed the
pathway surface from concrete to sandstone in efforts to make the path look less like a city public multi-use path
and more as a private path while at the same time not prohibiting entry. Staff finds that this design solution is an
acceptable compromise to ensure permeability while also making it clear that persons would be entering a private
site. However, as part of this application the applicant has reconfigured the pathway towards an exterior elevated
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walkway in the Broadway Building rather than having a direct pathway to the open space within the site. Staff is
concerned that this diminishes the more fluid permeability offered in the previous design. Staff understands that this
is a delicate balance of achieving overall design quality while avoiding disproportionate intrusion into the site by
those that do not live there. Nevertheless, staff believes that the sandstone surfacing achieves this balance and
thus, staff is proposing a condition of approval (see 3(b) on page 12) that would require the previous path
configuration to meet the intent of BVCP policies and the Site Review criteria.

3. With the reduction of one commercial parking space, will the project continue to meet the Use Review
criteria?

The full language of the Use Review criteria of section 9-2-15(e), B.R.C. 1981 and staff responses to each
are found within Attachment E. Use Reviews can be approved if the criteria (summarized below) are met:

Consistency with zoning

Use meeting specified rationale
Compatibility with surroundings
Minimal impact to infrastructure
Consistency with character of the area

Staff continues to find the proposed establishment of commercial uses on the site along Broadway to be
consistent with the criteria, as the uses would create a mix of uses along a multi-modal corridor (consistent
with city policies) and to an extent that is consistent with the size and location of other office uses in the
immediate area along Broadway. Further, the uses are restricted, by previous condition of approval, to
Professional and Technical Offices, which typically have fewer visits from clients as compared to other
types of office uses.

Staff finds that the modification to the condition relative to the amount of parking allotted to the commercial
use is also supportable as the specified amount (i.e., 8 parking spaces) will continue to be reserved for
commercial uses and in an amount that meets the parking regulations of section 9-9-6, “Parking
Standards,” B.R.C. 1981, for the proposed uses. The condition only requires alteration because of the
applicant’s decision to reduce the commercial space and, in turn, the parking requirement.

Page 12 contains the updated Use Review conditions of approval, which reflect the readjusted number of
parking spaces and the reduced commercial space size (i.e., 2,650 square feet).

PUBLIC COMMENT AND PROCESS:

Required public notice was given in the form of written notification mailed to all property owners within 600
feet of the subject site and a sign posted on the property for at least 10 days. All notice requirements of
Section 9-4-3, “Public Notice Requirements,” B.R.C. 1981 have been met. Staff has also contacted those
neighbors that requested to be notified of any upcoming meetings or submittals and also sent mailed
notice of the Planning Board hearing.

Staff also provided mailed public notice of the hearing to properties within 600 feet of the subject site and

emailed notice of the public hearing to interested parties and the Washington School Neighborhood
Association.
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Staff has received a number of email communications from the neighborhood in support and against the
proposed changes. In summary, comments in support of the project cite the addition of smaller units, which
would be relatively more affordable than the previous larger units and how making the project more aligned
with the current market demand would enable a swifter completion of the project. Members of the public in
opposition to the proposed changes raise concerns about inadequate parking and frustrations on the
ongoing construction on the site. One neighbor within the Red Arrow townhome neighbor continues to
object to the location and height of the Broadway Building and requests that it be moved further south to
minimize shadow impacts. Public comments are found within Attachment G.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends that the Planning Board approve Site and Use Review application # LUR2014-00003 with the
conditions listed below and adopting the findings provided in this memorandum and its attachments.

PROPOSED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

1. The Applicant shall ensure that the development shall be in compliance with all approved plans and
documents, including the approved plans entitied Washington Village Il dated November 17, 2008 and
January 8, 2009, the amended plans entitled Washington School Developments dated January 6, 2014, the
written statement dated September 12, 2008 as amended in the written statement dated January 6 and March
14,2014, and the conditions of approval within the Notice of Disposition dated February 25, 2009 on file in the
City of Boulder Planning Department, except to the extent that the development may be modified by this
approval.

2. 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: Development Agreement recorded at Reception No. 03058023 on February 10,
2010.

3. Prior to a building permit application for the Broadway Building and the North Building, whichever
occurs first, the Applicant shall submit a Technical Document Review application or applications for the
following items, subject to the approval of the City Manager:

a) Final architectural plans, including materials and colors, to insure compliance with the intent of this
approval and compatibility with the historic school and surrounding area.

b) A final site plan illustrating the approved site configuration for the environs of the Broadway Building and
North Building, including the original path configuration north of the Broadway Building, consistent with the
approved site plans dated November 17, 2008 and January 8, 2009 as well as the curb ramp to be
constructed for the Broadway pedestrian signal.

c) A detailed landscape and tree protection plan, including size, quantity, and type of plants existing and
proposed; type and quality of non-living landscaping materials; any site grading proposed; and the
proposed irrigation system, to insure compliance with this approval and the City's landscaping
requirements. The plans must conform to the preliminary Tree Preservation Plan and arborist assessment
attached to the approved plans. Any construction that affects the existing trees, including but not limited to
foundations, grading, impervious surfaces, and the erection of walls within the vicinity of trees to be
preserved that result in unanticipated damage to existing trees, shall require mitigation pursuant to the
detailed landscape and tree protection plan.
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d) A detailed outdoor lighting plan showing location, size, and intensity of illumination units, showing
compliance with Section 9-9-16, B.R.C. 1981.

e) A detailed parking plan showing the arrangement, locations, dimensions, and type of parking stalls
(including any areas of the site for bicycle parking or reserved for deferred parking) to insure compliance
with this approval and Section 9-9-6, B.R.C. 1981. This plan shall accommodate three additional deferred
parking spaces on the RL-1 portion of the lot. The three spaces, if constructed, shall be signed
appropriately to designate for multi-family residents or guests, shall not require the removal of any trees,
and shall be surfaced with permeable pavement and/or pavers consistent with the City of Boulder Design
and Construction Standards.

f) A detailed shadow analysis to insure compliance with the City's solar access requirements of Section 9-
9-17,B.R.C. 1981.

Prior to a building permit application for the Broadway Building or North Building, the Applicant shall dedicate
to the City, at no cost to the City, a public access easement for 1 foot area along the edge of the transit shelter
pad on Broadway, meeting the City of Boulder Design and Construction Standards, as part of Technical
Document Review applications, subject to the approval of the City Manager.

Prior to a building permit application for the Broadway Building or North Building, whichever occurs first, the
Applicant shall submit a financial guarantee, in a form and amount acceptable to the Director of Public Works,
to guarantee those items proposed in the Applicant’s Transportation Demand Management (TDM) plan,
including transit passes.

Prior to a building permit application for the Broadway Building or North Building, whichever occurs first, the
Applicant shall submit a financial guarantee, in a form and amount acceptable to the Director of Public Works,
in an amount equal to the cost of providing eco-passes to the employees who work in the commercial office
space for a period of three years after the issuance of a certificate of occupancy for the tenant finish of the
commercial space.

Prior to Certificate of Occupancy for any of the three single-family homes closest to the north lot line on the RL-
1 portion of the property, the Applicant shall ensure that a landscaped buffer of no less than 5 feet between
the existing chain link fence location and the access drive shall be added and planted with shrubs and
small to medium sized trees to increase compatibility and buffering between the subject site and the single
family residence to the immediate north. Also, to enhance compatibility, the Applicant shall ensure that the
existing chain link fence be replaced with a wood fence of 100% opacity, at least 6 feet in height, and
otherwise consistent with Section 9-9-15, B.R.C. 1981, in the exact location as the chain link fence and without
detriment to existing vegetation. Further, the addition of the landscaped buffer shall not affect the size and
location of the southeastern open space.

CONDITION OF APPROVAL - USE REVIEW

. The Applicant shall ensure that the development shall be in compliance with all approved plans and

documents including the approved plans entitled Washington Village |l dated November 17, 2008 and
January 8, 2009, the amended plans entitled Washington School Developments dated January 6, 2014, the
written statement dated September 12, 2008 as amended in the written statement dated January 6 and March
14,2014, and the conditions of approval within the Notice of Disposition dated February 25, 2009 on file in the
City of Boulder Planning Department, except to the extent that the development may be modified by this
approval
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2. 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:
Development Agreement recorded at Reception No. 03058023 on February 10, 2010.

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

4. The Applicant shall ensure that the approved office uses are operated in compliance with the written
statement dated September 12, 2008 as amended in the written statement dated January 6 and March 14,
2014, pursuant to the following restrictions:

a) Professional and Technical Offices are approved in the non-residential space along Broadway are not to
exceed 2,650 square feet in size.

b) The office uses shall be closed from 6:00 p.m. to 8 a.m., Monday through Friday.
c) Eight (8) parking spaces shall be designated within the Broadway Building for the office uses

during the hours of 8:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. and shall otherwise be available for residential uses
outside these hours.

ATTACHMENTS:

A Applicant’s written statement dated January 6, 2014

B. Notice of Disposition dated Feb. 25, 2009

C. Proposed plans dated January 6, 2014 (also contains the previously approved plans)

D. Staff responses to the Site Review criteria (includes parking reduction criteria)

E. Staff responses to the Use Review criteria

F. Studies related to parking and traffic dated March 13, 2014 prepared by LSC Transportation

Consultants, Inc.
G. Public comments
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ATTACHMENT A

S o P H E R PLANNING - ARCHITECTURE + DESIGN
www.sopherarchitects.com
A R C H |T E C TS L L C O: 303 444-6902 asopher@sopherarchitects.com

1919 14th STREET, SUITE 610 BOULDER, CO 80302

MEMORANDUM
To: Charles Ferro, Land Use Review Manger, CITY OF BOULDER
Karl Guiler, Case Manager
From: Adrian Sopher, SOPHER ARCHITECTS, LLC
Project: WASHINGTON VILLAGE Il — Site Plan Review Amendment
Date: 6 January 2014
Re: SPR AMENDMENT SUBMITTAL & USE REVIEW — WRITTEN STATEMENT
SUMMARY

Brief description of approved Site Plan Review Disposition — basis for proposed amendment

Washington Village Il was approved by City Council on 25 February 2009. The approval was for the construction
of a residential co-housing community on the site of the 3-acre Washington School property. The project
incorporated:

» The landmarking of the original school structure and its subsequent renovation

* The construction of 27 multi-family residences on the western 57% of the site, which is zoned RH-2

* The construction of 6 single-family residences on the eastern 43% of the site, which is zone RL-1

* The creation of a pocket park on the far eastern portion of the site, to be dedicated to the city for public use.

For a detailed description of the project, please refer to the project Disposition dated 25 February 2009.

the RH-2 zone & Washington Village

The approval of the Washington Village project was a long, arduous, and contentious process. This is a matter of
public record and public memory. The reasons for this are long and varied. But upon completion of that process,
it was apparent to city staff, the planning board, and to council, that some of that contention could be ascribed to
confusion created by the nature of the RH-2 zone itself.

The history of the zone and its evolution under many names, was originally established in the Goss-Grove
neighborhood to minimize the impact of many students sharing small residences with insufficient off-street parking
to support them. The zone as then defined, also strictly limited the amount of units, the size of units, and the
overall Floor Area Ratio on any RH-2 site.

For reasons that are not obvious, the zone designation was applied to a few areas around town, some of which
had no relationship to the issues for which the zone was originally created, and in particular, along a portion of the
Broadway corridor adjacent to Washington School.

Consequently, when sites were redeveloped in this area, a Site Review process became an ordinary occurrence,
simply to get relief from:

* extremely limited allowable floor areas (a maximum of .25, or .5 with Site Review)

WV-II SPR Amdmt w-Stmt 140106 Lofs
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« extremely high parking requirement (4 cars for a 1400 square foot residence, which could be reduced
significantly with Site Review)
« limits on the amount of total allowable units on site.

Please note that even with Site Review approval, the increased limit from .25 to .5 FAR for a high density multi-
family residential zone is very low, particularly when we consider that a .5 FAR is what single-family residential
zone was reduced to in the RL-1 zone under Compatible Development. And likewise, to meet the parking
standards which apply to all other high density residential zones in the city, required a 52% parking reduction for
this project.

Requesting and receiving reasonable relief from these requirements added confusion to a project that already had
a high degree of neighborhood scrutiny, because of the school board’s decision to remove the school and its
grounds from the public realm.

Subsequent code changes to the RH-2 zone and its affect on Washington village

Before Washington Village, the RH-2 zone had already been identified as being an extremely difficult zone. The
unnecessary added confusion it created in such a visible project made its review and revision a higher priority.
Within three years of Washington Village II's approval, the RH-2 provisions were revised to become more in
keeping with the requirements of other high density residential zones in the city.

The code changes adopted include:

* the standard parking requirements as they apply to all other high density residential zones
« the removal of FAR limits, replaced by requirements for open space minimums

* a far less stringent limit on total number of units on the site.

Differences between approved Site Plan Review Disposition and the project today

Since Washington Village originally went through a discretionary review and public hearing, staff determined that
with the changes to the RH-2 zone, some aspects of the project could be modified under the Minor Modification
provisions and staff review process. But these were limited to those items that did not affect the outlines of the
original approval.

Therefore, by means of three separate applications and staff reviews, we were able to increase the total floor area
of the multi-family portion of the site by up to 10%, as long as we did not appreciably modify the SPR approved
scale, character, general footprint and setbacks, etc. of the original approval.

In the process of applying for these changes, we also reduced by five feet, the overall height and mass of the
Broadway Building on the western part of the site. In doing so, we likewise reduced the impact of the solar
shadow on our neighbors to the north, while maintaining the overall look and feel of the structure as a whole.

This was done by:

* lowering the below-grade garage slab elevation by one foot

» changing the structural system of the garage deck to a post-tensioned concrete slab, and thereby reducing its
structural depth

» because of the change in the above-mentioned deck, we were able to reduce the spans of the wood framing,
thereby reducing the depth of its construction at each framed floor level.

* These changes were all incorporated into the minor modification applications and approved by staff.

Differences between approved project and Proposed Amendment

The current application requests the following:

+ an additional 5059 square feet in total area on the multi-family portion of the site, with 77% of this addition being
underground (basement) and 31% being storage space. Only 1152 square feet will be above ground (1096 on
the second floor of the Broadway Building and 56 square feet on the first level entries of the North Building
end unit townhomes.)

» a change from a total of 27 units to 30 units in the multi-family portion of the site, to be accomplished by

WV-II SPR Amdmt w-Stmt 140106.pages 2 of 5
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reducing the size of currently approved units

+ a reduction of 300 square feet in the amount of previously approved office use

* because of the reduction in commercial/office square footage we are also reducing the amount of parking
dedicated to the commercial/office use from 9 to 8 (requires a reconsideration of the previously approved Use
Review.)

 areduction in the overall size of individual residential units.

* a parking reduction of 1%

Impacts of the proposal:

+ all of the additional area being proposed in the Broadway building will be within the existing footprint and
massing of the previously approved Broadway Building, and therefore has no impact on any neighboring
property (1096 square feet will be within the approved structure on the second floor, and 471 square feet of
storage in the underground garage.)

most (99%) of the additional area being proposed in the North building will be underground, within the existing
footprint and massing of the previously approved North Building, and therefore has no impact on any
neighboring property. (3436 square feet will be within the approved crawl space underground, changing the
originally approved crawl space to a finished basement and storage area. 56 square feet will be at the entries
to the end unit townhomes.)

+ the parking reduction of 11% is well within reason for a site that is on a major bus route, within one block of a
retail plaza, includes a car share/bike share program, and will participate in Neighborhood and Commercial
EcoPass programs. (The previous approval LUR 2008-00083 was granted a 55% parking reduction through
the previous code.)

all changes proposed have no impact on the building perimeters, have no impact on the street, and have no
impact on neighboring properties.

+ with a total of 33 units, now increasing to 36, we already exceed our 20% Inclusionary Zoning requirement, with
existing provision of 9 affordable units, all on-site.

the addition of units within the already approved massing of the Broadway Building enables smaller and more
affordable market rate units, better serving the needs of Boulder residents (empty nesters interested in
downsizing and younger singles and couples) that are interested in living in a walkable urban location.

.

.

.

additional information — Boulder valley comprehensive plan policy conformance

In addition to what has already been incorporated into the approved Washington Village Il project, the current
SPR Amendment application is in keeping with the following BVCP policy goals...

Local Support for Community Housing Needs

Housing Choices

Growth and Community Housing Goals

Social Equity

Consistent with BVCP Policy...

7.01 Local Solutions to Affordable Housing

7.06 Mixture of Housing Types

7.09 Housing for a Full Range of Households

7.13 Integration of Permanently Affordable Housing

8.03 Equitable Distribution of Resources

8.04 Addressing Community Deficiencies

WV is committed to providing a long-term solution to the many and diverse issues surrounding the construction of
mixed income housing options, here specifically based on a community oriented co-housing model, with on-site
low and moderate rate affordable units. The goal is to accommodate housing options to a broad cross section of
its constituents, in fostering community.

Energy and climate

Consistent with BVCP Policy...

4.04 Energy-Efficient Land Use

WV-II SPR Amdmt w-Stmt 140106.pages 3 of 5
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4.05 Energy-Efficient Building Design

The Washington Village project has consistently endeavored to use the most energy efficient materials and
practices throughout the project’s construction, including high-performance glazing, exceeding the requirements
for building insulation, geo-thermal heating and PV panels throughout the project.

Transportation

Consistent with BVCP Policy...

6.02 Reduction of Single Occupancy Auto Trips

The Washington Village project has consistently attempted to create a community with minimal requirements for
SOV usage, that shares resources and imminently suited, by population and intention, towards minimizing auto
dependency. The co-housing model is well-suited to sharing resources on a daily basis, simply by virtue of its
lifestyle model. The community is also incorporating a car share program to further decrease the demand of cars/
parking on site.

zoning

Community Identity/Land Use Pattern

Neighboring structures

Mixed Use and Higher Density Development

Urban Design Linkages

Consistent with BVCP Policy...

2.03 Compact Development Pattern

2.09 Neighborhoods as Building Blocks

2.15 Compatibility of Adjacent Land Uses

2.16 Mixed Use and Higher Density Development

2.21 Commitment to a Walkable and Accessible City

The Washington School site is located on one of the most highly traveled corridors on the city. Consequently
maximizing the the scale and density of use along that corridor, minimizes the impacts on adjacent single family
residences. Likewise by increasing the intensity of use along those corridors highly serviced by multiple modes of
transit, we are able to minimize the necessity for single vehicle use. Further, the immediate access within a 10-
minute walk to all essential services to residents of the site make this a key location to maximize density in the
city. And we have done so here, without significant long-term impact to the adjacent single family neighborhoods,
while at the same, buffering the adjacent neighborhood from the Broadway activity.

Community Conservation

2.24 Preservation of Historic and Cultural Resources

2.27 Eligible Historic Districts and Landmarks

The preservation, landmarking, and renovation of the Washington School Building has always been at the center
of the Washington Village project, and it remains the identifying heart and center of the co-housing community.

Design Quality

Consistent with BVCP Policy...

2.30 Sensitive Infill and Redevelopment

2.32 Physical Design for People

2.37 Enhanced Design for Private Sector Projects

Altogether, we have endeavored to create a pocket neighborhood on a co-housing model, that fully integrates the
existing Washington School site into one that meets the possibilities of a heavily traffic multi-modal corridor, and is
sensitive to the adjacent single-family residential neighborhood

additional information — Site Design

* The proposed SPR amendment makes no change to the approved site design because all of the changes are
within the existing building footprint, massing and roof area. Therefore...
* Open Space — there are no changes to the open space areas on site

WV-II SPR Amdmt w-Stmt 140106.pages 4 of 5
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* Landscape — there are no changes to the landscape design on site

+ Circulation — there are no changes to the circulation layout on site

» Parking — the proposed amendment is requesting a minimal 11% parking reduction which is well within reason
for this particular location.

+ Building Design, Livability, and Relationship to Existing Surrounding Area — the proposed amendment has no
impact on the surrounding area or other issues related to this topic

+ Solar Siting — the proposed amendment has no impact on solar shadows

» Placement of Open Space & Streets — proposed amendment has no impact

* Lot Layout — proposed amendment has no impact

* Building Form — proposed amendment has no impact, because the entire proposal fits within the existing
building mass

WV-II SPR Amdmt w-Stmt 140106.pages 5 of 5
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S 0 P H E R PLANNING - ARCHITECTURE + DESIGN
www.sopherarchitects.com
A R C H | T E C T S L L C O: 303 444-6902 asopher@sopherarchitects.com

1919 14th STREET, SUITE 610 BOULDER, CO 80302

MEMORANDUM
To: Karl Guiler
From: Erin Bagnall, SOPHER ARCHITECTS, LLC
Project: WASHINGTON VILLAGE Il — Site Plan Review Amendment
Date: 14 MAR 2014
Re: SPR AMENDMENT RE-SUBMITTAL — PARKING REDUCTION CRITERIA 2014.03.14
(K) Additional Criteria for Parking Reductions: The off-street parking requirements of section 9-9-6, "Parking

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.

(i) 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:

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;

b. The parking needs of any nonresidential uses will be adequately accommodated through on-street
parking or off-street parking;

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;

d. If joint use of common parking areas is proposed, varying time periods of use will accommodate
proposed parking needs; and

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.

On February 25, 2009 the Washington Village project was granted a 55% parking reduction by City Council.

In the years since, the project was able to add an additional 2 spaces on site (the total count on site went from
59 to 61). The Land Use Code has changed as well. When the project was initially approved the RH-2
parking standards were based on 1 space being provided for the first 800 square feet of a unit and one
additional parking space for every 300 square feet (or portion thereof afterwards) in the unit. The current
code calculates according to bedroom and is outlined below. (It is worth noting that the new code is based on
bedroom count, where the City’s definition of ‘bedroom’ means a room that is not a garage, kitchen,

bathroom, dining area, or living room, that has over seventy square feet of floor area, and that is used for
sleeping or capable of being used for sleeping.)

WV-II SPR AMENDMENT parking criteria response 1of4
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1 bedroom unit 1 parking space

2 bedroom unit 1.5 parking spaces

3 bedroom unit 2 parking spaces

4 or more bedroom units | 3 parking spaces

When applied to Washington Village, the following number of residential spaces are required:
RH-2 PARKING REQUIRED UNDER SITE REVIEW AMENDMENT REQUESTS

i BEDROOMS | CARS NUMBER TOTAL
PRIVATE RESIDENTIAL AREAS (count toward total required spaces) PER UNIT |PER UNIT| OF UNITS CARS
HISTORIC SCHOOL
BASEMENT LEVEL
S1-NE AFFORDABLE (NORTH EAST) 2 1.5 1 1.5
S2-SE  AFFORDABLE (SOUTH EAST) 2 1.5 1 1.5
MAIN LEVEL
S3 MARKET FLAT SOUTHWEST AND SOUTHEAST 1 1 2 2
S4 MARKET FLAT NORTH 3 2 1 2
UPPER LEVEL
S5-SE MARKET FLAT SOUTH (SOUTHEAST) 1 1 1 1
S5-SW MARKET FLAT SOUTH (SOUTHWEST) 1 1 1 1
S6 MARKET FLAT NORTH 3 2 1 2
BROADWAY BUILDING
MAIN LEVEL
B1 AFFORDABLE CENTRAL UNITS 1 1 2 2
B2 AFFORDABLE END UNITS 2 1.5 2 3
SECOND LEVEL
B3-S MARKET FLAT SOUTH 2 1.5 1 1.5
B3-N  MARKET FLAT NORTH 2 1.5 1 1.5
B4 MARKET FLAT (1-BED) 2 1.5 1 1.5
B4 MARKET FLAT (1-BED) 2 1.5 1 1.5
B4 MARKET FLAT (1-BED) 2 1.5 1 1.5
B4 MARKET FLAT (1-BED) 2 1.5 1 1.5
THIRD LEVEL
B6-N PENTHOUSE FLAT 3 2 1 2
B6-S PENTHOUSE FLAT 3 2 1 2
NORTH BUILDING
MAIN LEVEL
N1 MARKET TOWN HOMES EAST AND WEST 4 3 2 6
N2 AFFORDABLE MODERATE LOWER 2 1.5 1 1.5
N3 AFFORDABLE MODERATE UPPER 2 1.5 1 1.5
DUPLEX
E1 MARKET TOWN HOMES 2 1.5 4 6
CARRIAGE
C1 AFFORDABLE INCL. NORTH 2 1.5 1 1.5
C2 AFFORDABLE MODERATE SOUTH 2 1.5 1 1.5
|TOTAL CARS IN RH-2 ZONE a7
number of bedrooms (includes potential for owners of N1-E
and N1-W to add a bedroom to the unfinished basement) 62
OFFICE USE OFFICES SF/CAR
OFF-STREET PARKING REQUIRED (typically 1 car/ 300 sf of office use) 2646 300 8.82
RH-2 ZONE TOTAL OFFICE PARKING REQUIRED 8
ITOTAL CARS REQUIRED IN RH-2 ZONE | 55 |

TOTAL CARS PROVIDED IN RH-2 ZONE

PARKING REDUCTION REQUESTED
NUMBER OF UNITS
RESIDENTIAL ACCESIBLE SPACES REQ'D
NON-RESIDENTIAL ACCESIBLE SPACES REQ'D

TOTAL HANDICAP SPACES REQ'D

30
3.29
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The resulting parking reduction with the new code and the additional units requested with
this Site Review Amendment is now 11%.

PARKING SUMMARY

RH-2 ZONE -- ON SITE

BELOW BUILDING STRUCTURED PARKING
BROADWAY BUILDING

STANDARD 16
COMPACT 1
HANDICAP 2

ON-GRADE PARKING

COMPACT (NORTH OF NORTHERN DUPLEX) 4
HANDICAP (NORTH OF NORTHERN DUPLEX) 1
HANDICAP VAN (NORTH OF NORTHERN CARRIAGE HOUSE) 1

TUCK-UNDER PARKING

STANDARD (DUPLEXES) 8
STANDARD (CARRIAGE UNITS) 6
TOTAL STANDARD CARS 30
TOTAL COMPACT CARS PERCENTAGE OF COMPACT 31% 15
TOTAL HANDICAP CARS 4
|TOTAL CARS PROVIDED FOR RH-2 ZONE ON-SITE 49|

RL-1 ZONE -- ON SITE

ON-GRADE INTERIOR GARAGE PARKING
SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCES 12
(presumed as 2 cars for each single family detached unit)

TOTAL CARS PROVIDED FOR RL-1 ZONE ON-SITE 12

[TOTAL AMOUNT OF PARKING SPACES PROVIDED ON SITE 61|

ON STREET PARKING

CEDAR AVENUE 13
13th STREET 1
[TOTAL AMOUNT OF PARKING SPACES AVAILABLE ON STREET 24]

["11% PARKING REDUCTION REQUESTED WITH SPR AMENDMENT REQUESTS |

RESPONSE TO PARKING CRITERIA:

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;

There are two zones on this site. The parking for the RH-2 (multifamily) portion of the site amounts to 41
spaces for 30 units. According to the parking study compiled by LSC Transportation Consultants, INC. the
peak demand (between the hours of 10 PM and 7 AM) for these units will be 1.38 spaces per dwelling unit.
That amounts to a demand during night time hours (peak time) of 42 spaces. Since the 8 office designated
spaces will be shared with the residential units during the night time hours, there will be more than 42 spaces
available to the residential units during this peak demand time.

The parking for the RL-1 portion of the site (6 single family homes) will be provided by way of 6 double car
garages, one for each home, amounting to 12 total spaces.

b. The parking needs of any nonresidential uses will be adequately accommodated through on-street
parking or off-street parking;
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The RH-2 portion of the site will include 2,646 square feet of office space, parking for which will be assigned
to 8 spaces (one handicap) in the underground garage in the Broadway Building. According to the parking
study compiled by LSC Transportation Consultants, INC. the peak demand (between the hours of 8 AM and 5
PM) for the office use will be 8 cars, already provided for on site. The office spaces will have a demand of 5
spaces at night, 8 during mid-day, and 2 in the evening.

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;

The RH-2 portion of the site will have 30 residential units and 2,646 square feet of office space, as stated
previously. There will be a total of 49 spaces on site to accommodate these uses. During the peak office
hours (daytime) the 8 spaces designated for the office use will only be available to the office use. All other
hours of the day the office spaces will be shared with the residential use. According to the parking study
compiled by LSC Transportation Consultants, INC. the peak demand on site will be during the hours between
10 PM and 7 AM where the residential units will need 42 spaces and the office use will need 5. This amounts
to a peak demand during the night of 47 spaces, the site is providing 49.

d. If joint use of common parking areas is proposed, varying time periods of use will accommodate
proposed parking needs; and

The 8 parking spaces reserved for the office uses are designated for ONLY office use between the hours of 8
AM and 4 PM. After 4 PM these spaces will be available for the residential use as well. This shared parking
will help to meet the peak demand hours for residential which are opposite the peak demand for office use
(peak demand for residential use is between 10 PM and 7 AM and peak office use is between 8 AM and 5
PM.) This shared parking strategy should allow for plenty of parking provided on site. In addition there are 24
street parking spaces available if needed.

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.

Any change to the occupancy that would require more parking would require a reconsideration of the Site
Review. The applicant does not anticipate any change to the co-housing/office/single family uses on site.

Washington Village Co-housing is a planned community of active adults who are interested in living in a
community that shares work and property. We have asked for a parking reduction because this is common in
co-housing communities. (Nomad Co-housing in North Boulder has 11 units on site and there are 19 parking
spaces designated for the co-housing.) With an implemented TDM plan and a traveler friendly site (the site is
located on a multi-modal corridor with immediate access to shopping, hospital/doctors offices, bike path,
Recreation Center, on site park, and major bus route access) the applicant feels that the small parking
reduction being requested is sustainable and justified given the circumstances of the site.

