
 
 

 

 

 
1. CALL TO ORDER 

 

2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

The following minutes are scheduled for approval: January 30, February 6, February 20, February 27, and April 3, 

2014. 

 

3. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

 

4. DISCUSSION OF DISPOSITIONS, PLANNING BOARD CALL-UPS/CONTINUATIONS 

A. Information Item: TEC2014-00017: Final Plat for the elimination of the lot lines between lots 23, 24, and 

part of lot 25 to create one lot addressed as 2925 4
th
 Street. The project site is zoned Residential - Low 1.   

B. Call Up: Minor subdivision review, case no. LUR2013-00035, for the creation of a second residential lot 

fronting on 7th Street. Lot 11A is proposed to be 10,013 square feet and Lot 12A is proposed to be 16,242 

square feet. This approval is subject to call-up on or before May 1, 2014 

C. Call Up: USE REVIEW (LUR2014-00024): Request to allow a new 3,788 square foot indoor athletic 

facility within an existing office building. The property is located at 5500 Central Ave. in the IG zone 

district. The call-up period expires on May 8, 2014. 
 

5. PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS 

A. Public hearing to consider a recommendation to City Council on an ordinance implementing 

recommended actions of the Economic Sustainability Strategy (ESS) by amending Title 9, “Land Use 

Code,” B.R.C. 1981, in particular: 
 

1. Revising the land use regulations to allow, through Site Review, on properties that are subject to 

right-of-way dedications consistent with adopted right-of-way plans the density and floor area that 

would be permitted in the absence of such dedications (Action 3.5, ESS), and 

 

2. Updating the land use regulations that require site improvements and upgrades if a project exceeds a 

certain percentage of the value of any existing structures on the property by allowing the value of 

existing structures to be established through a professional appraisal of the fair market value of such 

structures (Action 3.6, ESS). 
 

B. Public hearing and consideration of a recommendation to City Council for an ordinance to modify 

intensity standards; along with consideration of Site and Use Review applications for 2200 Broadway, 

referred to as the Trinity Commons, to redevelop the existing surface parking lot with a new Fellowship 

Hall; 24 permanently affordable attached senior housing units;  office space for the Trinity Lutheran 

Church and other non-profit organizations; and 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 applicant is 

requesting vested rights.  The project is reviewed under two separate case no. LUR2013-00048 and 

LUR2014-00013. 
 

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. 

 
CITY OF BOULDER 
PLANNING BOARD MEETING AGENDA  
DATE: May 1, 2014  

TIME: 6 p.m. 

PLACE: Council Chambers, 1777 Broadway 
 
 

http://www.bouldercolorado.gov/


CITY OF BOULDER PLANNING BOARD 

MEETING GUIDELINES 

 

CALL TO ORDER 

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

 

AGENDA 

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

 

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

The public is welcome to address the Board (3 minutes* maximum per speaker) during the Public Participation portion of the meeting regarding any item not 

scheduled for a public hearing. The only items scheduled for a public hearing are those listed under the category PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS on the 

Agenda. Any exhibits introduced into the record at this time must be provided in quantities of ten (10) to the Board Secretary for distribution to the Board 

and admission into the record. 

 

DISCUSSION AND STUDY SESSION ITEMS 

Discussion and study session items do not require motions of approval or recommendation. 

 

PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS 

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

 

1. Presentations 

a. Staff presentation (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.  

 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. 

 Speakers should introduce themselves, giving name and address. If officially representing a group, homeowners' association, etc., please 

state that for the record as well. 

 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. 

 Speakers should address the Land Use Regulation criteria and, if possible, reference the rules that the Board uses to decide a case. 

 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. 

 Citizens can send a letter to the Planning staff at 1739 Broadway, Boulder, CO 80302, two weeks before the Planning Board meeting, to 

be included in the Board packet. Correspondence received after this time will be distributed at the Board meeting. 

 

3. Board Action 

d. Board motion. Motions may take any number of forms. With regard to a specific development proposal, the motion generally is to either 

approve the project (with or without conditions), to deny it, or to continue the matter to a date certain (generally in order to obtain 

additional information). 

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

only if called upon by the Chair. 

f. Board action (the vote). An affirmative vote of at least four members of the Board is required to pass a motion approving any action. If 

the vote taken results in either a tie, a vote of three to two, or a vote of three to one in favor of approval, the applicant shall be 

automatically allowed a rehearing upon requesting the same in writing within seven days. 

 

MATTERS FROM THE PLANNING BOARD, DIRECTOR, AND CITY ATTORNEY 

Any Planning Board member, the Planning Director, or the City Attorney may introduce before the Board matters which are not included in the formal 

agenda. 

 

ADJOURNMENT 

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

10:00 p.m. except by majority vote of Board members present. 

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

 



 

 

CITY OF BOULDER 

PLANNING BOARD ACTION MINUTES 

January 16 and 30, 2014 

1777 Broadway, Council Chambers 

  
A permanent set of these minutes and a tape recording (maintained for a period of seven years) 

are retained in Central Records (telephone: 303-441-3043). Minutes and streaming audio are also 

available on the web at: http://www.bouldercolorado.gov/ 

 

PLANNING BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT: 

Aaron Brockett, Vice Chair 

Bryan Bowen 

Crystal Gray 

Leonard May 

John Putnam- present for January 30, 2014 continuation meeting 

 

PLANNING BOARD MEMBERS ABSENT: 
John Putnam- absent for January 16, 2014 meeting 

 

PLANNING BOARD MEMBERS ABSENT: 

STAFF PRESENT: 

Susan Richstone, Deputy Director for CP&S 

Hella Pannewig, Assistant City Attorney 

Charles Ferro, Development Review Manager for CP&S 

Chandler Van Schaack, Planner I 

Susan Meissner Administrative Specialist III 

David Thompson- Civil Engineer II, Transportation 

Scott Kuhna- Development Review Supervisor 

 

1. CALL TO ORDER 

Vice-Chair, A. Brockett, declared a quorum at 6:08 p.m. and the following business was 

conducted. 

 

2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

The December 5, 2013 minutes were scheduled for approval. 

On a motion by C. Gray, seconded by L. May, the Planning Board approved 4-0, 

(J. Putnam absent) the December 5, 2013 Planning Board minutes. 

 

 

3. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

 

4. DISCUSSION OF DISPOSITIONS, PLANNING BOARD CALL UPS/ 

CONTINUATIONS 

Staff Level Site Review (LUR2013-00042): 909 Walnut Street. Expires: January 16, 2014 

 

This item was not discussed. 
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5. PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS 

A. Public hearing to consider Concept Plan, LUR2013-00058, for the 

redevelopment of a 3-acre site located at the intersection of Baseline Rd. and 

27
th

 Way with a new four story, 180,000 square foot office building and a 

70,000 square foot, 100-room hotel. The site is zoned Business Community- 2 

(BC-2).   

 

  Applicant:              Bruce Dierking 

Property Owner:    West Baseline Investors, LLC 

 

 

Staff Presentation: 

C. Ferro introduced the item. 

C. Van Schaack presented the item to the board. 

 

Applicant Presentation: 

Bruce Dierking, the applicant, presented to the board. 

 

Board Questions: 

C. Van Schaack answered the board’s questions. 

 

Public Hearing: 
1. Dan King, 255 Manhattan Dr, the prior owner of the Boulder Outlook Hotel spoke in favor of 

the project and hotel proposed for the site. 

2. Karl Matz, 4687 Ingram Ct., spoke in opposition due to the scale of the project and its impact 

on the neighborhood. 

3. David Takaahashi, 326 29
th

 Street, spoke in opposition due to environmental concerns. 

4. John Jugl, 3052 6
th

 Street, spoke in support of the project. There is demand and this is a viable 

due to the location and tenant base in Boulder. 

5. Lois Lacroix, 2835 Elm Ave, spoke in opposition due to the discrepancy in scale between the 

neighborhood and proposed development and its spillover impact. 

6. Jeff Hohensel, 242 High Lake Dr., a representative from Alliance for a Sustainable Colorado 

spoke in favor of the development per the BVCP, accessibility to public transportation and 

walkability, and sustainability bias. 

7. Chris Stanley, 1419 E. Dry Creek Rd., a representative from the Starwood Hotel group, 

described the proposed concept for the development. 

8. Jordan Karp, 2850 Baseline Rd., spoke in favor of the development. As a business owner in the 

vicinity, he did not think that the area needed more retail. 

9. Scott Woodard, 3080 Galana Road, the owner of a building in the Williams Village Center 

spoke in support of the project and thought that it would improve property values in the area. 

10. Chris Beckman, 3485 Martin Drive, spoke in opposition and wanted to better understand how it 

would affect the neighborhood. 

11. Tom Masterson, 250 31
st
 Street, spoke in opposition. He did not think that the proposed 

development fits the BC-2 code designation and would be a detriment to the neighborhood. 
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12. Raymond Bridge, 435 S. 38
th

 St., spoke on behalf of PLAN Boulder County. He noted that the 

BC-2 zoning should serve the surrounding community. The proposed development would serve 

the region and adversely affect the existing neighborhood.  

13. Ron DePugh, 180 S. 34
th

 Street (pooled with Rafael Bracero, Andrea Bracero), a 

representative from the Martin Acres Neighborhood Association (MANA), gave background on 

the neighborhood and spoke in opposition to the project as proposed. 

14. Scott McCarey, 140 S. 32
nd

 St. (pooled with Matt Tucker, Anna Cereti, Jill Marce), spoke 

about the neighborhood’s traffic concerns. 

15. Jennifer Farmer, 345 S. 40
th

 St. (pooled with Leah Corroe-Luzeur, William Farmer, Susie 

Anderson), spoke in opposition to the scale and height of the proposed project. 

16. Tim Pegg, 365 S. 42
nd

 Street (pooled with Dave Kampert, Kate Fuller), spoke in opposition 

due to zoning and use issues with the development. 

17. Gordon McCurry, 12004 Albion Rd. (pooled with Nancy McCurry, Lisa Harris), spoke in 

opposition from a hydrological perspective. 

18. Ilene Flax, 2836 Elm Ave. (pooled with Mercedes Bracero), spoke in opposition to the project 

due to parking issues. 

19. Mike Marsh, 265 31
st
 Street (pooled with Jeanette Denfeld, Thomas Denfeld, Cecilia Girz), 

spoke in opposition to the project due to the omission of retail and neighborhood service uses in 

the vicinity. 

20. Sara Tucker, 15 Sounth 32
nd

 Street (pooled with Laurie Frain), spoke in opposition due to 

bike and pedestrian concerns. 

21. Bill Flinchbaugh, (pooled time with Carol Anderson), summed up the neighborhood’s 

comments in opposition of the project. 

22. Kara Godbere, 700 17
th

 Street, an attorney spoke on behalf of MANA. 

23. Erin Groon, 65 S. 35
th

 St., spoke about transportation and access concerns within the 

neighborhood due to in-commuters from the south. 

24. Zoe Zimmermann, 65 S. 35
th

 Street, noted that Moorhood Drive is the only means for 

conveniently accessing Martin Acres. She was concerned about the impacts of the new 

development. 

25. Bob Porath, 345 27
th

 Street, was concerned about the loss of neighborhood service uses. 

26. Ed Fuller, 2790 Moorhead Ave., will have a veterinarian practice directly across Moorhead 

from the proposed hotel. He was concerned about parking shortages. 

27. Michelle Leifer, 370 32
nd

 Street, looks forward to a nice development on that corner but felt that 

the proposal will not contribute to the neighborhood. 

28. Angelique Espinoza, 2440 Pearl Street, with the Boulder Chamber, spoke in favor of the project 

due to the need for such office space in the community. She also noted that some issues brought 

up by the speakers from the neighborhood need to be addressed. 

29. Shannon Baker, 3845 Elmhurst Place, spoke on behalf of eight households in the neighborhood 

that were generally supportive of the project. 

30. Kevin Crouse, 2815 Elm Avenue, shares some concerns but is generally in support of the 

project. He would like to see improved bike and pedestrian infrastructure and retail space. 

 

ADJOURNMENT 

The Planning Board adjourned the meeting at 9:03 p.m. 
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CONTUNUATION ON JANUARY 30, 2014: 

Board Discussion: 

Compliance with BVCP and Use 
C. Gray requested greater clarification regarding some sections of code from the staff memo as 

they apply to this application. Per section 2.33 Environmentally Sensitive Urban Design, she 

asked how the carbon emissions generated by in-commuters will be addressed.  Areas that she 

did not find consistent with the BVCP: 5.03 Diverse Mix of Uses and Business Type, she did not 

find this consistent with the BVCP. Per 2.05 Design of Community Edges and Entryways, she 

noted that this building will mark an entry to a residential neighborhood, a condition similar to 

the Nature Conservancy building. She would like to see a better incorporation of mechanical 

systems, variety of building heights and less conspicuous materials. 2.10 Preservation and 

Support for Residential Neighborhoods. She thought that the site should better transition in 

height and use to the neighborhood. Per 2.13 Protection of Residential Neighborhoods Adjacent 

to Non-residential Zones, she noted that there were impacts posed by traffic that could adversely 

affect the neighborhood. Per 2.30 Sensitive Infill and Development, she thought that a mixed use 

and 15 minute neighborhood would be applicable to this site. There are currently only two uses 

that do not serve the neighborhood. Per 2.32 Physical Design for People, she did not think that 

the proposed project had enough of a pedestrian scale. And, per 6.08 Transportation Impact, she 

thought that it could have a negative impact on the adjacent residential neighborhood.  
 