Washington Village has a TDM plan in place that is providing the following:

« Neighborhood EcoPasses are being provided to residents when they move in

- EcoPasses will be provided to the office tenants (for 3 years after occupancy)

- Car Share program managed within the Co-housing community through an info center in the common
house

- On site bicycle storage greatly exceeds the amount required by code (45 bikes throughout the site)

- Bike share program managed within the Co-housing community through an info center in the common
house
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ATTACHMENT B

/ CITY OF BOULDER
¢//‘Zyjl Planning and Development Services
o ‘/{e/

1739 Broadway, Third Floor = P.O. Box 791, Boulder, CO 80306-0791
"% phone 303-441-1880 - fax 303-441-3241 « web boulderplandevelop.net

CITY OF BOULDER CITY COUNCIL
NOTICE OF DISPOSITION

You are hereby advised that on February 25, 2009 the following action was taken by the City Council
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: 1215 CEDAR AVENUE
DESCRIPTION: 1) SITE REVIEW: Request to construct a total of 33 residential units on a 3 acre

site. More specifically, 27 residential units and common facilities are proposed in
a co-housing type community on the high density portion of the site along
Broadway and 6 single-family residences are proposed on the low density portion
along 13th Street. This approval includes the following modifications:

¢ Areduction in the minimum lot area per dweiling unit in the RH-2 zone pursuant
to Section 9-8-3(b), B.R.C. 1981.

¢ A height modification to permit the Broadway Building at a height of 41 feet
(from the lowest point within 25 feet of the structure, not from grade), where 35
feet is the “by-right” standard for the zoning district.

+ Modification to the RH-2 front 25-foot setback to permit the first floor of the
Broadway Building at 17 feet and the second floor at 21 feet.

¢ A 55% parking reduction.

2) USE REVIEW: Request to permit 2,950 square feet of office space on the ground
floor of a new building along Broadway.

3) VESTED RIGHTS: Request for creation of vested rights pursuant to Section 9-2-

19, B.R.C. 1981.
LOCATION: 1215 CEDAR AVENUE
COOR: N4We6

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: See Exhibit A attached.

APPLICANT/OWNER: WONDERLAND HILL DEVELOPMENT COMPANY
APPLICATION: Site and Use Review, LUR2008-00083

ZONING: RH-2 and RL-1

CASE MANAGER: Karl Guiler

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

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

Pursuant to Section 9-2-12 of the Land Use Regulations (Boulder Revised Code, 1981), the applicant

Address: «CSM_ADDRESS»
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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. T

Council Member Cowles moved, seconded by Espinoza to approve {6-2, Gray and Morzel

opposed) the Site and Use Review application # LUR2008-00083 for Washington Village i

incorporating the staff memorandum and the attached Site and Use Review Criteria Checklist as

findings of fact, subject to the conditions of approval below, and modified as follows: Addition of

Condition No. 7 from Planning Board Notice of Disposition dated Jan. 9, 2009 requiring that the ]
applicant provide EcoPasses to employees in the commercial space, adding the word “deferred” -
in paragraph 3(d) to state that “The plan shall accomm odate three additional “deferred” parking

spaces on the RL-1 portion of the lot”, and to direct that an additional condition be added to state

that the southeastern open space shall be protected from the impact of construction and shall

remain in its current or improved state and open during construction. e

Mayor Appelbaum moved, seconded by Morzel to amend section 5(a)ii approving the 41 foot
height limit with no parapets and limiting mechanical equipment to not exceed the maximum
height by more than 18 inches. The motion carried 8:0.

CONDITION OF APPROVAL - SITE REVIEW

1. The Applicant shall be responsible for ensuring that the development shall be in compliance with all
approved plans entitled Washington Village Il dated November 17, 2008 and January 8, 2009 and on file in
the City of Boulder Planning Department, except as may be modified by this approval.

2. The portion of the site that is zoned RH-2 shall be operated as a co-housing community consistent with the
Applicant’s written statement dated September 12, 2008 on file with the City of Boulder Planning Department.

3. Prior to a building permit application, the Applicant shall submit Technical Document Review
applications for the following items, subject to the approval of the City of Boulder Planning and
Development Services Division:

a) Afinal site development plan for the entire site that is consistent with the approved site development e
plan with the following revisions:

i) Benches shall be added to the perimeter of the southeastern open space.

ii) A landscaped buffer of no less than 5 feet between the existing chain link fence location and the
access drive shall be added and planted with shrubs and small to medium sized trees to increase
compatibility and buffering between the subject site and the single family residence to the immediate
north. Also, to enchance compatibility, the existing chain link fence shall be replaced with a wood fence
of 100% opacity, at least 6 feet in height, and otherwise consistent with Section 9-9-15, B.R.C. 1981 in
the exact location as the chain link fence without detriment to existing vegetation. Further, the addition
of the landscaped buffer shall not affect the size and location of the southeastern open space.

iiiy The detention area and storm water quality facility on the southeastern open space shall be eliminated.
Any necessary drainage outfall piping may be located in the southeastern open space, as necessary,
and shall not negatively impact existing trees. The stormwater management system shall be:

A)  Adetention area located on one of the following locations:

I. The proposed south carriage house site;

Il. The proposed Single Family Building Area No. 6 shown on Sheet C1.0 of the approved plans,
or

i, Both of the sites described in subsections A.l and All above;
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or

B)  Another method of stormwater management consistent with the City of Boulder Design and s
Construction Standards that avoids any significant changes to the footprints of buildings or the
general site design.

b) A detailed landscape and tree protection plan, including size, quantity, and type of plants existing and
proposed; type and quality of non-living landscaping materials; any site grading proposed; and the
proposed irrigation system, to insure compliance with this approval and the City's landscaping )
requirements. The plans must conform to the preliminary Tree Preservation Plan and arborist -
assessment attached to the approved plans. Any construction that affects the existing trees, including but
not limited to foundations, grading, impervious surfaces, and the erection of walls within the vicinity of
trees to be preserved that result in unanticipated damage to existing trees, shall require mitigation
pursuant to the detailed landscape and tree protection plan. e

c) Adetailed lighting plan showing location, size, and intensity of illumination units, showing compliance
with Section 9-9-16, B.R.C. 1981.

d) A detailed parking plan showing the arrangement, locations, dimensions, and type of parking stalls
(including any areas of the site for bicycle parking or reserved for deferred parking) to insure compliance
with this approval and Section 9-9-6, B.R.C. 1981. This plan shall accommodate three additional deferred
parking spaces on the RL-1 portion of the lot. The three spaces, if constructed, shall be signed
appropriately to designate for multi-family residents or guests, shall not require the removal of any trees,
and shall be surfaced with permeable pavement and/or pavers consistent with the City of Boulder Design
and Construction Standards.

e) A detailed shadow analysis to insure compliance with the City's solar access requirements of Section 9-
9-17, B.R.C. 1981.

f) Final Storm Water Plans and Report meeting the City of Boulder Design and Construction Standards.

g) Final Utility Plans and Report meeting the City of Boulder Design and Construction Standards. The
revisions required to the preliminary utility report may be completed as part of the Final Utility Report. The
revisions to the report require elimination of the proposed water main along the north side of the site and
an upgrade of the existing water main in Cedar Avenue from a 6" main to an 8" main.

h) Final transportation engineering plans meeting the City of Boulder Design and Construction Standards
for all transportation improvements. -

4. Prior to a building permit application, the Applicant shall dedicate to the City, at no cost, the following as
part of Technical Document Review applications, subject to the approval of the City of Boulder Planning and
Development Services Division:

a) A 20-foot public access easement along the westerly and northerly edges of the portion of the site zoned
RL-1 in the location of the shared access drive;

b) A public access easement for 1 foot beyond the edge of the transit shelter pad on Broadway; and
¢) A public access easement for 1 foot beyond the sidewalk limits along Broadway and 13" Street.
5. Prior to a building permit application on the portion of the site that is zoned RH-2, the Applicant shall submit a

Technical Document Review application, subject to the approval of the Planning Director, for the following
items:
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a) Final architectural plans, including materials and colors, to insure compliance with the intent of this
approval and compatibility with the historic school and surrounding area and including the following
revisions: T

i) The final architectural plans and elevations shall include revisions that modify the fagade of the
west elevation of the south carriage house (if retained) to ensure that the building presents an
attractive streetscape appropriate to the pedestrian scale.

i} The Broadway Building shall be modified to not exceed 41-feet in height pursuant to the City’s
definition of “height” in Chapter 9-16, B.R.C. 1981 and parapets and mechanical equipment shall not —
exceed that height more than 18 inches.

6. Prior to a building permit application on the portion of the site that is zoned RH-2, the Applicant shall submit a
financial guarantee, in a form and amount acceptable to the Director of Public Works, to guarantee those —
items proposed in the Applicant's Transportation Demand Management (TDM) plan, including transit passes.

7. The applicant shall provide EcoPasses to employees that work in the commercial office space. The
applicant shall provide a financial guarantee for a period of three years after the issuance of a certificate of

occupancy for the tenant finish of the commercial space in an amount to guarantee the distribution of
EcoPasses.

8. Prior to a building permit application on the portion of the site that is zoned RH-2 and is part of the proposed
individual landmark site, the Applicant shall apply to landmark the historic school building and secure a
landmark alteration certificate required by Chapter 9-11, “Historic Preservation,” B.R.C. 1981.

9. Prior to application for a building permit on the portion of the site that is zoned RL-1, the Applicant shall
submit a Technical Document Review application, subject to the approval of the Planning Director, for final
architectural plans that demonstrate compliance with approved design guidelines prepared by the Applicant
and include the following limitations:

a) The maximum floor area ratio (FAR) for the single-family homes shall be 0.5:1 averaged across the land
area included within the RL-1 portion and within the confines of the project, or the underlying RL-1 FAR
limit at time of building permit, if less than 0.5:1.

b) Each principal dwelling shall not exceed a floor area of 2,500 square feet, the garage shall not exceed
500 square feet, and any studio space above the garage may not exceed 350 square feet.

¢) The second level of the principal structure shall not exceed 75% of the ground level floor area of said =
structure.

d) To ensure appropriate massing and architectural compatibility, the majority of each single family roof
forms shall be gable and/or hip roofs with the uppermost portion of the roofs having a roof pitch no less
than 5:12.

e) The single family dwellings shall present atiractive street faces to the southeastern open space and all
streetscapes to ensure that the buildings present an attractive streetscape appropriate to the pedestrian
scale. Attractive street faces may include any combination of porches, detailing, and appropriate
fenestration.

10. The Applicant shall protect southeastern open space from damage associated with construction activities and
keep the area visually open during the construction of the development.

CONDITION OF APPROVAL — USE REVIEW

1. The Applicant shall be responsible for ensuring that the development shall be in compliance with all
approved plans entitled Washington Village 1l dated November 17, 2008 and January 8, 2009 and the
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written statement dated September 12, 2008, on file in the City of Boulder Planning Department, except as
may be modified by this approval.

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 shali ensure that the approved office uses are operated in compliance with the written
statement dated September 12, 2008, pursuant to the following restrictions:

a) Professional and Technical Offices are approved in the non-residential space along Broadway not to
exceed 2,950 square feet.

b} The office uses shall be closed from 6:00 p.m. to 8 a.m., Monday through Friday.

¢) Nine (9) parking spaces shall be designated within the Broadway Building for the office uses
during the hours of 8:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. and shall otherwise be available for residential uses
outside these hours.
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ATTACHMENT C

WASHINGTON SCHOOL
DEVELOPMENT LLC

SITE PLAN REVIEW AMENDMENT JANUARY 6, 2014
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BUILDING PLACEMENT & SETBACKS

TE: ALL HEIGHTS ARE MEASURED TO EXISTING GRADE AT A 25" RADIUS FROM
THE LOWEST POINT ON THE STRUCTURE (TYPICALLY, THE SOUTH EASTERN
CORNER OF THE BUILDING)

‘ [RH2ZONE ]
: BROADWAY MIXED USE STRUCTURE
‘ SETBACK FOR PORCHES & SINGLE STORY MASSES 17.0'
7 - SETBACK FOR TWO STORY BUILDING MASSES 21.0'
| ' ] SETBACK FOR THIRD STORY BUILDING MASSES 26.0'
[ BUILDING HEIGHT (for Broadway Building) 475
| | ‘ CEDAR AVENUE CARRIAGE HOUSE
| ‘ ! SETBACK FOR PORCHES 25.0'
| \ SETBACK FOR PRINCIPAL BUILDING 25.0'
) ‘ SAF%JUA((::‘IEUNI;{E NORTH PROPERTY LINE NORTH BUILDING & DUPLEX
\ SETBACK FOR STOOPS & PORCHES & SINGLE STORY MASSES 25.0'
\ SETBACK FOR TWO STORY BUILDING MASSES 25.0'
\ ! N/ SETBACK FOR THIRD STORY BUILDING MASSES (for Broadway Building) +60'
- ZONE BOUNDARY LINE f BUILDING HEIGHT (for North Building) 30" max
| 20' SHARED PRIVATE ACCESS DRIVE EAST BUILDINGS
- ETBACK FOR SINGLE STORY MASSES & BALCONIES ABOVE 0.0
o ADJACENT . ADJACENT % 2 SEJEACKFOR THO e STOm SULDNG isses i
B ¥ STRUCTURE STRUCTURE 3 ) BUILDING HEIGHT (for Duplexes) +31
] R » o BUILDING HEIGHT (for Carriage Houses) +28'
TREE LANN SIDENALK & . <> EXISTING HISTORIC SCHOOL
o 5396 - — — — — — — — — Ke——EXISTING ZONE LINE LOCATION - 192'-812" EXISTING BUILDING HEIGHT (excluding tower) +47.0'
—— -- -- -- -- -- . - - | RL1 ZONE
7 - - [ s - |
- & = - & - CEDAR AVENUE SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCES
LY - _ g | DEYARD SETGACKADIA
o T > _ | 3 13TH STREET
N ~ S T 5 e MLAILL
> | 8 2 = | 2@ SHARED PRIVATE M”| EX
< ) 3 ! o g0 ACCESS DRIVE | 20 PRIVATE ACCESS DRIVE SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCES & ACCESSORY BLDGS
T ! ! | ! (] o | DISTANCE TO A ONE OR TWO STORY ACCESSORY STRUCTURE 4.0
by “\l‘ < on _ DISTANCE TO A ONE STORY PRINCIPAL STRUCTURE ELEMENT 4.0
w q 2501 <« 4'-0"| ||8'-0" DISTANCE TO ATWO STORY PRINCIPAL STRUCTURE ELEMENT 10.0'
2 -0 g ,  _ADJACENT SINGLE FAMILY BUILDING MASSES
o 3045 SDENALK _ - \ DISTANCE FROM A ONE STORY MASS TO NEIGHBORING BUILDING ELEMENTS 10.0'
8 _ ‘ ‘ || TReE DISTANCE FROM A TWO STORY MASS TO NEIGHBORING BUILDING ELEMENTS 1507 —
LANN DISTANCE BETWEEN PRINCIPAL & ACCESSORY STRUCTURE (under single ownership) 6.0' —
MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT X
ﬂ ’ | ’ L
/ ALL SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE PARKING MUST BE ACCESSED
/ ‘ ‘ FROM THE SHARED ACCESS DRIVE (5
I E1-N \ \ <
by | __JvP SINGLE FAMILY ‘ / SINGLE FAMILY ‘ SINGLE FAMILY o
! - —— BUILDING AREA / BUILDING AREA BUILDING AREA ‘ B ‘ | 2
[ ' |
| J
8 ‘ | | OPEN SPACE CALCULATIONS =i
|
§ 1-S | \ ‘ s RH-2 ZONE TOTAL SQUARE FOOTAGE 74398 > < o
PUS SHELTER i = REQUIRED OPEN SPACE FOR BUILDING OVER 45' UNDER 55' -- 20% 14880 b
, N ‘ ‘ RH-2 ZONE PROPOSED OPEN SPACE (NOT INCLUDING PRIVATE DECKS) 40152 oc ®)
| z \ T ‘ ‘ 4 MINIMUM PERCENTAGE OF PROPOSED OPEN SPACE FOR RH-2 ZONE 54% 2 <D( o
< o ! T N~ SN e
! = 7 : i - RH-2 ZONE PROPOSED PRIVATE OPEN SPACE (DECKS, PORCHES) 7870 O (TS
/ ) “Hl‘ 1 S ! L _ i ‘ ) =l PRIVATE OPEN SPACE ALLOWABLE IN CALCULATIONS --25% OF TOTAL oo
2 ‘ : _—— _—— _ Z REQUIRED (14880 X .25) 3720 I— LOLU
; — — —= — — f— — — — 1 o I
& ~ : — == - - L. - , - k MHE ' 43872 59% (5 — 9
| & ‘ i / aie Q
: ] B, | - ‘ a -2
E o~ \ ! - [ - - ‘ & O
< LANDMARK BOUNDARY. _ b <>
,D_: ! : \ . E E o — m
a | | g @ f ! ‘ f I
: “ - | | 7]
— I8l ! | %r&) | ) 6
BICT{LLE PARKING e | & | ) ‘ | )
) < %, SINGLE FAMILY !
< £ % ‘ ] BUILDING AREA | | - |
i © |
3
[ 3 - ‘
L | _l m ‘ OPEN SPACE !
| ! ! ,,;:‘PQ
> | Q ——
i— . 18] —_— -
: == L , « |
g i L{ 2 5391.75' ! ‘ , ,
| 1] ] | ¢ * | X
& | R R - [ I | ‘ X O
ANDMARK — L SINGLE FAMILY - g <
L od -
BOUNDARY S3-SW S3-SE c1 _N | BUILDING AREA ‘ 56 m
- ( ‘ * | | T i
z ! , Z
= I
= Lo 9p]
g (! ) ,§ ’ I - Q
,'w ST , e F || R_exisfing on- prd =
' o - - ~ N \ STREET PARKING <
| SRR R IR § — S s 5=
- T T 1% | T
1 fee | 1 - \ wo
[ ‘ 2 | | S
LANDMARK
! L
BOUNDARY | i
- 5394 ‘ C2s 1 o © = =
sae_ - - b L 4 I n<
T [ ‘;!._l f \“ I
I l B [ SINGLE FAMILY 5387 ! ! DRAWING KEY SITE REVIEW 12 SEP
' 5393 | ) 1 BUILDING AREA | - - SUBMITTAL 2008
B [ N ‘ { ! SITE REVIEW 17 NOV
) | - / GARAGE / PARKING / STORAGE SPACE RE-SUBMITTAL 2008
4 | 5892 5 S | | ‘
S Z LANDHARKE O, /
zu - BOUNDIARYQY _ - z J - == ' ! \
o % _ - ( 5389.25. - -~ COMMERCIAL / OFFICE SPACE -
) | — E— n — 1 EXISTING i — -\- - -- Z- - © -
- T PEDESTRIAN N o 2
S o (R ) ALCERS =T = %B s - o1 - = CO-HOUSING COMMONS SPACE -
S — — = ks 50 i
Tz | | i | ! | I i i I i i i | - '
i § ! 13 | 12 | i 1 i 10 | a | B | " | \ i A i s i 4 i 5 i 2 i N i
- EXISTING ON- ' ! ! ! !
w TREET AUTO & ! AUTO & \ EXISTING ON- 70'-0" RESIDENTIAL SPACE -
u _ 57R7 PARKING - BIKE _ _ CEDAR AVENUE K—BHKBT|NG ZONE LINE LOCATION STREET PARKING
3 -- J— J— _ !

o Jdd -
& / - T - T~ 7 C --

| 0.0
SITE PLAN
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PERVIOUS

PROTECT EXIST PROTECT EXIST TREES (TYP) ZONE-BOUNDARY LINE PAVERS CONNECT T0
// (RE: ARCH) PROTECT Lxel EXIST WALK DETENTION/
AL AL X o N T _ o __ £ WATER  QUALITY
—— g: s A aae — 7 T - BASIN C
S 223! J- wod I e g ™ = N SUBGRADE
N = 7A < 5 ss ss‘/‘ss JMILST M- 7 1 = INFILTRATION
P 4vls 700 CF)
i : dabo
2 i % v 2 v, | ﬁ 6 A o |
7l V) : e HiGl
o N — - — g — ‘ iiiii N A\ ®L - ——_ o - I
o PUBLIG IEF =l — == :lf— == :I s et 2l
e ) ‘umuwuw‘m o) Es 160 LF B
E/REVE f | Y | ] | e % ;
NORTH I | 1weeEt3 i | TomL DETENTIN
8’ CONC WALK | BUILDING ‘ 1 W INLET WITH CAPACITY 282 CF 4&
) FFE=VARIES 3 \ | seomenTaTIoN % N
NO GRADING WITHIN DRIP .50 \ \ (Wsw;;
e UNE OF EXIST TREE ‘ | 4 |
™) NORTH = %
8’ TREE LAWN =4l PARKING GARAGE DUPLEX SINGLE FANILY | SINGLEFAVILY SNELRALY . o 2 s
1S DRAINS TO SAND/OIL 912 9512 9445 BUILDING AREA BUILDING AREA BUILDING AREA I DEMO EXIST CURB 0 MO R SasAat
\ SEPARATOR AND —Y FFE=5393.40 e CUT, ADD CURB PER Far: AT E it ki com
PN SUMP PUMP TO | | | CTY STDS
. SANITARY I |
8 xsguscgkg proposep / (TYPs RE: MECH) L 0 Nz | \ % 3 o
TRANSIT o < 0340 || / 4y | | | —
oo o 8 i — N, Sl iEEN \ o0 s i | | 2N
ADD CURB PER CITY STDS ol COURTYARD g 95 I\ | \ 11T}
b7 35+ \\ ) o ‘ \ ¥ § 5% J i
9 3 %— ] e A — =—t=—==
q STAIRS (TWO 6" RISERS) . - f iﬁ@ - 7= i ==K \ EXIST ON-SIRELT (D
9 K LANDMARK / o s t Vi PARKING <
© [m]
BOUNDARY & d = ¥ o
HC RAMP (5% MAX) (RE: ARCH) // AL Bt R e —— 4 l — a
\ 9180
o5 I Lo |l SINGLE FAMILY | REMOVE DRAINAGE 1) w—d | <
DEMO| EXIST 06 85 BROADWAY e s/, A8 | lg \ BULDING AREA | SWALE AND ESHT ! >
iU o < BUILDING < | S L \ LAYOUT LINE \ A 1 > <0
N ‘ ’ FFE=5398.60 SOUTH . (P) | ¢ c
A STARS FFG=5387.93 g 92 DUPLEX ﬁ | < 58
Pl [ = (THREE 6" RISERS) 1 o% - RETAINING \h [ FFE=5392.20 [ Sg;véSPHALT | £ ¥ B O
\ T WAL HISTORIC il | T ! OI o
- | | (V) i SINGLE FAMILY | 1 ]
HC RAMP. & CURB | 1 SCHOOL I \ BUILDING AREA OPEN SPACE = e
I A | L
CONSTRUCTION v I | A oVl ¥ -
BY OTHERS RETAINING WALL r & by
| = — —= | | o ~2
(NIC, SEE NOTES i \ ‘ | H = 2 O
SHEET €2.0) T}/ g ’
4" PVC BLDG GROUNDWATER ————I | ol N —[— —_ j - — m
UNDERDRAIN SUMP PUMP | +9850 | 9871 90 40pp § - dAEsiEt et R AR OIUST GRIDES TR 4 [ I
DISCHARGE FROM BLDG - T )
I Q | 0 SINGLE FAMILY BUILDING | { M (/)]
Z;: “—]"  |TRENCH DRAN 90.40 9075 25" ACCESS AREAS ’22;‘-5 AND 6 |
= 70 STORM 44 IF 12" PYC & UTiTY | <L
a3 SUMP PUMP | | EASEMENT
S NORTH | I 135 Mg ;
e | 040 P | CARRIAGE | SINGLE FAMILY | {A: DEMO EXIST
m L% — — RETANING = HOUSE ‘ N BUILDING AREA = WALK
N WALL FFE=5391.15 B l ¥ Z
12" PVC ROOF DRAIN .- | N 2" CONC PAN I Nt ' OONG WK
AND TRENCH DRAIN ‘ 1 +90.75 ! PROTECT, £XIST | l 7>~ 8' TREE LAWN O
SUMP PUMP == I / TREE (TYP.) M 3 ~
DISCHARGE OUTFAL 3 | o1 —_—m— e — = | E Lo —
&% o (e
WA{&TM%{ oy \ |~ 301LF 127 Pvo 1% | . . 1 pd g rI’ O
BASIN A \ N ‘ 9 SINGLE FAMILY REMOVE DETENTION ,—4| (D D
(1500 G L SOUTH BULDING. AREA | FROM PARK ' -X NO GRADING WITHIN DRIP
\ PROTECT EXIST | A ) LINE OF EXIST TREE Z o
LIMITED RELEASE \ [ WALK CARRIAGE I o8y A | A (TYP) = Z -
100-YR/10-YR/ L 4 HOUSE l | 2834 g% | LIMITED RELEASE i{_— (NOTE: THIS DRAINAGE o j
WATER QUALITY STRUCTURE ‘ = | M) FFE=5390.45 \ 2 ggi = END WALL 100-YR/10-YR/ L EASEMENT WILL NOT < ()]
AND SPILLWAY o3 EEELE] TOW=5388.20 ﬂ WATER QUALITY:STRUCTURE v BE REQUIRED IF "OPEN o>z
INV OUT 5391.79 | DRAINA / 17 LF 12" PVC 0. AND SPILLWAY o L SPACE"IS DEDICATED [0
\ EASEM { [y ~ 2= SRR INV-QUT 5385.40 i 70 CITY|OF BOULDER) w o
CONNECT TO EXIST \ o | @ p” o
STUB FROM NEW INLET al 5 | \ & ‘} 12 a7 43 IF OF 12" 4 > b4 O
STORM INLET X — 34 IF 8" PVC L il | BEGIN WALL 86 PROTECT EXIST CURB [a e
CONSTRUCTION {po- 8 05% REA BRAN v | 7g ~ RAUP AND UPGRADE < Z (C
BY OTHERS m (TvP) 50 LF 67 PVC | s r WITH CITY STANDARD -
(NIC SEE NOTES SHEET €2.0) o5 91454 A U ! DETECTABLE WARNINGS Z < O
S\ B NP [T Rl i S e o g |1 P S —— | S
: 220 / wors I e X ——————5 = € > a
86'LF 4" PVC GROUNDWATER 5 o | ! g e e e A o N < =
SUMP_PUMP_QUTFALL DEMO WAL - ° ! . 4 = [ T TS— 247 CHASE d a B
PIPE 1
,g RS BT b e e Y | e xr=zO
HG| RAMP & CURB J2-SW CHAse L"/ Do pxist ! a<Z
EXIST SIDEWALK EXIST ON-STRE IE I | DEMO EXIST \ SW CHASE
CONSTRUCTION TOP OF BERM— 70" REMAIN PARKING CEDAR AVENUE | | DRIVE RAMP, x DETENTION/
E 8 PROTECT EXIST
BY OTHERS ELEV 5394100 DRVE RAMP ! AGD CURB PER CONC SW WATER QUALITY DATE: 25 FEB 09
(NIC, SEE. NOTES PER CITY STOS ! | CITY sios BASIN. B .- ==
SHEET (2.0) (1YP~2) @ ! (2,800 CF)
|
—|
13 SEP 07 A
11 SEP 08 2
17 NOV 08 A
SITE_REVIEW REVISIONS: 08JANOY A
1. CONNECTION FROM TRENCH DRAIN TO SUMP PUMP LABELED
2. POND VOLUMES REVISED PER CITY COMMENTS — CONTOURS REVISED 25 FEB 09 A
3. INSIDE RADIUS OF INTERNAL ACCESS DRIVE REVISED TO 25°
4. CONTOURS REVISED TO ACCOMODATE TREE CANOPY EXTENTS AND
ENSURE THAT NO "CUT" WILL OCCUR WITHIN THE DRIP LINE OF @
EXISTING TREES