A. Brockett thought neighborhood-serving retail should be added to the building program. The 

characterization of the zoning aims to serve a local as opposed to a regional clientele. He 

understood that the hotel and office are allowable by right but would like the project to include a 

use that is compatible with the neighborhood.  

 

J. Putnam agreed with A. Brockett and expressed concern that the uses are not connected to the 

neighborhood. He thought that retail could be viable in this location and suggested incorporating 

uses that could serve office workers, hotel guests, and the neighborhood. Conference rooms 

could be made available to the community during off hours and/or look into teaming with a 

community bike organization for a bike share. 

 

B. Bowen agreed with the previous comments and noted that the difference between a regional 

and neighborhood center is important. He thought the current uses are appropriate but the formal 

design as a gateway to the city and neighborhood need to be considered. He thought that it would 

be important to have neighborhood-serving businesses and encouraged the applicant to consider 

opportunities that could serve both the office workers and neighbors.  

 

L. May asked about what other uses are allowed by-right in the BC-2 zone district and what 

other zone districts are similar.  

 

Massing, Scale and Height: 
B. Bowen did not think that the height or blunt instruments like undulating roofs were necessary. 

He liked the building design and felt that a 55’ building was appropriate for the western portion 
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of the site, but thought that the mass and scale needed to be stepped down to create an 

appropriate transition to the neighborhood. 

 

J. Putnam did not feel that he had enough information to judge the height at this point, but noted 

that there will be a relationship between the allowed height and transportation studies. More 

important than the height, he felt that the transition to the neighborhood is currently too abrupt. 

 

A. Brockett thought the height issues were relevant to neighborhood compatibility. The site 

straddles two very different uses and intensities: a major highway and arterial, and a residential 

neighborhood. He thought that 55 feet was appropriate along the arterial edge but that scale was 

not appropriate on the neighborhood side. It needs to step down more appropriately. 

 

L. May thought that this was a good location for a larger scale building in some areas but not 

throughout. He did not want to see a monolithic height of 55 feet; it must to respect the character 

of Boulder and relate to the adjacent neighborhoods per the BVCP.  

 

C. Gray noted that height drives intensity. Intensity of use will have the largest impact on the 

adjacent neighborhood. Normally the largest buildings are located in our regional centers. She 

would prefer to see a lower building that transitions into the neighborhood. The Law School 

building is not perceived as too large because it has a variety of heights. 

 

L. May noted that almost every new commercial development is proposed at 55 feet. We need to 

look at the trend. A new 55 foot datum will start to dull Boulder’s small city ambiance. 

 

Transportation and Proposed Parking Reduction: 

C. Gray was concerned by the potential volume of people coming to this site by car. She does 

not think that the majority will use public transportation when coming to a class A office 

building and would like to see a traffic study addressing this and the effects on Moorhead. The 

biggest cut through traffic will be from the office users coming up from the south.  Community 

Cycles noted that the property is currently used to access other bike paths; she thought it would 

be appropriate to discuss the underpass at Moorhead at this time. 

 

L. May thought that this development will have a big impact on parking in the neighborhood. He 

noted that there is a conflict between the parking, the traffic burden and the fact that the 

neighborhood has to pay for any traffic calming improvements. He supported the applicant’s 

request for a parking reduction to disincentivize people from driving. He asked that the applicant 

address vehicular site access issues and their impacts on pedestrians and bicycles. 

 

A. Brockett supported making driving less convenient but did not think it could be done at the 

expense of the neighbors. He was concerned about the proposed scope; this is not downtown. 

Pool the parking between the hotel and office to achieve the proposed ambitious parking 

reductions. Cut through traffic is of concern. Revise the site plan to encourage access from the 

27
th

 Way or Baseline. Provide a right only exit from the office garage and make it inconvenient 

to turn left onto Moorhead. Reduce the number of curb cuts on Moorhead for bikes and 

pedestrians. Consider adding a bike route to the east and northeast, or provide a good multi-use 

path along the south side with attention to the curb cuts. Keep the future underpass in mind. 
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Change or soften the ramp down to a parking garage that is located directly adjacent to the 

neighborhood. 

 

J. Putnam thought an underpass at Moorhead was critical and should be considered by the 

developer and city. Connect the site to the underpass to minimize bicycle, pedestrian and 

vehicular interactions. Think about how it will be integrated. To justify a parking reduction, he 

needs to see solid proof that it will be warranted through the traffic study and TDM plan. This is 

a tough and awkward location for traffic. He is intrigued but skeptical that this can be 

accomplished. It must be vetted with the city and developer. 

 

B. Bowen requested that the developer study traffic and circulation patterns as thoroughly as 

possible including the number of curb cuts, the location of the bike path, etc. These will be some 

of the crux issues due to the geometry of the site.  

 

C. Gray expressed concern about a parking reduction because spillover parking could adversely 

impact the neighbors. She requested more data regarding the number of cars the hotel would 

accommodate and noted that residential hotels are different from more typical short-stay hotels.  

She thought the parking reduction and miles traveled were laudable, but wanted to know how the 

employees could afford pay parking and where would they actually park. She liked the idea but 

was afraid that the surrounding neighborhood would bear the brunt. She thought that the 

neighborhood needed to know that there is a possibility of instating a parking district; there is no 

fee for a neighborhood parking program but there are annual fees of $18 for parking hangers. 

 

Energy: 
B. Dierking, the applicant, answered questions from the board. 

 

L. May noted that there will be tradeoffs with highly energy efficient buildings. He thought that 

the board should look closely at the clause 9.2.4.h.f.11 at Site Review and set a performance 

benchmark to assure that the building will perform better than code. 

 

A. Brockett appreciated the applicant’s commitment to sustainability and looked forward to 

seeing more detail in the future. 

 

J. Putnam applauded the applicant for looking at sustainability this early in the process. In 

response to L. May’s comment, he cautioned that we should not seek perfection at the cost of the 

greater good. 

 

B. Bowen was impressed with YRG’s presentation and hopes that they can accomplish what 

they aspire to do. He suggested that they set an EUI for the project and do a study to see how it 

could work with the City’s new energy code. They have some challenges with shading and 

passive solar but thought that studies by RMI could improve rents. 

 

C. Gray appreciated the attention to sustainability and wanted to assure that there is a true 

commitment to it. She noted that Class A office and hotels normally draw in-commuters from 

further away and asked how that would relate to energy goals. 
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Flood: 
L. May wanted to assure that the board is aware of the implications of allowing buildings in the 

floodplain. Flood data is based on historical information but that new flood models should show 

how the displacement of water affects those downstream, even if a project in a floodway is not 

affected. 

 

J. Putnam noted that much of the city’s infrastructure is subject to the City Council’s Critical 

Facilities Ordinance. He thought that the board would reserve judgment until it sees its impacts. 

 

C. Gray agreed that this project will need to comply with the Critical Facilities Ordinance. She 

was concerned about the hotel and people trying to leave in cars during a flood event. She 

thought that the proposal did a good job addressing Skunk Creek. 

 

Summary: 
The board thought that there were significant issues with compatibility… listen. 

The project site is a good location for office and hotel uses but also needs to incorporate 

neighborhood-serving uses. Consider food, bike and community uses. 

Most board members thought that the 55 foot height was appropriate in at least part of the site. 

The board agreed that there needs to be more variation in height and better transition to the 

neighborhood. 

The board expressed concerns about potential cut through traffic and mitigation. 

There was interest in parking reduction but skepticism that it can be done well. 

Consider creating a connection to proposed Moorhead underpass 

The board pointed out potential conflicts between curb cuts and pedestrians and bicycle traffic. 

Improve pedestrian and bike circulation patterns. 

Consider changing traffic patterns to discourage people from using Moorhead. 

Keep the floodplain in mind. 

Provide an idea of flood impacts on the surrounding neighborhood. 

 

A. Brockett appreciated the applicant’s efforts and looked fwd to seeing it move forward. He 

thanked the neighbors for their attendance. 

 

C. Gray thanked the neighbors and their presentations. She also appreciated that the applicant 

plans to do more outreach. 

Bruce Dierking, the applicant, thanked the board and neighbors for the feedback. He noted that 

they wanted to ramp up the community dialogue to find more common ground. 

 

 

3. MATTERS FROM THE PLANNING BOARD, PLANNING DIRECTOR, AND CITY 

ATTORNEY 

The APA request for photo and message from the Planning Board will be addressed once the 

board gets new members in March. 

 

S. Richstone explained the board’s conference opportunities. 

 

7. DEBRIEF/AGENDA CHECK 
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8. ADJOURNMENT 

The Planning Board adjourned the meeting at 7:17 p.m. 

 

 

APPROVED BY 

 

_____________________ 

Board Chair 

 

________________ 

DATE 
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CITY OF BOULDER 

PLANNING BOARD ACTION MINUTES 

February 6, 2014 

1777 Broadway, Council Chambers 

  
A permanent set of these minutes and a tape recording (maintained for a period of seven years) 

are retained in Central Records (telephone: 303-441-3043). Minutes and streaming audio are also 

available on the web at: http://www.bouldercolorado.gov/ 

 

PLANNING BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT: 

Aaron Brockett, Vice Chair 

Bryan Bowen 

Crystal Gray 

Leonard May 

John Putnam 

 

STAFF PRESENT: 

Hella Pannewig, Assistant City Attorney 

Charles Ferro, Development Review Manager for CP&S 

Elaine McLaughlin, Senior Planner 

Susan Meissner Administrative Specialist III 

David Thompson- Civil Engineer II, Transportation 

Heidi Hansen, Civil Engineer I 

Jessica Stevens, Civil Engineer II 

Chandler Van Schaack- Planner I 

 

1. CALL TO ORDER 

Vice-Chair, A. Brockett, declared a quorum at 6:06 p.m. and the following business was 

conducted. 

 

2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

There were no minutes scheduled for approval. 

 

3. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

No one from the public spoke. 

 

4. DISCUSSION OF DISPOSITIONS, PLANNING BOARD CALL-

UPS/CONTINUATIONS 

A. Wetland Permit (LUR2013-00067) 3100 Nevada Road – OSMP, Expires Feb. 7, 2014 

B. Wetland Permit (LUR2013-00069) Skunk Canyon Trails – OSMP, Expires Feb. 7, 2014 

C. Subdivision Replat (TEC2013-00066) 1520 Kalmia, Expires Feb. 14, 2014 

D. Information Item: ROW Vacation request at 3211 Pearl Street. 

 

None of these items were called up. 

 

5. PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS 
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A. CONCEPT PLAN REVIEW AND COMMENT:  Request for public and Planning Board 

comment on a proposal for the redevelopment of 1750 14
th

 Street. Proposed to include 

reuse of existing James Travel Building along with residential, commercial and office 

space.   

 

Applicant:  Kyle McDaniel 

Owner:      B&H, LLC 

 

Staff Presentation: 

C. Ferro introduced the item. 

E. McLaughlin presented the item to the board. 

 

Board Questions: 

E. McLaughlin answered to questions from the board. 

D. Thompson answered questions from the board. 

 

Applicant Presentation: 

Scott Holton, the applicant, presented to the board. 

Rick Epstein, the architect, presented to the board. 

 

Board Questions: 

Scott Holton, the applicant, answered questions from the board. 

Rick Epstein, the architect, answered questions from the board. 

 

H. Pannewig recommended that this item be continued to another meeting due to a flaw in the 

noticing requirements to allow for another opportunity for public comment. 
 

 

Public Hearing: 
Stephen Sparn, 1731 15th Street, owns the property adjacent to this project. He spoke in favor 

of the project and would like to have this project as a neighbor. He would like to see the existing 

garage demolished. 

Amory Narvaes, 1528 Grove Street, a neighbor living in the Goss Grove neighborhood spoke 

in support of the project. He applauded the connectivity that the path would provide the 

neighborhood. 

Chris Silvestri, 5301 Bayberry Ct., an entrepreneur in the area spoke in support of the 

incubator and micro studio concept. He likes the idea of being able to grow into a space. 

Richard Polk, 1155 Canyon, spoke in support because it provides affordable rentals without 

compromising the quality of materials and the experience. 

Brady Burke, 5454 Conestoga Ct., was a former neighbor of the project. He spoke in support 

of the project. He thought the multi-use path would provide a very helpful connection. 

Don James, 1920 13th Street, the former owner of the James property and current owner of an 

adjacent property spoke in support of the project. He thought the walkability of the site and 

proposed walkway provided great opportunities. He also supported the affordability and thought 

the density was appropriate.  
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Board Questions: 
J. Stevens answered questions from the board. 

 

Board Discussion: 
B. Bowen thought that this was a good project across the board and that most issues have been 

addressed to date. Establishing the corridor along the farmers ditch will create a great zone 

fronted by office space. He liked the micro units clustered around open space but cautioned that 

the way that they front courtyard space needs to allow for a confluence between users in office 

and residential spaces while respecting privacy. He liked that it does not try to replicate an 

historic building and thought it fits with the existing context. 

 

L. May generally thought that the project was good and met the city’s planning goals. He liked 

the affordable housing accommodation on site and thought that it warranted the proposed 

additional height. 

 

J. Putnam agreed with the previous comments. Boulder needs more of this model of 

affordability, walkability and size. 

 

C. Gray noted that the discussions on issues of density, mass and scale downtown have lacked 

intensity to date. She has been concerned about the small business spaces in the downtown areas 

and is pleased to see startup micro office space. She would have liked to see even more. She also 

thought that the micro housing units hit a need. 

 

A. Brockett also liked the project. He thought there was a need for more of this model 

downtown and hopes that there will be more of them. He appreciated the contemporary design. 

 

Mass and Scale compatible with existing context 
J. Putnam thought the transportation component along the ditch was critical. He thought the 

shed had lost its context and that it will be important to demolish it to assure security in the area. 

Look at the fringe along the ditch as an opportunity for congregation for those at the James and 

the wider community. Assure that it is not so attractive that it causes safety and security issues. 

 

A. Brockett agreed that the shed should be removed. 

 

L. May was reluctant to dispose of the shed. He thought that it could be given a use that would 

be an asset to the community. He noted that the lack of context should allow for a freer hand on 

the design. 

 

C. Gray agreed with J. Putnam’s comments. She referenced emails from the public that 

requested a bridge be built across the ditch and facilitated crossing at 15th Street. She thought 

that these connections and opportunities on 14th Street should be considered. 

 

A. Brockett hoped that the applicant and staff would work together to seek opportunities for 

enhanced connections. 

 

L. May cited 2.4 of the Downtown Guidelines, noting that it is important to maintain a variety of 
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heights in the downtown area. The height limit breeches will change the character of Boulder and 

he cautioned against doing it freely. He thought that this project reached the bar to warrant a 

height variance given the amenities that it provides to the block. He would like to see a bit more 

variation in the height of this particular project and hopes that future projects be held to this level 

of development. 

 

C. Gray agreed with L. May. She thought that keeping the James building adds interest. She 

noted that it might be difficult to vary the roofline with the current design but would like to see it 

if possible. She liked the 14th Street elevation and the fact that the mechanical systems will be 

hidden from view. 

 

A. Brockett also liked the retention of the James Building. 

 

J. Putnam noted that the interest on all four sides is very important given the fact that it is 

located in a transitional zone. He thought the existing building provides some interest. 

 

Architecture: 
L. May liked the modern aesthetic. He thought that the different architectural vocabulary and 

treatment of the different sections of the building are good but a little confused at the moment; 

though they need some tightening, he did not want to dissuade the applicant from going in this 

direction. 

 

J. Putnam noted that the NW corner felt hard and sharp and asked that it be given some visual 

relief.  He thought the treatment of the garage on the eastern side of the property would be 

important. 

 

A. Brockett was interested in seeing the treatment of the screening on the west elevation of the 

building in more detail. The James building is different but nice. It could be good to let it stand 

out a bit more than it does now. He liked the salvaging of the tree as long as it can survive and 

the two story entry. He thought that the entry view could be a bit too long as it pulls the 

pedestrian’s attention in a bit too far. He thought that screening on the north and east side would 

be important. Assure that the wall is not blank as one drives down Canyon. He liked the roofline. 

 

C. Gray liked the NW elevation, the setback on the top level, and exterior open decks. She 

cautioned that it could be challenging to enliven the interior courtyard and to make it a real place 

but thought that the concept of a shared community will likely help to enliven it. That would be 

more of a concern to future residents. She was ambivalent about the screening on the James and 

cautioned that it be done with care. 

 

J. Putnam liked the project better in the elevation as opposed to the plan and thought there was a 

lot of room for creativity. 

 

B. Bowen encouraged the applicant to go for it. 

 

L. May thought the screen on the west side seemed too planar and recommended that it be 

wrapped to the north facade to become more of an element. Provide a small visual break on the 
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north elevation and interrupt the roofline in the east and west quadrants where the rest of the 

building breaks. 

 

A. Brockett and B. Bowen liked the design of the roofline as it stands and did not think it 

needed a break. 

 

B. Bowen thought the green screen on the back of the building would be okay and recommended 

that it become a baseline for green screens that enter the interior of the building as vertical 

gardens. 

 

Site Plan 
A. Brockett suggested adding retail to 14th Street to enliven the streetscape and suggested 

making the walkway more interesting where it currently doglegs to avoid the tree. He thought 

that it was important to unbundle the parking. Consider reducing the number of parking spaces in 

order to provide slightly larger offices. 

 

J. Putnam noted that the parking took a lot of space for one use. He suggested providing some 

flexibility in the garage through modularity next to the offices. If spaces are not needed for 

parking at some point, they could provide space for other community or businesses uses. The 

bike storage could also include racks for tuning up bikes and skis. That could be attractive to 

tenants and good for fostering community. 

 

B. Bowen echoed A. Brockett’s idea that the entry plaza location could be supported by the 

sidewalk jog. 

 

Flood: 
C. Gray’s concerns were addressed by J. Stevens. 

 

L. May thought that this project achieves many of Boulder’s objectives better than any other in 

Boulder. 

 

A. Brockett agreed that this is a great project. He was happy to see micro units. 

 

C. Gray agreed that this was the best project that she has seen to date. 

 

Summary: 
-The board felt generally positive about the project 

-There was some disagreement on the fate of the shed but most members wanted to get rid of it 

-There was interest in making transportation connections where possible but the board felt that it 

is a compatible project in general 

-There was disagreement as to whether the NW corner needed more attention 

-Look carefully at the screens on the west facade 

-Consider green screens 

-Look at revisions to the atrium 

-Go for it 

-Consider an interruption in the northern roofline 
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-Consider adding retail along 14th street 

-The board liked the idea of repurposing parking spaces 

-Consider adding a workshop to the bike room 

 

A. Brockett noted that the applicant does not need to be present for the public hearing 

continuation. 

 

On a motion by J. Putnam, seconded by C. Gray, the Planning Board voted 5-0 to continue the 

Public Hearing portion of the meeting to comply with proper noticing requirements. 

 

 

3. MATTERS FROM THE PLANNING BOARD, PLANNING DIRECTOR, AND CITY 

ATTORNEY 

 

A. Brockett noted that the Boulder Meadows has a broken connection due to fencing put up by 

the owner of the mobile home park. Though City Council is working on the issues, he asked if 

there is anything that the Planning board can do to help. 

 

J. Putnam agreed that the city should look into it to encourage walkability. He liked L. May’s 

idea to contact City Council in support of the issue. A. Brockett will email Council claiming 

unanimous support from the board. 

 

A. Brockett asked whether the board would like to get an additional member for the March 6th 

meeting due to a quasi-judicial. The board members agreed that an additional member would be 

helpful. 

 

On a motion by B. Bowen, seconded by J. Putnam, the Planning Board voted 5-0 to request that 

City Council permit an additional member for the March 6, 2014 Planning Board meeting. 

 

C. Gray asked to see Council’s goals for 2014. S. Meissner will email copies to the board and 

mail C. Gray a paper copy. 

 

A. Brockett is interested in attending the APA Conference in Atlanta. Other members will let S. 

Meissner know of any interest. 

 

7. DEBRIEF/AGENDA CHECK 

 

8. ADJOURNMENT 

The Planning Board adjourned the meeting at 8:14 p.m. 

 

APPROVED BY 

 

_____________________ 

Board Chair 

________________ 

DATE 
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CITY OF BOULDER 

PLANNING BOARD ACTION MINUTES 

February 20, 2014 

1777 Broadway, Council Chambers 

  
A permanent set of these minutes and a tape recording (maintained for a period of seven years) 

are retained in Central Records (telephone: 303-441-3043). Minutes and streaming audio are also 

available on the web at: http://www.bouldercolorado.gov/ 

 

PLANNING BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT: 
Aaron Brockett, Vice Chair 

Bryan Bowen 

Crystal Gray 

Leonard May 

 

PLANNING BOARD MEMBERS ABSENT: 
John Putnam 

 

PLANNING BOARD MEMBERS ABSENT: 

STAFF PRESENT: 
Hella Pannewig, Assistant City Attorney 

Charles Ferro, Development Review Manager for CP&S 

Elaine McLaughlin, Senior Planner 

Sara Finfrock, Administrative Supervisor 

David Thompson- Civil Engineer II, Transportation 

 

1. CALL TO ORDER 
Vice-Chair, A. Brockett, declared a quorum at 6:04 p.m. and the following business was 

conducted. 

 

2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
There were no minutes scheduled for approval. 

 

3. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 
No one from the public spoke. 

 

4. DISCUSSION OF DISPOSITIONS, PLANNING BOARD CALL-

UPS/CONTINUATIONS 
A. Call-up: Wetland Permit (LUR2014-00004) Fourmile Canyon Creek Realignment. 

Expires February 21, 2014. 

 

B. Call-up: Floodplain Development Permit (LUR2014-00005) Fourmile Canyon Creek 

Realignment. Expires February 21, 2014. 

 

C. Call-up: Floodplain Development Permit (LUR2014-00006) Bear Canyon Creek 

Pedestrian Bridge Replacement. Expires February 21, 2014. 
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D. Call-up: Wetland Permit (LUR2014-00007) Bear Canyon Creek Pedestrian Bridge 

Replacement. Expires February 21, 2014. 

 

E. Information Item: TECHNICAL DOCUMENT REVIEW: Final Plat for the elimination 

of the lot lines between Lot 1, 2, and 3, and Lots 4 and 5, (also known as Lots 4 and 5 

Fractional Block 65, West Boulder), Block 65, Boulder and Lot 6, Fractional Block 65, 

West Boulder and the elimination of the lot lines between the east half of Lot 8 and Lots 

9 & 10, Block 65 Boulder, to create two lots addressed as 1048 Pearl Street and 1023 

Walnut Street respectively. The project site is zoned Downtown – 5 (DT-5). Case no. 

TEC2013-00084. 

 

None of these items were called up.  

 

A. Brockett requested that staff provide flood plain maps with call ups where appropriate in the 

future. 

 

5. PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS 
There were no public hearing items for discussion. 

 

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

ATTORNEY 
 

H. Pannewig asked if the board would like to request an additional member for the February 27
th

 

meeting for the Site Review based upon L. May’s absence.  

 

A. Brockett made a motion, seconded by B. Bowen 4-0 (J. Putnam absent) to request that the 

mayor allow for an additional Planning Board member for the February 27, 2014 Planning Board 

meeting. 

 

C. Gray has a Planning Board interview scheduled during the March 6
th

 Planning Board 

meeting. The board agreed to take a recess during her interview. 

 

 

A. North Boulder Subcommunity Plan Update 

 

Staff Presentation: 

J. Hirt presented the item. 

 

Board Questions: 
J. Hirt answered questions from the board. 

 

Public Participation: 
Dick Wilson, 1027 Rosewood Avenue, a local business owner in the area, expressed concerns 

regarding the floodplain and the amount of sand that was carried downstream in the flood and 

deposited on Open Space will cause future flooding problems. He did not think that North 

Broadway could handle more traffic. He noted that there is a conflict of interest between 

industrial and artistic uses in the area. 
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Board Comments: 
C. Gray encouraged staff to meet with artists to determine what zoning issues are standing in the 

way of their needs. Be creative and look where we can go beyond the current zoning to make it 

attractive for developers to leverage community benefit. Look at micro loft units, etc.  She 

recommended that the city create a unifying plan to incorporate art into urban design, 

specifically at the entry points to the city. She would like to see a report or response from 

transportation reflecting that they are responding to the neighborhood concerns about traffic and 

connectivity along North Broadway. She would like to see office spaces for small tech-type 

groups into micro spaces. Their current spaces downtown are slated for redevelopment and this 

would be a good use for North Boulder. She did not think Class A office space was appropriate 

for this area. 

 

B. Bowen liked the shift toward the action plan approach. He thought that many small traffic 

calming devices along Broadway would greatly increase the quality of life for NoBo residents. 

There is a lot of low hanging fruit. He thought the floodplain mapping would be minimally 

connected to the village center concept. The neighborhood is already linear in form; lean toward 

a corridor versus a center and facilitate movement along the corridor. 

 

A. Brockett noted that a corridor as opposed to a singular center has developed in North 

Boulder; it makes sense to continue with that corridor approach. It might require a slight shift in 

focus and some potential rezoning but he cautioned against rezoning until the flood and 

mitigation information has been collected. 

 

L. May did not think that changes to zoning should be dependent on the completion of new 

floodplain mapping. One can anticipate the new flood area boundaries. It is more important to 

adopt a plan and/or new design guidelines to assure that development is consistent with the city’s 

goals for the area. 

 

B. Bowen noted that the by-right projects don’t often support the city’s goals. He thought that 

the use tables were a culprit. Document the intention of a corridor. He noted that the flood 

changed the entire landscape above the area. 

 

A. Brockett recommended that staff document the intentions behind rezoning decisions. 

Consider some kind of code change to make the zoning more flexible. MU-1 cuts down on the 

economic viability of businesses because the allowed retail component is too small. 

 

C. Gray agreed with A. Brockett’s comment about loosening the zoning regulations for retail 

space in the North Boulder area. She recommended that it be done as an overlay so it would not 

affect other areas with the same zoning. 

 

A. Brockett recommended lowering the community benefit requirement for commercial 

annexations to make it a bit more attainable. 