C1.0

T SOAE OF FEET Agenda ltem 5C  Page Bdowf 103 1413¢




4" SANITARY MH

E =
=
R 23988 6" PVC SAN SWR 825 ST \
- % NS ooy RIM 5393 8:
INV OUT 5393.37 © 20% MN 24 “ ZONE BOUNDARY LINE FH ASSY-W/ o 87
(IYPREMECH) 3 4 Va8 HASST W/ IV IN 53
(VERIFY) _/ (RE: ARCH) "\ 15 LF6" UP INV OUT 5387 87
19 LF TO EXIST T T T T T T e i e = e R s = == C T 9 == == -= - --)7(
FH @ BROADWAY / \ " — el e e o ( F ) L O [ ] T
AND DELLWOOD < NG LF 8 S MAN © 2.0% N N A N AN S NSNS IO
= T SR o FH ASSEMBLY W/
CONNECT TO EXIST N | R A A S A A A S A AT ARG 10 LF 6" DIP,
" - 282 LF OF 8" PVC C900 WATERMAIN ] o S — o S S X ot —t 6" GV, 6™ SOLID SLEEVE
8" WATERUNE  SLIB—W W — | na w A A A R A R R R R R R R B IR RAIR BOBBTR '
wehe' e, @ N KN PNV I A A AT
2- 8" GVS AND TB S - — | — N — — — — __ | - | ¢ AT SN AN N NI NI S R
4 [ INISINISIN" —
N\ Dj| = 7 e =
MI\L?E: ggSoTREv)f(‘/Src v 7 LF 15" COPPER ‘ 1 - g2
\ DOM WATER SERVICE | FE R g
ABANDON EXIST 8” CLAY § N \ ) p | “ |
PIPE BETWEEN PROPOSED ‘ s 7 LF 4" DIP |
MH AND EXIST MH \ 9’ PUBLIC NORTH  FRRE SERVICE P | | 17 IRRIGATION METER
SE CORNER OF BROADWAY, \r ) ACCESS BUILDING \ 8" TEE W)B" OV | | FOR RIGHT-OF-WAY
CEDAR. INTERSECTION (APPOX § EASEMENT | S T o (LANDSCQP\N(;
240 LF) PER COB STANDARDS ZZ NORTH g i : | | RE: LSCAPE
. | 6" ov&TB
%\ /i DUPLEX ‘ I | s
> % 0 SINGLE FAMILY | SINGLE FAMILY | SINGLE FAMILY |-
< 7 LF 15" COPPER | ING AR AR (¥t
= | DOM WATER SERVICE BUILDING AREA | BUILDING AREA | BUILDING AREA :
<O( <l (TYP-4 TO WEST) ‘ I I |
L B s ;
(@) ‘ . 1" IRRIGATION ‘ " SINGLE FAMILY o “ e
b4 _ PROPOSED TRANSIT METER VAULT | ’Jl i 1" METER PIT l BUILDING AREA l | Bouidar, CO 030 Frone: 103444 198
o SHELTER L e, FOR FUTURE LAYOUT LINE N 4 Far: AT E it ki com
. 1 DEVELOPMENT | (ve) |
\ . \ ¢ | o (TYP~6 T0 SF AREAS) | | ) i
1 H—
N SDEWALK ESMT @ — - —_—————— e S —a —
q BUS SHELTER AREA, i ; s —
) COORD FINAL ESMT LOCATION/ | HH i D\ 4’ CONC PATH (TYP) /1y )
EXTENT W,/ FINAL DESIGN Eg'ﬁm‘;; | ¢ i (1 o wl
y (RE: ARCH) . ‘ \ -i (5
DEMO EXIST N Bgl?lﬁ[[))mg G = \ \ 4" PVC SAN SVC | : <
SANITARY MH PER ot @ 2.0% MIN, CAP
s 3 » CAP DEMO IRR VALVE
COB STANDARDS N ‘ I AND INSTALL 4"x# | - o
[ U ’ WOOD MARKER POST I y = A
ol _ SOUTH | PANTED GREEN) | ar =55
-l I DUPLEX . - ! > <0
| _L | HISTORIC il5°4 20" ASPHALT SINGLE FAMILY | 1 L__l T3
| - é] SCHOOL TV DRVE BUILDING AREA @ Ly - < 8
A 1] [, I —H— ] [a' e a
|
[ : = — = o -
. N i | O«
REROUTE INTERNAL 2D | #il] n
| OO0 SERVICE CONNECTIONS ] i =y —————————————1 / = oW
| DEO EXIST 4° [ T0 SOUTH SIDE OF BLOG an g U e R . = DI Q
CAP 4 \ SAN SERVICE L ss S3 S5t 0QMATERMAIN o | t [N a5
SAN S(;R\»/AE\EJ (VERIFY SIZE AND LOCATION) | \/ | | BLIC Access LAYOUT LN I — z o)
. ¢ & UTLTY P @
nireor—~ FHUATFIIN w& T 4 o () | =
DEMO EXIS
2 Vil ] NN (ASSUMED) WATER C 5 |
S5 " S N\l SERVICE TO ACCESSORY : NORTH | SINGLE FAMILY | 7))
o 1 “ BUILDING AREA
8"6" TEE W/ N | ! CARRIAGE g\ <
SOUD SLEEVE, T8 SE : S L . 325 LF 8" SAN I
AND8” & 6" GV R \ 3 I vk 'e 202 | ;
2" DOMESTIC 4 N |
SERVICE TAP N -
DEMO EXIST 2" g §§ | s 2R
DOM | SERVICE LINE - N Z e
AT CORP STOP \ \ NN E N OPEN SPACE
WITH THE MAIN \ B NN 3 L I
31 LF|2" COPPER § . i \ §§ S ¢ | | =
N e
DOMESTIC WATER SERVICE N\
W/ 2" METER VAULT § 4 N g9 1F 15" coPPER g | SINGLE FAMILY | 5
N X\ DOM WATER SERVICE | & | BUILDING AREA |
DEMO EXIST 2 N ) N & REMOVE /RELOCATE o
DOM METER VAULT NES N z EXIST GAS LINE | WAL
Nies N & B’ PER UTILITY CO. DIRECTION |
N a ®
oo N ] i A _ e J -
PUBLY; WAL £ \ ‘ NN o FH ASSY W/ oYy -
ACCESS ESMT Ny NN 2 | Y Sgewe -
N \ N o 7 FH 6" DIP, 82,98
N N : | FH S3sps8 =
NI S WATER M :| NI sl 8ne TeE W/ S 4 1 L
PROPOSED, FUTURE 8" WL [ s N vauLT FOR S S I8 AND 6" T2882 4+ )
IN BROADWAY \ NN X 15" DOM METER @ f=12. 7 S H——— = | T
(PER CITY |OF BOULDER) 4§ SN N 1 — O o ---l;% = — S o1 >
N TR N o
RN 3 N T <
N { \
N R I | n e reubenasons | PRESRE A PROTCRS Ty &i |5 S| | \ [ ; S
L XIST! UTILITIES PER v
N FH ASSY TO\BE COMPLETED BY OTHERS. z } -\ £ IES PER ] EXISTING TREE erD TREE =
C 4" FIRE SERVICE UTILTY CO. DIRECTION . . AN EE PROPOSED TREE
§ (SEE UTILITY NOTE NO.5) WP & 47 OV § AND CONSENT 676" TEE W/ 67 SO SLEEVE, I ! 10 BE PRESERVED (YP, RE: LSCAPE) —
N N T8, 26" VS BAXSREDUCER i (rve) w
\ \ CEDAR AVENUE verr 'No conFUCRWITH EXIST | : o
§ § DOM-SERVICE CONNEGTION ! ! o
- |
§ o \ DEMO POWER POLE, ~~— g%6" WiE 4" SANTARY MH /'.:'_.__1
AN SEVCETAP \ REROUTE-OH-UTILITIES, RIM-5387.70
§ k COORD W/ UTILITY- QWNER INV_IN-5381.19 DATE: 25 FEB 09
AN INV IN 5381.04 (EXIST)
W PLUG NORTH INV @ ol
N Wit PER Gy STOS INV OUT 5350.99(6&‘“;
A 13 SEP 07 A
1. ALL WORK SHALL BE PERFORMED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE "DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION STANDARDS” OF THE CITY 6. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL OBTAN AND NAINTAIN A COMPLETE AND APPROVED SET OF CONSTRUCTION PLANS. THESE 11 5P 08 A
EVIEW REVISIONS: OF BOULDER, AND SHALL BE COMPLETED TO THE SATISFACTION OF THE DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC WORKS. IN THE EVENT ~ DRAWINGS, AND ANY REQUIRED PERMITS, SHALL BE AVAILABLE AT THE PROJECT SITE AT ALL TIMES AND SHALL BE MADE UTILITY NOTES:
SITE_REVIEW REVISIONS: , THAT A DESIGN ELEMENT DOES NOT REFLECT CITY STANDARDS, THE MATTER MUST BE IMMEDIATELY BROUGHT TO THE  AVAILABLE TO CITY STAFF UPON REQUEST. IF CONSTRUCTION PLANS ARE NOT READILY AVAILABLE AT THE PROJECT SITE, T ORNER AND CONTRACTOR TO VERIFY FINAL TAP SIZES, BASED ON N
1. 4 WIDE UTILITY EASEMENT NOT SHOWN WHERE OVERLAPPING 25 ATIENTON OF THE ENGNEER AND THE DIRECTOR OF PUBLC WORKS. ' THE ENGNEER SHALL BE RESPONSBLE FOR  THE DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC NORKS NAY ISSUE A STOP WORK ORDER AND HALT ALL'CONSTRUCTION ACTMTES PENOING 1. OWNER AND CONTRACTOR 0 VERIPY FIAL THP SIZES, BASED ON 17 NOV 08
UTILITY EASEMENT. C 1 o RECOMMENDING A SOLUTION OR ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS TO THE CITY FOR REVIEW AND APPROVAL. COMPLIANCE BY THE CONTRACTOR. . A S A N — T
2. UTILITY EASEMENT REVISED FROM 30" TO 25" AND COMBINED WITH 2. THE APPROVAL OF A CONSTRUCTION PLAN DOES NOT RELIEVE THE CONTRACTOR OF THE RESPONSIBILITY OF 7. THE CONTRACTOR AGREES TO COMPLY WITH THE PROVISIONS OF THE TRAFFIC CONTROL PLAN AND THE “MANUAL ON AND ADMUST TaF. 5% WATER. AlD OTHER UTLIY ALGNMENTS o BE 08 JAN 09 A
ACCESS EASEMENT. CONSTRUCTING WORKABLE PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS. ALL REVISIONS AND/OR CORRECTIONS REQUIRED WILL BE SOLELY ~ UNIFORM TRAFFIC CONTROL DEVICES,” PART I, FOR CONSTRUCTION SIGNAGE AND TRAFFIC CONTROL. DETERUNED. N THE' FIELD. BASED ON ENCOUNTERED FIELD CONDITONS. —_— =
3. 2° DOMESTIC METER, VAULT, AND SERVICE ALONG BROADWAY TO BE THE CONTRACTOR'S RESPONSIBILITY, AND AT THEIR EXPENSE. 8. ALL SURPLUS MATERIALS, TOOLS, AND TEMPORARY STRUCTURES, FURNISHED BY THE CONTRACTOR, SHALL BE T NEER OF AT DR CES D D ! | 5FEBOY A
ABANDONED AT CORP STOP WITH MAI. : TH THE "DESIGN AND  REMOVED FROM THE PROJECT SITE BY THE CONTRACTOR. ALL DEBRIS AND RUBBISH CAUSED BY THE OPERATIONS OF JSTING UTILTY ELEVATIONS. —_ =
3. THESE PLANS HAVE BEEN CHECKED BY THE CITY OF BOULDER ONLY FOR CONFORMANCE WITH THE 2 ResroRep MANHOLE ELEVATIONS, ETC. BASED ON EXISTING
4.6 FIRE SERVICE T0 BROADWAY BUILDING TEE FITTINGS REVISED. CONSTRUCTION STANDARDS," COMPLINCE WITH DEVELOPWENT AGREEWENT CONDITONS, AND FOR GENERAL CONCEPTUAL ~ THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE REMOVED, AND THE AREA OCCUPIED DURNC CONSTRUCTION ACTMITES SHALL B R 3. DEVELOPER/OWNER SHALL COORDINATE WITH CITY OF BOULDER TO
H gpzﬂv% ieﬁg\é‘;{ Norms DUPLEX RELOCATED TO NORTH EDGE APPROVAL OF PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS AS SHOWN. THE CITY'S REVIEW DOES NOT VERIFY OR ENSURE THE ACCURACY OF ;?RE”CSTO‘;RLE‘FN’;LUB%’Q D,,‘,T(‘)%E'SW : ' ENSURE THAT WORK TO BE DONE IN R.OM. BY CITY OF BOULDER @
' D ING OR PROPOSED DIMENSIONS, LINES, COORDINATES, OR - GRADES SHOHN, INCLUDING ALL EXISTING ULITIES 9. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE TREE AND LANDSCAPE PROTECTION AS SET FORTH IN CHAPTER 6-6, "PROTECTION (NCLUDING W FIRE HYORANT, RAPS, E1C) 1S COMPLETED B
» » " " SHOWN OR NOT SHOWN. - . ! DESIRED DATE OF ISSUANC .
7. 8 WATERWAN |S LOOPED" THROUGH STE FROM 6 MAN IN CEDAR 4. UTITY LOCATIONS SHOWN REFLECT AVALLABLE RECORD DATA. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL TAKE PRECAUTIONARY OF TREES AND PLANTS" BOULDER REVSED CODE (BRC.) 1981 AND THE CTY OF BOULDER  DESGN MO CoNsTRucToN =2 BCBF SSUNGE OF CEELATE o OOl
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PLANT PALETTE
DECIDUOUS TREES

SIZE

QUANTITY SYMBOL

BOTANICAL NAME

COMMON NAME

15" CAL. A
MULTI STEM

2" CAL 2 (=)
15" CAL. cc
MULTI STEM

2" CAL. 2 M5
2" CAL. 4 aB
2" CAL. 2 GE
2" CAL. 2 arR
2" CAL. 5 P
2" CAL 5 SP
2" CAL. 2 T©
2" CAL. 6 UA

DECIDUOUS SHRUBS

ACER GINNALA

CATALPA SPECIOSA

CERCIS CANADENSIS

MALUS X 'SPRING SNOW'

QUERCUS BICOLOR
QUERCUS ELLIPSOIDALIS
QUERCUS RUBRA

PYRUS CALLERTANA
CHANTICLEER

SOPHORA JAPONICA

TILIA CORDATA 'GREENSPIRE'

ULMUS AMERICANA
'VALLEY FORGE'

AMUR MAFLE

NWESTERN CATALPA

EASTERN REDBUD

SPRING SNOW

FLOWERING CRABAFPFLE

SWAMP WHITE OAK

NORTHERN PIN OAK

NORTHERN RED OAK

CHANTICLEER FEAR

JAPANESE PAGODA

TREE

GREENSPIRE LINDEN

VALLEY FORGE
AMERICAN ELM

SIZE

QUANTITY SYMBOL

BOTANICAL NAME

COMMON NAME

5 GAL. cco
5 GAL. HS
5 GAL. LT
5 6AL. PA
5 GAL. PFE
5 6AL. RAG
5 6AL. RA
5 GAL. RMR
5 6AL. RMA
5 GAL. EN
5 GAL. Eel
5 GAL. =M
5 6AL. VL
5 eAL. VT

EVERGREEN SHRUBS

CARYOPTERIS X
CLANDONENSIS 'DARK KNIGHT'

HIBloCUS SYRIACUS
'WOODERIDGE'

LONICERA TATARICA
'ARNOLD'S RED'

PEROVSKIA ATRIPLICIFOLIA

POTENTILLA FRUTICOSA
'PINK BEAUTY"

RHUS AROMATICA
'GROW LOW'

RIBES AUREUM
ROSA X MEIDILAND RED
ROSA X MEIDILAND WHITE

SPIREA JAPONICA NEON
FLASH'

SYMPHORICARFUS
OREOPHILUS

STRINGA METERI ' MISS KIM'

VIBURNUM LENTAGO

VIBURNUM TRILOBUM
'COMPACTA'

DARK KNIGHT BLUE
MIST SPIRAEA

SINGLE RED-PURPLE
ALTHEA

ARNOLD'S RED
HONEYSUCKLE
RUSSIAN SAGE

PINK BEAUTY
POTENTILLA

GROW LOW SUMAC
GOLDEN CURRANT
SINGLE RED SHRUB
ROSE

DOUBLE WHITE SHRUE
ROSE

NEON FLASH SPIREA
MOUNTAIN SNOWBERRY
Mies KIM DNARF

KOREAN LILAC
NANNYBERRY VIBURNUM

COMPACT AMERICAN
CRANBERRY

SIZE

QUANTITY STYMBOL

BOTANICAL NAME

COMMON NAME

5 GAL. AC ARCTOSTAPHYLOS X PANCHITO MANZANITA
COLORADOENSIS
5 GAL. BM BUXUS MICROPHYLLA WINTER 6EM BOXWOOD
INSULARIS 'WINTER GEM'
5 GAL. CA COTONEASTER APICULATUS CRANBERRY
COTONEASTER
5 6AL. EFV EUONTMUS FORTUNEI PURPLE LEAF
'COLORATUS! WINTERCREEPER
5 6AL. EFE EUONTMUS FORTUNE| EMERALD GAIETY
'EMERALD GAIETY" EUONTYMUS
| GAL. JHH JUNIPERUS HORIZONTALIS HUGHE'S JUNIPER
HUGHES'
| GAL. Js JUNIPERUS SABINA CALGARY CARPET
'CALGARY CARPET' JUNIPER
5 GAL. JsT JUNIPERUS SCOPOLORUM TABLE TOP BLUE
'TABLE TOP BLUE' JUNIPER
5 GAL. PPM FICEA PUNGENS MESA VERDE
'MESA VERDE' SPRUCE
5 GAL. PMS FPINUS MUGo SLOWMOUND MUGO
'SLOAMOUND' PINE
5 GAL. PMA PINUS MUGO 'WHITE WHITE BUD MUGO
BUD' PINE
PERENNIALS
SIZE QUANTITY SYMBOL BOTANICAL NAME COMMON NAME
| &AL, AR AGASTACHE RUPESTRIS SUNSET HYSSOP
| GAL. BL BERLANDIERA CHOCOLATE FLOWER
LYRATA
| 6AL. GA GAILLARDIA ARISTATA NATIVE BLANKET
FLONWER
| GAL. HeD HEMEROCALLIS 'STELLA STELLA DE ORO
DE ORO' DAYLILY
| GAL. H IRIS HYBRIDS BEARDED RIS
| GAL. LAM LAVENDULA ANGUSTIFOLIA LAVENDER
‘MUNSTEAD'
| GAL. MM MIRABILIS DESERT FOUR 'O
MULTIFLORA clLock
| GAL. NF NEPETA X FAASSENI| CATMINT
| GAL. ocM OENTHERA CAESPITOSA NHITE EVENING
MARGINATA PRIMROSE
| &AL, 4 PENSTEMON PINELEAF PENSTEMON
PINIFOLIUS
| 6AL. P PENSTEMON ROCKY MOUNTAIN
STRICTUS FPENSTEMON
5 GAL. 3 PAT PEROVSKIA RUSSIAN SAGE
ATRIPLICIFOLIA
| GAL. RC RATIBIDA COLUMNIFERA MEXICAN HAT
MEXICAN HAT' CONEFLOWER
| GAL. 4 SAP SALVIA PACHYPHYLLA MOJAVE SAGE
| GAL. il SB STACHYS BYANTINA LAMB'S EAR
| GAL. Ve VERONICA SPICATA BLUE SPIKE
‘TALL BLUE' SPEEDWELL
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2 GAL. CAO CALAMAGROSTIS VARIGATED FEATHER | &AL, LdH LONICERA JAPONICA HALL'S HONEY'SUCKLE
ACUTIFLORA 'OVERDAM' REED GRASS HALLIANA'
2 GAL. CAK CALAMAGROSTIS FEATHER REED GRASS | &AL, Pa PARTHENOC ISSUS VIRGINIA CREEPER
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| &AL, PA POLYGONUM AUBERTI| SILVER LACE VINE
2 GAL HS HELICTOTRICHON BLUE AVENA GRASS
SEMPERVIRENS
TURF GRASS
2 GAL MS MISCANTHUS SINENSIS FURFLE MAIDEN GRASS
FUPURESCENS SOD - LOCAL GROWN REVEILLE LON-WATER BLUEGRASS BLEND
2 GAL PV PANICUM VIRGATUM SHENANDOAH RED
'SHENANDOAH' SWITCH GRASS
2 GAL PAH PENNISETUM HARDY FOUNTAIN
ALOPECUROIDES GRASS
"HAMELN'
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NOTE: LANDSCAFPE PLAN FOR CITY
REVIEN, NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION

REFER TO LANDSCAPE DETAIL SHEETS
FOR LANDSCAPE REQUIREMENTS TABLE,
PLANTING NOTES AND ADDITIONAL
INFORMATION

EXST6. TREES

303
ARCHITECTURE,
INC.

ARCHITECTURE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE

1942 BROADWAY, SUITE 314 BOULDE

PLANNING

R, COLORADO 80302

P: 303-447-6445 C: 303-64|-6708 F: 303-648-56563

Stephanie@303Architecture.com

Agenda Iltem 5C  Pag

ARCH

ITECTURE

INCORPORATED

ARCHITECTURE
PLANNING &
INTERIOR DESIGHN

3008 FOLSOM STREET
BOULDER, CO 80

1215 CEDAR AVE
BOULDER, COLORADO

WASHINGTON VILLAGE Il

Z
w O u
o
<S>
OuwiE
D <<
AWz
Z 0
5

-

o -
Q<
00z
> n
o<
c Om
DATE: 25 FEB 09
————
11 SEPT 08 A
17 NOV 08 A
08 JAN 09 A
25 FEB 09 A

LP-2

WV-II

'8t 103




' sy A

—¥— PROTECTED ROOT ZONE WTHIN THE
CANOPY DRIP UNE-ACTUAL FEEDER ROOTS
EXTEND WELL BEYOMD DR LINE

SECTION

AMENDED SOIL—"
ROOT BALL

UNDISTURBED SOL——

| | NOTES
1. WRAP TRUNK WTH 4" TREE
WRAP PER SPECIFICATIONS.
2. SEE SPECS FOR PLANTING OF
VINES AND GROUND COVERS.
DETAIL IS TYPICAL IN INTENT ONLY.

3' AVERAGE DEPTH
TRUNK PLUMB AND——
STRAIGHT

RUN DOUBLE STRAND 12 GAUGE
WIRE THROUGH GROMMETS *
NYLON STRAP. RUN WRE TO
F‘GST(m\r: TWIST FOR SUGHT
TENSION

__FROTECTIVE CAP
——— SECURED T0 STAKE

o, <t
)

TREES PE
SPECIFICATIONS

L
PLANT PIF
O nurs_\_ LT

QECIDUOUS | EVERGREEN
SHRUB SHREUE

Il

Y

CITY OF BOULDER DETAIL 3.12:

PROTECTED ROOT ZONE AND DRIP LINE

CITY OF BOULDER DETAIL 3.04:

GRADE CHANGE AROUND EXISTING TREES

CITY OF BOULDER DETAIL 3.03:

CITY OF BOULDER DETAIL 2.02:

TREE GRATE FOR SIDENALK PLANTING

TREES & SHRUBS PLANTING DETAIL

PLANTING NOTES

LANDSCAPE REQUIREMENTS TAEBLE

I. ALL PLANT MATERIAL SHALL MEET SPECIFICATIONS OF THE AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF
NURSERYMEN (AAN) FOR NUMBER ONE GRADE. ALL TREES SHALL BE BALLED AND BURLAPPED OR
EQUIVALENT.

2. TREES SHALL NOT BE PLANTED CLOSER THAN 4 FEET TO ANY GAS OR ELECTRICAL LINE AND NO
CLOSER THAN 1O FEET TO ANY WATER OR SEWER LINE. LARGE SHRUBS SHALL NOT BE PLANTED
CLOSER THAN 4 FEET TO ANY WATER OR SENER LINE. LOCATIONS OF ALL UTILITIES SHALL BE
VERIFIED IN THE FIELD PRIOR TO PLANTING TREES AND LARGE SHRUBS.

3. GRADES SHALL BE SET TO ALLOW FOR PROPER DRAINAGE AWAY FROM ALL STRUCTURES.
GRADES SHALL MAINTAIN SMOOTH PROFILES AND BE FREE OF SURFACE DEBRIS, BUMPS &
DEPRESSIONS.

4. ALL SHRUB BEDS ADJACENT TO TURF AREAS SHALL BE EDGED WITH RYERSON OR APPROVED
EQUIVALENT ROLLED STEEL EDGER.

5. ALL SHRUB BED AREAS SHALL BE MULCHED WITH A 3" LAYER OF WOODBARK MULCH OVER WEED
BARRIER FABRIC. PERENNIALS AND GROUNDCOVER AREAS SHALL BE MULCHED WITH A 3" LAYER OF
SHREDDED WOODBARK MULCH.

6. DURING CONSTRUCTION, PREVENT CLEANING OF EQUIPMENT, THE STORAGE OR DISPOSAL OF WASTE
BUILDING MATERIALS (1.E. PAINT, OILS, SOLVENTS, ASPHALT, CONCRETE, MORTAR, ETC) WITHIN THE
DRIPLINE OF ANY PROTECTED TREE.

1. ALL AREAS DESIGNATED FOR PLANTING BEDS SHALL BE AMENDED WITH &6 CUBIC YARDS PER
1,000 SQUARE FEET OF MANURE COMPOST. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PREPARE THE SUBGRADE BY
ROTOTILLING TO A DEPTH OF 8" THEN ADDING THE SOIL AMENDMENTS AND ROTOTILLING TO A DEPTH
OF &".

&. LANDSCAPE CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY ALL MATERIAL QUANTITIES PRIOR TO INSTALLATION
ACTUAL NUMBER OF SYMBOLS SHALL HAVE PRIORITY OVER THE QUANTITY DESIGNATED.

4. REFER TO THE CITY OF BOULDER'S 'DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION STANDARDS' AND LANDSCAPE
REQUIREMENTS FOR STREETSCAPES, PARKING LOTS AND ALL OTHER DEVELOPMENTS'

0. REFER TO THE CIVIL ENGINEERING DRANINGS FOR GRADING AND UTILITY INFORMATION

ENTIRE SITE - TOTAL LOT SIZE: 130,70 SF.

TOTAL PARKING LOT SIZE: 14181 SF.
SURFACE PARKING AREA T2 SF.
VEHICLE DROPOFF ¢ SHARED ACCESS DRIVE 13469 SF

TOTAL AREA COVERED BY BUILDINGS 40024 S5F
RH2 SITE: TOTAL BUILDING COVERAGE 20)24 SF.

RHI SITE: TOTAL SINGLE FAMILY BUILDING COVERAGE 9000 S.F.
RHI SITE: TOTAL SINGLE FAMILY PORCH COVERAGE q400 S.F.

TOTAL AREA NOT COVERED BY A BUILDING OR 16505 SF.
PARKING LOT
REQUIRED PROVIDED

TOTAL NUMBER OF SURFACE PARKING STALLS B ®
TOTAL INT. PARKING LOT LANDSCAPED AREA NA NA
TOTAL INTERIOR PARKING LOT LANDSCAPED
AREA AS A % OF TOTAL PARKING LOT AREA NA NA
TOTAL # OF TREES IN INTERIOR LOT
LANDSCAPED AREA 26 53
TOTAL PERIMETER PARKING LOT
LANDSCAPED AREA NA NA
TOTAL NUMBER OF STREET TREES 25 25
TOTAL QUANTITY OF PLANT MATERIAL ON TREES / SHRUBS || TREES / SHRUBS
SITE PLAN (* INCLUDES KEPT EXISTING TREES) 51/ 255 71/ 302
TOTAL QUANTITY OF KEPT EXISTING TREES 15 TREES 40 TREES

303
ARCHITECTURE,
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ARCHITECTURE LANDSCAPRPE ARCHITECTURE PLANNING

1942 BROADWAY, SUITE 314 BOULDER, COLORADO 80302
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3008 FOLSOM STREET

FAX: 303-442-6160

PHOTO EXAMPLE 2 PHOTO EXAMPLE |:
BIRTHDAY PARTY AT INFORMAL GATHERING NODE INFORMAL GATHERING NODE AT
INFORMAL GATHERING NODE AT NOMAD COHOUSING IN BOULDER, COLORADO NOMAD COHOUSING IN BOULDER, COLORADO
NEAR BROADWAY BUILDING & INTERIOR COURTYARD
SCALE: I'=l0'-0"
e Ll
o
B <
NORTH : =l O
BULDINe =
= = _ | <
0 YO ceil > 25
e e *(%- ' o 3
O ORI =<0
Ok
o
= QW
: sop -0
- - (5 o=
INFORMAL MOVABLE Z -2
ITURE - o
BY COHOUSING — hoe]
COMMNITY  pecomrosED . T
" - | GRANITE AREA W CITY -
TN\ APPROVED ROLLED . PHOTO EXAMPLE 4. PHOTO EXAMPLE 3: U)
EDSER OR 50D AREA INFORMAL GATHERING NODE EXAMPLE INFORMAL GATHERING NODE EXAMPLE <
ALY A SUN AND NIND COHOUSING, DENMARK COHOUSING COMMUNITY, EAST COAST
INFORMAL GATHERING NODE NEAR NORTH DUPLEX
BUILDING ¢ INTERIOR COURTYARD
SCALE: I'=l0'-0"
(7))
IIIIIIIIIIIIII1IIIIIIIIIII1IIIII 2‘
_A i
PAINTED METAL TRELLIS: L
cH a
TRELLISES ON SITE
BULDINSS LIJ
BASE NITH
1 I/2" THICK LOCAL BUFF Q.
FLAGSTONE CAP TO <
MATCH RETAININS
HALLS O
n
a
%
ENTRY FEATURE EXAMPLE RETAINING WALL EXAMPLE DATE.  11NOVOR
SCALE: 1/4'=|'-0" SCALE: 1/4'=]'-0" BENCH EXAMPLE: _
DUMOR 5' LONG STEEL BENCH
MODEL 160 OR SIMILAR -
ARCHITECTURE, -
INC.
NOTE: BIKE RACK LAYOUT AND ARCHITECTURE LANDSCAPRPE ARCHITECTURE PLANNING
SPECS FOUND ON SHEET LP-5 LP-4

1942 BROADWAY, SUITE 314 BOULDER, COLORADO 80302

P: 203-447-6448 C: 303-641-6708 F: 303-645-5653

Stephonie@303Architecture.com JOB: Wv-II
f
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T I — FAX: 303-442-6160
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BIKE PARKING ALONG BROADWAY BIKE PARKING ALONG CEDAR AVENUE BIKE PARKING NORTH
OF DUPLEX BUILDINGS

1215 CEDAR AVE
BOULDER, COLORADO

WASHINGTON VILLAGE II
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HA i CORA BRAND BIKE RACK
steed SINGLE SIDED RACK

e defivery process.