 

L. May recommended broadening the definition of community benefit as opposed to lowering 

the standards. 

 

C. Gray thought that the community benefit requirements for annexations should be met because 

they serve a purpose in meeting the city’s goals and plans. 
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L. May discussed the village center versus the corridor. He did not think that one was 

necessarily exclusive of the other. He wanted to know more about the history of the design. He 

suggested that staff consider a center with a Main Street. He noted that community services are 

often allowed along main streets in other cities. Services like auto mechanics provide needed 

uses in the community. Don’t focus too much on retail. 

 

B. Bowen thought North Boulder could have a Main Street with several centers; the 

neighborhood cannot support a mile of storefronts along Broadway.  

 

C. Gray noted that development along East Arapahoe was spurred by reducing parking 

requirements and changing zoning to allow for more use-by-right development. Developers of 

housing projects should be encouraged to include a mix of uses. 

 

A. Brockett would like to create a structure to allow new developments to pool parking or create 

a parking district to make the commercial strip more vibrant. He thought multiple pedestrian 

crossings would be very important; couple them with interesting, creative solutions and traffic 

calming devices. Though Broadway is a thoroughfare, traffic needs to slow down for a few 

blocks to make it viable for pedestrians and to help traffic turn onto Broadway from side streets. 

Businesses currently struggle along the west side currently. 

 

L. May suggested looking at some of the tools used in Sustainable Streets and Centers. They 

could be applied fairly readily. 

 

B. Bowen suggested that art might be better incorporated through institutional partnering. He 

recommended that it be considered for the west side of Broadway. 

 

A. Brockett commended staff for their efforts and noted that art will also be an important 

component in North Boulder. 

 

L. May agreed that artists are important, but noted that it is important to keep a variety of 

businesses in that area. Excluding the car mechanics and garden center, etc. would work against 

the Climate Commitment Goals; people need to have access to local services. 

 

C. Gray noted that people tend to stop and spend time in blocks with articulated street frontages, 

street trees and moveable or fixed street furniture. She recommended that these factors be 

considered. She would like to better understand whether zoning changes would cause the current 

village center to decrease in intensity. She would like to see something that unites the east and 

west sides of the streets and a means for crossing the road. 

 

A. Brockett was interested in looking at potential zoning changes from Lee Hill Drive to Sumac 

before the flood information is complete. After the flood mapping is complete, this can be 

revisited but areas that won’t be affected by the mapping exercise can be changed now. 

 

L. May noted that zoning changes may not be required to make this plan come to fruition, but if 

they are, they should be done soon and prior to the completion of the flood mapping. The 

purpose of the zoning changes would be to allow for uses such as retail, neighborhood services 
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and artist studios that support the city’s goals and help to make the plan envisioned for the 

neighborhood come to fruition. Allow retail to have a finer grain and a greater mix of uses. 

 

A. Brockett thought it would be good to take some of the mixed opinions to Council. They will 

have the ultimate say. It is still murky. Consider changing the land use map in the plan. The 

RMX zoning south of Violet might be reconsidered though it could be addressed as part of a 

larger Comp Plan. 

 

C. Gray did not like that the neighbors did not have a say in transitional housing in North 

Boulder and would like to look at different housing types in the area. She would like to see it 

addressed in the study area.  

 

B. Bowen agreed with C. Cray. 

 

Only limited zoning changes can occur within this 18 month period. Therefore, board would like 

to see tweaks to the zoning in the short term, such as providing more flexibility within the 

existing zoning scheme, and was interested in bigger changes after the completion of flood 

mapping. Larger zoning changes will have to be entertained with other planning tools. 

 

C. Gray requested that the six topics that staff has identified may not be set in stone. She 

wanted staff to invite public comment as it that would provide opportunities to offer additional 

suggestions. 

 

L. May noted that the sooner these ideas are vetted and taken into consideration, the better off 

staff will be for future direction. 

 

 

2014 Work Plan 

S. Richstone explained Council’s work plan for 2014 and staff’s response. 

 

7. DEBRIEF/AGENDA CHECK 
C. Gray will be absent for the first meeting in April, if reappointed to the board. 

 

8. ADJOURNMENT 
The Planning Board adjourned the meeting at 10:14 p.m. 

 

APPROVED BY 

 

_____________________ 

Board Chair 

 

________________ 

DATE 
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CITY OF BOULDER 

PLANNING BOARD ACTION MINUTES 

February 27, 2014 

1777 Broadway, Council Chambers 

  

A permanent set of these minutes and a tape recording (maintained for a period of seven years) 

are retained in Central Records (telephone: 303-441-3043). Minutes and streaming audio are also 

available on the web at: http://www.bouldercolorado.gov/ 

 

PLANNING BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT: 

Aaron Brockett, Vice Chair 

Bryan Bowen 

Crystal Gray 

Danica Powell 

John Putnam 

 

PLANNING BOARD MEMBERS ABSENT: 

Leonard May 

 

PLANNING BOARD MEMBERS ABSENT: 

STAFF PRESENT: 

Hella Pannewig, Assistant City Attorney 

Charles Ferro, Development Review Manager for CP&S 

Elaine McLaughlin, Senior Planner 

Sara Finfrock, Administrative Supervisor 

David Thompson, Civil Engineer II, Transportation 

Jessica Stevens, Civil Engineer II 

Edward Stafford, Development Review Manager for PW  

 

1. CALL TO ORDER 

Vice-Chair, A. Brockett, declared a quorum at 5:07 p.m. and the following business was conducted. 

 

2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

There were no minutes scheduled for approval. 

 

3. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

No one from the public spoke. 

 

4. DISCUSSION OF DISPOSITIONS, PLANNING BOARD CALL-UPS/CONTINUATIONS 

There were no items for discussion. 

 

5. PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS 

 

A. Continuation for Public Comment Only: Request for public comment on a Concept Review 

proposal for the redevelopment of 1750 14
th
 Street. Proposed to include reuse of existing James 

Travel Building along with residential, commercial and office space.   

 

Applicant:  Kyle McDaniel 

Owner:      B&H, LLC 

 

Public Hearing: 

No one from the public spoke. 
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B. 2
nd

 CONCEPT PLAN REVIEW AND COMMENT:  Request for public and Planning Board 

comment on a proposal for the redevelopment of 2930 Pearl Street (case no. LUR2014-00011); 

this is a Second Concept Plan Review, requested by the Planning Board at the first review public 

hearing was on Nov. 7, 2013 (case no. LUR2013-00045.  Proposal is for the redevelopment of the 

property generally located at the southwest corner of 30
th
 and Pearl Streets (2920 and 2930 Pearl 

St., 2077-2079 and 2111 30th St.) with three new four story buildings of 100,000 square feet each 

for a total of 300,000 square feet for corporate offices with below grade parking.  

 

Applicant: Collin Kemberlin, Tryba Architects 

Property Owner: Pearl Place Associates, LLC and Peregrine Ridge, LLC 

 

J. Putnam recused himself from the board discussions for Item 5B 

 

Staff Presentation: 

C. Ferro introduced the item. 

M. McLaughlin presented the item to the board. 

 

Board Questions: 

E. McLaughlin answered questions from the board. 

 

Applicant Presentation: 

Collin Kemberlin, the applicant, presented the item to the board. 

 

Board Questions: 

David Tryba, the project architect, answered questions from the board.   

Kevin Foltz, from Forum Real Estate Group, answered questions from the board.  

Collin Kemberlin, applicant, answered questions from the board. 

 

Public Hearing: 

1. Sue Prant, 3172 29th Street, opposed removing the Slough Trail. 

2. Charles Brock, 4057 St. Petersburg Street, opposed the project due to lack of access for 

bicyclists, and too many parking spaces. 

 

Board Comments: 

C. Gray asked to add the building design to the key issues. She thought that some of the positive 

elements from first Concept Plan had been taken out. She liked the idea of activating space at rooftop 

level. 

A. Brockett felt that there were positive responses to the original concept plan. He noted the number of 

access points was reduced but the locations haven’t changed.  The south side access works great.  

D. Powell encouraged that applicant to pick up on other placemaking efforts in the area. She thought the 

parking-heavy proposal missed an opportunity to encourage people to not drive or park in an already 

congested area.  

C. Gray noted that the area is transit-rich and encouraged the applicant to consider keeping the parking 

under the south side. 
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A. Brockett was less concerned about the parking because it will be underground, but thought the number 

of spaces could be reduced.  

B. Bowen recommended that the office parking garage could be accessed from 29 North.  Add a 

pedestrian way. 

A. Brockett noted that the applicant could request a parking reduction at Site Review. 

C. Gray referenced BVCP guideline 3.1.A.  She did not think that this was consistent with the Multi-

modal connection requirement in the guidelines. 

A. Brockett recommended that the applicant consider incorporating active uses on ground floor. 

D. Powell also encouraged the applicant to incorporate active uses on the ground floor; it is a good design 

quality that will be inviting to the neighborhood. There is a lot of opportunity for restaurant uses on 

ground floor.  

B. Bowen supported retail that would be accessed by pedestrians; discourage automobile access.  

D. Powell did not think that the circle drive in the middle would make a great public space. Many people 

use the multi-modal path. 

B. Bowen would prefer that the circle drive be omitted. The Slough provides opportunities for pedestrian 

use and as a natural resource but it is not currently being tapped.   

A. Brockett encouraged the applicant to utilize bike access in both directions.   

C. Gray would like to see more direct east/west access to the Slough. 

B. Bowen discussed the site design and the importance of activating the central courtyard. People need to 

engage the space daily to feel familiar with it and to use it. Think about how people move through it 

efficiently. 

C. Gray thought the building design concepts are exciting. She liked the idea of breaking the buildings up 

and thought they should be more exciting, not more of the same. This area should be transit rich and have 

interesting architecture. The mechanical system should be screened, imbedded, or minimized. 

A. Brockett agreed that this is an opportunity to do something different, exciting, and modern. The 

setback doesn’t need to be courtyard focused on the west side.  Shift the setback on the eastern side of 

courtyard. The 30
th
 street façade could be set back further. 

B. Bowen thought that the building should be less trendy; he encouraged more enduring design and 

materials.  Setbacks on upper floors create habitable spaces that are well shaded. The third stories and 

modulation work well.  It’s a big, simple, clean building. The bridge connections are a huge opportunity 

to allow for more whimsical architecture.  

D. Powell thought the materials were interesting and intriguing. They could set the tone for a “second 

downtown space”.  

C. Gray asked the applicant to quantify energy goals at Site Review.  She would like to see a parking 

reduction due to the location and an alternative to pulling cars into the site.  
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A. Brockett thought this site posed an opportunity for a larger employer. He would like to see more 

protected bike parking.  

B. Bowen would like to see resolution on the access to the parking garage and organization of the site.  It 

should be well thought-out and justifiable.  

A. Brockett summarized the board’s comments:  

-Add a path to western side of the site;  

-Improve bike permeability;  

-Reduce the current amount of parking;  

-Add covered bike parking;  

-Consider adding retail that caters to people who live and work in the area but wouldn’t change above-

ground parking demand;  

-Consider exciting and different architecture;  

-Make it inviting;  

-Provide more details on energy. 

 

 

C. Public hearing and consideration of a Site Review application for 1301 Walnut Street, referred to 

as the Wencel Building, case no. LUR2013-00053, to redevelop the site including the existing 

surface parking lot on the site with a new four-story building. The project site includes the 

existing buildings referred to as the former James Hotel and the former Peyton Insurance 

Company building, not planned for redevelopment as well as the existing Colorado Building, also 

not planned for redevelopment but proposed to be landmarked along with a small historic carriage 

house at the rear of the property.    

 

Applicant: Jeff Wingert 

Property Owners: APLZA LLC; 1916 LLC; Lookout LLC; and 1919 Street LLC 

 

Staff Presentation: 

S. Richstone introduced the item. 

M. McLaughlin presented the item to the board. 

 

Board Questions: 

E. McLaughlin answered questions from the board. 

 

Applicant Presentation: 

Jeff Wingert, architect, presented the item to the board. 

 

Board Questions: 

Jeff Wingert and Bill Reynolds, the architects, answered questions from the board. 

D. Thompson answered questions from the board. 

 

Public Hearing: 

Scott Sarbaugh, 1320 Pearl, spoke in support of the project 

Sean Maher, 3565 Catalina, spoke in support of the project 

Conor O’Neill, 1922 13th Street, spoke in support of the project 
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Board Comments: 

Site Review Criteria discussion: 

J. Putnam thought that the proposal met the criteria. 

C. Gray agreed that it met the Site Review criteria and the requirements of the zone, and considered 

historic buildings nearby. 

D. Powell agreed with C. Cray and thought the setbacks create consistency. The buildings are well-

designed and the scale is appropriate.  

B. Bowen noted that there is nothing in the design to nit-pick; it went through BDAB cleanly. Open the 

alley for opportunities to create art.  

A. Brockett thought it met the Site Review Criteria, makes a strong statement and achieved an 

appropriate scale. He commended the applicant for working with neighbors to find a successful solution. 

Lighting and security need to be addressed. 

D. Powell thought this project creates complexity and provides a diversity of office space.   

J. Putnam said the project is consistent with zoning and livens up that section of downtown; it is friendly 

to pedestrians and will keep people interested and engaged.  It is right at the hub of transit and will anchor 

the area. 

A. Brockett noted BDAB has already covered the requirements for the downtown design guidelines. 

C. Gray thought it was a successful design and good way of treating the corner. 

D. Powell commented that the building on 13
th
 and Walnut is a strong stoic building; it blends into 

buildings next to it. 

B. Bowen thought this provided an opportunity for a creative retail ground floor. 

J. Putnam thought the proposed solution is the best way to handle the site constraints. The “flex” space 

at the back will help.  He appreciated the applicant’s willingness to think about spaces for covered bike 

spots for visitors. The pedestrian safety issue is important. 

C. Gray expressed concern about the curb cut on Walnut and would prefer that it be a one-way turn in. 

There will need to be work-arounds for trucks needing access to businesses. 

A. Brockett agreed with the parking off of the alley given the constraints of the site. 

B. Bowen noted that the issues of ingress versus egress is important. He would like to see 16 parking 

spaces instead of 18 to allow for trees. 

D. Powell thought this was a good use of space given the constraints.  

B. Bowen suggested that the western strip of parking lot be used for small shared office spaces. 

C. Gray thought this project is appropriate for that area, will positively contribute to downtown and 

benefit the city as a whole.  The board likes to approve places, not just projects. 
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Motion: 

On a motion by C. Gray, seconded by J. Putnam, the Planning Board voted 5-0 (L. May absent, D. 

Powell appointed temporary alternate board member) to approve Site Review No. LUR2013-00053 

incorporating the staff memorandum and the attached Site Review Criteria Checklist as findings of fact 

and subject to the following recommended conditions of approval which are conditions 1, 2, 3, and 4 in 

the memo. 

 

3. MATTERS FROM THE PLANNING BOARD, PLANNING DIRECTOR, AND CITY 

ATTORNEY 

 

7. DEBRIEF/AGENDA CHECK 

 

8. ADJOURNMENT 

The Planning Board adjourned the meeting at 8:23 p.m. 

 

 

APPROVED BY 

 

_____________________ 

Board Chair 

 

________________ 

DATE 
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CITY OF BOULDER 

PLANNING BOARD ACTION MINUTES 

April 3, 2014 

1777 Broadway, Council Chambers 

  
A permanent set of these minutes and a tape recording (maintained for a period of seven years) are 

retained in Central Records (telephone: 303-441-3043). Minutes and streaming audio are also 

available on the web at: http://www.bouldercolorado.gov/ 

  

PLANNING BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT: 
Aaron Brockett 

Bryan Bowen 

Crystal Gray 

John Putnam 

Mary Young, Chair 

Sam Weaver 

Leonard May 

  

STAFF PRESENT: 
Charles Ferro, Development Review Manager for CP&S 

David Gehr, Assistant City Attorney 

Chandler Van Schaack, Planner I 

Karl Guiler, Senior Planner  

Heidi Hansen, Engineer I 

Elaine McLaughlin, Senior Planner 

Susan Meissner, Administrative Assistant III 

 

 

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

  

2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
There were no minutes scheduled for approval. 

  

3. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 
No one from the public spoke. 

 

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

B. Call Up Item: Wetland Permit (LUR2014-00018): US 36 Wetlands Mitigation. Expires 

April 10, 2014. 

 

Neither item was called up. 

 

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
th

 St. in the Residential 
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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 

 

Staff Presentation: 

C. Ferro introduced the item. 

C. Van Schaack presented the item to the board. 

 

Board Questions: 

C. Van Schaack answered questions from the board. 

C. Ferro answered questions from the board. 

 

Board Comments: 

J.  Putnam thought that this item complied with all of the criteria. 

 

A. Brockett thought that this was a great project and organization. 

 

Motion: 
On a motion by J. Putnam, seconded by J. Gerstle, the Planning Board voted 6-0 (C. Gray absent) 

to approve Use Review application No. LUR2012-00101 incorporating the staff memorandum and 

the attached Site Review Criteria Checklist as findings of fact and subject to the following 

recommended conditions of approval 1, 2 and 3. 

 

 

 

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 

 

Staff Presentation: 

C. Ferro introduced the item. 

C. Van Schaack presented the item to the board. 

 

Board Questions: 

C. Van Schaack answered questions from the board. 

C. Ferro answered questions from the board. 

 

 

Motion: 
On a motion by J. Putnam, seconded by L. Payton, the Planning Board voted 6-0 (C. Gray absent) 

to approve Use Review application No. LUR2013-00065 incorporating the staff memorandum and 

the attached Site Review Criteria Checklist as findings of fact and subject to the following 

recommended conditions of approval 1 and 2. 
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C. Public hearing to consider application #LUR2014-00003 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 
 

 

B. Bowen recused himself from this item. 

 

Staff Presentation: 

C. Ferro introduced the item. 

K. Guiler presented the item to the board. 

 

Board Questions: 

K. Guiler answered questions from the board. 

C. Ferro answered questions from the board. 

 

 

Applicant Presentation: 

Jim Leach, the developer, presented to the board. 

Adrian Sopher, the architect, presented the item to the board. 

 

Board Questions: 

K. Guiler answered questions from the board. 

Chris McGranahan, parking consultant, answered questions from the board. 

D. Gehr answered questions from the board. 

Adrian Sopher answered questions from the board. 

Jim Leach answered questions from the board. 

 

Public Hearing: 

1. David Carson, 3085 6
th

 Street, spoke in favor of the application. He and his wife are waiting 

to move into a Washington Village apartment. He noted that this amendment will allow for 

more moderately priced residences in the area and open larger housing stock for families. 
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2. Kathy Icenogle, 2905 13
th

 Street (pooled time with M. Christensen), a resident of 

Washington Village, spoke in favor of the project. She spoke to the integrity of the developer 

and noted that parking should not be an issue. She did not think that the pedestrian path will 

be an important thoroughfare. 

3. Joan Brody, 2950 Broadway, spoke in opposition to the project citing the negative impacts 

from solar shading and increased density. She requested that the developer construct a fence 

along the northwest edge of the development for safety and privacy. 

4. Stan Kyed, 2945 13
th

 Street, a neighbor to the north of the development, noted that the 

conditions of approval from 2009 are very important and encouraged the board not to change 

them. He opposed the project but could live with the project with the current conditions. He 

wanted to know the hydrological implications on the neighborhood with more excavation. 

 

Board Comments: 

Site Review 
L. May thought the proposal was an improvement and highly supportable. It generally fit the site 

review criteria and city’s goals for infill and density around transit corridors. He noted that the trade 

off in parking between daytime and nighttime use is not relevant to the application as it has already 

been settled through the previous processes.  

 

J. Putnam agreed with L. May. This meets the zoning and provides a good transition between the 

corridor along Broadway and the adjacent neighborhood. He thought that the reduction of unit size to 

increase affordability was appropriate and aligned with city goals. 

 

L. Payton encouraged the applicant to address Joan Brody’s concerns. 

 

A. Sopher noted that the fence permit has been pulled and must be built on Mr. Kyed’s property per 

condition of approval prior to obtaining a Certificate of Occupancy. He noted that the new 

construction should not cast a shadow on the Red Arrow property. 

 

L. Payton spoke in favor of the increased number of smaller, affordable units and approval per 

staff’s recommendations and the conditions of approval. She would like to see the fence extended to 

meet Ms. Brody’s request. 

 

A. Brockett thought that this proposal was an improvement from the existing application. He thought 

the addition of smaller unit better meets the city’s goals. The impacts regarding site and bulk meet the 

site review criteria. 

 

J. Gerstle thought the aesthetic changes to the Broadway building were acceptable given that they 

will only affect the eastern facade. The continuation of the fence to along the Red Arrow 

development was a reasonable condition of approval. 

 

L. May thought that the fence should be worked out between the Washington Village and Red Arrow 

property owners. He did not want to make it a condition of approval.   

 

J. Putnam agreed with L. May. He would strongly encourage the property owners to work out a 

fence solution. He noted that only one resident spoke on behalf of the Red Arrow complex. 
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J. Gerstle thought that it would be appropriate for the Washington Village to pay for the fence if the 

majority of Red Arrow residents agreed with Ms. Brody. 

 

A. Brockett agreed with L. May. He did not think the fence should be a condition of approval and 

should be worked out between the property owners. 

 

J. Gerstle thought that the addition of three units was sufficient rationale for the change. 

 

L. May did not feel that there was a strong argument to change the path per site review criteria. He 

thought the permeability issues could have been better addressed but those issues have already been 

decided in pervious site reviews. He did not think that the pathway was of consequence and should be 

left up to the applicant. 

 

J. Putnam agreed with L. May. He thought that the changes were minor and should be left up to the 

applicant and staff. He encouraged them to remove the step for better handicap accessibility.   

 

L. Payton supported the path as approved. She thought it was an important remnant of the old school 

path. 

 

A. Brockett had a minor preference toward the staff recommendation but thought that the impacts of 

the pathway on the Red Arrow privacy should be taken into account in the final placement decision.  

 

J. Gerstle thought that the staff recommendation was appropriate. 

 

Parking 
J. Putnam thought that the parking reduction easily met the requirements, was appropriate and 

moderate.  

 

L. Payton supported the parking reduction. She noted the importance of neighbors’ input because 

they know the realities better than anyone. She was glad to know that there were reserved parking 

spaces to alleviate potential problems. 

 

A. Brockett thought that the project could be over-parked but advocated for keeping it as is to avoid 

any negative impacts on the neighborhood. 

 

J. Gerstle thought the parking, as proposed, was appropriate. 

 

L. May thought the parking reduction was appropriate. He noted that the neighborhood is taking a 

load from Ideal Market and in-commuter but did not think that Washington Village should be 

responsible for bearing the external burden. He thought that this should be seen through a prism of 

climate change; we should make parking more difficult. Neighborhoods will have to bear an interim 

burden until people drive less. 

 

The board found no issues with the reduction in the amount of commercial space. 

 

Motion: 
On a motion by A. Brockett, seconded by J. Putnam, the Planning Board voted 4-1 (C. Gray 

absent, B. Bowen abstained, and L. Payton opposed) to approve Site and Use Review No. 
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LUR2014-00003 incorporating the staff memorandum and the attached Site Review Criteria 

Checklist as findings of fact and subject to the following recommended conditions of approval which 

are conditions 1, 2, 3, and 4 in the memo. 

 

On a friendly amendment by J. Putnam seconded by A. Brockett, proposed to amend the proposed 

Condition of Approval 3b to say, “A final site plan illustrating the approved site configuration for the 

environs, the Broadway building, and North building including an adequate path as well the curb 

ramp to be constructed to the Broadway signal”.  

 

L. Payton opposed because she did not agree with the friendly amendment. 

 

 

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

ATTORNEY 

A. Brockett will allow for more time in the hearing for the applicant to rebut the public’s 

comments. This will be left up to the chair. 

 

L. Payton asked for clarification on the role of the Planning Board ex-officio board 

member on the Landmarks board. 

 

L. May thought that it would be important for the Planning Board to provide more input 

to Council on the Comprehensive Housing Strategy. 

 

7. DEBRIEF MEETING/CALENDAR CHECK 

L. May will represent the Planning Board at the Resilient Cities workshop. 

 

8. ADJOURNMENT 
 

The Planning Board adjourned the meeting at 7:56 p.m. 

  

 

APPROVED BY 

  

___________________  

Board Chair 

 

___________________ 

DATE 
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Address:  2069 Hardscrabble Dr 

MEMORANDUM 
 

TO: Planning Board  
FROM: Sloane Walbert, Case Manager 
DATE: April 16, 2014 
SUBJECT: Informational Item:   

TECHNICAL DOCUMENT REVIEW:  Final Plat for the elimination of the lot lines between lots 
23, 24, and part of lot 25 to create one lot addressed as 2925 4th Street. The project site is 
zoned Residential - Low 1 (RL-1).  Case no. TEC2014-00017. 

               

 

Attached is the disposition of staff approval (Attachment A) for a Technical Document Review to allow the 
elimination of the lot line between Lot 49 (2079 Hardscrabble Drive) and Lot 50 (2069 Hardscrabble Drive) in the 
Shanahan Ridge Six P.U.D.  This replat, Shanahan Ridge Six Replat of Lot 49 and Lot 50 Lot Line Elimination, will 
dissolve and eliminate the current lot line from the City records and replace the two lots with one 9,870 square foot 
lot, 49A, as shown in Attachment B.  Please refer to the attached plat for more information.  A lot line elimination is 
required to permit development of both lots as one building site. 
 
The subject approval meets all of the requirements of Section 9-12-4, B.R.C. 1981 for a Lot Line Elimination. 
 
Pursuant to section 9-12-4, B.R.C. 1981, staff is required to notify planning board of the disposition of a replat 
application.  The subject approval is not subject to call-up or appeal. 
 
Questions about the project or decision should be directed to Elizabeth Lokocz at (303) 441-3138 or 
lokocze@bouldercolorado.gov. 
 

Attachments: 
Attachment A:  Staff Disposition 
Attachment B:  Lot Line Elimination Plat 

 

Vicinity Map 

2925 4
th

 Street 

 

DDeellllwwoooodd  AAvvee..  