Finishes: Z
lours: D [~
sy e g \ INSTALLATION DETAIL X
; prussioe ot o am
spantan branze Y !
. purmpkin peking ey <C
Features: SECURITY = designed to lock both the frame and wheel(s) of _I
the bisyele w =
SIMPLICITY - Cyclists find the EXPO® rack user friendly - <
TY - 8 ol types of bicyces, tandems, bricyd O |_
POPULARITY - the highest degree of user popularity ever O D
Quality cks are made from heavy duty high qualty
Contral: sidually crafted and Fully - 3
are then double wrapped far o
DATE:

17 NOV 08

Guarantee:  The Corn EXPOE SEnes IS QUarantesd 15amst oefects in
hip and materials for twenty

Enstallation: Thi 5 2 two bolt faste
5

CORA BRAND BIKE RACK
GENERAL INSTALLATION DETAIL

081 cases
all that is required to seo

Capacity is rated for double-sided accets. Single-sided access
reduces capacity by coe-third.
Allow twe feet from the feoting pin te @ curb or wall when

b d use

®
and any obstruction.

i Sedection; The mast convenient location adjacent to the 3 O 3

b tra i of offic

Where 3 rackIs being metaied af on existing /\ 0 5 10 20 ARCHITECTURE,
The iocation shousd be flat and at grml:\v\'.n&;:c :..mt;e which db ?-_d |NC

e e e e peatoriie v
SCALE: 1" =10-0" ARCHITECTURE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE  PLANNING

uncovered areas

LP-5

NOTE: BIKE PARKING LAYOUTS FOR 1942 BROADWAY, SUITE 314 BOULDER, COLORADO 80202
CORA BRAND BIKE RACK CITY REVIEN, NOT FOR CONSTRUGTION P. 303-447-6448 C: 303-641-6708 F: 303-645-5683
SPECIFICATION INFORMATION ! Stephanie@303Architecture.com JOB: WV-II
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SOLAR ANALYSIS
CHART @
25'-0" FENCE & 12'-0"
FENCE

ADJUSTED
SHADOW LENGTH
POINT | HSTABV | 150 |NOON | 2PM
GRADE
FA | 2500 |6426 |49.50 | 6691
FB | 2500 | 6493 | 5000 |67.58
FC 2500 | 6625 | 51.00 | 69.56
F.0 25.00 | 6625 | 51.00 | 69.56
FE 25.00 | 6493 | 5200 | 68.24
F_F 2500 | 62.94 | 48.50 | 66.25
FG | 2500 | 6493 | 5000 |67.58
FH | 2500 |6426 |49.50 | 6691
Fl 25.00
FA | 1200 | 2995 | 2300 |31.14
FB | 1200 | 3048 | 2400 | 32.46
FC | 1200 |32.60 | 2500 |33.79
FD | 1200 | 3240 | 2500 | 33.79
FE | 1200 |3074 | 24.00 | 32.46
FF 12.00 | 28.49 | 22.50 | 30.48
FG | 1200 |30.74 | 2400 | 32.46
FH | 1200 | 3048 | 23.50 | 3246
Fl 12.00 | 30.48 | 23.50 | 31.14

SOLAR ANALYSIS

CHART

@BROADWAY BLDG

ADJUSTED
SHADOW LENGTH
POINT | HST A8V 10aM | NOON| 2¢M
B_A 25.77 66.30 50.54 | 67.63
B8 | 2552 | 6365 | 49.54 | 67.63
B.C | 2652 | 6697 | 5204 | 7028
BD | 2652 | 6630 | 5054 | 70.28
BE | 2652 | 6630 | 5054 | 7008
BF | 2518 | 6275 | 47.86 | 6673
. 25.1/8\ 62.75 48.36 | 66.73
BK | 3368 | 84.61 |“8536Y89.25
BL | 3418 | 8594 | 6586 | 90.58
Bpin| 3448 | 8660 | 6736 ] 92.56
Bp | 4468 G| 86.86 | 11906
mﬂ

N T

SOLAR SHADOW 12 PM DEC 21

SOLAR ANALYSIS

CHART

@ NORTH BLDG

ADJUSTED
SHADOW LENGTH
POINT ";T )&BEV 10AM |NOON| 2pPM
NA | 2258 | 5652 | 4466 | 6050
NGB | 2308 | 57.85 | 4566 | 6116
NC | 2308 | 5851 | 4566 | 6182
ND | 2258 | 57.85 | 4516 ] 6116
NE | 2725 | ¢824 | 5400 | 7221
NF | 1987 | 5067 | 39.24 | 5398
NG | 1987 | 4802 | 3824 | 5332
NH | 2012 | 5001 | 3974 | 5066
NI | 2129 | 5377 | 4158 | 5576
NJ | 2154 | 5377 | 4208 | 57.08
NK | 2085 | 5060 | 4070 | 54559
N | 2135 | 5327 | 4120 | 5592
NM | 2070 | 51.54 | 3990 | 5419
NN | 2070 | 5220 | 4090 | 5485
NO | 1953 | 49.10 | 38556 | 51.75
NP | 1978 | 49.77 | 39.06 | 5308
N.Q | 2003 | 5096 | 4006 | 5374
NR | 2049 | 5695 | 4398 | 59.60
NS | 2224 | 5695 | 43.48 | 58.94
NT | 2049 | 5695 | 43.48 | 59.60
NU | 2249 | 5761 | 4398 | 6026
NV | 2700 | 6890 | 5250 | 7089

SCALE: 1"

=20'

SOLAR ANALYSIS
CHART
@ NORTH DUPLEX

BLDG
ADJUSTED
SHADOW LENGTH
HGT ABV
POINT GRADE 10AM | NOON| 2PM
DA | 2920 | 7539 | 59.40 | 80.69
DB | 2970 | 7605 | 58.40 | 80.03
D.C | 3020 | 7672 | 59.40 | 80.69
DD | 2920 | 7738 | 59.90 | 81.35
DE | 27.50 | ¢9.56 | 5400 | 72.88
DF | 2750 | 69.56 | 54.50 | 73.54
D.G | 2815 |71.28 | 5530 | 75.26
D.H | 2840 | 7241 | 5580 | 7592
DI | 2840 | 71.95 | 5680 | 7592
DJ | 2815 | 7128 | 5630 | 75.26
DK | 3125 | 7884 | 61.50 | 83.48
DL | 2775 | 70.23 | 55.50 | 74.20
D_M 26.50 71.55 | 55.50 | 74.86
DN | 2715 | 7327 | 56.80 | 76.58
DO | 2715 | 7261 | 5580 | 7592
DP | 2715 | 7261 | 5630 | 7592
D.Q | 2815 | 7327 | 5680 | 76.58
DR | 3000 | 80.16 | 6200 | 84.14
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BROADWAY BUILDING

[~ TURNAROUND
SPACE

SIGNAGE CONSISTENT

SECTION$96(9/016)

TYPICAL

240"

REQUIRED BACKING |1
DISTANCE
o} o}

DESIGNATED OFFICE

|_PARKING DURING BUSINESS.
HOURS TTP. 9 SPACES

INCLUDING 1 ACCESSIBLE

240"
DISTANCE

{ o

NORTH BUILDING

RAMP

ORTICO

MECH VAULT

WORKSHOP

LESS
THAN 60",

LESS
THAN 60"

LESS
THAN 60",

CRAWL 'UP
SPACE
MAX. HT.
LESS
THAN 60"

f
521 27\‘ 24'-0" \3
REOUWED BACK'NG

BICYCLE/ S [ E
SMART CARC |
PARKING

11"

-

NORTH

BICYCLE
PARKING

=g

L/W

I BICYCLE/
| SMART CAR o235
il PARKING

SOUTH

BICYCLE
PARKING

REQUIRED BACKING | )
b DISTANC

A

REQUIRED BACKING
DISTANCE

NAY VEHICULA

AY VEHICULAR

PARKING SUMMARY

5
I}

RH-2 ZONE -- ON SITE
BELOW BUILDING STRUCTURED PARKING

BROADWAY BUILDING
STANDARD
COMPACT
HANDICAP

ON-GRADE PARKING

COMPACT (NORTH OF DUPLEX] é
HANDICAP (NORTH OF NORTHERN CARRIAGE HOUSE)

TUCK-UNDER PARKING

13
1

STANDARD (DUPLEXES)
STANDARD (CARRIAGE UNITS)
TOTAL STANDARD CARS
TOTAL COMPACT CARS
TOTAL HANDICAP CARS

PERCENTAGE OF COMPACT 32%

[TOTAL CARS PROVIDED FOR RH-2 ZONE ON-SITE

RL-1 ZONE -- ON SITE
ON-GRADE INTERIOR GARAGE PARKING

SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCES
(presumed as 2 cars for each single family detached unit)

TOTAL CARS PROVIDED FOR RL-1 ZONE ON-SITE

[TOTAL AMOUNT OF PARKING SPACES PROVIDED ON SITE

ON STREET PARKING

CEDAR AVENUE
13th STREET

[TOTAL AMOUNT OF PARKING SPACES AVAILABLE ON STREET

PARKING ANALYSIS BASED ON RH-2 ZONE
REQUIREMENTS

RH-2 ZONE CONTRIBUTING AREAS

CARS/UNI

UNIT SIZE (4 MAX)

T

PRIVATE RESIDENTIAL AREAS (count toward total required spaces)
HISTORIC SCHOOL

BASEMENT LEVEL
S1NE 1-STORY AFFORDABLE UNIT (NORTHEAST) 801 3

S2SE 1-STORY AFFORDABLE UNIT (SOUTHEAST) 801 3
FIRST FLOOR (exits to interior corridor)

S3W 1-STORY MARKET RATE UNIT (SOUTHWEST) 1,175 4
S3E 1-STORY MARKET RATE UNIT (SOUTHEAST) 1,175

SaN

1-STORY MARKET RATE UNIT (NORTH)

SECOND FLOOR (exits to interior corridor)

S5N
S6S

1 STORY MARKET RATE UNIT (SOUTH)
1 STORY MARKET RATE UNIT (NORTH)

BROADWAY BUILDING

FIRST FLOOE! (exits to grad

BIN

TORY AFFORDABLE UNIT (SOUTH)
1-STORY AFFORDABLE UNIT (NORTH)

2,084

2,362
2,084

919
919

B2S 1-STORY MODERATE UNIT (SOUTH) 606

B2N 1-STORY MODERATE UNIT (NORTH) 606
SECOND FLOOR (exits via outdoor porch to stair towers)

B3S 1-STORY MARKET RATE UNIT (SOUTH) 1,601

B4S 2-STORY MARKET RATE UNIT (SOUTH) 2,151
BSNASI STORY MARKET RATE UNITS (MIDDLE) 1,182

Bs 2-STORY MARKET RATE UNIT (NORTH) 2,151

1-STORY MARKET RATE UNIT (NORTH) 1,471
NORTH BUILDING

FIRST FLOOR (exits to grade)

N1W 2-STORY MARKET RATE UNIT (WEST) 1,765
N1E 2-STORY MARKET RATE UNIT (EAST) 1,765

N2 1-STORY AFFORDABLE UNIT (LOWER) 1,001 3

SECOND FLOOH (exits via outdoor porch to stair towers)
1-STORY AFFORDABLE UNIT (UPPER) 1,024 3

DUPLEXES
E1N&S3- STORV MARKETTOWNHOMES (NORTH) 1640 4

CARRIAGE HOUS
C1N&S1- STOHV AFFOHDABLE FLAT (ABOVE GARAGES) 901 3

AR BER A DNV OO

SN

TN

27
15
5
a7]
12
12
53]
2
13
"
24]
TOTAL
UNITS CARS
3
3 g

PR W e

FNFNECYNSN

RH-2 ZONE RESIDENTIAL PARKING REQUIRED (per Land Use Code)

27

RH-2 ZONE PARKING REDUCTION REQUESTED FOR RESIDENTIAL USE
(refer to PARKING SUMMARY)
TOTAL NUMBER OF SPACES PROVIDED FOR RESIDENTIAL USE
PERCENTAGE PARKING REDUCTION FOR RESIDENTIAL USE

OFFICE USE OFFICES SF/CAR

OFF-STREET PARKING REQUIRED (typically 1 car/ 300 sf of office use) 2,946 300

RH-2 ZONE TOTAL OFFICE PARKING REQUIRED

RH-2 ZONE TOTAL PARKING REQUIRED

105

RH-2 ZONE TOTAL PARKING REDUCTION REQUESTED
(refer to PARKING SUMMARY)
TOTAL NUMBER OF SPACES PROVIDED IN RH-2 ZONE
TOTAL PERCENTAGE PARKING REDUCTION REQUESTED

47
55.2%

PARKING ANALYSIS BASED ON OTHER RH ZONES

1 BEDROOM = 1 CAR, 2 BEDROOM = 1.5 CARS, 3 BEDROOM = 2 CARS, 4+ BEDROOM = 4 CARS
RH-2 ZONE CONTRIBUTING AREAS EDROOMS CARS
UNIT

Bl
PRIVATE RESIDENTIAL AREAS (count toward total required spaces) "1t R s

Y

HISTORIC SCHOOL
BASEMENT LEVEL
S1  AFFORDABLE (NORTH EAST)
S2  AFFORDABLE (SOUTH EAST)
MAIN LEVEL
83

MARKET FLAT SOUTHWEST AND SOUTHEAST

[SYN)
oo

-

S4 MARKET FLAT NORTH
UPPER LEVEL
S5 MARKET FLAT SOUTH
S6 MARKET FLAT NORTH
BROADWAY BUILDING
MAIN LEVEL
B1 AFFORDABLE CENTRAL UNITS
B2 AFFORDABLE END UNITS
UPPER LEVEL
B3 MARKET FLAT SOUTH
B4 MARKET FLAT NORTH
B5 MARKET SOUTH TOWNHOUSE
B6 MARKET NORTH TOWNHOUSE
B7 MARKET FLAT WITH HIGH LIVING
NORTH BUILDING
MAIN LEVEL
N1 MARKET TOWN HOMES EAST AND WEST
N2 AFFORDABLE MODERATE LOW 1
N3 AFFORDABLE MODERATE UPPEH 2 1
DUPLEX
E1 MARKET TOWN HOMES 2 15 4
CARRIAGE
C1  AFFORDABLE INCL. NORTH 2 15 1
C2 AFFORDABLE MODERATE SOUTH 15 1
TOTAL CARS IN RH-2 ZONE USING RH-3,4,5 REQUIHEMENTS

OFFICE USE OFFICES SF/CAR

ww W=
[SESINRN

[N

B A R R
“naNe o=

[N

o
non
RN

NUMBER TOTAL
Al

NN DN Do

NNONG 0N

[LX2FN

@

1.5
15

M

OFF-STREET PARKING REQUIRED (typically 1 car/ 300 f of office use) 2,946 300
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| BUILDING PLACEMENT & SETBACKS
|
: NOTE: ALL HEIGHTS ARE MEASURED TO EXISTING GRADE AT A 25' RADIUS FROM
| THE LOWEST POINT ON THE STRUCTURE (TYPICALLY, THE SOUTH EASTERN
' + | CORNER OF THE EUILDINE)
' ] |
| ! I
! i : 908 113 SOPHER
| ! | BROADWAY MIXED USE STRUCTURE ARCHITECTS LLC
1l ADJAGENT SETBACK FOR PORCHES & SINGLE STORY MASSES 17.0' SAME . N
STRUCTURE | SETBACK FOR TWO STORY BUILDING MASSES SAME | o aron e tom
| / | SETBACK FOR THIRD STORY BUILDING MASSES 313 e STSET S 810 BOULDER, CO 80scE
} I ‘ BUILDING HEIGHT (for Broadway Building)
7 ! * CEDAR AVENUE CARRIAGE HOUS
- i ' ZONE BOUNDARY LINE , | I ~_~ ~SETBACK FOR PORCHES 6 oA
' - ! SETBACK FOR PRINCIPAL BUILDING 25.0' SAME
s ! Ny NORTH PROPERTY LINE NORTH BUILDING & DUPLEX
ADJACENT - . ADJACENT o ! & " SETBACK FOR STOOPS & PORCHES & SINGLE STORY MASSES A 25.0' SAME
STRUCTURE STRUCTURE % . ) I SETBACK FOR TWO STORY BUILDING MASSES A 5.0' or
< R I SETBACK FOR THIRD STORY BUILDING MASSES (for Broadway Building) 607 56'
REEL e P I SETBACK FOR ACCESSORY STRUCTURES 4 sam
- o . ¢ I BUILDING HEIGHT (for North Building) 30 max SAME
Lo sa%B - - ) raz-pe I 20' PRIVATE ACCESS DRIVE EAST BUILDINGS
i ) 57 ~ " SETBACK FOR SINGLE STORY MASSES & BALCONIESABOVE  0.0' SAME
- o R - - -- -- -- SETBACK FOR TWO & THREE STORY BUILDING MASSES 60 NA o
N 4 SETBACK FOR ACCESSORY USES 0.0' SAME -
- - N . & ) 7 M BUILDING HEIGHT (for Duplexes) 231 NA -
. i g RH-2 RL-1 BUILDING HEIGHT (for Carriage Houses) 228 NA [
N a & ; @ EXISTING HISTORIC SCHOOL 2
b E SHARED PRIVATE o¥ EXISTING BUILDING HEIGHT (excluding tower) 47.0° SAVE w
I © ACCESS DRIVE im E
‘ | b ‘ [RLizoNE ] o
9 —
-~ ‘ ‘ \ i CEDAR AVENUE SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCES 9 o
Ve ) e T SIDEVARD SETBACK ADJACENTTOSTREET __________ 25.0' SAME o wAa
p | ‘ AR I IRANY [ 13TH STREET SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCES S ><
4 || rree ~ FRONTYARD SETBACK ADJACENT TO STREET FOR PORCHES & ONE STORY MASSES ~ 20.0' SAME ] <z
| | LAFN FRONTYARD SETBACK ADJACENT TO STREET FOR TWO STORY MASSES 25.0' SAME ac 9
. PRIVATE ACCESS DRIVE SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCES & ACCESSORY BLDGS g0
4 | | " DISTANCE TO AONE OR TWO STORY ACCESSORY STRUCTURE  40' SAME 480
DISTANCE TO A ONE STORY PRINCIPAL STRUCTURE ELEMENT 4.0' SAME Ow -
| - . \ | DISTANCE TO A TWO STORY PRINCIPAL STRUCTURE ELEMENT 10.0' SAME 005
N 2 o 3 ‘ . ADJACENT SINGLE FAMILY BUILDING MASSES T —ow
= 7 ‘ I o " DISTANCE FROM A ONE STORY MASS TO NEIGHBORING BUILDING ELEMENTS  10.0' SAME 00
g o —
. E ) ‘ ‘ DISTANCE FROM A TWO STORY MASS TO NEIGHBORING BUILDING ELEMENTS 15.0' SAME 4=
1233 & 1235 SINGLE FAMILY SINGLE FAMILY SINGLE FAMILY DISTANCE BETWEEN PRINCIPAL & ACCESSORY STRUCTURE (under single ownership) 5.0' SAME ‘N_ o
CEDARAVE. | i BUILDING AREA | BUILDING AREA BUILDING AREA s MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT 35.0' SAME Z2 5
B2-N TNORTH | T ; | ()]
DUPLEX | il , I =
: 2ol
] ) | ) ‘ N 1 [©)
es ! i \ =
BUS SHELTE | L | =
| T - = | i | 1 s
| . 300 SF S , | \ 4 12
gy, il | e T | OPEN SPACE CALCULATIONS
g L sy — ey S \ \ \ PEN SPACE CALCULATION =
% & |OFFICE/ 7OTAL) INGREASE AT ENTRY | L ey , o RH-2 ZONE TOTAL SQUARE FOOTAGE 74,398
8 —TF & COMMERCIAL TOTAL) INCREASE AT ENTRY - —L > - =T — —— —_————— — e e
] 1 ) . COMMERCIAL ‘ P ; T [—— ] B REQUIRED OPEN SPACE FOR BUILDINGS 35-45' (15% OF SITE AREA) 11,159
a, . r— £
17-2 5 % - B ' [ [ —% S S S — — , | 5 REQUIRED OPEN SPACE FOR RH-2 ZONE ( 600 SF X # OF DWELLING UNITS)
. & E L o soff il 1 SFx30= 18,000
! 2 2 LANDMARK, BOUNDARY ) - —l ' 2 .
MARK ' | —— — i
. i 3 | ; o , &
Z _ -7 Eml - J; N o : B | |
z d i —_——tem e - | B z 5 I N SO RH-2 ZONE PROPOSED OPEN SPACE (NOT INCLUDING PRIVATE DECKS OR
! I / NORTHBALEONT | BN A | | PEDESTRIAN WAYS) 34,637
o 1 — 1 % ) !
2 . \E ) I - [ N RH-2 ZONE PRIVATE OPEN SPACE (DECKS AND PORCHES) 6,445
o N !
, . S “ o 32 ) ‘ e RH-2 ZONE PEDESTRIAN WAY (EAST SIDE OF BROADWAY BLDG) 1,857
N | | bl I
I 9 i ,
Hcrclerarcne —‘ | v RH-2 ZONE PRIVATE OPEN SPACE ALLOWABLE IN CALCULATIONS 4,500
L o gm&hig’;’\ﬂnﬂé‘x p H (no greater than 18000 X .25, or 25% of req'd open space)
N ] S4-N s0hs / | . RH-2 ZONE PEDESTRIAN WAY OPEN SPACE ALLOWABLE IN 1,857
’ CALCULATIONS ( no greater than 18000 X .25, or 25% of req'd open
s B2-S L | space)
HISTORIC 0 ) -
[ 'SCHOOL Ik OPEN SPACE RH-2 ZONE TOTAL OPEN SPACE 40,904
> | 4
< u X PERCENTAGE OF PROPOSED OPEN SPACE FOR RH-2 ZONE 55%
; ' , \ f WASHINGTON Q 2
N H e 3 i ! V1
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PERVIOUS

PROTECT EXIST TREES (TYP) 8 CONNECT TO
PROTECT EXIST ZONE-BOUNDARY LINE ) PAVERS
/ FENCE / (RE: ARCH) PRmEmeEerS; EXIST WALK \\/7 DETENTION/
T Tt e e R S Z o _ /_ _ _ 21U WATER. QUALITY
S — — — ‘ - —— — — ———— —— — — — —— v [ el
N ga [ T — & §: ——— / BASIN C
L SHss 5225 (M) e 9T7 S5 Ea, AN = s (o390 1) AR o R R T e e SUBGRADE
N i = e . : Rl LTl
B — DN A A N R N A A A A A O N N S A A A N N AN N N N AN N RN
R =95~ - )8 A SN N A N N I NN I (700 F)
¥ y / TN R T b R R IR 3
~~ o +93.15 2 A A A A A A A S A DAL
L (N O T T =y A N A o L § i VI N T I
| 97.27 p— = 7 VNGNS 2
9" Purtic 94 =
ACCESS | N | < &N £ g
EASEMENT NORTH 7 ) B SE | ey
/ 2a )
G y TS
\ | M- STARS: H BUILDING o M | TYPE13 | TOTAL DETENTION
8" CONC WALK = \ . 1 ) INLET WTH CAPACITY 282 CF
“\ ¥ < | (06" RISERS) b FFE=VARIES 00 ‘ SEDIMENTATION & |
LG N ; Nd GRADING WITHIN DRIP SUMP I
% 50 LINE 0555)(2\9 TREE] > o788 \ | (TYP~3)
) WALK \ 95.79 v 7 9445 ! ! 4 i I 5 I
& TREE LAW ~N\_F 1 15| PARKING GARAGE v e v NORTH ﬁ SINGLE FAMILY l SINGLE FAMILY | SINGLE FAMILY
N——1 - DRAINS TO SAND/OIL ] BUILDING AREA BUILDING AREA UILDING AREA "\~ DEMO EXST CUR3
] ‘ B E.
SEPARATOR AND DUPLEX ‘ CUT, ADD'CURB PER
B SUMP PUMP TO | | CITY STOS
4 SANITARY Los I |
E'X50° CONC =\ (TYP, RE: MECH)
{ PROPOSED ' \
US PAD — m] T Tk e =g ¥ =R = S S
BUS ‘ S S e i Realid | I
DEMO EXIST BUS PAD, - 1 SHELTER | | O
ADD CURB PER CITY STDS |- (- COURTYARD | | > -
7.4 / ' \ } § =
e S g S —
7 Y / +9 ;'—r“—“ - EXIST ON-STREET E
2 LANDMARK ! PARKING s
A BOUNDARY 3 » o
(RE:, ARCH) L ________.'l
e [ R || ) €960 F b |l SINGLE FAMILY | CITY OF BOULDER 9 L
tyisT i 97.27 BROADWAY . | [ BUILDING AREA OPEN SPACE LIMITS w =
DEMO EXIST —~__| 36, : 1
iy BUILDING ™ d b LAYOUT LINE S<
WALK — ‘ D [ LS () o
/ FFE=5397.27 J A I () <
al STARS FFG=5386.93 > Sy DUPLEX i , | <DE
—— (ONE 6"/ RISER) — L 20' ASPHALT ! =
| 9 - RETAINING ! ORI | ouw
\ EEEEN (wr}:%) HISTORIC r : 2 I 9560 ‘ / ¢ | * S\NGLE3FAM\LY Ir QQ
} ] g | SCHOOL L ‘ \ BUILDING AREA || OPEN SPACE o Lo
i - = RETAINING WALL — I Y| | i 80 e I L 8 o
: V] TNh J;L N 1 = -
s, y M L S I | n P
. — A\ 7 g ep— @)
\ 4" PVC BLDG GROUNDWATER —_ NS (1 ———————f—
N UNDERDRAN SUMP PUNP I S B s |\ p S SR 9 £ E
\ A DISCHARGE FROM BLDG =59 | =
> \\ Y I 90.0 A @ | 9 F - | : 2 E
< o5 — TRENCH DRAIN | o875 25' ACCESS )
= . T0 STORM | . & UTILTY
44 (F 12° PVC <
a SUMP PUMP gk | NORTH | | EASEMENT | =
< H— 2
[}
8 - I [ CARRIAGE | | SINGLE FAMILY I L oo £xkr
m L8 — — H = — RETAINING ;2%;355 | BUILDING AREA | Deuo
< WALL =5391. ‘
12" PV ROOF DRAIN — = = 1 JAN | I i CONG WAK =
AND TRENCH GRAN | N7 V i Yool | PROTECT/EXIST I - 8 TREE LAWN O
UMP PUMP. \ — TREE (TYP.) L} ~
DISCHARGE QY TFALL & | | —— e e i =
¥ s | ;
</ [_— Do 3
DETENTICH// — 30LF 127 PYC i \LI & O
WATER | QUALITY £ V- \He- o 1 H
BASINA N SOUTH \ Smf&ﬁg%‘a I -4 NO GRADING WITHIN DRIP O} 2
(1,300 CF) / PROTECT EXIST CARRIAGE I | J UNE OF EXIST TREE Z > oc
i w G =
LMITED RELEASE - / // WALK HOUSE \ oBaye ) 7 () o —
100-YR/10-YR/ L | 20% 22,%2 | LIMITED RELEASE — (NOTE: _THIS DRAINAGE 5
WATER QUALITY STRUCTURE o [ / FFE=5390.45 [ TEOZE END WALL | 100-YR/10-YR EASEMENT WILL NOT <€ (p]
AND SPILLWAY /- PUBLIC MAINTENANG & | RZ9EZ TOW=5388.20 I WATER QUALITYSTRUCTURE 1 BE REQUIRED IF "OPEN [aia Z
INV OUT 5391.79 ACCESS & DRAINACE 17.LF 12" PVC bo.ds o] = mpoﬂ%‘ﬁ;m ol L SPACE":IS DEDICATED (5 w
EASEMENL—~ : R — = : ~ LE
CONNECT 70 EXIST — | i ik " 4< T GITY| OF BOULYER) O O
STUB FROM NEW INLET i > _ pVC - 87 43 LF OF 12" > (@)
STORM INLET — N Y/ == 34 LF 8" P\VC & o L BEGIN WALL PVC @ 0.5% ’ PROTECT/EXIST CURB <
CONSTRUCTION b oA 8 0.5% AREA BRAN — . | 1 TOW=5388.20__ $b €O, RAWP /ND| UPGRADE < Z (C
BY OTHERS A &2 / \ . ois () t | 50 IF 6" PVC | 4 r FO——] 44 INV 5385.1 W iy STANDARD > Z:
(NG |SEE NOTES SHEET C2.0) =/ N 454 } . /\ ‘ : DETECTABLE WARNINGS
A "\_A-V\--—*"gké‘—--—-—-—— —_— --—-J-_:_--_.’_:Ii(.. | = - = —f = —— = = —— = ] e £ // . 5 s O
A « 92.20 xe| 915 T i Z ; =7 - f S — F % I 1
85/1F 4" PVC GROUNDWATER - ;/;7\&‘ | . / S»‘ " oy J/ ; N\ 2 g — a }
S PLME DUE& A A E \ DEWO WALL. 7 208 1&; i g E\ 24"5SW CHASE w o
— o N < AT O
1 o7 1 F,
/ o N I PR [ — | . , [ g i ., €435 c =2
/ \ S i2bswoHasE | LA v ~ DENO EXST | X | o<<Z
HC RAMP "4 CURB — EXIST SIDEWALK EXIST ON—STREET — CEDAR AVENUE /1 SW CHASE \
CONSTRUCTION TOP OF BERM— 10 REMAIN PARKING / | ! PROTECT EXIST \— DETENTION/
BY OTHERS ELEV 5394.00 ORIVE RAMP —/——i Al CuRg PER NG WATER. QUALITY ITE REVIEW 12 SEPT
(NIC, SEE NOTES PER CITY STDS t | CITY STDS - BASIN B SUBMITTAL 2008
SHEET C2.0) (TYP~2) I (2,800 CF) SITEREVIEW 17 NOV
@ RESUBMITTAL 2008
ER—
REVISIONS AN
17 FEB 09 A
20 DEC 13 A
06 JAN 14 A
SITE REVIEW REVISIONS: A\ ' ®
1. CONNECTION FROM TRENCH DRAIN TO SUMP PUMP LABELED SITE_REVIEW REVISIONS:

1. BROADWAY BUILDING FINISHED FLOOR ELEVATION CHANGE.
PREVIOUS FFE=5398.60

) CURRENT FFE= 5397.27 C1 0 R
3. INSIDE RADIUS OF INTERNAL ACCESS DRIVE REVISED TO 25 1. ADA VAN ACCESSIBLE STALL/AISLE ADDED TO THE SOUTH DUPLEX -

4. CONTOURS REVISED TO ACCOMODATE TREE CANOPY EXTENTS AND
ED ] 2. ADA ACCESSIBLE STALL/AISLE ADDED TO THE NORTH DUPLEX AND
ENSURE THAT NO "CUT" WILL OCCUR WITHIN THE DRIP LINE OF COMPACT PARKING ADJUSTED TO THE NORTH. 20 0 20 4

EXISTING TREES e — )
3.TRASH ENCLOSURE REMOVED FROM NORTH DUPLEX O A E O T Agenda ltem 5C P4age BE®af 103 1413c

2. POND VOLUMES REVISED PER CITY COMMENTS — CONTOURS
REVIS

BOULDER, COLORADO



BROADWAY

ATy AW N

~
c
>

c
>

P=}
®

EX.
TREE

1Q8

EX.
TREE

EXISTING EXISTING
™\

EXISTING
TREE

EXISTING
TREES

My

ST

N

b

A\Y

SN

\

_—

7 A DN O D5 17 IWAEIW) e )
NPE GPPAN NGy %&Mﬁ L
VINES PLANTED A\;;l
SOD EX. CHAIN LINK FEMCE,
TYP.

el & )

T T T

- XAt X XX

1
N

/]

T

)

)

Wﬁ%

/

1215 CEDAR AVE
BOULDER, COLORADO

WASHINGTON VILLAGE Il PHASE 1

13TH STREET

~

ISSUE RECORD
PURPOSE DATE
TECH DOC RESUBMITTAL 12120013
TECH DOC SUBMITTAL 08/02/13
No. | Revision DATE
A |revisions 01/06/14
/A | Revisions 02/10/14
oRAWN SCR
cHECKED SCR
DATE 02-10-14
SHEET TITLE
FINAL SITE &

LANDSCAPE PLANS

LANDSCAPE &
TREE PLAN

REFER TO LANDSCAPE DETAIL SHEETS

FOR LANDSCAPE REQUIREMENTS TABLE, /\
PLANTING NOTES AND ADDITIONAL db
INFORMATION

0 10 20 40
SCALE: 1" = 20'-0"

@ LANDSCAPE & TREE PLAN

+ SHARED ACCESS DRIVE
E .
%f L L N
FUTURE e/ b7 | | &J\ !
< NORTH | | 1 MB
BUILDING
- FUTURE Lo
NORTH SINGLE |
o ™ ol DUPLEX FANILY
o ¥ HOUSE 5
— 6 —
FUTURE SINGLE | =
FAMILY HOUSE 4 14AG | 1 MB 1PC &
: .
~ S
& o) 2
a
&
<
OO Y P
[ ] g
g:ﬂ:ﬁo
g | <A s\ | T
[ ] )
o coooo) L L
Ny
> % SCHOOL
BUILDING
+ -
fZCC
s CARRIAGE UNIT
¢
+E+H+ +H+E+ Qjﬁ y
) .
%8 R
N
\ op ¢
2PC §
EXSTG. 1
TREES & % SOUTH
CARRIAGE UNIT
&
EX. e — = =
| TREE ( S ———— — =
+ + :
vLI' < ]l i
} - \ N
A R e T e [~
W T T
EXISTING CEDAR AVENUE EXSTG. TREE
TREES TREE

303
ARCHITECTURE,
INC.

303 ARCHITECTURE, INC.
1942 BROADWAY, SUITE 314
BOULDER, COLORADO 80302

Stephanie®@303Architecture.com

ALL DRAWN AND WRITTEN INFORMATION
APPEARING HEREIN SHALL NOT BE
DUPLICATED, DISCLOSED, OR OTHERWISE
USED WITHOUT THE WRITTEN CONSEIT
OF 303 ARCHITECTURE, INC.