CCeeddaarr  AAvvee..  
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Figure 1: Vicinity Map 

MEMORANDUM 
 

TO: Planning Board  
FROM: Sloane Walbert, Case Manager 
DATE: April 18, 2014 
SUBJECT: Call-Up Item: Minor subdivision review, case no. LUR2013-00035, for the creation of a second 

residential lot fronting on 7th Street. Lot 11A is proposed to be 10,013 square feet and Lot 12A is 
proposed to be 16,242 square feet. This approval is subject to call-up on or before May 1, 2014. 

 

 
Attached is the disposition of the conditional approval (see Attachment A) of a Minor Subdivision for the 
subdivision of a residential property to create an additional lot on 7th Street. The resulting Lot 12A will contain the 
existing single-family home at 637 Pennsylvania Avenue. Lot 11A will contain a 1,556 square foot building 
envelope suitable for future residential development. Pursuant to section 9-12-5(a), B.R.C. 1981, a Minor 
Subdivision is required in order to replat the property (see Attachment B for Approved Final Plat). 
 
Background.  The subject property is an approximately 0.6-acre lot located at the northwest corner of 
Pennsylvania Avenue and 7th Street (refer to Figure 1, Vicinity Map). The property is impacted by the floodplain 
of Gregory Canyon Creek. Any development within the floodplain is subject to the City’s floodplain regulations 
and requires the approval of a floodplain development permit. All residential units must be elevated at or above 
the flood protection elevation (two feet above the 100-year flood). The site access for Lot 11A will cross the 
conveyance zone of Gregory Canyon Creek. If developed, the applicant will be required to demonstrate 
compliance with the City’s regulations governing development within the conveyance zone, section 9-3-4 of the 
B.R.C.  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The project site is zoned Residential - Low 1 (RL-1), which is defined as “single-family detached residential 
dwelling units at low to very low residential densities.” The minimum lot area in RL-1 zoning is 7,000 square feet. 
Both proposed lots meet this minimum requirement. Following subdivision both lots will be limited to a single 

Project Site 

PENNSYLVANIA AVE 

Flatirons 
Elementary 

School 

DEAN PL 

 
7

T
H
 S

T
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dwelling unit. Future development of Lot 11A will be subject to compatible development standards, including side 
yard bulk plane, side yard wall articulation, maximum building coverage, and FAR requirements. 
 
Public Comment. Required public notice was provided in the form of written notifications to adjacent property 
owners 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. Several inquires 
were received from interested neighbors but there was no opposition to the proposal. 
 
Conclusion.  Staff finds that this application meets the Minor Subdivision criteria set forth in section 9-12-5(e), 
B.R.C. 1981. The subdivision meets the minimum lot area requirements (Table 8-1: Intensity Standards) and the 
Standards for Lots and Public Improvements (Section 9-12-12). 
 
This application was approved by Planning and Development Services staff on April 17, 2014 and the decision 
may be called-up before Planning Board on or before May 1, 2014.  There is a Planning Board meeting 
scheduled for the last day of the 14-day call-up period. Questions about the project or decision should be 
directed to Sloane Walbert at 303-441-4231 or via email walberts@bouldercolorado.gov. 
 
Attachments. 
Attachment A:  Disposition of Approval 
Attachment B:  Approved Final Plat for Mountain Park Addition Replat A 
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Address: 5500 Central Ave. 

MEMORANDUM 
TO:   Planning Board  
FROM:  Chandler Van Schaack, Case Manager 
DATE:  May 1, 2014 
SUBJECT:  Call Up Item: USE REVIEW (LUR2014-00024): Request to allow a new 3,788 square 

foot indoor athletic facility within an existing office building. The property is located at 

5500 Central Ave. in the IG zone district. The call-up period expires on May 8, 2014.
     

 
Background.   
5500 Central Ave. is located just north of 
Arapahoe Avenue at the intersection of 
55th Street and Central Avenue, with the 
Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF) 
Railroad running adjacent to the southern 
edge of the property. The project site is 
comprised of a 1.94- acre lot containing an 
existing two-story office building and 
surface parking lot, and is zoned IG 
(Industrial - General), which is defined as 
“General industrial areas where a wide 
range of light industrial uses, including 
research and manufacturing operations 
and service industrial uses are located. 
Residential uses and other complementary 
uses may be allowed in appropriate 
locations" per section 9-5-2(c)(4)(B), 
B.R.C. 1981.  The site is part of the 
Flatirons Industrial Park, which is a large IG-zoned industrial office park consisting primarily of industrial office, 
manufacturing and warehouse uses. The area across 55th St. to the west is zoned IM, Industrial – 
Manufacturing; otherwise, the site is surrounded by IG zoning. Please refer to Figure 1 for a Vicinity Map.  

 
The project site is part of the Flatiron Industrial Park West Subdivision, which was created in 1976. Currently, the site 
is fully developed with a roughly 45,000 square foot building containing a variety of professional and technical office 
uses as well as a surface parking lot containing 70 parking spaces. The subject tenant space, Suite 115, is 
approximately 3,788 square feet in size and formerly held an office use.  

 
As discussed above, the current character of the area immediately surrounding the site is a mix of industrial 
manufacturing uses to the west and industrial office, manufacturing and warehouse uses in the surrounding 
area. The Ball Aerospace campus lies to the southwest across the railroad, and further to the south along 
Arapahoe Ave. is a variety of commercial and retail uses. 

 
Project Proposal.   
The applicant is requesting approval of a Use Review to allow for conversion of a vacant office space into a 
new 3,788 square foot indoor athletic facility to include a boxing club and gym.  The proposed facility would be 
used for group fitness classes, personal training, boxing training and youth boxing programs.  The hours of 
operation for the proposed use would be from 7:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m., Monday through Saturday, with classes 

PPPrrrooojjjeeecccttt    SSSiiittteee:::    

555555000000   CCCeeennntttrrraaalll    AAAvvveee...    

Figure 1: Vicinity Map 
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Address: 5500 Central Ave. 

offered primarily in the morning and evening hours. No exterior changes to the existing building are proposed, 
and the applicant is not requesting any modifications to the land use regulations. There are currently 70 
vehicle parking spaces and 12 bicycle parking spaces available on-site, with 9 vehicle parking spaces 
reserved for use by the proposed facility as required by the parking standards for non-residential uses in the 
IG zone (refer to Attachment C: Applicant’s Proposed Plan).    

 
Review Process.  Per the use standards found in section 9-6-1, B.R.C. 1981, approval of a Use Review is 
required for “indoor recreational or athletic facilities” to operate in the IG zone district.   Per section 9-4-2, B.R.C. 
1981, applications for Use Review are subject to call up by the Planning Board.  The proposal does not trigger or 
require Site Review. 
 
Analysis.  The proposal was found to be consistent with the Use Review criteria found in subsection 9-2-15(e), 
“Criteria for Review.” Refer to Attachment A for the Notice of Disposition and Management Plan and Attachment 
B for the complete Use Review criteria analysis. 
 
Public Comment.  Required public notice was given in the form of written notification mailed to all property 
owners within 600 feet of the subject property and a sign posted on the property for at least 10 days.  All notice 
requirements of section 9-4-3, “Public Notice Requirements,” B.R.C. 1981 have been met.  Staff has not received 
any public comments. 

 
Conclusion.  Staff finds that the proposed project meets the relevant criteria of section 9-2-15, “Use Review,” 
B.R.C. 1981 (refer to Attachment B).  The proposal was approved by staff on April 24, 2014 and the decision 
may be called up before Planning Board on or before May 8, 2014. There is one Planning Board hearing 
scheduled during the required 14 day call-up period on May 1, 2014. Questions about the project or decision 
should be directed to the Case Manager, Chandler Van Schaack at (303) 441-3137 or at 
vanschaackc@bouldercolorado.gov  
 
 
Attachments:  
A. Signed Disposition with Management Plan  
B. Analysis of Use Review Criteria 
C. Applicant’s Proposed Plan 
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USE REVIEW CRITERIA 

Section 9-2-15, B.R.C. 1981 

(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 proposed use is categorized as an indoor recreational or athletic facility, and is to be located in the 
IG (Industrial- General) zoning district, which is defined in section 9-5-2 as “general industrial areas 
where a wide range of light industrial uses, including research and manufacturing operations and 
service industrial uses are located. Residential uses and other complementary uses may be allowed in 
appropriate locations.”  Pursuant to section 9-6-1, the proposed use is allowed in the IG zone if 
approved through a Use Review.    

       (2) Rationale: The use either: 

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

The proposed facility will provide direct service to the surrounding uses and neighborhoods.  
Currently, the site is fully developed with a roughly 45,000 square foot building containing a 
variety of professional and technical office uses. The area immediately surrounding the site is 
comprised of a mix of industrial manufacturing uses to the west and industrial office, 
manufacturing and warehouse uses in the surrounding area. The Ball Aerospace campus lies 
to the southwest across the railroad, and further to the south along Arapahoe Ave. is a variety 
of commercial and retail uses. The property is in an ideal location to serve employees of 
nearby offices, and its location along a major roadway makes it accessible to residents of the 
residential neighborhoods to the south of Arapahoe as well. 

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

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

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

        (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 
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or for residential uses in industrial zoning districts, the proposed development reasonably 
mitigates the potential negative impacts from nearby properties; 

Being located within an existing tenant space in a fully developed and highly active industrial office 
park, the proposed boxing facility will have minimal impact on the surrounding uses. The proposed 
facility is to be located in a former office space, and will only require minor interior alterations.  The 
proposed facility would employ only 2 people, both owners and trainers, and would include group 
fitness classes, personal training, boxing training and youth boxing programs.  The hours of operation 
for the proposed use would be from 7:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m., Monday through Saturday, with classes 
offered primarily in the morning and evening hours. No exterior changes to the existing building are 
proposed, and the applicant is not requesting any modifications to the land use regulations. There are 
currently 70 vehicle parking spaces and 12 bicycle parking spaces available on-site, with 9 vehicle 
parking spaces reserved for use by the proposed facility as required by the parking standards for non-
residential uses in the IG zone. In the event that there are more than 9 clients driving to the site at a 
time, the staggered hours of operation with the existing office uses, the availability of on-street parking 
on Central Ave. and the proximity of a shared parking lot on the adjacent site would provide adequate 
spill-over parking. Overall, the operating characteristics of the proposed use are such that it will be 
compatible with and have a minimal negative impact on the use of surrounding properties.      

      (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;   
 
The proposed use is to be located in an existing tenant space, so there will be no additional impacts to 
infrastructure in the surrounding area.       

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

As discussed above, the current character of the area immediately surrounding the site is a mix of 
industrial manufacturing uses to the west and industrial office, manufacturing and warehouse uses in 
the surrounding area. The Ball Aerospace campus lies to the southwest across the railroad, and further 
to the south along Arapahoe Ave. is a variety of commercial and retail uses. As the proposal does not 
include any exterior modifications to the building or site, there will be no physical change to the 
character of the surrounding area. In addition, the proposed class schedule which loads classes in the 
morning and evening times will make it so that there will not be a large degree of overlap between the 
existing office uses and the proposed facility.  
 
   N/A (6) Conversion of Dwelling Units to Nonresidential Uses: There shall be a presumption 
against approving the conversion of dwelling units in the residential zoning districts to 
nonresidential uses that are allowed pursuant to a use review, or through the change of one 
nonconforming use to another nonconforming use. The presumption against such a conversion 
may be overcome by a finding that the use to be approved serves another compelling social, 
human services, governmental, or recreational need in the community including, without 
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limitation, a use for a daycare center, park, religious assembly, social service use, benevolent 
organization use, art or craft studio space, museum, or an educational use. 

Not applicable. The existing use of the building is for office space, so no residential uses will be 
impacted by the proposal. 
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 C I T Y  O F  B O U L D E R 
PLANNING BOARD AGENDA ITEM 

 
MEETING DATE: May 1, 2014 

 
 
AGENDA TITLE:   Public hearing to consider a recommendation to City Council on an ordinance 
implementing recommended actions of the Economic Sustainability Strategy (ESS) by amending Title 
9, “Land Use Code,” B.R.C. 1981, in particular: 
 

1. Revising the land use regulations to allow, through Site Review, on properties that are subject 
to right-of-way dedications consistent with adopted right-of-way plans the density and floor 
area that would be permitted in the absence of such dedications (Action 3.5, ESS), and 

 

2. Updating the land use regulations that require site improvements and upgrades if a project 
exceeds a certain percentage of the value of any existing structures on the property by 
allowing the value of existing structures to be established through a professional appraisal of 
the fair market value of such structures (Action 3.6, ESS). 

 

 
 
REQUESTING DEPARTMENTS: 
David Driskell, Executive Director of Community Planning and Sustainability 
Susan Richstone, Deputy Director of Community Planning and Sustainability 
Charles Ferro, Land Use Review Manager 
Karl Guiler, Senior Planner/Code Amendment Specialist 
Hella Pannewig, Assistant City Attorney 

 
 
 
 

 
 
OBJECTIVES: 

1. Hear Staff presentation 
2. Planning Board discussion  
3. Recommendations on changes to the code 

 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
In efforts to implement recommended actions of the Economic Sustainability Strategy (ESS), adopted by 
City Council on Oct. 29, 2013, and to continually update the Land Use Code to implement the Boulder 
Valley Comprehensive Plan (BVCP) and achieve high quality design results, staff is proposing the following 
changes: 
 

1. Add a new intensity standard to Chapter 9-8, “Intensity Standards,” B.R.C. 1981, to permit land 
dedicated as right-of way consistent with either BVCP right-of-way plans or other right-of-way plans 
approved by City Council to be included in the zoning calculations for lot area to determine 
allowable density (dwelling units per acre) and Floor Area Ratio (FAR) as well as open space 
requirements on lots, and 

2.    Create an additional method of property valuation for the determination of whether proposed work 
on a property triggers upgrades to lighting, landscaping, site access and non-conforming drive-
throughs under the Land Use Code.   
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The proposed changes, which are discussed in more detail below, are meant to implement specific 
recommended actions of the ESS and are born out of suggestions from customers to encourage 
redevelopment in areas subject to right-of-way plans and to provide another, in some cases more accurate, 
method of valuating structures for purposes of certain upgrade thresholds.    
 