Agenda ltem 5C  Page 5

LP-2_R

1 0f 103




PARKING ANALYSIS BASED ON RH-2 REQUIREMENTS

1 BEDROOM = 1 CAR, 2 BEDROOM = 1.5 CARS, 3 BEDROOM =2 CARS, 4+ BEDROOM =3 CARS
PARKING APPROVED UNDER LUR 2008-00083

§ Beprooms | CARS | numBeR | ToTaL
PRIVATE RESIDENTIAL AREAS (count toward total required spaces) | perUNiT | PER | OF UNITS | CARS
HISTORIC SCHOOL UNIT
BASEMENT LEVEL

S1  AFFORDABLE (NORTH EAST) 2 15 1 1.5

S§2 AFFORDABLE (SOUTH EAST) 2 1.5 1 1.5
MAIN LEVEL SOPHER
S3  MARKET FLAT SOUTHWEST AND SOUTHEAST 1 1 2 2 ARCHITECTS LLC

S4  MARKET FLAT NORTH 2 15 1 15
UPPER LEVEL PLANNING + ARGHITEGTURE - DESIGN
Www.arch-inc.com

8 3 Hdo ssdarn-incom 369 S4s-i05¢

CAR SHARE
ci15 85  MARKET FLAT SOUTH 2 15 1 15
6 MARKET FLAT NORTH 2 15 1 15
BROADWAY BUILDING
MAIN LEVEL
B1 AFFORDABLE CENTRAL UNITS 1 1 2 2
B2 AFFORDABLE END UNITS 2 15 2 3
UPPER LEVEL
B3 MARKET FLAT SOUTH
B4 MARKET FLAT NORTH
B5 MARKET SOUTH TOWNHOUSE
B6 MARKET NORTH TOWNHOUSE .
MARKET FLAT WITH HIGH LIVING 1 2

s L
TYPICAL
c14
|
I

ci12
1920
TYPICAL

ci11

BUILDING

NORTH BUILDING
MAIN LEVEL
N1 MARKET TOWN HOMES EAST AND WEST 2 15 2 3
N2 AFFORDABLE MODERATE LOWER 2 15 1 15
N3 AFFORDABLE MODERATE UPPER 2 15 1 15
DUPLEX
E1  MARKET TOWN HOMES 2 15 4 6
CARRIAGE
C1 AFFORDABLE INCL. NORTH 2 15 1 15
C2_AFFORDABLE MODERATE SOUTH 2 15 1 15

|'rcm\L CARS IN RH-2 ZONE 38

1520
TYPICAL

3 c1o

TYPICAL

-

REQUIRED BACKING
DISTANCE

I
|
|

PREVIOUS SPR APPROVAL

OFFICE USE OFFICES __ SFICAR
OFF-STREET PARKING REQUIRED (typically 1 car/ 300 sf of office use) 2,946 300 9.82
RH-2 ZONE TOTAL OFFICE PARKING REQUIRED 9

513 c7

[TOTAL CARS REQUIRED IN RH-2 ZONE [ a7 ]

INCREASE IN BASEMENT CLG HT FROM
= 6'TO 8. END UNITS (N1-E & N1-W)
WILL HAVE A FINISHED BASEMENT AND
st MIDDLE PORTION WILL BE USED FOR
AFFORDABLE & MARKET RATE UNIT Lo

STORAGE (req'd B.R.C. -8 (b)(1) THE
(5 H2

NUMBER OF UNITS 727
RESIDENTIAL ACCESIBLE SPACES REQ'D 2.86
NON-RESIDENTIAL ACCESIBLE SPACES REQ'D 1

1215 CEDAR AVE
BOULDER, COLORADO

TOT, N SPACE;
RH-2 PARKING REQUIRED UNDER SITE REVIEW AMENDMENT REQUESTS

TOTAL SQUARE FOOTAGE OF THIS
AREA IS 3436 (1064 SF OF THAT TOTAL | | L
IS STORAGE] | |

) BEDROOMS | CARS | NUMBER | TOTAL
PRIVATE RESIDENTIAL AREAS (count toward total required spaces) | pgR UNIT |PER UNIT| OF UNITS | CARS
HISTORIC SCHOOL
BASEMENT LEVEL
S1-NE  AFFORDABLE (NORTH EAST) 15 1 15
S2-SE  AFFORDABLE (SOUTH EAST) 2 15 1 15
MAIN LEVEL
S3 MARKET FLAT SOUTHWEST AND SOUTHEAST 1 1 2 2
S4  MARKET FLAT NORTH 3 2 1 2
UPPER LEVEL
S5-SE  MARKET FLAT SOUTH (SOUTHEAST) 1 1 1 1
S5-SW  MARKET FLAT SOUTH (SOUTHWEST) 1 1 1 1
S6  MARKET FLAT NORTH 3 2 1 2
BROADWAY BUILDING
MAIN LEVEL
Bi  AFFORDABLE CENTRAL UNITS 1 1
B2 AFFORDABLE END UNITS 2 15 2 3
SECOND LEVEL
B3-S MARKET FLAT SOUTH 15
B3-N  MARKET FLAT NORTH 15
B4 MARKET FLAT (1-BED) 5
B4 MARKET FLAT (1-BED) 5
B4 MARKET FLAT (1-BED) 5
MARKET FLAT (1-BED) 5
THIRD LEVEL
B6-N  PENTHOUSE FLAT
B6-S  PENTHOUSE FLAT 3 2 1
NORTH BUILDING
MAIN LEVEL
N1 MARKET TOWN HOMES EAST AND WEST 4 3 2 6
N2 AFFORDABLE MODERATE LOWER 2 15 1 15
AFFORDABLE MODERATE UPPER 2 15 1 15

N

WASHINGTON SCHOOL DEVELOPMENT LLC

PARKING GARAGE

"DESIGNATED OFFICE PARKING
_DURING BUSINESS HOURS TYF. &

riiﬂi L MEDIA -
1 -] o

< MECH/ 522 1 |
W STOR | ,

‘SPACES
INCLUDING 1 ACCESSIBLE

BROADWAY BUILDING

N

7 & T
sa wecHs . - i [ == s— = 2CARS PER
ME ITCHENDIN "o BUILDING AREA
- sHop ) e wig o s23
——e o
s ! =] HElesEm [ MEDIA
» ) =

i
I
I

REQUIRED BACKING I 20
DISTANCE gl !

- i REQUIRED|BACKING

BE | msn{uce
I

N
~

c4

®
N

NI

OFFICE L

- _ L —

9

TYPICAL

DUPLEX

MARKET TOWN HOMES 2 15 4 6

AMENDMENT

( ADDITIONAL PARKING ALREADY APPROVED THROUGH MINOR MOD)

> RAMP

-] MECH VAULT

CARRIAGE
C1 AFFORDABLE INCL. NORTH 15 1 15
C2 _ AFFORDABLE MODERATE SOUTH 15 1 15

TOTAL CARS IN RH-2 ZONE [ 47|
number of bedrooms (includes potential for owners of NI-E

and N1-W to add a bedroom to the unfinished basement) 62
OFFICE USE OFFICES __ SFICAR

OFF-STREET PARKING REQUIRED (typically 1 car/ 300 sf of office use) 2646 300 8.82
RH-2 ZONE TOTAL OFFICE PARKING REQUIRED 8

[TOTAL CARS REQUIRED IN RH-2 ZONE [ 55
TOTAL CARS PROVIDED IN RH-2 ZONE
PARKING REDUCTION REQUESTED

NUMBER OF UNITS ¥ 30

m o

LIH
G‘
T
M
g
¥
Z

BiCYCLE |

SMARTCAR | 25
I
I

= ! 2CARS PER

' BUILDING AREA

CRAFTS ROOM PARKING

BICYCLE/

i
|

‘ SMARTCAR | s26
|

PARKING

NORTH
CARRIAGE HOUSE

b

BICYCLE/
SMART CAR
PARKING

REQUIRED PARKING FOR SITE REVIEW

RESIDENTIAL ACCESIBLE SPACES REQ'D 3.29
NON-RESIDENTIAL ACCESIBLE SPACES REQ'D 1

471 SF OF STORAGE
AVAILABLE BENEATH
PREVIOUSLY ——
LOWERED OFFICE
AREA

TOTAL HANDICAP SPACES REQ'

PARKING SUMMARY

BICYCLE/
SMART CAR s28

PARKING RH-2 ZONE -- ON SITE

BELOW BUILDING STRUCTURED PARKING
BROADWAY BUILDING
STANDARD 16
COMPACT 1
HANDICAP 2

BICYCLE/
SMART CAR
PARKING

2CARS PER
BUILDING AREA

SOUTH
CARRIAGE HOUSE

ON-GRADE PARKING
COMPACT (NORTH OF NORTHERN DUPLEX) 4
HANDICAP (NORTH OF NORTHERN DUPLEX) 1
HANDICAP VAN (NORTH OF NORTHERN CARRIAGE HOUSE) 1

BICYCLE/
SMART CAR
PARKING

BASEMENT LEVEL/PARKING

PLAN

REQUIRED|BACKING
DISTANCE SITE REVIEW 12 SEPT
SUBMITTAL 2008

iz

TUCK-UNDER PARKING
STANDARD (DUPLEXES) B
STANDARD (CARRIAGE UNITS) 6

SITE REVIEW 17 NOV/
RESUBMITTAL 2008

SITE HEVIEWA 6 JAN
AMENDMENT 2014

|
|
|

TOTAL STANDARD CARS 30
| TOTAL COMPACT CARS PERCENTAGE OF COMPACT 31% 15
|
|
|
|

TOTAL HANDICAP CARS 4

[TOTAL CARS PROVIDED FOR RH-2 ZONE ON-SITE a9]

RL-1 ZONE -- ON SITE

Aﬂm“m ﬂﬂ}nm ON-GRADE INTERIOR GARAGE PARKING
Al uﬂw‘l"’ 4 SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCES 12
e (presumed as 2 cars for each single family detached unit)

Y VEHICULAR ACCE$S

2-WAY VEHICULAR ACCESS

TOTAL CARS PROVIDED FOR RL-1 ZONE ON-SITE

TOTAL AMOUNT OF PARKING SPACES PROVIDED ON SITE

ON STREET PARKING
CEDAR AVENUE 13
13th STREET

TOTAL AMOUNT OF PARKING SPACES AVAILABLE ON STREET

w
»
o
a
©
a
[

1.0_R

5Z.0f 1035

LOWER LEVEL PLANS

SCALE: 1/16" = 1-0" n

Q
@




TOTAL SITE AREA 130,710

RH-2 ZONE 74,398

- ( )
@ - __ _ N ] 56,312
X \ Sl
\ y, i
AT
APPROVED THROUGH REQUESTED THROUGH
APPROVED LUR 2008-00083 MINOR MODIFICATIONS SPR AMENDMENT SOPHER
ARCHITECTS LLC
RESIDENTIAL FLOOR AREA RESIDENTIAL FLOOR AREA RESIDENTIAL FLOOR AREA FLANNG, ARGHTECTURE - DESIGH
CALCULATIONS 8 3 Mool Laddhinedo v i S tolt
= CALCULATIONS (APPROVED THROUGH MINOR CALCULATIONS 1918 14in STREET,SUTE 615 BOULDER. O 80%0%
TERRACE — = (APPROVED LUR 2008-00083) MODIFICATION TO LUR 2008-00083) (REQUESTED THROUGH SPR_AMENDMENT)
* 7 RH-2 ZONE RH-2 ZONE RH-2 ZONE
¥ . / BROADWAY BUILDING BROADWAY BUILDING BROADWAY BUILDING
¥ FIRST FLOOR 3050 FIRST FLOOR 2998 FIRST FLOOR 2998
7 SECOND FLOOR 7570 SECOND FLOOR 6684 SECOND FLOOR 7780
* THIRD FLOOR 2014 THIRD FLOOR 4474 THIRD FLOOR 4474
*
¥ NORTH BUILDING NORTH BUILDING NORTH BUILDING
g | EXTERIOR | - FIRST FLOOR 3235 BASEMENT 2370
S WALKWAY (¢ SECOND FLOOR 2344 FIRST FLOOR 3235 FIRST FLOOR 3291 o
[0} OFFICE SECOND FLOOR 2344 SECOND FLOOR 2344 3
) EAST BUILDINGS -
1 < FIRST FLOOR 2210 EAST BUILDINGS EAST BUILDINGS |
\ I (1T} LIVING ROOM 1440 LOWER LEVEL/BASEMENT 1796 LOWER LEVEL/BASEMENT 1796 z
J =5 SECOND FLOOR 2910 FIRST FLOOR 2012 FIRST FLOOR 2012 w
o [N m LIVING ROOM 1788 LIVING ROOM 1788 E
_ [=]=] SECOND FLOOR 3156 SECOND FLOOR 3156
Bl L 1 Zia (m) SCHOOL BUILDING o
{? K K BASEMENT 1669 o o)
) (C o FIRST FLOOR 4474 SCHOOL BUILDING SCHOOL BUILDING -l wA
‘ E1-S| SECOND FLOOR 4481 BASEMENT 1806 BASEMENT 1806 w
) w@ PORCH o FIRST FLOOR 4496 FIRST FLOOR 4496 > E é
/ 7N - CARRIAGE HOUSES SECOND FLOOR 5029 SECOND FLOOR 5029 w_o
2 / Py w FIRST FLOOR 1802 TOTAL] 11331 oL
‘l 28 SF (IN EACH N1 UNIT, 56 TOTAL) { E KITCHEN : CARRIAGE HOUSES CARRIAGE HOUSES < @)
300 SF ‘ ./ INCREASE AT ENTRY FIRST FLOOR 1808 FIRST FLOOR 1808 s oo
ON TO ~ - — | TOTAL UNITS SF 37199 -
ez so % o e o 5%
S OFFICES = ( [ TOTAL UNITS SF 41626 TOTAL UNITS SF 45148 T g
OFFICE/ = > T2}
COMMERCIAL 4.8 w [TOTALSF [ 3799 8 —=
5 Yo
g o “TOTAL SF 40919 “+TOTAL SF 44441 Z" m
Sl “non-contributing additions to residential SF in the [e)
> o “non-contributing additions to residential SF in the existing school (707 SF) are excluded from this SF -
g existing school (707 SF) are excluded from this SF +REQUESTED SF IS 16 % ADDITIONAL SF FROM
E ALREADY APPROVED RESIDENTIAL SF g
= OyTRooR NON-RESIDENTIAL FLOOR AREA NON-RESIDENTIAL FLOOR AREA T
o =1 CALCULATIONS CALCULATIONS
o (APPROVED LUR 2008-00083) (REQUESTED THROUGH SPR_ ) (2]
(1] RH-2 ZONE <
BROADWAY BUILDING BROADWAY BUILDING ;
MEpTATION. S 1963 300 SF REDUCTION TO ARAGE 10563
YOGA, EXERCISE FIRST FLOOR COMMERCIAL 2946 FIRST FLOOR OFFICE/ FIRST FLOOR COMMERCIAL 2646
FIRST FLOOR COMMONS 2647 COMMERCIAL FIRST FLOOR COMMONS 2947
15956 15956
| ASTER WAL e -
””” S T = j SCHOOL BUILDING SCHOOL BUILDING
BASEMENT COMMONS 2217 BASEMENT COMMONS 2217
BASEMENT OTHER (MECH / STOR) 1538 BASEMENT OTHER (MECH / STOR) 1538
[TOTAL SF [ 19711] [TOTAL SF [ 19711]
OFFICE % < !
e DENSITY DENSITY
(APPROVED LUR 2008-00083) (REQUESTED THROUGH SPR )
RH-2 ZONE: RH-2 ZONE:
3,000 SF OF SITE AREA REQUIRED PER DWELLING 3,000 SF OF SITE AREA REQUIRED PER DWELLING
-- UNIT, PLANNING BOARD CAN APPROVE A UNIT, PLANNING BOARD CAN APPROVE A
[ REDUCTION TO 1,600 SF/UNIT. REDUCTION TO 1,600 SE/UNIT.
|
T TOTAL NUMBER OF UNITS 27 TOTAL NUMBER OF UNITS 30
| ’/ w AAREA OF SITE (RH-2) 74,398 AREA OF SITE (RH-2) 74,398
)/ MASTER GARAGE | |
aster e g TOTAL SITE AREA PER DWELLING 2755 TOTAL SITE AREA PER DWELLING iy
OFFICE —
EE + o] *UP TO 46 DWELLING UNITS CAN “UP TO 46 DWELLING UNITS CAN
= mT \ ~ I|T 'BE REQUESTED PER SECTION BE REQUESTED PER SECTION
PO N E m 98:3 (b), B.R.C. 1981 983 (b), B.R.C. 1981
H ! i AT 2 1,0 || gl& BROADWAY BUILDING BROADWAY BUILDING
—— L — — — — > GARAGE 475 GARAGE 995
7w o© c FIRST FLOOR 8720 FIRST FLOOR 8632
[} SECOND FLOOR 8413 'SECOND FLOOR 8506
1~ . < ™) THIRD FLOOR 2015 THIRD FLOOR 4771
<l ~ O
A AR TM ARK () “Below grade parking areas are NOT included in the “Below grade parking areas are NOT included in the
[ BOUNDARY ~ = m floor area totals per the definition of ‘uninhabitable floor area totals per the definition of uninhabitable
i N space. ' (stairs, trash enclosure area, storage, and space.'(stais, trash enclosure area, storage, and
elevator on the parking level ARE included in these elevator on the parking level ARE included in these
calculations) calculations) 2
“exterior elevated above grade corridors necessary FINISHED BASEMENT “exterior elevated above grade corridors necessary
w for egress ARE included in the floor area calculations UNDER END UNITS (N1- for egress ARE included in the floor area calculations <
g NORTH BUILDING E & N1-W) AND NORTH BUILDING _I
o) STORAGE FOR TOR 3436 D_
— T FIRST FLOOR 3379 AFFORDABLE UNITS FIRST FLOOR 3435
T = a SECOND FLOOR 2221 UNDER INTERNAL UNIT SECOND FLOOR 2221 1
< -
sTop  _[uorf GARAGE I, 8 (O] a 5600 (N2) w
— (VN ms EAST BUILDINGS EAST BUILDINGS
— (74 | BASEMENT 2120 >
el FIRST FLOOR 4234 FIRST FLOOR 4050 L
GARAGE K‘ - LIVING ROOM 1440 LIVING ROOM 1788
g SECOND FLOOR 2910 SECOND FLOOR 3156 —l
SCHOOL BUILDING SCHOOL BUILDING U)
BASEMENT 6142 BASEMENT 6142
FIRST FLOOR 6072 FIRST FLOOR 6072 oc
SECOND FLOOR 6084 SECOND FLOOR 6084 _—
CARRIAGE HOUSES CARRIAGE HOUSES LL
GARAGE LEVEL 2452 ‘GARAGE LEVEL 2476
FIRST FLOOR 1972 FIRST FLOOR 1948 SITE REVIEW 12 SEPT
SUBMITTAL 2008
“exterior elevated above grade corridors necessary “exterior elevated above grade corridors neCessaTy
i i p SITE REVIEW 17 NOV
for egress ARE included in the floor area calculations for egress ARE included in the floor area calculations RESUBMITTAL Doos
TOTAL SF 56529 TOTAL SF 65832 SITE REVIEW A 6 JAN
AMENDMENT/__ \_ 2014
TOTAL SF 56529 51

& H 7

\
\.

EXISTING ZONE - A

T LINE LOCATION
S PROFERTY
CC INE

FIRST LEVEL PLANS 11 R

SCALE: /16" = 1-0" n @

530f 103 5]
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BROADWAY BUILDING
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1096 SF ADDITIONAL SF IN

5
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SECOND LEVEL PLANS

SCALE: 1/16" = 10" n @

PREVIOUS CODE

APPROVED THROUGH REQUESTED THROUGH
APPROVED LUR 2008-00083 MINOR MODIFICATIONS SPR AMENDMENT
RESIDENTIAL FLOOR AREA RESIDENTIAL FLOOR AREA RESIDENTIAL FLOOR AREA
CALCULATIONS
CALCULATIONS arpoCULATIONS on CALCULATIONS
(APPROVED LUR 2008-00083) - éDIF’C 'ATION TO LUR 2008-00083) (REQUESTED THROUGH SPR_AMENDMENT)
RH-2 ZONE RH-2 ZONE RH-2 ZONE
BROADWAY BUILDING BROADWAY BUILDING BROADWAY BUILDING
FIRST FLOOR 3050 FIRST FLOOR 2998 FIRST FLOOR 2998
SECOND FLOOR 7570 SECOND FLOOR 6684 SECOND FLOOR 7780
THIRD FLOOR 2014 THIRD FLOOR 4474 THIRD FLOOR 4474

NORTH BUILDING
FIRST FLOOR 3235
SECOND FLOOR 2344

EAST BUILDINGS

FIRST FLOOR 2210
LIVING ROOM 1440
SECOND FLOOR 2910

SCHOOL BUILDING

BASEMENT 1669
FIRST FLOOR 4474
SECOND FLOOR 4481

CARRIAGE HOUSES
FIRST FLOOR 1802

TOTAL UNITS SF

37199

TOTAL SF 37199

NORTH BUILDING

FIRST FLOOR 3235
SECOND FLOOR 2344

EAST BUILDINGS

LOWER LEVEL/BASEMENT 1796
FIRST FLOOR 2012
LIVING ROOM 1788
SECOND FLOOR 3156

SCHOOL BUILDING

BASEMENT 1806
FIRST FLOOR 4496
SECOND FLOOR 5029

CARRIAGE HOUSES

NORTH BUILDING

BASEMENT 2370
FIRST FLOOR 3291
SECOND FLOOR 2344

EAST BUILDINGS

LOWER LEVEL/BASEMENT 1796
FIRST FLOOR 2012
LIVING ROOM 1788
SECOND FLOOR 3156

SCHOOL BUILDING

BASEMENT 1806
FIRST FLOOR 4496
SECOND FLOOR 5029

CARRIAGE HOUSES

FIRST FLOOR 1808 FIRST FLOOR 1808
TOTAL UNITS SF 41626 TOTAL UNITS SF 45148
*TOTAL SF 40919 *+TOTAL SF 44441

*non-contributing additions to residential SF in the
existing school (707 SF) are excluded from this SF

“non-contributing additions to residential SF in the
existing school (707 SF) are excluded from this SF
+REQUESTED SF IS 16 % ADDITIONAL SF FROM
ALREADY APPROVED RESIDENTIAL SF

NON-RESIDENTIAL FLOOR AREA

CALCULATIONS
(APPROVED LUR 2008-00083)
RH-2 ZONE
BROADWAY BUILDING
GARAGE 10363
FIRST FLOOR COMMERCIAL 2946
FIRST FLOOR COMMONS 2647

SCHOOL BUILDING
BASEMENT COMMONS 2217
BASEMENT OTHER (MECH / STOR) 1538

NON-RESIDENTIAL FLOOR AREA

300 SF REDUCTION TO
FIRST FLOOR OFFICE/
COMMERCIAL

CALCULATIONS
(REQUESTED THROUGH SPR_. )
BROADWAY BUILDING
GARAGE 10363
FIRST FLOOR COMMERCIAL 2646
FIRST FLOOR COMMONS 2947

SCHOOL BUILDING

BASEMENT COMMONS 2217
BASEMENT OTHER (MECH / STOR) 1538

[TOTAL SF [ 19711] [TOTAL SF [ 19711]
DENSITY DENSITY
(APPROVED LUR 2008-00083) (REQUESTED THROUGH SPR )
RH-2 ZONE: RH-2 ZONE:

3.000 SF OF SITE AREA REQUIRED PER DWELLING
UNIT, PLANNING BOARD CAN APPROVE A
REDUCTION TO 1,600 SE/UNIT.
TOTAL NUMBER OF UNITS 27
AREA OF SITE (RH-2) 74,398
Lz'l(?\. SITE AREA PER DWELLING 2755
“UP TO 46 DWELLING UNITS CAN
BE REQUESTED PER SECTION
9-8-3 (b), B.R.C. 1981

BROADWAY BUILDING
GARAGE

475
FIRST FLOOR 8720
SECOND FLOOR 8413
THIRD FLOOR 2015

*Below grade parking areas are NOT included in the
floor area totals per the definition of ‘uninhabitable
space." (stairs, trash enclosure area, storage, and
elevator on the parking level ARE included in these
calculations)

“exterior elevated above grade corridors necessary
for egress ARE included in the floor area calculations

NORTH BUILDING
FIRST FLOOR 3379
SECOND FLOOR 2221

EAST BUILDINGS

FIRST FLOOR 4234
LIVING ROOM 1440
SECOND FLOOR 2910

SCHOOL BUILDING

BASEMENT 6142
FIRST FLOOR 6072
SECOND FLOOR 6084

CARRIAGE HOUSES
GARAGE LEVEL 2452
FIRST FLOOR 1972

“exterior elevated above grade corridors necessary
for egress ARE included in the floor area calculations

TOTAL SF 56529
TOTAL SF 56529

FINISHED BASEMENT
UNDER END UNITS (N1-
E & N1-W) AND
STORAGE FOR
AFFORDABLE UNITS
UNDER INTERNAL UNIT
(N2)

3,000 SF OF SITE AREA REQUIRED PER DWELLING
UNIT, PLANNING BOARD CAN APPROVE A
REDUCTION TO 1,600 SF/UNIT.

TOTAL NUMBER OF UNITS 30
AREA OF SITE (RH-2) 74,398

TOTAL SITE AREA PER DWELLING
UNIT 2480

*UP TO 46 DWELLING UNITS CAN
BE REQUESTED PER SECTION
9-8-3 (b), B.R.C. 1981

BROADWAY BUILDING
GARAGE 995
FIRST FLOOR 8632
SECOND FLOOR 8506
THIRD FLOOR 4771

“Below grade parking areas are NOT included in the
floor area totals per the definition of ‘uninhabitable
space." (stairs, trash enclosure area, storage, and
elevator on the parking level ARE included in these
calculations)

“exterior elevated above grade corridors necessary
for egress ARE included in the floor area calculations

NORTH BUILDING
TOR 3436
FIRST FLOOR 3435
SECOND FLOOR 2221

EAST BUILDINGS

BASEMENT 2120
FIRST FLOOR 4050
LIVING ROOM 1788
SECOND FLOOR 3156

SCHOOL BUILDING

BASEMENT 6142
FIRST FLOOR 6072
SECOND FLOOR 6084

CARRIAGE HOUSES
GARAGE LEVEL 2476
FIRST FLOOR 1948

“exterior elevated above grade corridors necessary
for egress ARE included in the floor area calculations

65832
51

TOTAL SF

N

Agenda ltem 5C  Pagg

SOPHER
ARCHITECTS LLC

PLANNING + ARCHITECTURE - DESIGN
www.arch-inc.com
8 3 Hdo ssdarn-incom 369 S4s-i05¢

WASHINGTON SCHOOL DEVELOPMENT LLC
1215 CEDAR AVE
BOULDER, COLORADO

SECOND LEVEL PLAN

SITE REVIEW 12 SEPT
SUBMITTAL 2008
SITE REVIEW 17 NOV/
RESUBMITTAL 2008

SITE HEVIEWA 6 JAN
AMENDMENT 2014
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THIRD LEVEL PLANS

SCALE: 1/16" = 1-0" n

PREVIOUS CODE

APPROVED THROUGH REQUESTED THROUGH
APPROVED LUR 2008-00083 MINOR MODIFICATIONS SPR AMENDMENT
RESIDENTIAL FLOOR AREA RESIDENTIAL FLOOR AREA RESIDENTIAL FLOOR AREA
CALCULATIONS
CALCULATIONS arpoCULATIONS on CALCULATIONS
(APPROVED LUR 2008-00083) MéD,F,C ATION TO LUR 2006.00063) (REQUESTED THROUGH SPR_AMENDMENT)
RH-2 ZONE RH-2 ZONE RH-2 ZONE
BROADWAY BUILDING BROADWAY BUILDING BROADWAY BUILDING
FIRST FLOOR 3050 FIRST FLOOR 2998 FIRST FLOOR 2998
SECOND FLOOR 7570 SECOND FLOOR 6684 SECOND FLOOR 7780
THIRD FLOOR 2014 THIRD FLOOR 4474 THIRD FLOOR 4474

NORTH BUILDING
FIRST FLOOR 3235
SECOND FLOOR 2344

EAST BUILDINGS

FIRST FLOOR 2210
LIVING ROOM 1440
SECOND FLOOR 2910

SCHOOL BUILDING

BASEMENT 1669
FIRST FLOOR 4474
SECOND FLOOR 4481

CARRIAGE HOUSES
FIRST FLOOR 1802

TOTAL UNITS SF

37199

TOTAL SF 37199

NORTH BUILDING

FIRST FLOOR 3235
SECOND FLOOR 2344

EAST BUILDINGS

NORTH BUILDING

BASEMENT 2370
FIRST FLOOR 3291
SECOND FLOOR 2344

EAST BUILDINGS

LOWER LEVEL/BASEMENT 1796 LOWER LEVEL/BASEMENT 1796

FIRST FLOOR 2012 FIRST FLOOR 2012

LIVING ROOM 1788 LIVING ROOM 1788

SECOND FLOOR 3156 SECOND FLOOR 3156
SCHOOL BUILDING SCHOOL BUILDING

BASEMENT 1806 BASEMENT 1806

FIRST FLOOR 4496 FIRST FLOOR 4496

SECOND FLOOR 5029 SECOND FLOOR 5029
CARRIAGE HOUSES CARRIAGE HOUSES

FIRST FLOOR 1808 FIRST FLOOR 1808
TOTAL UNITS SF 47626 TOTAL UNITS SF 45148
*TOTAL SF 40919 *+TOTAL SF 44441

*non-contributing additions to residential SF in the
existing school (707 SF) are excluded from this SF

*non-contributing additions to residential SF in the
existing school (707 SF) are excluded from this SF
+REQUESTED SF IS 16 % ADDITIONAL SF FROM
ALREADY APPROVED RESIDENTIAL SF

NON-RESIDENTIAL FLOOR AREA

NON-RESIDENTIAL FLOOR AREA

CALCULATIONS CALCULATIONS
(APPROVED LUR 2008-00083) (REQUESTED THROUGH SPR_. )
RH-2 ZONE
BROADWAY BUILDING BROADWAY BUILDING
GARAGE 10363 300 SF REDUCTION TO GARAGE 10363
FIRST FLOOR COMMERCIAL 2946 FIRST FLOOR OFFICE/ FIRST FLOOR COMMERCIAL 2646
FIRST FLOOR COMMONS 2647 COMMERCIAL FIRST FLOOR COMMONS 2947
15956 15956
SCHOOL BUILDING SCHOOL BUILDING
BASEMENT COMMONS 2217 BASEMENT COMMONS 2217
BASEMENT OTHER (MECH / STOR) 1538 BASEMENT OTHER (MECH / STOR) 1538
[TOTAL SF [ 19711] [TOTAL SF [ 19711]
DENSITY DENSITY
(APPROVED LUR 2008-00083) (REQUESTED THROUGH SPR_, )
RH-2 ZONE: RH-2 ZONE:
3,000 SF OF SITE AREA REQUIRED PER DWELLING 3,000 SF OF SITE AREA REQUIRED PER DWELLING
UNIT, PLANNING BOARD CAN APPROVE A UNIT, PLANNING BOARD CAN APPROVE A
REDUCTION TO 1,600 SF/UNIT. REDUCTION TO 1,600 SF/UNIT.
TOTAL NUMBER OF UNITS 27 TOTAL NUMBER OF UNITS 30
'AREA OF SITE (RH-2) 74,398 'AREA OF SITE (RH-2) 74,398
TOTAL SITE AREA PER DWELLING TOTAL SITE AREA PER DWELLING
UNIT 2755 UNIT 2480
“UPTO 4_6 DWELLING UNITS CAN ‘UPTO 4_5 DWELLING UNITS CAN
BE REQUESTED PER SECTION BE REQUESTED PER SECTION
9-8-3 (b), B.R.C. 1981 9-8-3 (b), B.R.C. 1981
BROADWAY BUILDING BROADWAY BUILDING
GARAGE 475 GARAGE 995
FIRST FLOOR 8720 FIRST FLOOR 8632
SECOND FLOOR 8413 'SECOND FLOOR 8506
THIRD FLOOR 2015 THIRD FLOOR 4771
“Below grade parking areas are NOT included in the “Below grade parking areas are NOT included in the
floor area totals per the definition of 'uninhabitable floor area totals per the definition of 'uninhabitable
space." (stairs, trash enclosure area, storage, and space." (stairs, trash enclosure area, storage, and
elevator on the parking level ARE included in these elevator on the parking level ARE included in these
calculations) calculations)
“exterior elevated above grade corridors necessary FINISHED BASEMENT “exterior elevated above grade corridors necessary
for egress ARE included in the floor area calculations UNDER END UNITS (N1- for egress ARE included in the floor area calculations
NORTH BUILDING E & N1-W) AND NORTH BUILDING
STORAGE FOR OR 3436
FIRST FLOOR 3379 AFFORDABLE UNITS FIRST FLOOR 3435
SECOND FLOOR 2221 UNDER INTERNAL UNIT 'SECOND FLOOR 2221

EAST BUILDINGS

FIRST FLOOR 4234
LIVING ROOM 1440
SECOND FLOOR 2910

SCHOOL BUILDING

BASEMENT 6142
FIRST FLOOR 6072
SECOND FLOOR 6084

CARRIAGE HOUSES
GARAGE LEVEL 2452
FIRST FLOOR 1972

“exterior elevated above grade corridors necessary
for egress ARE included in the floor area calculations

TOTAL SF 56529
TOTAL SF 56529

EAST BUILDINGS

BASEMENT 2120
FIRST FLOOR 4050
LIVING ROOM 1788
SECOND FLOOR 3156

SCHOOL BUILDING

BASEMENT 6142
FIRST FLOOR 6072
SECOND FLOOR 6084

CARRIAGE HOUSES
GARAGE LEVEL 2476
FIRST FLOOR 1948

“exterior elevated above grade corridors necessary
for egress ARE included in the floor area calculations

65832
51

TOTAL SF

N

Agenda ltem 5C  Pagg

SOPHER

ARCHITECTS LLC

PLANNING + ARCHITECTURE - DESIGN

www.arch-inc.com
8 ol a¥a-5002 Sasarcnne com 1 360 Sao-d05t

WASHINGTON SCHOOL DEVELOPMENT LLC

1215 CEDAR AVE
BOULDER, COLORADO

THIRD LEVEL PLAN

SITE REVIEW

SUBMITTAL

SITE REVIEW

RESUBMITTAL

SITE REVIEW

AMENDMENT

12 SEPT
2008

17 NOV/
2008

6 JAN
2014

1.3_R

Bof 103 *°071




SOPHER

ARCHITECTS LLC

PLANNING + ARCHITECTURE - DESIGN

PR T T T T T T T T T Toutlinec of?)uﬁd/n}a? Dgpgslujzn;p;r(;alga;edi)ng‘—5“ ;dljctan;hg/ggt 77777777777 > ~
- ~ o '9
- ~o |
_ - ~ 4 HIGH POINT
ASPHALT SHINGLE - > \rELA 5434.27'
ROOF ~ o
- - ~
STUCCO,TYP.
L ] VINYL WINDOWS (TYP)
SIDING.TYP. D : @ RESIDENTIAL
= ROOF PLATE
H = H 6" HEIGHT WALL “FEL. 5426.27' T I3
- BN : £ i R N A 3
BRICK i I I =
‘ ’ , : : — | =
THIRD FLOOR B B e e y = = W% T == - = —— /- THIRD FLOOR | w
— 1 5 =S EEE=E= EEEEEE S E S EEEEEEE T E == e —— - EL.5417.27" . E
r Il Il 0T T m— - A . & %
PTD RAILING TYP . FABRIC | o 9 O
\ AWNING 3 ¥ = wa
‘ | N w><
> g
SECOND FLOOR || | ! | ! =/ | ..SECOND FLOOR w o 9
¢ i i i s | ¥EL s407.27 023
a0
] 5 Qu
g Qo1
E Ino
QO )
pE=)
FIRST FLOOR |, B N = N = FIRST FLOOR * “EO
Y ‘FEL. 5397.27" T g m
______________________ o= - — - — — — = _4NATURALGRADE_ | _ | =
i EL. 5393.67' q] [0]
" h
I = =
I =
i (:5
GARAGE LEVEL | i GARAGE LEVEL
e e ] $EL. 5386.93" ~ ;
SCALE: /8" = 1-0" n

- __HEIGHT OF PREVIOUS _
7 _- BROADWAY BUILDING ~ outline of building at Disposition, approval based on 5'-0" reduction in height _ -~ S~ -
- - S - ~
P -7 T P
- T - HEIGHT OF PROPOSED _ HIGH POINT
- BROADWAY EL.5434.27"7
ASPHALT SHINGLE
- VINYL WINDOWS (TYP)
- @ RESIDEN(;\\(AL) ROOF
2 5 ROOFPLATE, = r---—a [ e 4 ROOF PLATE
-~ EL. 5426.27"

BRICK VENEER

e o — - — - — - ——— — - — - —— —
p

Pz
()]
-
® 2
EL 541727 R THIRDFLOOR, e f—— THIRD FLOOR (a0]
) - . EL. 5417.27‘¢ SRCK q $ > (d)]
S - N N r- <=
3 o o 9 MTL GUARDRAIL t O
e N | =Y
WESTERN | o soomorioon || 2T
S ————— EL. 5407.27"
RED ARROW | e AR e e ==
P ! & R [/ S|
Bl - I _ _ _ _ _ EXSCHOOLELEV100.00' _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ m 2 2 o Ll
_ [
VESTERNREDARROWELEVS7 7| _ — | | . L __ _ _ _PROPOSEDBROADELEVS7Z27' _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ EL.§397.27 4 FRSTRLOOR, === S I e e | 4FIRSTFLOOR | SIATFACY S

[ ] SITE REVIEW 17 NOV
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, [ 4| _ ,N/ﬂ'UEAAGBAQE#,,,,,,,, = = A - 1Ok i E o ___ RESUBMITTAL 2008

EL. 5393.67' =aEN— SITE REVIEW A 6 JAN

AMENDMENT 2014

10‘-41
104"

EL.5386.93' _ | o©cAmRAGELEVEL, ¢ o g == GARAGELEVEL | ————————— ——
EL. 5386.95°¢ Y SR

RED ARROW SOLAR_BROADWAY SOUTH ELEVATION

SCALE: /8" = 1-0" ﬂ SCALE: 78" = 1-0" E

A2.2 R

560f 103 5]

Agenda ltem 5C  Pagg




SOPHER

ARCHITECTS LLC

PLANNING + ARCHITECTURE - DESIGN

www.arch-inc.com
8 ol a¥a-5002 Sasarcnne com 1 360 Sao-d05t
1919 1ain STREET. SUITE 510 BOULDER CO 80302

- outline of building at Disposition, approval based on 5'-0" reduction in height S .
- -
_- S~ i
- >~ o
_- ~ . HIGH POINT
ASPHALT SHINGLE ‘TEL. 5434.27'
ROOF
PTD RALING,TYP.
VINYL WINDOWS (TYP)
@ RESIDENTIAL

] [ = | ] I ==

ROOF PLATE e ittt el ———— = ——————- > = = : - = |- — ———————= $ROOFPLATE L
36" HEIGHT WALL. = 3 3 b } EL. 5426.27"

g— THHEETE T E L [| SO0 T e E—THHT L, e

. PTD RAILING TYP

TRELLIS.

Fr---

THIRD FLOOR o ,I‘,; 777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777
1001000000 000000000000OONROO0Rd

40-7"%"

10-0"

SECOND FLOOR : —— | _,SECONDFLOOR |
® 4 swr2r

|

|
|

i

[

u

[

[

[]

[

u
L]

100"

1215 CEDAR AVE
BOULDER, COLORADO

FIRST FLOOR N | — 2 I = - o . i e = S T = . FIRST FLOOR
EL. 5397.27"

WASHINGTON SCHOOL DEVELOPMENT LLC

,,,,,,,,,, — ] NATURAL GRADE __ | |
EL. 5393.67" -‘."
8
GARAGE LEVEL GARAGE LEVEL
7777777777 EL. 5386.93"
SCALE: 78" = 1-0" n
P ~ _ outline of building at Disposition, approval based on 5'-0" reduction in height .
- RN By
_ - ~ o |
_ - ~ 4 HIGH POINT
- EL. 5434.27"
ASPHALT SHINGLE - ~ VINYL WINDOWS (TYP) T
- @ RESIDENTIAL (D
ROOFPLATE, = e = s ROOF PLATE . 5
BRICK VENEER EL. 5426.27"
-
L] 3 35
% )
THIRD FLO0R¢ 77777777 $THIRD FLOOR | m 7))
BRICK VENEER EL. 541727 R >—
T s Z
N <C
MTL GUARDRAIL o 3 ; O
I ¥ —_—
9 l—
scowpFlooRy,  EEEESE= - | B 4SECONDFLOOR | < §
EL. 5407.27" O LIJ
. [wafe
g o
SITE REVIEW 12 SEPT
FIRST FLOOR . FIRST FLOOR L SUBMITTAL 2008
4 3
A EL. 5397.27 SITE REVIEW 17 NOV
RESUBMITTAL 2008
,,,,,,,,,, +NATLLHA,L GRADE_ -
* 3 SITE REVIEW 6JAN
EL. 5393.67 3 AMENDMENT 2014

GARAGE LEVEL |  GARAGE LEVEL
v PEL. 5386.93"

NORTH ELEVATION -

SCALE: 78" = 1-0" E

A2.3_R

B%iof 103 470

i

Agenda ltem 5C  Pagg




ATTACHMENT D

SITE REVIEW

(h) Criteria for 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 Washington Village project has been found to be compatible with the policies of the comprehensive plan,
including but not limited to, policies related to compact land use pattern, infill development, mixed-use, affordable
housing, mixture of housing types, historic preservation, and sensitive infill and development.

(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:

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

The density permitted in the BVCP for the western portion of the site is 14 units or greater. The subject project
would be approximately 17.6 dwelling units per acre (du/ac) on that side- an increase from the previous
approval which was for 15.8 du/ac. The applicant has requested additional density pursuant to Section 9-8-
3(d), B.R.C. 1981. Based on the ability of the project to meet the other aspects of these criteria, the amount of
density is appropriate on the Broadway multi-modal corridor. On the eastern portion where low density
residential development is intended, the density would be approximately 4.6 dwelling units per acre, which is
within the 2 to 6 units per acre range for Low Density Residential.

(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 required to meet other site review criteria.

The development would not be rendered infeasible in meeting the BVCP policies or the Site Review criteria.

(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:

(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;
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The project provides nearly three times the amount of open space as required (i.e., 55% where 20% required)
on the RH-2 portion. In addition, 23% of the RL-1 portion is allocated as an open space in process to be
dedicated to the city as a pocket park at the corner of Cedar Avenue and 13t Street. The space is set aside
as a result of community requests for a publicly accessible open space similar to the function it now serves. All
of the open spaces on the property would be accessible and functional and would contain quality landscaping
and appropriate plantings to achieve a mix of sun and shade.

(i) Private open space is provided for each detached residential unit;

With the exception of several units proposed within the historic school building, most units, attached and
detached, would have private open space, which exceeds the intent of the criterion and the requirements of the
RH-2 zone. This requirement does not require private open space for attached units; nevertheless, most
attached units would have the benefit of private open space and those that do not, would benefit from the
ample common open space provided on the site.

(i) 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;

There are no significant plant communities, wetland or riparian areas that are of environmental concern on the
property. There are, however, a good number of mature trees. A previously recorded covenant has required
the preservation of matures within 50 feet of 13t Street right-of-way on the east side of the site. The applicant
has submitted a tree preservation plan and a report from an arborist assessing the health of all trees. The plan
has been reviewed by the city and has been found to be accurate and appropriate in its depiction of trees that
are proposed for preservation. For instance, large trees are proposed in the southeastern green space area,
along the north property line (those that are healthy), a Maple tree in the courtyard space, and in the
southwestern view shed area. To avoid the removal of trees along the north lot line of the development, a
condition of approval requires the relocation of a proposed water main into the Cedar Avenue right-of-way.

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

Aside from the Broadway Building’s closer location to Broadway where relief to density is provided in the
articulated building (as discussed in Section 9-2-14(h)(2)(F)(i), B.R.C. 1981 below) more than in open space,
the perimeter of the site on the majority of all other sides would have landscaped setbacks that would exceed
code requirements providing a relief from the density to surrounding development. Further, the proposed
southeastern open space would also provide such relief to the neighborhood. Within the development,
landscape pathways, greenspace in front of the school, and the interior courtyard would provide appropriate
relief to the density.

One area along the perimeter that does not appear to be appropriately buffered to surrounding development is
the location of the access drive along the existing fence line between the three single-family homes locations to
the existing single family home to the north. Although the drive increases the level of separation between the
buildings in that area than what could occur, the impacts of vehicular noise and activity along the lot line would
not be appropriate relief. A condition of approval has been applied to the project that would require a minimum
landscape buffer of no less than 5 feet from the existing fence line to be appropriately planted with bushes and
trees to increase compatibility between the properties. Further, a wood fence would be required to replace the
existing chain link fence in that location providing additional screening above the new landscape strip and
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existing vegetation. This condition would not permit the building sites from reducing the size of the proposed
southeastern open space.

(v) 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;

Most of the spaces for open space are located in close proximity to residential uses and thus, are of a more
passive character. However, the 0.3 acre green space located in the site’s southwest corner would be of
adequate size to accommodate more active recreational uses. Removal of the stormwater facilities on the
green space has been required to make the space functionally useable consistent with this criterion. This is
space is in process to be dedicated by the applicant to the city as public park.

(vi) The open space provides a buffer to protect sensitive environmental features and natural areas;
and

The site is an infill site where there are no sensitive natural areas are to be buffered.

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

The site is located in a developed location where connections to the sidewalk system are provided along the
perimeter of the development. Community Park, three blocks to the west, is easily accessed by walking or
biking.

(B) Open Space in Mixed Use Developments (Developments That Contain a Mix of Residential and
Nonresidential Uses):

(i) The open space provides for a balance of private and shared areas for the residential uses and
common open space that is available for use by both the residential and nonresidential uses that will
meet the needs of the anticipated residents, occupants, tenants, and visitors of the property; and

Most residential units have private open space for their use. A majority of the development, as a mixed-use
co-housing development, contains ample open space for use of the residents and the greater neighborhood.
This results in an appropriate balance for residents and visitors to the property.

(ii) The open space provides active areas and passive areas that will meet the needs of the anticipated
residents, occupants, tenants, and visitors of the property and are compatible with the surrounding
area or an adopted plan for the area.

As noted above, the project is an infill project that is mostly residential. The project provides more open space
than is required and has a greater diversity of private and shared areas than typical projects. However, in line
with the discussion in (A)(iii) above, this criterion requires active open spaces open to anticipated residents,
occupants, tenants, and visitors of the property. The elimination of the drainage detention area would increase
the functionality of the space for more active recreational purposes like small scale football and/or Frisbee and
would enable the project to have an appropriate balance of passive and active recreational spaces.

(C) Landscaping:

(i) 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;

The project includes a large assortment of plantings filling landscape areas, as well as green spaces and hard
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surface areas that will be attractive and inviting to residents and visitors.

(ii) 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;

The project has historically been used as a school and thus, its development is infill and would not impact any
native flora or fauna.

(iii) 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

With the ample amount of open space and variety of plants, the project would exceed the standards of the
landscaping regulations.

(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.

All three streetscapes of the property would include landscaping and tree plantings that would improve the
attractiveness of the site plan. The applicant has agreed to move utilities along Broadway to allow for the
installation of street trees per City requirements. New street trees are proposed and several street trees are
proposed to remain along both Broadway and Cedar, which will contribute to an attractive streetscape.

(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:

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

The site is primarily accessed by a shared access drive and a vehicular entry to the Broadway Building. The
access drive is narrow (roughly 24 feet wide), lined by garages and residences, crossed by pedestrian
crosswalks, and takes a 90 degree turn, and furthermore, the vehicular entry to the Broadway Building is
interrupted by a landscape island - all of these aspects will discourage high speed travel.

(ii) Potential conflicts with vehicles are minimized;

The site would be served by three access points which channel vehicles into the site and off of the street
system. All single-family residences would be rear loaded and thus, the need for driveways for each unit is
eliminated, which reduce potential conflicts between vehicles and pedestrians. Based on the designed
pathway system within the project, it is possible to cross through the entire site with only one interface between
sidewalks and the proposed shared access drive. The basic site design adequately reduces potential conflict
with vehicles.

(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;

The project has various pedestrian access points that connect to the existing sidewalk system. The project is
also conveniently located adjacent to an established bike route on 13t Street.
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(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;

The co-housing nature of the project is expected to generate less traffic. Beyond that aspect, the project has
bicycle parking to encourage use of the bike (considering the nearby bike route) and a car share program to
discourage vehicle ownership. Further, a new bus stop will be provided along Broadway encouraging
convenient transit usage.

(v) 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 applicant has agreed to implement TDM strategies to minimize the necessity of automobile use within the
development. Such strategies are provided bicycle parking in excess of requirements and participation a
vehicle sharing program among other incentives to encourage residents to not own vehicles.

(vi) On-site facilities for external linkage are provided with other modes of transportation, where
applicable;

As noted above, the applicant has provided adequate bike storage and a new bus stop to encourage
alternative modes of travel.

(vii) The amount of land devoted to the street system is minimized; and

The site is accessed by one shared access drive and one car entry point to the Broadway Building leaving
most of the site allocated to buildings and open space. A majority of parking is subterranean.

(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.

Automobile areas are confined to the access to the Broadway Building and the shared access drive.
Otherwise, the majority of the site contains pedestrian paths and living areas, which are appropriately
separated from the externalities of automobiles.

(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 areas provided in the development are linear in nature, which minimize the amount pedestrians
must interface with automobiles. Where there is interaction, raised crosswalks and convenient access to
stairways are provided.

(ii) 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;

Most of the parking areas are proposed in subterranean parking garages under the Broadway Building and in
garages under the carriage houses and duplexes. With only six surface parking spaces (potentially 9 per
condition), the visual impact and areas dedicated to parking would be minimal.

(iii) Parking areas and lighting are designed to reduce the visual impact on the project, adjacent
properties, and adjacent streets; and
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As noted above, most of the parking areas are subterranean and would not significantly affect the aesthetics of
the site. Lighting would be internal, also minimizing any externalities of parking areas.

(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.

Most parking is within buildings; however, the vehicle turnaround and drop off area in the southwest corner of
the site would be the most visible area of vehicular activity. The applicant has proposed ample landscaping,
including a raised planter, in that area to minimize any adverse aesthetic effects.

(F) Building Design, Livability, and Relationship to the Existing or Proposed Surrounding Area:

(i) 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;

This factor is met as follows:

e The height of the majority of the proposed buildings on the site would conform to the 35-foot height
limitation for the RH-2 and RL-1 districts. In fact, most of the multi-family buildings would not exceed
30 feet. The Broadway Building would be built at 41 feet (per previous condition of approval).

e The mass of the interior buildings would be appropriate, since they are all well articulated and would
not appear imposing, since most are only two stories and those over two stories are of similar stature
to large single family homes, which exist in the neighborhood.

e Additional floor area proposed for the development would be within the massing, footprints and
basements of buildings and would not contribute to any additional perceivable bulk. While additional
floor area is proposed, the massing of buildings would actually decrease as a result of design changes
to the Broadway Building. For instance, the Broadway Building has been reduced in height by 5 feet
per the previous condition of approval. The massing is less, because the reduced height was achieved
by sinking the building and subterranean parking deeper into the ground. This design enables the
retention of the hip roof as opposed to what may have been a perceivably taller building with a flat roof.

e Aside from the historic school, the Broadway Building would be the most massive on the site. Its size
would be noticeable by virtue of its length along Broadway at 194 feet. This compares to a roughly
170 foot length of the Broadway Brownstones project to the south. The length is not considered out of
context since it is mostly two story massing along the streetscape with relief provided by upper floor
setbacks. Where the first story is at 17 feet at its closest point to the Broadway lot line (this correlates
to setbacks of buildings across the street), the second story would be set back 22 feet (which matches
the setbacks of the Broadway Brownstones one block down) and the third floor would be set back 34
feet, which is 9 feet more than the required setback on that side. The entire length of the building is
well articulated and will not present any more mass than the Broadway Brownstones building along
Broadway. Concentrating massing along Broadway is considered a more practical way of
accommodating the density on the site, as the alternative could present greater impacts to the single-
family neighborhood on the project’s east side.

e The orientation and configuration of buildings on the site are found compatible, in that all would orient
to the three streetscapes (a condition is proposed that would require this) and the configuration of the
buildings are appropriate to the different contexts on each side of the site. For example, buildings on
the RH-2 side have larger footprints similar to other multi-family projects along the high density
residential Broadway corridor, whereas moving eastward on the sites, the form and footprints of
buildings decrease to match the RL-1 single-family character on the east side.
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(ii) 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 heights of the buildings, as noted above, have been found to be compatible with the height of existing for
the immediate area and other buildings proposed for the site. The existing Washington School building is over
the height limit at nearly 50-feet and would continue to be the most prominent building on the site. The next
tallest building would be the Broadway Building, which has been limited to no taller than 41 feet per previous
condition of approval. The applicant has already adjusted the design of the building to meet this height
limitation while also retraining a hip roof design lending to more consistency in form to adjacent buildings on
and around the site. The proposed building at that height will be in general proportion to the height of existing
buildings considering the school building the height of Broadway Brownstones and the BHP building at 3120
Broadway, which were both built to a height of 41-feet.

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

e Although there are views of the Flatirons and mountains from the site, they are considered marginal and
not significant. Most views are block by existing foliage. If the marginal views were considered of
significant value, it would necessitate a severe restriction on building locations on the site — especially
portions designated for high density residential. Nevertheless, some views of the mountains to the west
would be preserved, since the lowest portions of the Broadway Building roof would not block the views.
Therefore, minimization of view blockage from the site is considered appropriate for the context of the
project.

e The RH-2 portion of the project is subject to the Solar Access area Il standards which do not permit
buildings to cast a shadow greater than what a 25-foot fence along the property lines would. The applicant
has located the buildings more than double (in some cases over triple) the required distance from the north
property line in order to have the buildings not exceed a 12-foot solar fence, which is applied to single
family neighborhoods. Sunlight during the day of the lowest sun angle (Dec. 21st) would still be able to
reach into dwelling units (i.e., Red Arrow Townhomes) at noon north of the property line. This is a
significant minimization of shadowing beyond what the code allows. Furthermore, considering the
reduction in height of the Broadway Building, the solar shadow during worst case scenario (Dec. 21f),
shadows cast would be equivalent to if a 6 foot fence were installed on the property. This is half the single-
family (Solar Access Area I) requirement where RH-2 requirements permit situations where a 25-foot solar
fence would be code compliant.

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

To match context, the project must be found compatible with the general character of the neighborhood, as
well as the historic school. The historic school is an iconic building, whereas away from Broadway, most of the
neighborhood is of a single-family character that contains a variety of architectural styles from the early 1900s
up to more current neo-traditional designs. The project is found compatible as follows:

e Most buildings on the site incorporate similar brickwork as the school and similar window and roof
designs to match that of the school. However, no incorporation of the school design aspects reaches
the level of imitation, which is not preferred.

e The proposed colors are subdued and generally, earth tone and would not compete with the school
and/or look out of character with the neighborhood.
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e The proposed designs for the single-family homes, as ascertained from the applicant’s submitted
design guidelines and pictures of example homes, is an appropriate design direction with the use of
gable roofs, front porches and general forms that would not be overly massive and would be
compatible with the neighborhood. Homes sizes are also be limited by condition to ensure scale
compatibility.

(v) 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;

e The Broadway Building is designed with notable pedestrian interest with the building situated closer to
the street as in similar urban situations, ample fenestration along the street and on upper floors,
interesting articulation and wall details, and a large porch entryway to the Broadway Building in the
center part of its frontage. The emphasis of two-story massing of the building along Broadway would
also be appropriate to the pedestrian scale. This area is also proposed to be well landscaped.

e Visual interest along Cedar Avenue would be provided by the southwest viewshed and open space in
front of the school where landscaping and preserved trees would be within the space. Aside from the
entryway into the Broadway Building, the entirety of the Cedar Avenue frontage would be landscaped
open space.

e A condition of approval would require single family buildings to present attractive street faces along
13t and onto the proposed greenspace consistent with this criterion. The 13t Street streetscape is,
otherwise, found consistent with this criterion with the preserved greenspace.

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

Following the public process and review of this project, the applicant has provided a 13,160 square foot open
space area intended to be a pocket park. Itis in process to be dedicated to the city as a public park. This
dedication is above and beyond a typical development review project.