The ESS is found in the web link provided above and the proposed Land Use Code changes are found 
within the attached draft ordinance (Attachment A). 
 
ANALYSIS 
The ESS was developed as a result of the Primary Employer Study and was adopted by City Council on 
Oct. 29, 2013. The ESS is a cross-cutting and “place-based” approach to economic vitality. It seeks to 
create vibrant, amenity-rich business districts that vary in their focus and intensity, and offer environments 
that support key industry clusters, retain talented workers and enhance a unique and sustainable “Boulder” 
quality of life. The strategies and actions are organized into three sections: 
 

 People – social and workforce amenities (addresses arts, culture, etc.) 

 Place – physical environment (addresses public realm 
  infrastructure/amenities, buildings, etc.) 

 Process – ease of doing businesses (addresses city processes and procedures) 
 
The strategies describe how the city can best respond to issues and challenges raised while furthering the 
Economic Sustainability Strategy vision and the goals articulated in the Boulder Valley Comprehensive 
Plan (BVCP). The strategies are based on a “place based” approach to economic vitality, improving city 
codes and process and addressing broader policy issues. 
 
The strategies help to prioritize the action items, which would be updated each year based on resources 
available (city work plan and budget).The ESS includes a number of different holistic recommended actions 
with Page 17 listing recommended actions specific to changes to the Land Use Code. Four in particular 
relate to changes to the code and all are in progress at this time – two of which are addressed in the 
attached ordinance. The two proposed changes are meant to implement the following actions: 
 

1. Action 3.5, page 17, ESS - Revise the land use regulations to allow, through Site Review, the 
density and floor area that would otherwise be permitted prior to the dedication of land for public 
right-of-way in areas where the city has adopted connections plans. 

 
2. Action 3.6, page 17, ESS - Update the land use regulations for required site improvements and 

upgrades by changing how the assessed value is calculated by allowing the option of using the 
professionally appraised fair market value of the structure. 

 
Each proposed change is described as follows. 
 
New land use intensity standard 
The following code change is intended to implement recommended Action 3.5. In recent years following 
adoption of the North Boulder (NoBo) Subcommunity Plan, the Transit Village Area Plan (TVAP) and other 
adopted transportation network plans, redevelopment of sites has been somewhat constrained by required 
dedications of rights-of-way for new streets, alleys, sidewalks and paths for pedestrians and bicycles in 
areas subject to right-of-way plans. Area plans and transportation network plans include connection plans 
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to realize a more gridded, interconnected pattern of streets and paths.  Areas designated in right-of-way 
plans for right-of-ways must be reserved and cannot be developed with any structures.  Where dedication 
of such areas as right-of-way is necessary to adequately serve the proposed development with public 
infrastructure or is roughly proportionate in scope and nature to infrastructure impacts generated by a 
development, dedication will be required as part of the development approval.  That is frequently the case 
for projects in the Site Review process and much less frequently the case for smaller projects. 
 
Figure 1 below shows adopted area plans within Boulder. Most of the plans that have connection plans 
associated with them are in areas outside of downtown or University Hill where more large lot, large block 
areas are intended to be broken up with more street connections. Figure 2 shows adopted transportation 
network connection (TNP) plans outside of area plans. These areas are effectively in redeveloping areas 
along 28th Street. 
 

 
 

Figure 1- Adopted area plans in Boulder. 
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Figure 2- Transportation Network Plans (TNP) outside of area plans. 
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Because dedications can result in significantly smaller project sites, the dedication requirements can be a 
disincentive for redevelopment. These deductions effectively reduce allowable density (dwelling units per 
acre) and/or the allowable floor area of a development. Without incentives it makes it difficult for the city to 
realize the connections envisioned within the adopted plans. In some zoning districts, lot area governs the 
number of units permitted and the total permitted FAR. 
 
To present an idea of how much land is necessary for dedication in area plan areas, staff has analyzed the 
following projects to provide a reference: 
 
Table 1: Percentage of land dedicated in example projects. 
 

Project Zoning district Type of 
density 

limitation 

Percentage of land dedicated 

Gunbarrel Center BR-2 (Business Regional – 2) Open space 14% 

Dakota Ridge RM-1 (Residential Medium – 1)  Open space 28% 

Holiday RMX-2 (Residential Mixed – 2) Open space 30% 

Uptown Broadway BMS/MU-2 (Business Main 
Street/Mixed Use – 2) 

Open space 27% 

1000 Rosewood RM-1 (Residential Medium – 1) Open space 35% 

820 Lee Hill RL-2 (Residential Low – 2) Open space 17% 

Violet Crossing RM-2 (Residential Medium – 2) Lot area 3% 

4051 Broadway RL-2 (Residential Low – 2)  Open space 17% 

Kalmia Estates 
(Harper Hollow) 

F (Flex) Open space 31% 

Pearl Place MU-4 (Mixed Use – 4) Open space 21% 

Depot Square MU-4 (Mixed Use – 4) Open space 18% 

 

As the majority of large projects are occurring in developing areas, the applicable zoning districts tend to 
use open space to determine density as opposed to older zoning districts in established areas that are 
based on lot area. However, as some BR-1 areas like Twenty Ninth Street or the Village may redevelop in 
the future, those calculations would be related to lot area.  
 
Based on Table 1 above, the percentage of land dedicated in projects ranges from 3 percent to 35 percent 
and averages 22 percent. Through pre-application meetings on other yet to be redeveloped project sites, 
staff has heard concerns about the extent of land dedications – particularly in the Boulder Junction area. 
For example, it was determined through one pre-application submission that over 42 percent of one project 
site would have to dedicate land to public right-of-way in order to redevelop. Staff has included a diagram 
that shows the extent of dedication on the site (i.e., 3085 Bluff) in Attachment B. Attachment B is also 
accompanied by a letter from the developer seeking code flexibility to develop the site. Another site (i.e., 
2700 Bluff) would require potentially over 50 percent of its land area in dedications. 
 
Recognizing the impact that dedications have on the feasibility of redevelopment and to encourage 
redevelopment in areas that are expected to change as anticipated by adopted land use plans and right-of-
way connections plans, staff is proposing a new standard within chapter 9-8, “Intensity Standards,” B.R.C. 
1981, which would enable developers to count land that they are required to dedicate into the lot area 
calculations for the purposes of calculating density and floor area.  
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Depending on the zone district, density (e.g., dwelling units per acre) can be determined by either minimum 
lot area per dwelling or by minimum open space per dwelling. Some examples are RM-1, which requires 
3,000 square feet of open space per dwelling unit and RL-2, which requires 6,000 square feet of open 
space per dwelling unit. Open space also generally determines building intensity by virtue of the amount of 
land needed to meet a minimum percentage of open space. 
 
The proposed code section would enable an applicant to count up to 70 percent of any right-of-way to be 
dedicated as open space. The allowance to count up to 70 percent of the land being dedicated from an 
open space perspective enables an increase in density of up to 30 percent, which is a reasonable incentive 
and ensures that the density increase is commiserate with the amount of land being dedicated. The 
resulting density would also have to conform with the BVCP Land Use Designation limitations per Site 
Review criterion 9-2-14(h)(1)(B), B.R.C. 1981, which states: 

(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 

(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. 

Some examples of how the proposed code changes would have affected the allowed density in projects 
that were recently approved, had the proposed code changes been in effect at the time of approval of such 
projects, are contained within Table 2 below: 
 
Table 2- Examples of possible densities in projects if new standards were in place. 
 

Project Zone 
District 

Allowed density per code Possible density through 
proposed change 

Dakota Ridge RM-1 412 units (7.2 du/ac) 571 units (10 du/ac) 

1000 Rosewood * RM-1 16 units (6.8 du/ac) 24 units (10.5 du/ac) 

820 Lee Hill RL-2 31 units (5 du/ac) 36 units(5.8 du/ac) 

4051 Broadway RL-2 8 units (3.2 du/ac) 10 units (4 du/ac) 
*1000 Rosewood was permitted to have 18 dwelling units per special ordinance to reduce open space requirements. 

 
The proposed change would only permit the alternate intensity calculation as part of any Site Review 
project and therefore, projects would have to meet the Site Review criteria and ultimately demonstrate that 
building design and massing as well as overall site design would be consistent with the character of the 
area and open space on the site would continue to be high quality and useable to residents and visitors.  
 
The new language can be found in Attachment A and an excerpt of the specific modification is provided 
below: 
 

(1) Public right-of-way, including but not limited to streets, alleys, sidewalks, bike paths, paths, and 
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landscaped areas, may be counted as lot area and useable open space as specified in paragraphs 

(1)(A) and (1)(B) below, if the criteria of paragraph (2) are met: 

(A) Lot area to meet the minimum lot area and minimum lot area per dwelling unit 

requirements and to calculate allowed floor area under the floor area ratio standards of 

Chapter 9-8, “Intensity Standards,” B.R.C. 1981; and 

(B) Useable open space to meet the open space per dwelling unit and minimum open space 

on lots requirements of Table 8-1 of Section 9-8-1, “Intensity Standards,” B.R.C. 1981. Such 

dedicated areas shall constitute no more than 70 percent of the required useable open 

space. 

(2) Criteria for qualification:  

(A) The property is not in the RR-1, RR-2, RE, RL-1, A, and P zoning districts; 

(B) The land is dedicated to the city as designated in the Boulder Valley Comprehensive 

Plan or other right-of-way plan approved by city council and as part of the project under 

review; 

 (C) The dedication is recorded with the Boulder County Clerk and Recorder’s office after 

______, 2014; 

(D) The project under review is a new development project or a redevelopment  project 

exceeding one hundred percent of the value of any existing structures based on their actual 

value assessed by the Boulder County Assessor or their fair market value determined by a 

real estate appraiser licensed in Colorado; and 

(E) The project is approved through a site review pursuant to Section 9-2-14, “Site Review,” 

B.R.C. 1981.  

As indicated by the code language above, the proposed standards would only apply to limited areas that 

are expected to see change as anticipated through area plans and would not be possible in more 

established areas for which no right-of-way plans have been adopted. This is reflected within the proposed 

ordinance that would prohibit such modifications in the following rural and low density residential and public 

and agricultural zones:  RR-1, RR-2, RE, RL-1, A, and P. Most of these zones require large minimum lot 

sizes and permit very low density, so dedications have a lesser impact on total density. Further, these 

zones typically are within established residential areas that are more insulated from change and are not 

generally in areas where redevelopment is occurring.  

RL-2, a low density residential zone, is included in the zones where the modification can be requested, 

because the density is determined by open space. Typically, these types of zones are in areas where 

redevelopment is occurring around the perimeter of the city limits. Further, RL-2 properties are 

distinguished by the fact that RL-2 zones permit a diversity of housing types (e.g., townhomes, multi-family 

dwellings) in addition to single-family dwellings (unlike other low density zoning districts) and often have 

common open space areas similar to what can occur in other developing zones subject to area plans. RL-2 
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is also in the R2 Use Module, which is more in the medium density range. The residential zoning districts 

cited above are all R1 Use Module. 

Conclusion 

Staff finds that the proposed density standard will encourage redevelopment in areas expected to see 

redevelopment with additional density and intensity and recommends the proposed change as the most 

effective way to carry out Action 3.5 of the ESS. 

Valuation update 
The following code change is intended to implement recommended Action 3.6. The Land Use Code ties 
certain site improvement requirements, such as landscaping and outdoor lighting upgrades, for properties 
that are being redeveloped to the size of an expansion or value of the planned improvements relative to the 
value of existing structures on the site.  For instance, certain site improvements like landscaping and 
outdoor lighting upgrades would be required if the value of a project exceeds a specified percentage of the 
value of the existing structure on the site. Oftentimes, the extent of required upgrades is dependent on this 
percentage. The web links below show the applicable sections where valuations are used and the 
thresholds that determine the level of upgrade: 
 
 Site Access Control (see section 9-9-5, B.R.C. 1981) 
 Landscaping (see section 9-9-12(b), B.R.C. 1981) 
 Outdoor lighting (see section 9-9-16(c), B.R. C. 1981) 
 Nonconformance standards (see section 9-10-2, B.R.C. 1981) 

 
The code uses the actual Boulder County assessed value as the comparative figure to the development 
project cost. Some customers have pointed out that the value assessed by the County Assessor does not 
accurately represent the fair market value of a structure as the Assessor assesses the value of a structure 
for tax purposes while, in reality, the fair market value of a structure is typically higher. This has led to 
inconsistent property improvements over time. The fair market value determined by an appraiser is already 
used to determine whether the threshold for improvements required under the city’s floodplain regulations 
has been met. These can be accessed at the following web link: floodplain regulations concerning valuation  
 
The proposed changes to the code would add this option to other parts of the Land Use Code. Staff finds 
that it is appropriate to allow this alternative method of valuation, because city codes are already 
considered aggressive in what is required from a qualitative perspective. Even minor changes to a building 
may trigger expensive site upgrades that can become cost prohibitive and may discourage building 
retrofits. The site improvements and adjustments may not be proportionate to the level of work proposed for 
the building when assessing against the Boulder County Assessor figures. Of greatest concern is that such 
standards may discourage ordinary upkeep and maintenance of buildings and thus, can make leasing 
difficult. 
 