(vii) 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 provides a range of smaller one-bedroom affordable units up to larger market-rate units of two or
three bedrooms, as well as single-family residences.

(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 Broadway Building serves as the largest buffer of noise, by blocking vehicular traffic noise from Broadway
and created a more sedate internal open space framed by the interior buildings. The duplexes and carriage
houses would serve as buffers from interior automotive noise. The construction of the on-site buildings would
otherwise follow standard building code practices for minimizing noise between units.

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

Lighting has been evaluated through the Technical Documents process and meets the Outdoor Lighting code
and the intent of this criterion.
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(x) The project incorporates the natural environment into the design and avoids, minimizes, or
mitigates impacts to natural systems;

The site has been developed with a school for over 100 years. The recent development of the site will
therefore, not impact any natural systems and incorporates mature trees in its preservation plan.

(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 applicant has committed to doing energy efficient homes and this is demonstrated by Home Energy Rating
System (HERS) scores that are close to net zero on the homes that have already been issued building permits.
This has been achieved through installation of geothermal energy systems and structural insulated panel wall
systems. The applicant also intends to make upgrades to the existing school to make the building more energy
efficient.

(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;

The entirety of the project includes a mix of brick, wood and stucco. While stucco is used within the
development, brick to match the historic school will be used on almost all buildings in efforts to tie the
architecture of the site together with the historic school. The Broadway Building will be almost entirely brick and
will provide a high quality and visible presence on Broadway. Most buildings with a public face include brick. In
whole, the materials appropriately tie the historic architecture with more contemporary designs and present a
sense of permanence.

(xiii) Cut and 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;

The project is on a largely level site, but does require some grading to level out intended open spaces and to
create the subterranean parking underneath the Broadway Building. Some contouring is necessary to facilitate
appropriate drainage, but is not excessive, nor would it create any impact to natural systems or create any
potential geological threat.

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

The site is within Area | and therefore, this criterion is inapplicable.

(xv) In the 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.

The site is within Area | and therefore, this criterion is inapplicable.

(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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(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.

The applicant has been working on an optimal layout of buildings considering the location of the existing
school, where higher densities are intended, and the required viewshed of no development in the site’s
southwest corner. Under these conditions, the applicant has positioned the buildings such that shadowing of
the on-site open space and onto properties to the north would occur. Nevertheless, the project would conform
to the solar regulations and considering the applicant’s attempts at minimizing impact on solar access to the
north and the above mentioned constraining factors, the placement of open space is considered the most
practical.

(ii) Lot 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.

As stated above, buildings are sited in a practical way to deal with a number of constraints on the site, as well
as considering these criteria. Buildings are located to the north as much as possible to increase yard space to
the south while also ensuring a minimal shadowing impact to Red Arrow Townhomes. Reduced impacts on
Red Arrow also are achieved by the additional lowering of the Broadway Building’s height. Nevertheless, it is
expected that some shading from the historic school upon the north building and courtyard would occur during
winter months, but not to an extent found unacceptable. Other buildings on the site, otherwise, are sited such
that shading from historic school would not preclude the use of solar systems.

(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.

Most buildings on the site would have gable and hip roof forms and would have surfaces conducive to the
installation of solar energy systems.

(iv) Landscaping: The shading effects of proposed landscaping on adjacent buildings are minimized.
Most of the mature trees on the site on concentrated along the south lot line and furthest from the majority of
new buildings on the site.

(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:

Not applicable to this project.

(i) The light pole is required for nighttime recreation activities which are compatible with the

surrounding neighborhood, light or traffic signal pole is required for safety, or the electrical utility pole
is required to serve the needs of the City; and

(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.

(1) Land Use Intensity Modifications:
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Not applicable and not requested.

(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 twenty-five percent in the BR-1 district through a
reduction of the lot area requirement.

(ii) Additional Criteria for Land Use Intensity Modifications: 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:

a. Open Space Needs Met: The needs of the project's occupants and visitors for high quality and
functional useable open space can be met adequately;

b. Character of Project and Area: The open space reduction does not adversely affect the character
of the development or the character of the surrounding area; and

c. Open Space and Lot Area Reductions: The specific percentage reduction in open space or lot
area requested by the applicant is justified by any one or combination of the following site design
features not to exceed the maximum reduction set forth above:

1. Close proximity to a public mall or park for which the development is specially assessed or
to which the project contributes funding of capital improvements beyond that required by the
parks and recreation component of the development excise tax set forth in chapter 3-8,
"Development Excise Tax," B.R.C. 1981: maximum one hundred percent reduction in all
Downtown (DT) districts and ten percent in the BR-1 district;

2. Architectural treatment that results in reducing the apparent bulk and mass of the structure
or structures and site planning which increases the openness of the site: maximum five percent
reduction;

3. A common park, recreation, or playground area functionally useable and accessible by the
development's occupants for active recreational purposes and sized for the number of
inhabitants of the development, maximum five percent reduction; or developed facilities within
the project designed to meet the active recreational needs of the occupants: maximum five
percent reduction;

4. Permanent dedication of the development to use by a unique residential population whose
needs for conventional open space are reduced: maximum five percent reduction;

5. The reduction in open space is part of a development with a mix of residential and
nonresidential uses within a BR-2 zoning district that, due to the ratio of residential to
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nonresidential uses and because of the size, type, and mix of dwelling units, the need for open
space is reduced: maximum fifteen percent reduction; and

6. The reduction in open space is part of a development with a mix of residential and
nonresidential uses within a BR-2 zoning district that provides high quality urban design
elements that will meet the needs of anticipated residents, occupants, tenants, and visitors of
the property or will accommodate public gatherings, important activities, or events in the life of
the community and its people, that may include, without limitation, recreational or cultural
amenities, intimate spaces that foster social interaction, street furniture, landscaping, and hard
surface treatments for the open space: maximum twenty-five percent reduction.

(J) Additional Criteria for Floor Area Ratio Increase for Buildings in the BR-1 District:

Not applicable and not requested.

(i) Process: For buildings in the BR-1 district, the floor area ratio ("FAR") permitted under table 8-2,
section 9-8-2, "Floor Area Ratio Requirements," B.R.C. 1981, may be increased by the city manager
under the criteria set forth in this subparagraph.

(if) Maximum FAR Increase: The maximum FAR increase allowed for buildings thirty-five feet and over
in height in the BR-1 district shall be from 2:1 to 4:1.

(iii) Criteria for the BR-1 District: The FAR may be increased in the BR-1 district to the extent allowed in
subparagraph (h)(2)(J)(ii) of this section if the approving agency finds that the following criteria are
met:

a. Site and building design provide open space exceeding the required useable open space by at
least ten percent: an increase in FAR not to exceed 0.25:1.

b. Site and building design provide private outdoor space for each office unit equal to at least ten
percent of the lot area for buildings twenty-five feet and under and at least twenty percent of the lot
area for buildings above twenty-five feet: an increase in FAR not to exceed 0.25:1.

c. Site and building design provide a street front facade and an alley facade at a pedestrian scale,
including, without limitation, features such as awnings and windows, well-defined building
entrances, and other building details: an increase in FAR not to exceed 0.25:1.

d. For a building containing residential and nonresidential uses in which neither use comprises
less than twenty-five percent of the total square footage: an increase in FAR not to exceed 1:1.

e. The unused portion of the allowed FAR of historic buildings designated as landmarks under
chapter 9-11, "Historic Preservation," B.R.C. 1981, may be transferred to other sites in the same
zoning district. However, the increase in FAR of a proposed building to which FAR is transferred
under this subparagraph may not exceed an increase of 0.5:1.

f. For a building which provides one full level of parking below grade, an increase in FAR not to
exceed 0.5:1 may be granted.

(K) Additional Criteria for Parking Reductions: The off-street parking requirements of section 9-9-6,
"Parking 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.
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When the project was originally approved, the previous RH-2 parking standards applied
whereby one parking space was required for the first 800 square feet of a unit and one
additional parking space was required for every 300 square feet (or portion thereof)
afterwards. This was one of the highest parking requirements in the city and was generally
meant to apply to RH-2 areas in proximity to the university where there were instances of
students doubling up within rooms. This restrictive standard often resulted in requests for
parking reductions. For the Washington Village Il project, a parking reduction of over 50
percent was required and was approved in 2009.

This parking standard was amended in 2012 to be more synonymous with other RH zones
with calculations based on bedroom counts. The current requirement is outlined below:

1-bedroom units 1 parking space
2-bedroom units 1.5 parking spaces
3-bedroom units 2 parking spaces
4 or more bedroom units 3 parking spaces

When applied to the Washington Village project, the following number of residential spaces is

required:
Unit type Unit count Requirement Total
1-bedroom units 6 units 1 parking space 6 spaces
2-bedroom units 18 units 1.5 parking spaces 27 spaces
3-bedroom units 6 units 2 parking spaces 12 spaces
Total Residential parking 30 units NA 45 spaces
Extra spaces for additional NA NA 2 spaces
future bedrooms
Total Commercial parking NA 1 space per 300 sf 8 spaces
Total required spaces 30 units & See above 55 spaces
2,650 sf of
commercial
Total spaces provided 49 spaces

The current requirement is for a total of 55 parking spaces on the RH-2 side. Previous
requirements required 105 spaces for both residential and non-residential. The applicant is
proposing 49 on-site parking spaces. This amounts to an 11 percent parking reduction.

(i) 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:

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 submitted parking study dated March 13, 2014 indicates that peak residential need during the peak
time (i.e., night time) would be 42 parking spaces where 49 spaces would be available. During the day, the
peak need would be 35 parking spaces, where 41 spaces would be available to residential (8 spaces
would be allotted to commercial until 4pm by condition of approval). Based on these conclusions, the
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probable number of motor vehicles to be owned by occupants of and visitors will be adequately
accommodated.

In addition, the applicant is required to employ TDM strategies to encourage residents to own less or have
no cars. The TDM prepared by the applicant has been reviewed and found to be appropriate in its
provision of on-site bicycle parking (which exceeds requirements), a bike pool and car share program. The
TDM also indicates that incentives, such as the provision of transit passes, would be allotted to residents
that do not have a car as an incentive to free up parking spaces on the site and to reduce vehicles trips
from the site, which is the principal goal of TDM strategies.

b. The parking needs of any nonresidential uses will be adequately accommodated through on-
street parking or off-street parking;

Eight (8) off-street parking spaces would be allotted to the non-residential uses on the site. They would be
restricted to non-residential uses for the majority of the day (8am to 4pm). Eight spaces meet the required
number of spaces for the proposed office use. Further, office spaces would be required to close at 6pm to
ensure spaces are available during times of peak need for residential.

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;

The submitted parking study prepared by Transportation Consultants, Inc. and dated March 13, 2014
indicates a peak need of 47 parking spaces for residential and office uses on the site. With 49 on-site
parking spaces available and considering the conditions of approval referenced below, the parking needs
of both uses, which would rely on shared parking, would be met on the site.

-A condition of approval requires that the 8 spaces allotted to office uses during daytime hours be open for
residential use after 4pm.

-A condition of approval restricts the office use to 8am and 6pm, thus eliminating any office need between
10pm and 8am.

d. If joint use of common parking areas is proposed, varying time periods of use will accommodate
proposed parking needs; and

Parking for office uses would be reserved during the hours of 8am and 4pm. After 4pm, the parking
spaces would be available for residential uses, which enable the project to better meet the peak demand
during evening hours. Office spaces would be required to close at 6pm to ensure spaces are available
during times of peak need for 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.

Should the occupancy of the development change such that its occupancy would require more parking
than a standard residential development, a reconsideration of the Site Review and parking reduction would
be required. The applicant is aware of this condition.
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(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:

Not applicable and not requested.

(i) The lots are held in common ownership;

(ii) The separate lot is in the same zoning district and located within three hundred feet of the lot that it
serves; and

(iii) The property used for off-site parking under this subparagraph continues under common
ownership or control.
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ATTACHMENT E
USE REVIEW

The responses to the following criteria reflect the previously approved criteria as part of application LUR2008-00083 and
have been updated to reflect the numbers associated with the reduction of 300 square feet of office space.

(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 RH-2 zoning districts are 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. The proposed
project includes 30 attached residential units concentrated along Broadway as intended by the zoning code and the
Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan for development along multi-model corridors. Commercial uses (i.e., professional
and technical offices) and community facilities have been found complementary, as there are examples of office along
Broadway in similar or greater square footages and also since the site will accommodate parking needed for those
uses.

(2) Rationale: The use either:

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

The proposed uses would be concentrated on the high density portion of the site nearest to Broadway where
higher intensities are expected to occur and where policies encourage mixed-use. By locating the commercial
uses at ground level on that side, they serve as a buffer to the residential uses on the interior of the site from the
noise and traffic associated with Broadway. The project itself, in how it is arranged, is done to reflect a transition of
the higher intensities of the RH (High Density Residential) district down to the lower intensities of the RL (Low
Density) portion of the site where the density and scale decrease. The commercial uses would encourage more
pedestrian activity on this northern stretch of Broadway, but would be appropriately buffered from the single-family
character to the east.

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

(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
nonresidential mixed uses in appropriate locations, and group living arrangements for special populations;
or

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

(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;

As noted above, the office use would be concentrated on a portion of the site expected to have a greater intensity
of use and scale, but would be appropriately buffered from the single-family character on the east side of the site.
The size of the office use is comparable to several office buildings that exist on this stretch of Broadway. Some
examples are the North Broadway Building at the corner of Elder Avenue and Broadway that is entirely commercial
with 6,745 square feet and 3093 Broadway, which is also entirely commercial with 3,799 square feet. Another
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mixed-use example is the Newland Court project at 3011 Broadway that contains condominiums and a 4,200
square foot office building in an old Victorian building. All of these projects have compliant parking for commercial
uses. The subject proposal is for 2,654 square feet of commercial uses. The applicant has targeted professional
and technical offices that would generate a lower incidence of customers coming to the site. By having compliant
parking and being concentrated directly on Broadway, the use reasonably mitigates the potential negative impacts
on neighboring properties. Therefore, the proposed office use is found to be compatible with the immediate
neighborhood. Based on the square footage above, eight (8) commercial spaces would be required for the uses.
This would be supplied on site per the updated condition of approval.

(4) 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;

There is no evidence that the introduction of commercial uses and residential common facilities on the site would
create an adverse impact to City infrastructure above what would be permitted by-right on the property or as
compared to other commercial uses that already exist along Broadway.

(5) Character of Area: The use will not change the predominant character of the surrounding area or the
character established by adopted design guidelines or plans for the area; and

The predominant character of this portion of Broadway is largely residential. However, there are a number of
commercial establishments that are comparable in size and location to the subject proposal. This project would
introduce a new development that incorporates a majority of residential with a smaller non-residential component,
which is in line with the emerging mixed-use, more urban corridor occurring along Broadway.

(6) Conversion of Dwelling Units to Nonresidential Uses: There shall be a presumption against approving the
con-version 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 compel-ling 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.

The project will result in 36 new dwelling units on the Washington Village site. No conversions from residential to
non-residential would occur.
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ATTACHMENT F

LSC TRANSPORTATION CONSULTANTS, INC.

1889 York Street

Denver, CO 80206

(303) 333-1105

FAX (303) 333-1107
E-mail: Isc@Iscdenver.com

March 13, 2014

Mr. Adrian Sopher
Sopher Architects, LLC
3008 Folsom Street
Boulder, CO 80304

Re: Washington Village
Updated Parking Analysis
Boulder, CO
(LSC #130950)

Dear Mr. Sopher:

At your request, we have prepared this updated parking analysis for the non-single-family
detached land uses for the Washington Village development in Boulder, Colorado. The proposed
site plan includes 49 on-site parking spaces for the 30 multi-family residential units and the
2,700 square feet of office space. Eight of these spaces will be reserved for office space during
business hours. The purpose of this analysis is to evaluate the parking demands of these two
land uses and to determine whether the parking supply is adequate.

Shared Parking in a Mixed-Use Development

There are many transportation benefits of a mixed-use development, including reduction of
vehicle-trips due to multi-purpose trips and encouragement of walking due to putting various
uses in close proximity to each other. Another benefit is a reduction in parking due to peak
parking demand for different land uses occurring at different times of day. For example,
residential uses have peak parking demand during evening and early morning hours while
office uses have peak demands during mid-day.

The report Parking Generation, 4™ Edition, 2010, published by the Institute of Transportation
Engineers, includes information on peak parking demand for various land uses as well as per-
centages of each demand during various times of day for selected uses. Based on this infor-
mation, Table 1 was compiled to calculate the estimated parking demand for the Washington
Village development. This table displays the peak demand for each use based on the parking
demand rates included in Parking Generation, along with the percentage of peak demand for
night, mid-day, and evening time periods. Copies of the applicable parking generation data
sheets are attached. For example, the planned 30 multi-family residential dwelling units, with
a peak demand of 1.38 spaces per dwelling unit, will have a demand of 42 spaces at night, 27
during the mid-day, and 33 in the evening. The office uses will have a demand of five spaces
at night, eight during the mid-day, and two in the evening.
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Mr. Adrian Sopher Page 2 March 13, 2014
Washington Village Parking Analysis

Note that assumptions were made about the approximately 13,000 square feet of open space
park to be provided on the southeast corner of the site. It was assumed that this neighborhood
park will be served by non-vehicle trips such as walking or bicycle trips.

Totaling up the parking demand for each use for each time period yields a maximum shared
demand of 47 parking spaces during the overnight period. This is a reduction of three spaces
compared with the total peak demand of both land uses. The Parking Plan for the site shows
that 49 parking spaces will be provided on-site for these two land uses.

Summary and Conclusions

The following conclusions can be made regarding the parking requirements of the Washington
Village development:

1. The development will contain a mix of residential, office, and open space which will
have varying parking demands during different times of the day. The maximum
parking demand for the multi-family residential and office land uses will occur during
the overnight hours when a total of 47 parked vehicles can be expected.

2. The Parking Plan for Washington Village includes 49 on-site parking spaces which is

enough to satisfy the project peak demand for the 30 multi-family residential units
and the 2,700 square feet of office space.

* * *

Please call us if we can be of further assistance.

Respectfully submitted,

LSC Transportation, Consultants, Inc. ORE

o3

;n Y _
/L—M /

Cﬁﬁ%p/her S. McGranahan, P.E., PTOE "

CSM/wc 3- 13-4

Enclosures: Table 1
Parking Generation datasheets

Z:\LSC\Projects\2013\130950-WashingtonVillage \ Parking\ ParkingAnalysis-031314.wpd
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Table 1
Shared Parking Analysis
Washington Village
March, 2013; LSC #130950
Suburban Assumptions

Percent of Percent of Percent of
ITE Peak (1) Minimum Minimum Minimum
Land Use Demand Weekday Peak Required (1) Required (1) Required (1) Parking Demand
Category Land Use Description Area Units Rate Demand 10 PM -7 AM 8 AM -5 PM 6 PM -9 PM 10PM-7AM  8AM-5PM 6 PM -9 PM
230 Residential - MF 30 DU 1.38 42 100% 64% 7% 42 27 33
701 Office 2.7 KSF®@ 2.7 KSF 2.84 8 59% 100% 25% 5 8 2
2.7 KSF Total 50 Total 47 35 35
[Maximum Shared Demand 47 |
Reduction: Peak - Shared Demand 3
Notes:

(1) Source: Parking Generation, 4th Edition, 2010, Institute of Transportation Engineers.
(2) KSF =1,000 square feet
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Land Use: 230
Residential Condominium/Townhouse

Average Peak Period Parking Demand vs. Dwelling Units
On a: Weekday '
Location: Suburban '

11:00 p.m.—6:00 a.m.
Number of Study Sites 12
Average Size of Study Sites 151 dwelling units
Average Peak Period Parking Demand 1.38 vehicles per dwelling unit
Standard Deviation 0.24 '
Coefficient of Variation 17%
Range - 1.04—1.96 vehicles per dwelling unit
85th Percentile 1.52 vehicles per dwelling unit
33rd Percentile 1.28 vehicles per dwelling unit

Weekday Suburban Peak Period Parking
Demand
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Land Use: 701
Office Building

Average Peak Period Parking Demand vs. 1,000 sq ft. GFA
On a: Weekday
Location: Suburban

Peak Peri 9:00 a.m.—4:00 p.m.

Number of Study Sites 176

Average Size of Study Sites 136,000 sq. ft. GFA

Average Peak Period Parking Demand 2.84 vehicles per 1,000 sq. ft. GFA
Standard Deviation 0.73

Coefficient of Variation 26%

95% Confidence Interval 2.73-2.94 vehicles per 1,000 sq. ft. GFA
Range 0.86-5.58 vehicles per 1,000 sq. ft. GFA
85th Percentile 3.45 vehicles per 1,000 sq. ft. GFA
33rd Percentile 2.56 vehicles per 1,000 sq. ft. GFA

Weekday Suburban Peak Period
Parking Demand

P .
oo | P
1'200 =,
1'000
800
600
400
200

P=251x +26
R2 = 0.91

0 200 400 600 800
x = 1,000 sq. ft. GFA

P = Parked Vehicles

* Actual Data Points Fitted Curve - - - - Average Rate
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| Land Use: 221
Low/Mid-Rise Apartment

our Beginning Numbe At
12:00-4:00 a.m. ’ 100 14"
5:00 a.m. . 196 14 .
6:00a.m. = : 92 14
7:00 a.m. , 74 1
8:00 a.m. 64 1.
9:00 a.m. - 0
10:00 a.m. - 0
11:00 a.m. - 0
12:00 p.m. L - 0
1:00 p.m. ) - 0
2:00 p.m. - 0
3:00 p.m. - 0
4:00 p.m. 44 1
5:00 p.m. 59 1
6:00 p.m. 69 1
7:00 p.m. 66 9
8:00 p.m. 75 9
9:00 p.m. 77 10
10:00 p.m. 92 14
11:00 p.m. 94 14

* Subset of database

Parking studies of apartments should attempt to obtain information on occupancy rate and on the
mix of apartment sizes (in other words, number of bedrooms per apartment and number of units
in the complex). Future parking studies should also indicate the number of levels contained in the

apartment building.

Additional Data

o Apartment occupancy can affect parking demand ratio. In the United States, successful apartment
complexes commonly have a vacancy rate between 5 and 10 percent.’

Study Sites/Years
Canada:

Central City, Not Downtown:
Brooks, AB (1998)

Puerto Rico:

Central City, Not Downtown:
Mayaguez, PR (2007)

_ ' Rental and Homeowner Vacancy Rates for the United States: 1960 and 1965 to 2009, U.S. Census Bureau.
http://www.census.gov/hhes/www/housing/hvs/qtr309/q309tab1.html
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Land Use: 701
Office Building

As noted, peak parking demand rates were different between sites located in suburban settings and

those located in urban settings for the independent variable 1,000 sq. ft. GFA. The individual site surveys -
did not enable a quantitative explanation of the factors that caused the difference. One potential
explanation may relate to differences in the availability of alternative modes (for example, transit, bike and
pedestrian) available at the urban sites. Of the studies with data on transit availability and presence of a
transportation demand management (TDM) program, the suburban sites reported about 55 percent with
available transit services and 20 percent with TDM programs. The urban sites reported almost 100
percent with available transit and 63 percent with TDM programs of some form. '

Weekend parking demand data were available at two study sites. At one site, the Saturday peak demand
was less than 10 percent of peak weekday demand at the same site. At the other site, the Saturday and
Sunday demand approached 90 percent of the weekday peak demand for the same site. It was not
possible to derive reliable weekend parking demand rates due to lack of information on the nature of work
conducted during the weekend at the two sites.

The following table presents the time-of-day distributions of parking demand variation for suburban and
urban sites. The only sites included in the table data were those that submitted at least four consecutive
hours of parking demand observations. (Note: the majority of the parking demand data in the overall
database consisted of one or two hourly observations.)

nodresdining Point:
12:00-4:00 a.m. 0
5:00 a.m. -~ - 0
6:00 a.m. - - 0
7:00 a.m. 59 19 2
8:00 a.m. 79 64 4
9:00 a.m. 95 91 5
10:00 a.m. ‘ 100 12 99 5
11:00 a.m. 98 ‘ 12 99 5
12:00 p.m. 90 12 98 5
1:00 p.m. 77 7 96 5
2:00 p.m. 84 7 100 5
3:00 p.m. . 81 6 99 5
4:00 p.m. 72 6 90 5
5:00 p.m. 46 6 58 3
6:00 p.m. 25 1 — 0
7:00 p.m. - 0 - 0
8:00 p.m. - 0 - 0
9:00 p.m. - 0 - 0
10:00 p.m. - 0 - 0
11:00 p.m. - 0 - 0

* Subset of database

Institute of Transportation Engineers \_ﬁmi 202] g Parking Generation, 4th Edition
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LSC TRANSPORTATION CONSULTANTS, INC.

1889 York Street

Denver, CO 80206

(303) 333-1105

FAX (303) 333-1107
E-mail: Isc@Iscdenver.com

TRANSPORTATION
CONSULTANTS, INC.

March 13, 2014

Mr. Adrian Sopher
Sopher Architects, LLC
3008 Folsom Street
Boulder, CO 80304

Re: Washington Village
Traffic Study Supplemental
Memorandum
Boulder, CO
(LSC #130950)

Dear Mr. Sopher:

Per your request, we have completed this supplemental memorandum for the Washington
Village development in Boulder, Colorado. The purpose of this memorandum is to compare trip
generation from the currently proposed land use with the trip generation from the previously
approved land use from the September 9, 2008 Washington Village Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA)
by LSC. Figure 1 shows the vicinity map.

TRIP GENERATION

The currently proposed plan for the Washington Village development increases the residential
portion from 27 condominium /townhomes to 30 condominium /townhomes and decreases the
office square footage from 3,000 square feet to 2,700 square feet. The number of single-family
detached homes remains the same. Table 1 shows the estimated trip generation potential from
the 2008 LSC analysis (7" edition of the ITE Trip Generation Manual, 2003) as well as for the
currently proposed land use based on the trip generation rates from the 9" edition of the ITE
Trip Generation Manual, 2012. Table 1 shows the proposed change in land use is expected to
generate eleven additional weekday trips, one additional morning peak-hour trip, and one less
afternoon peak-hour trip than the land use approved in the previous TIA.

To be consistent with the previous TIA, an alternative travel modes reduction of five percent
was assumed. Participation in the ECO Pass program and the site’s location along Broadway
Street, a strong transit corridor, will likely result in an alternate travel modes reduction of
greater than five percent - perhaps 15 to 20 percent. For this reason, the estimated trip
generation in Table 1 and Figure 3 should be considered a conservative estimate.

TRIP DISTRIBUTION AND ASSIGNMENT

Figure 2 shows the estimated directional distribution of site-generated traffic. Figure 3 shows
the updated assignment of site-generated traffic.
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Mr. Adrian Sopher Page 2 March 13, 2014
Traffic Study Supplemental Memorandum

PROJECTED LEVELS OF SERVICE

Table 2 from the previous TIA is attached and shows some movements operating at Level of
Service “E” and/or “F” for future conditions. The primary reason for these poor levels of service
is unsignalized control - the hourly traffic volume is very low for the movements expected to
fail. The Broadway Street/Cedar Avenue intersection is unlikely to be signalized in the future
because during the peak-hours drivers can use the local street grid to access Broadway Street
via the signalized Balsam Avenue intersection one block south of Cedar Avenue. The change
in the proposed land use will have a negligible effect on levels of service at the intersections in
the vicinity of the site so no additional analysis is recommended.

SUMMARY

1. The minor change in land use from what was assumed in the 2008 TIA is expected to
increase the daily trip generation by eleven trips and be negligible to the morning and
afternoon peak-hour trips. This change in land use will have a negligible effect on levels
of service so no additional analysis is recommended.

2. The unsignalized intersection of Broadway Street/Cedar Avenue is expected to operate
poorly for the low volume side road approaches during the peak-hours due to heavy
through traffic on Broadway Street. During peak-hours some drivers may choose to use
the local street grid to alternatively access Broadway Street at Balsam Avenue.

3. The existing street network is adequate to accommodate the additional site traffic.

* * *

We trust this information will assist you in planning for the Washington Village development.

Respectfully submitted,

LSC Transportation Consultants, Inc. <+

N/

Ch&‘ﬁcﬁé‘ S. McGranahan, P.E., PTOE "***". ¢

CSM/wc 3-13-/%

Enclosures: Table 1
Figures 1 through 3
Table 2 from the September 9, 2008 Washington Village (TIA) by LSC

Z:\LSC\Projects\2013\ 130950-WashingtonVillage \Report\ WashingtonVillage-031314.wpd
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Table 1

Trip Generation Comparison

Washington Village
Boulder, Colorado

(LSC #130950; March, 2014)

Transit/
Trip Generation Rates (@ Vehicle-Trips Generated Bicycle/ Non-Vehicle-Trips Net External Trips

Average _AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour  Average AM Peak Hour PM Peak - Hour Walk Average AM Peak Hour PM Peak - Hour  Average AM Peak Hour PM Peak - Hour
Trip Generating Categor Quantity Weekday In Out In Out  Weekday In Qut In Out  Reduction Weekday In Out In QOut  Weekday In Out In Qut

Previously Approved Land Use (Washington Village TIA, September 9, 2008 by LSC)
Single-Family @ 6 DU® 9.57 0.19 0.56 0.64 0.37 57 1 3 4 2 5% 3 0 0 0 0 54 1 3 4 2
Multi-Family 4 27 DU 5.86 0.07 0.37 0.35 0.17 158 2 10 9 5 5% 8 0 1 0 0 150 2 9 9 5
General Office 3 KSF® 16.52 2.04 0.29 0.38 1.86 50 6 1 1 6 5% 3 0 0 0 0 47 6 1 1 6
Total 265 9 14 14 13 14 0 1 0 0 251 9 13 14 13

Currently Proposed Land Use

Single-Family 6 DU 9.52 0.19 0.56 0.63 0.37 57 1 3 4 2 5% 3 0 0 0 0 54 1 3 4 2
Multi-Family 30 DU 581 0.07 0.37 0.35 0.17 174 2 11 10 5 5% 9 0 1 1 0 165 2 10 9 5
General Office 2.7 KSF 16.55 2.06 0.28 0.38 1.86 45 6 1 1 5 5% 2 0 0 0 0 43 6 1 1 5
Total 276 9 15 15 12 14 0 1 1 0 262 9 14 14 12
Difference 11 0 1 1 -1 0 0 0 1 0 11 0 1 0 -1

Notes:

(1) Source: Trip Generation, Institute of Transportation Engineers, 7th Edition, 2003 (used in 2008 TIA) and Trip Generation, ITE, 9th Edition, 2012.

(2) Land Use No.210, Single Family Detached Housing

(3) Dwelling Units

(4) Land Use No. 230, Residential Condominium/Townhomes

(5) Land Use No. 710, General Office (Increased average ITE rates by 50% due to relatively small floor area)
(6) KSF = 1,000 square feet
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Table 2
Intersection Level of Service
Washington Village
Boulder, Colorado
(LSC #061711; September, 2008)

Year 2010 Year 2030
Year 2010 Background plus Year 2030 Background plus
Background Traffic Site-Generated Traffic Background Traffic Site-Generated Traffic
Level of Level of Level of Level of Level of Levelof  Level of Level of
Traffic Service Service Service Service Service Service Service Service
Control Intersection Location AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM
Unsignalized Broadway/Cedar Avenue
Eastbound Approach B B B E C B C F
Westbound Approach C C E D D E E F
Northbound Left A A A A A A A A
Southbound Left A A A A A A A A
Critical Approach Delay(sec /veh) 21.6 17.0 35.9 41.3 25.5 39.3 41.6 >100
Unsignalized Cedar Avenue/West Site Access
Eastbound Approach - - A A - - A A
Westbound Approach - - A A - - A A
Southbound Approach - - A A - - A A
Critical Approach Delay(sec /veh) - - 8.7 8.7 - - 8.7 8.8
Unsignalized Cedar Avenue/East Site Access
Eastbound Approach - - A A - - A A
Westbound Approach - - A A - - A A
Southbound Approach - - A A - - A A
Critical Approach Delay(sec /veh) - - 8.6 8.7 - - 8.7 8.7
Signalized  Broadway/Balsam Avenue
Eastbound Left C C C C C D C D
Eastbound Shared Through/Right C C C C C C C C
Westbound Left C C C C C C C C
Westbound Shared Through/Right C C C C D D D D
Northbound Left C C C C B C B C
Northbound Shared Through/Right B C B C B C B C
Southbound Left B D B D B C B C
Southbound Shared Through/Right C C C C C C C C
Average Intersection Delay (sec/veh) 215 28.5 215 28.6 21.3 32.3 21.3 325
Entire Intersection Level of Service C C C C C C C C
Unsignalized Balsam Avenue/13th Street
Eastbound Approach - B - B - C - C
Westbound Approach - C - C - C - C
Northbound Approach - B - B - B - B
Southbound Approach - A - B - B - B
Critical Approach Delay(sec /veh) - 15.0 15.4 18.3 19.1
Unsignalized Cedar Avenue/13th Street
Eastbound Approach A A A A A A A A
Westbound Approach A A A A A A A A
Northbound Approach A A A A A A A A
Southbound Approach A A A A A A A A
Critical Approach Delay(sec /veh) 7.3 7.4 7.3 7.5 7.4 7.5 7.4 7.6
Unsignalized  13th Street/Site Access
Eastbound Approach - - A A - - A A
Northbound Approach - - A A - - A A
Southbound Approach - - A A - - A A
Critical Approach Delay(sec /veh) - - 8.5 8.5 - - 8.5 8.6
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Guiler, Karl

From: Stan Kyed [stankyed@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, January 22, 2014 5:00 PM
To: Guiler, Karl

Cc: Holly Kyed; John Kyed

Subject: Washington Village Site Review
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Karl:

I hope this note finds you well. Isuddenly realized today is the deadline for comments on the Washington
Village Site review comments that will be considered by staff. Though late in the day on the 22nd (the
deadline), I hope they will be included.

To: Planning Board and City Staff
From: Stan, Holly, and John Kyed, 2945 13th St. Boulder, 80304

I am writing on behalf of my family about the Washington Village Site Review Amendment. We own the
property on the north side of the site, and along with the Red Arrow Apartments are among the most impacted
by the development. I have been involved with the development process since the original community review
panel some years ago and am quite familiar with all the issues. As I write this [ am looking out my window at a
quite dense, ugly site that doesn't really fit the neighborhood. Might as well be living in New Jersey.

Despite that and the horrible impact the slow and invasive construction has had on our family, I am not
necessarily opposed to the request by the developer, subject to the concerns I outline below:

1. History of Project: We as a community arrived at the current site plan through a long and painful process.
This project has a perhaps unprecedented history. Iam very concerned that after council made a decision
concerning the site, and after all the community activism. that we are again at the site review level. No one is
happy with the outcome, but we reached this after a lengthy process. Many of us in the neighborhood are
resigned to what will happen. Why reopen old wounds? That said, I am pleased that Karl Guiller continues as
the case manager and trust him to educate city staff and the Planning Board on the history and significance of
this project. Then again, I really don't see why we are going into this again because council gave their mandate
and we have all resigned to live with it.

2. Community Benefit: This project concept centered around trade-offs concerning community benefit. 1
never saw the benefit of multi-level live/work housing that was proposed for the Broadway building. It was not
a fit for the neighborhood and promised to bring more traffic and parking issues. If, as I understand, the
proposal creates "flat" apartments, this will help attract the aging population that doesn't really want to climb the
two or three flights of stairs the rest of the development is offering. Even that is a small, small, benefit
compared to what was originally envisioned. Maybe one of the three units should be affordable? The developer
will bring up the benefits of co-housing and sustainable living, and of course the alleged park at 13th and Cedar,

which the city seems reluctant to accept.

3. Red Arrow Apartments: The developer seems to be saying that the reconfiguration of the Broadway

building will be of benefit to the Red Arrow. I need to understand that and I think we need to hear clearly from
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the residents. Many have moved on and may not understand, The discussion needs to go beyond the solar
. ordinance for me to be convinced.

4. PARKING: If we add 3 units we need to add parking. No discussion about how the parking ordinance is
unreasonable and intended for the Hill.

5. Conflict of Interest: Adrian Sopher, former Planning Board member is listed as the applicant. Heis a
professional with an impressive history and has been an important public servant. I do hope Planning Board
will fully disclose relationships and conflicts of interest. Mr. Sopher has the right to come forth with the
request--the board needs to just be transparent, as I know they will.

6.Pace of Construction: Another site review provides another opportunity for delaying construction, once
again. Let's get it done folks. This has gone on long enough. My household calls it the "two board a day
construction company." Can't we increase the pace a bit? And get the promised fence in sooner than later (the
fence on our property line was part of council's condition for approval). This thing has gone on long enough.

7. Don't Make a Decision Until You Visit:: The roof on the first duplex went up the other day meaning we
can no longer see the Flagstaff Star. Once the other duplex is finished we will have no view of the historic
school building. I encourage policy makers to come walk the actual constructed site and see what has been
approved. Then, ask yourself can we handle three more units? It won't impact the view, but it will add one
more impact to our already torn neighborhood. As I previously noted it feels like Jersey!

Il close with that. As I've said, I can probably live with the proposal, though I'm not happy. I just don't like
trying to tweak what council approved and what we all worked for.

Sincerely,
Stan, Holly, and John Kyed

2945 13th St
Boulder, 80304
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Guiler, Karl

From: Kathy Icenogle [kathy.icenogle@gmail.com]

Sent: Wednesday, January 29, 2014 5:41 PM

To: boulderplanningboard

Cc: Guiler, Karl; 'Jim Leach'; asopher@sopherarchitects.com; 'Kathy Icenogle'

Subject: In SUPPORT of WHDC's proposed amendment to Washington Village plan for Broadway

Building

Dear Planning Board,

My husband and | were the first residents of Washington Village at 2905 13" Street. | am writing to express our full
support for the amendment that Wonderland Hill Dev. Corp. (WHDC) has proposed for the Broadway Building in
Washington Village cohousing development.

We have enjoyed living in the home that Jim Leach built for us for over a year now, and have been getting to know many
of the neighbors, most of whom express a great deal of appreciation for the project. We are blessed to live in our new
home, and are very much looking forward to having the other members of Washington Village move into their new
homes, so we can start doing the things we have dreamed about doing as a community — the sooner, the better.

Positive Impact on Washington Village Cohousing Community

Parking

The proposed amendment will allow WHDC to sell some of the market rate units at a lower price, which opens
the community up to a broader spectrum of the market. There seem to be a lot more people who want a more
urban, less car-dependent lifestyle who can afford something in the $700,000’s who would not consider a unit in
the $800,000 range. We value diversity, and this proposed amendment would help us get a little more economic
diversity within the community.

Everyone wants to see the project done ASAP. We understand that a certain number of units need to be pre-
sold before Wonderland can move forward on that construction. Many of us, particularly those who have had an
opportunity to talk with prospective buyers, believe that changing the configuration of units to provide main
level master bedrooms in all units, along with the lower price on the middle units will make it easier to sell the
remaining units in the Broadway. So, approving this amendment will help the project get done sooner.

We are pleased to see that the building design retains its aesthetic resemblance to the School Building roofline,
while almost eliminating the shadow it casts on our neighbors in the Red Arrow complex. We have friends in
that complex and appreciate the benefit of the lower building height for them.

I am aware of the concerns that have been raised regarding the impact that the development will have on parking in the
neighborhood. After a year living on the corner of Cedar and 13th, | have had an opportunity to study the neighborhood
parking situation. | am offering the following thoughts about the unique aspects of this development and our location
for the Board to consider in determining how much parking this development really needs.

People who live in WV don’t need a lot of cars. A huge part of what attracted my husband and | to Washington
Village —and a huge selling point of the WV location in general - is the fact that we do not need a car to get
around. We can walk, or ride our bikes on Boulder’s many bike-friendly paths and streets, or take the bus to
most of the places we need to get to. Community members are even further encouraged to reduce our
dependence on cars by the fact that the HOA provides us with EcoPasses. We don’t need a second car, and put
very few miles on the one car we own.

Even without being co-resident, many of our WV community members already offer to provide transportation
or carpool with other community members when we can. Sharing rides will be even easier when we live in the
same location. The supportive nature of our community further reduces the dependency of community
members on having cars.
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e The Broadway and North Building units are relatively distant from the available street parking. Part of the
reason that Washington Village residents are so concerned about having their parking needs met within the
property is because WV residents don’t want to park out on the street.

e The parking provisions in the amended plan should be adequate to meet the needs of WV residents. With the
adjustments that have been made to the plans, the proposed amendment to the Broadway plan provides at
least one parking space for each of the 20 units that do not have a private garage, with 3 additional spaces that
can be assigned to residents who have a second car, as well as the three deferred spaces that could still be used,
if needed. That leaves 14 units that have only a single parking space. Currently, 13 of the 19 units that have
been sold or reserved will be occupied by owners who have only one car, which suggests that the likelihood of
having a high percentage of Washington Village unit owners who only need one parking space (now and in the
future) is pretty high.

e | question how serious the street parking problem is. In that time, my friends and | have always been able to
find parking along Cedar or 13" Street whenever we’ve needed it, even with half the spaces taken up by
construction workers. | find it hard to believe that, when the construction is done, the impact of WV residents
on street parking in this neighborhood will be any more than the current impact of the construction workers,
which is not that much of a problem. In my experience, sufficient street parking IS available.

e Residents are not the source of parking congestion. Most of the residents in this neighborhood have private
parking spaces available to them in driveways or garages. The businesses in the area provide parking for their
customers. The street parking *IS* heavily utilized - particularly during weekdays. However, other than the
construction workers (who won't be here after the project is done), most of the people | see parking on Cedar
and 13" Street are “regulars” who commute here from somewhere else and use our streets for parking while
they are at work. | believe the availability of “free parking” in this area for downtown workers puts a lot more
pressure on street parking availability than the residents of Washington Village ever will.

If some WV residents do end up using some parking space on the streets, | would say that people who actually
live (and pay property taxes) on the high property values in this area should have at least as much right to use
the available street parking as non-residents.

e | understand that, technically, the number of rooms counted as “bedrooms” determines parking requirements.
Many of the units in WV have rooms marked as “study” that are counted as bedrooms because someone
*could* use them as a bedroom. But you need to consider the likelihood of that happening. Just because a
room could be used as a bedroom doesn’t mean it ever will. In this development, at this price point, in this
location, those “bonus” rooms are way more likely to be used as they are labeled on the plans, than as
bedrooms. Many of our prospective buyers require an home office, because they are either retired and hang
out on their computers a lot, or they are professionals who want to work at home instead of commuting, or they
want do part-time jobs at home for businesses that do not provide office space. As a Planning Board, if you
want to advocate for a live/work non-commuting lifestyle, | encourage you to give more credence to a “study”
being as much of a necessity in a modern home as a dining room, and factor that in your calculation of parking
requirements.

e The four “Elm” townhomes, which expect are likely to attract families or dual-income couples, have two car
garages dedicated to those units.

e WV units are not likely to get the kind of high-density occupancy that you typically associate with a 3-4
bedroom home. The development has been attracting primarily individuals, couples, or small families. So far, we
have 11 units with one occupant, 7 with two, and 1 family of three. Given today’s college costs, there are very
few large families who are willing or able to invest in homes at this price point. Our bedrooms are also not likely
to get filled up with renters, as has become the case for many of the “single-family” units in the area, because
cohousing owners generally occupy their unit as their primary residence, so they can fully participate in the
community. If Washington Village were to abandon its charter as a cohousing community, these units might get
higher density occupancy as rental units, but | encourage the Board to bet on us being a successful cohousing
community well into the future.

Thank you for your time and attention to our project,

Kathy Icenogle
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Guiler, Karl

From: Kathy Icenogle [kathy.icenogle@gmail.com]

Sent: Wednesday, January 29, 2014 5:43 PM

To: boulderplanningboard

Cc: Guiler, Karl; Jim Leach; asopher@sopherarchitects.com; Kathy Icenogle
Subject: Rebuttle to Barbara Turner's comments re: Washington Village Amendment

Dear Planning Board

My name is Kathy Icenogle. My husband and | have been members of the Washington Village Cohousing Community
since 2011.

I read the letter that Barbara Turner wrote to the Board (attached below for reference) and would like to respond to a
number of her comments. | recognize her right to oppose the amendment, but | am very concerned about the many
misrepresentations of the facts that Barbara used in voicing her opposition. | would not want to have the proposed
amendment questioned or denied on the basis of Barbara’s misinformed claims.

Barbara has chosen to be absent from most of our community meetings, which would have allowed her to be better
informed. (She doesn’t drive at night, but has rides available to her.) She chooses not to communicate well and directly
with individuals and Wonderland to get her concerns clarified. If she had chosen to express her concerns to
Wonderland, or to another community member, those concerns might have been addressed in a more constructive
manner. Unfortunately, it seems that Barbara is often unwilling to accept information that does not support what she
wants to believe. She often speaks and acts primarily on behalf of her individual needs, and rarely shows any
consideration for what benefits the community at large.

1. “Jim Leach will not guarantee me a parking place in the Broadway garage.” Jim has publicly stated on many
occasions that every resident will have a parking space on the property, and the plans provide evidence that he
can deliver on that promise. Barbara has a unit reserved in the Broadway Building, and as she said, she is 80
years old. There is no reason for Barbara to think that the space assigned to her unit would not be in the
Broadway garage. She has expressed concern about her parking space before and she has been assured of a

‘parking space. Therefore, her anxiety about being “relegated to parking on the street” is unfounded. We
unfortunately cannot convince her of that.

2. “..requesting an additional 3 units in the Broadway Building with no additional provision for parking.” |
believe Jim *has* made the necessary adjustments in the Site Plan to provide additional parking spaces for three
additional residential units. When Jim presented his proposed amendment for input at a Community Meeting,
he explained that the proposal reduces the size of the commercial space to allow two of the commercial spaces
in the Broadway garage to be assigned to residential units. He also eliminated the third trash enclosure to
provide an additional-space off the common driveway. (I did some analysis on our trash requirements and
determined that we don’t need the third trash enclosure, so it is reasonable to use that space for parking.) All of
the other spaces that were called out for residential parking in the original plan are still in the amended plan.

3. “Members of the community are actively engaged in discussing putting a commercial kitchen in the community
space in the Broadway Building to be rented out...” The idea of renting the kitchen/dining space came up as a
possible means of bringing revenue into the community. (We are looking for alternatives to special assessments
for funding improvements the community might want to pursue after the project is done.) It is nothing more
than that - an idea proposed by a community member, which some of us were choosing to research so we could
give it more informed consideration at our common space workshop. (In our normal process, research would
have led us to the RH-2 restriction that Karl Guiler pointed to, and we have also learned that it would require
significant architectural changes that are not reasonable to pursue.)

After seeing a reference to the kitchen rental idea in an email, Barbara reacted, saying: “My bedroom wall is on
the other side of the kitchen and | don't want groups renting the kitchen. | oppose the concept and will do
everything in my power to prevent it.” Members assured her it was simply an idea people were looking into, so
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it could be discussed by the whole community at a workshop we are planning. Barbara apparently has no
patience for our community decision making process. Two days after learning about the idea, Barbara chose to
raise the fact that renting the kitchen was up for discussion in her letter to the Planning Board, as a reason for
opposing the addition of 3 units to the project. It doesn’t even have any relevance to the changes being
proposed.

4. “..to make money to finish the common areas in the school building.” Barbara has confused the kitchen
discussion with a different issue. There has been no talk of renting the kitchen to pay for any part of the
development. Also, the School Building will be finished long before ground will even be broken on the
Broadway. So the idea of using kitchen rental income to pay for any part of the School Building project would
not make sense. (Again, if Barbara participated more fully, she would be more tuned in to our discussions.)

5. “Jim Leach says he has run out of money to finish those areas.” Jim has said no such thing. What Jim *has* told
us is that the budget he originally allocated for finishing the School Building common space is tight, but he
assured the Community in writing that “...even if the costs run over the allowance we intend to finish the common
areas appropriately and consistent with the quality of the living units. It is important to all of us to have the school
building looking complete and attractive when it is finished, and we will find a way to make sure that happens.”

6. “Yet he has been taking a lavish draw for over 5 years. His original requirement of the community was for
$20,000 per month. He raised private funds to pay for that draw, but those borrowed funds will have to be
repaid. He says the bank has cut him back to $6500 per month...” The only thing accurate in this collection of
statements is the fact that Wonderland is drawing $6500/month from the School Building budget for project
management and marketing expenses, and that Jim is working with some private investors to supplement the
bank loans he needs to get the project built. Not a penny of project funding is going into Jim Leach’s pocket.
Barbara’s claim that Jim has been “taking a lavish draw” from the project is just the vindictive voice of someone
who is impatient for her unit to get built, but has done nothing but cause problems within the community and
impede the progress of the project with threats of law suits and making ridiculous demands that Jim has been
good enough to try and accommodate.

7. “..we have no way to verify that figure until he opens his books to the community when 75% of the units are
sold.” Barbara is confusing the HOA accounts (which we are reviewing monthly and expect to have transitioned
to the community when the project is 75-80% occupied) with the project construction accounts. The
construction accounts are managed by a professional and very competent accountant who has no vested
interest in Wonderland’s profits. The accounts are regularly overseen by Mile High Bank, as the primary investor.

- We have no reason to think that the Washington Village project finances are being handled in anything but an
appropriate and ethical manner. Therefore, there is no reason to consume their time and energy by demanding
that Jim “open his books” for members of the community to review. Barbara is the only one issuing such a
request. | believe it is in community’s best interests to allow Wonderland to focus on getting the project done.

As the Board is well aware, circumstances beyond Wonderland’s control have dragged the Washington Village project
out. Many of the early investors would have been left with nothing if it wasn’t for Jim Leach’s experience, integrity, hard
work, and diligence in keeping the best interests of the community in mind. One might think that Barbara, as one of
those early investors, might be more appreciative of that fact. In my opinion, Barbara’s interests would be better served
if the Board were to approve the amendment, because it will help facilitate the sales that are needed to get financing for
the building that Barbara is so anxious to move into.

Regards,
Kathy Icenogle
2905 13" Street, Boulder

From: "BARBARA-TURNER" <barbara-turner@comcast.net>

To: "Boulder Planning" <Board@bouldercolorado.gov>

Sent: Sunday, January 26, 2014 12:16:48 PM

Subject: Opposition to application of Jim Leach to add three units at Washington Village
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Guiler, Karl

From: Linda Spiegler [spiegler@colorado.edu]
Sent: Wednesday, January 29, 2014 9:46 PM
To: boulderplanningboard

Cc: Leach, Jim; Guiler, Karl

Subject: Re: Washington Village Amendment

I am a member of the Washington Village cohousing community and have been since 2008. I will be moving
into the Broadway Building when it is constructed, and am eagerly looking forward to that time.

Very simply, I am writing in support of both of Kathy Icenogle's letters of January 29, 2014 to the Planning
Board. Ibelieve it is important for you to know that other members of our community share the views Kathy
has expressed. None of us in Washington Village expects a perfect process, or complete agreement among our
members. But I can tell you that the spirit of Washington Village is positive and constructive. Naturally it is
distressing when one member (in this case Barbara Turner, who has also written to you) misrepresents the facts,
creating obstacles rather than bridges to understanding and moving forward.

I hope you will focus on facts and help Washington Village move quickly toward completion with the carefully
considered amendment submitted to the Planning Board.

Sincerely,

Linda Spiegler

P.O. Box 4211
Boulder, CO 80306
http://www.|lcsarts.com

"Compassion is the foundation of everything positive, everything good. If you carry the power of
compassion to the marketplace [buy cruelty-free products] and the dinner table [eat a plant-based
diet], you can make your life really count." Rue McClanahan
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Guiler, Karl

From: Joan Brody [joanbrody@hotmail.com]

Sent: Saturday, February 22, 2014 4:37 PM

To: Guiler, Karl; phyllis savage; Joan Brody

Subject: IMPORTANT MESSAGE FROM JOAN BRODY AT MEETING THIS MONDAY
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

To Karl,

Will you please speak for me at Washington School meeting this coming
Monday evening? I will not be able to attend this meeting. I would
appreciate if you would read the following into the record at the meeting:

I live at Unit 9, in the West building of Red Arrow Condominiums
which I have owned since 2006, and therefore, I am directly
impacted by the Washington School Development.

I am a retired, deaf senior living on a very limited income. As you know, the
Red Arrow apartments have very large windows. In order to conserve
energy, I have invested substantial money to replace my gas heater and to
install triple pane windows throughout my apartment. Nevertheless, I am
heavily dependent on solar energy to light and heat my apartment,
especially during winter months. I am very concerned about the impact of
the Washington Hill Development on my home and safety.

WASHINGTON HILL DEVELOPMENT HAS A MUCH LARGER SHADOW
IMPACT ON RED ARROW CONDOMINIUMS THAN IS SHOWN ON
WONDERLAND'S PRE-CONSTRUCTION DIAGRAMS : The shadow lines
shown on the solar impact diagrams previously submitted to the City by
Wonderland Hill Development are not credible as the buildings already
constructed clearly demonstrate. This is not surprising as the developer has
previously made faulty calculations in its favor which I pointed out to the
City many times in the past. I would encourage representatives of the City

to visit the site any sunny day at noon to witness that the shadow lines

thrown by the already constructed building far exceed those shown on the
diagrams previously submitted by Wonderland Hill to the City. It is apparent
from the preconstruction diagrams that my home, Unit 9, is the most
negatively impacted of all the units at Red Arrow, particularly by the
proposed West Building along Broadway. While I now receive wonderful
light and warmth through my windows. I will be thrust into cold and
darkness throughout the afternoon hours in winder months if the West
Building of Washington Village is permitted to be constructed in accordance
with the plans. It is not clear from the plans what the impact would be in
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other seasons throughout the year. I urge the City to require sufficient
changes to the West Building to avoid this outcome.

WASHINGTON HILL DEVELOPMENT SHOULD NOT BE ALLOWED TO
ADD ADDITIONAL UNITS AND RESIDENTIAL SPACE IN THE WEST
BUILDING: Wonderland Development has come to the City multiple times
to request additional development rights. Already Washington Village is
crowded with high density units. This will have a negative impact on the
quality of life and safety of Red Arrow residents. I urge to City not to
approve this additional change to the plans for the West Building at
Washington Hill Development.

WONDERLAND HILL DEVELOPMENT SHOULD BE REQUIRED TO
CONSTRUCT A FENCE ALONG THE NORTH BORDER OF THEIR
PROPERTY ADJACENT TO RED ARROW CONDOMINIUMS: The
Washington Hill Development will cause a great deal of foot traffic along the
border with Red Arrow. This will negatively impact the privacy and safety of
Red Arrow residents. I understand the developer previously made verbal
commitments to City representatives that they would construct a
privacy/security fence along the border of the two properties. However that
commitment was never formalized. I urge the City to require Wonderland
Hill Development to construct and maintain, at its expense, such a
permanent fence of materials and height that will provide privacy and
security.

I, therefore, sincerely request that the City of Boulder deny approval for the
plans of Wonderland Hill Development for Washington Village, unless and
until the negative impact on my home can be eliminated by sufficiently lower
the height of the the West (Broadway) Building and moving it further south,
by denying the request of Wonderland Hill Development to add additional
units to the West Building and requiring the construction and maintenance of
a privacy/security fence.

JOAN BRODY - RED ARROW UNIT 9
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Guiler, Karl

From: Fred Rubin [sail4sun@msn.com]

Sent: Wednesday, February 26, 2014 3:57 PM
To: Guiler, Karl

Subject: Washington Village

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Hi Karl,

Setting aside that one of the originally promised "community benefits" of Washington Village (senior housing
as you may recall) has fallen by the wayside, | have two major questions about the current amendment

request.

1. I would like to see a more detailed parking analysis of the project. It seems like they already received a
reduction in the requirement, and | would be opposed to any additional reduction without "proof", not
wishful thinking, that the residents will be using fewer vehicles.

As | have seen on the "Hill", these reductions are being handed out like Halloween candy, but no one ever
follows up so see if the reductions were warranted, and there is NO enforcement of proposed parking
mitigation plans after a project is completed.

As the effects of an insufficient amount of parking will take their toll on the neighborhood, | believe that we
should see hard evidence that it is justified, not just the usual patter about how the residents will be expected
to use the bus, bicycle, and walking.

2.1 am very concerned that there seems to be no real time limit on this project being completed. | have read
9-2-11 and 12, (assuming those are the relevant code sections) and it is not at all clear to me that these
extensions are justified per those requirements. Is another extension being requested at this time? If so, |
think if the time limit that the code imposes is to mean anything, this needs to be the last one. In response to
this question, | would like to see a timeline since the project was approved showing the various extensions and
the reasons for them.

Thank you.

Fred Rubin

" For were the impulses of conscience clear, uniform and irresistibly obeyed, man would need no other law-giver; but that not
being the case, he finds it necessary to surrender up a part of his property to furnish means for the protection of the rest; and this
he is induced to do by the same prudence which in every other case advises him, out of two evils to choose the least.” Thomas

Paine

It will be of little avail to the people that the laws are made by men of their own choice if the laws be so voluminous that they
cannot be read, or so incoherent that they cannot be understood; if they be repealed or revised before they are promulgated, or
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undergo such incessant changes that no man, who knows what the law is today, can guess what it will be tomorrow. James
Madison
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Guiler, Karl

From: Jane Blair [divamomjane@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, March 10, 2014 5:08 PM

To: Guiler, Karl

Subject: Re: Public Notice for Washington Village
dear karl,

thanks so much for this update. to be honest, this is probably the 10th notice we have received about how the
washington village developer wants to "change" his previously approved plans. as a resident in the
neighborhood, i am not amused. we already stated our concerns about it being too dense, creating too much
traffic, etc...throughout the several years that the design was being created, and then approved....now, we still
have to continuously be involved or they are going to undo all those negotiations! i would appreciate it if you
could pass this letter on to anyone who might be able to stop this madness. it is really quite unreasonable for
them to take up so much of everyone's time. as a parent, it reminds me of how my kids sometime act when they
want something unreasonable....and 1 have to hold a firm boundary so they do not run amok. in this instance,
the city needs to hold a firm boundary with the developer, so that the citizens' needs are met.

again, i thank you for considering my opinion,

jane blair
2975 jefferson st.
boulder, co 80304

On Mon, Mar 10, 2014 at 3:17 PM, Guiler, Karl <GuilerK@bouldercolorado.gov> wrote:

Please see the attached notice regarding the Washington Village project. Let me know if you have any
questions.

Best,

Karl

Karl Guiler, AICP
Senior Planner/Code Amendment Specialist
City of Boulder Department of Community Planning & Sustainability

Planning & Development Services Center
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1739 Broadway, 3rd Floor

Boulder, CO 80306-0791

Phone: 303.441.4236
- Fax: 303.441.3241

Email: guilerk@bouldercolorado.gov
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Guiler, Karl

From: Tommy Lorden [tlorden@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, March 12, 2014 3:51 PM
To: Guiler, Karl

Subject: Re: Public Notice for Washington Village
Thanks, Karl!

We will try to attend, and as a resident with four kids...all of us whom are walking or riding on 13th St every
day, we would strongly object to any additional cars using that area. As you know, it's already pretty crazy
with employees of the hospital parking there, and being that it's a designated bike route (without any
striping)....it can be touch and go through there at times now.

The rules were presumably developed for good reason, and we would just object to any variance that had the
affect of putting any more traffic and/or parking onto 13th St.

Thanks!
Tommy & Katie Lorden

3015 Jefferson St
Boulder, CO

On Mon, Mar 10, 2014 at 3:17 PM, Guiler, Karl <GuilerK @bouldercolorado.gov> wrote:

Please see the attached notice regarding the Washington Village project. Let me know if you have any
questions.

Best,

Karl

Karl Guiler, AICP

Senior Planner/Code Amendment Specialist

City of Boulder Department of Community Planning & Sustainability
Planning & Development Services Center

1739 Broadway, 3rd Floor
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