Staff has been working with property owners to better understand the issue. Tebo Development has 
provided some examples of where building values (see Attachment C), created for tax purposes, is 
accessed at a low value relative to the overall property value – in some cases only around 2 percent of the 
total land value. With these low accessed values for buildings, the trigger for more expensive improvements 
on a site is often easily triggered. If expensive site improvements become required for relatively modest 
upgrades to buildings, improvements may be deferred or canceled. 
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Therefore, staff has proposed the following new language that would add this assessment figure as an 
option to the applicable sections discussed above: 
 

For purposes of this paragraph (1), the applicant may demonstrate the value of the existing 

structure by submitting, in the discretion of the applicant, either the actual value assessed by the 

Boulder County Assessor or the fair market value determined by a real estate appraiser licensed in 

Colorado. 

Attachment A includes the specific sections with the proposed language within their context and reflect the 
recommended action specified in the ESS. 
 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION (MOTION LANGUAGE) 
Staff recommends that Planning Board recommend approval to the City Council of an ordinance 
implementing recommended actions of the Economic Sustainability Strategy (ESS) by amending Title 9, 
“Land Use Code,” B.R.C. 1981, in particular: 
 

1. Revising the land use regulations to allow, through Site Review, on properties that are subject to 
right-of-way dedications consistent with adopted right-of-way plans the density and floor area that 
would be permitted in the absence of such dedications (Action 3.5, ESS), and 

 

2. Updating the land use regulations that require site improvements and upgrades if a project 
exceeds a certain percentage of the value of any existing structures on the property by allowing the 
value of existing structures to be established through a professional appraisal of the fair market 
value of such structures (Action 3.6, ESS). 

 
 

 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 
A. Draft ordinance 
B. Diagram of 2700 Bluff showing extent of dedications required 
C. Tax assessment figures provided by Tebo development 
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ORDINANCE NO. _____ 

 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING TITLE 9, “LAND USE CODE,” 

B.R.C. 1981, TO AMEND DENSITY AND INTENSITY 

STANDARDS FOR SITE REVIEW PROJECTS INVOLVING 

DEDICATION OF RIGHT-OF-WAY CONSISTENT WITH 

ADOPTED RIGHT-OF-WAY PLANS AND TO ADD A 

VALUATION METHOD FOR EXISTING STRUCTURES FOR 

DETERMINATION OF UPGRADE REQUIREMENTS UNDER 

TITLE 9, B.R.C. 1981, AND SETTING FORTH RELATED 

DETAILS. 

 

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF BOULDER, 

COLORADO: 

Section 1.  Table 8-1 of Section 9-8-1, “Schedule of Intensity Standards,” B.R.C. 1981, is 

amended to read: 

TABLE 8-1: INTENSITY STANDARDS  

Zoning 

District 

Intensity 

Module 

Minimum 

Lot Area 

(in square 

feet unless 

otherwise 

noted)(c) 

Minimum 

Lot Area 

Per 

Dwelling 

Unit 

(square 

feet)(c) 

Number 

of 

Dwelling 

Units 

Per Acre 

Minimum 

Open Space 

Per Dwelling 

Unit (square 

feet)(c) 

Minimum 

Open Space 

on Lots 

(Residential 

Uses)(c) 

Minimum 

Open Space on 

Lots 

(Nonresidential 

Uses)(a)(c) 

Minimum 

Private 

Open Space 

(Residential 

Uses) 

(square feet) 

Maximum 

Floor Area 

Ratio (c) 

See Section 9-9-11 for additional open space requirements. For 

mixed use developments, use the requirements of either the 

residential or nonresidential standards that result in the greatest 

amount of open space 

A 1 5 acres 5 acres 0.2 0 – 10 - 20% 0 0 

RR-1, RR-2 2 30,000 30,000 1.4 0 – 10 - 20% 0 See Table 8-3 

RE 3 15,000 15,000 2.9 0 – 10 - 20% 0 See Table 8-3 

RL-1 4 7,000 7,000 6.2 0 – 10 - 20% 0 See Table 8-3 

P 5 7,000 7,000 6.2 0 – 10 - 20% 0 0 

RL-2 6 0 0 – 6,000 – 10 - 20% 0 See Table 8-3 

RMX-1 7 6,000 6,000 7.3 600 – 10 - 20% 0 See Table 8-3 

RMX-2 8 0 0 10 (up to 

20 by 

0 15% 15% 60 0 
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review) 

RM-1 9 0 0 – 3,000 – 10 - 20% 0 0 

IS-2 10 0 0 – 600 – 10 - 20% 60 0.5:1 

IS-1 11 7,000 0 – 0 – 10 - 20% 60 0.5:1 

RH-1 12 0 0 – 1,600 – 10 - 20% 0 0 

RH-2 12.5 6,000 3,000 14 (up 

to 27.2 

by 

review) 

600 – 10 - 20% 0 0 

RM-2, RM-3 13 6,000 3,500 12.4 – – 10 - 20% 0 0 

RH-3, RH-7 14 0 0 – 0 60% (b) 60% (b) 60 0 

RH-4, BT-1, 

BC-1 

15 0 0 – 1,200 – 10 - 20% 0 0 

BR-2 16 0 0 – 0 40% 10 - 20% 60 0 

BMS 17 0 0 – 0 15% 15% 60 0.67 (1.85 if 

within CAGID 

or UHGID) 

RH-6 17.5 – 1,800 – 600 – – –   

MU-1, MU-2, 

IMS 

18 0 0 – 0 15% 15% 60 0.6:1 

RH-5, BC-2 19 6,000 1,600 27.2 600 (400 by 

site review if 

in a mixed 

use 

development) 

– 10 - 20% 0 0 

IM 20 7,000 1,600 27.2 600 40% (20% if 

within a 

park service 

area) 

10 - 20% 60 0.4:1 

BT-2 21 6,000 1,600 27.2 600 – 10 - 20% 0 0.5:1 

IG 22 7,000 1,600 27.2 600 40% (20% if 

within a 

park service 

area) 

10 - 20% 60 0.5:1 

BR-1 23 6,000 1,600 27.2 0 – 10 - 20% 0 2.0:1 

MU-3 24 0 0 – 0 15% 15% 60 1.0:1 

MU-4 24.5 0 0 – 0 15% 15% 60 2.0 

DT-1 25 0 0 – 0 – 10 - 20% 60 1.0:1 

DT-2 26 0 0 – 0 – 10 - 20% 60 1.5:1 

DT-3, DT-4, 

DT-5 

27 0 0 – 0 – 10 - 20% 60 1.7:1 

BCS 28 – – – – – 10 - 20% – – 

Footnotes: 

(a) This requirement may increase based on building height pursuant to Subsection 9-9-11(c), B.R.C. 1981. 

(b) Open space may be reduced using the standards in Sections 9-8-3, "Density in the RH-1, RH-2, RH-3 and RH-7 Districts," and 9-9-11, 

"Useable Open Space," B.R.C. 1981. 
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(c) Lot area, open space, and floor area ratio may be calculated according to the standards in Section 9-8-8, “Density and Intensity Standards on 

Properties subject to Right-of-Way Plans,” B.R.C. 1981. 

 

 

Section 2.  Chapter 9-8, “Intensity Standards,” B.R.C. 1981, is amended by the addition 

of a new section to read: 

9-8-8 Density and Intensity Standards on Properties subject to Right-of-Way Plans. 

(a) Public right-of-way, including but not limited to streets, alleys, sidewalks, bike paths, paths, 

and landscaped areas, may be counted as lot area and useable open space as specified in 

paragraphs (a)(1) and (a)(2) of this section if the criteria of subsection (b) of this section are 

met. 

(1) Lot area to meet the minimum lot area and minimum lot area per dwelling unit 

requirements and to calculate allowed floor area under the floor area ratio standards of 

Chapter 9-8, “Intensity Standards,” B.R.C. 1981; and 

(2) Useable open space to meet the open space per dwelling unit and minimum open space 

on lots requirements of Table 8-1 of Section 9-8-1, “Intensity Standards,” B.R.C. 1981.  

No more than seventy percent of the total area dedicated may count as useable open 

space. 

(b) Criteria for qualification: 

(1) The property is not located in the RR-1, RR-2, RE, RL-1, A, and P zoning districts; 

(2) The land is dedicated to the city as designated in the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan 

or any other right-of-way plan approved by city council and as part of the project under 

review; 
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(3) The dedication is recorded with the Boulder County Clerk and Recorder’s office after 

_____, 2014; 

(4) The project under review is a new development project or a redevelopment project 

exceeding one hundred percent of the value of any existing structures based on either the 

actual value assessed by the Boulder County Assessor or the fair market value 

determined by a real estate appraiser licensed in Colorado; and 

(5) The project is approved through a site review pursuant to Section 9-2-14, “Site Review,” 

B.R.C. 1981. 

 

Section 3.  Section 9-9-5, “Site Access Control,” B.R.C. 1981, is amended to read: 

9-9-5 Site Access Control.  

(a) Access Control: Vehicular access to property from the public right-of-way shall be controlled 

in such a manner as to protect the traffic-carrying capacity and safety of the street upon which 

the property abuts and access is taken, ensuring that the public use and purpose of public rights-

of-way is unimpaired as well as to protect the value of the public infrastructure and adjacent 

property. The requirements of this section apply to all land uses, including single-family 

residential land uses, as follows: 

(1) For all uses, except single-family residential, the standards shall be met prior to a final 

inspection for any building permit for new development; redevelopment exceeding 

twenty-five percent of the Boulder County Assessor's actual value of the existing 

structure; or the addition of a dwelling unit.  For purposes of this paragraph (1), the 

applicant shall demonstrate the value of the existing structure by submitting, at the 

discretion of the applicant, either the actual value assessed by the Boulder County 

Assessor or the fair market value determined by a real estate appraiser licensed in 

Colorado. 

(2) For single-family residential uses, the standards of this section shall be met prior to a 

final inspection for any building permit for new development; the demolition of a 

principal structure; or the conversion of an attached garage or carport to a use other than 

use as a parking space. 
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(b) Access for Properties Subject to Annexation: Each parcel of land under a single ownership at 

the time of its annexation will be reviewed in terms of access as one parcel (regardless of 

subsequent sales of a portion) unless the property is subdivided at the time of its annexation. 

(c) Standards and Criteria for Site Accesses and Curb Cuts: Any access or curb cut to public 

rights-of-way shall be designed in accordance with the City of Boulder Design and Construction 

Standards and the following standards and criteria: 

(1) Number of Access Points Permitted: One access point or curb cut per property will be 

permitted, unless a site plan or traffic study, approved by the city manager, demonstrates 

that additional access points and curb cuts are required to adequately address 

accessibility, circulation, and driveway volumes, and only where additional accesses and 

curb cuts would not impair any public use of any public right-of-way, or create safety or 

operational problems, or be detrimental to traffic flow on adjacent public streets. 

(2) Access Restrictions: On arterial and collector streets, or if necessary for the safe and 

efficient movement of traffic, all accesses shall be designed and constructed with 

physical improvements and appropriate traffic control measures to assist or restrict 

turning movements, including, without limitation, acceleration or deceleration lanes, 

access islands, street medians, and signage, as may be required of the development if the 

city manager finds that they are necessary to preserve the safety or the traffic-carrying 

capacity of the existing street. The city manager shall determine the length and degree of 

the required access restriction measures for the property. 

(3) Residential Access to Arterial and Collector Streets Restricted: No residential 

structures shall have direct access onto an arterial. However, if no alternative street 

access is possible, an access may be permitted subject to the incorporation of any design 

standards determined to be necessary by the city manager to preserve the safety and the 

traffic-carrying capacity of the arterial or collector. 

(4) Access From Lowest Category Street Required: A property that has frontage on more 

than one street, alley or public access shall locate its access or curb cut on the lowest 

category street, alley or public access frontage. If more than one access point or curb cut 

is necessary, an additional access or curb cut will be permitted only where the proposed 

access or curb cut satisfies the requirements in this section. 

(5) Property Right to Access: If a property cannot be served by any access point or curb 

cut that satisfies this section, the city manager will designate the access point or curb cut 

for the subject property based on optimal traffic safety. 

(6) Multiple Access Points for Single-Family Residential: The city manager will permit 

multiple access points on the same street for single-family residential lots upon finding 

that there is at least one hundred linear feet of lot frontage adjacent to the front yard on 

such street, the area has a limited amount of pedestrian activity because of the low 

density character, and there is enough on-street parking within three hundred feet of the 

property to meet the off-street parking needs of such area. The total cumulative width of 
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multiple curb cuts shall not exceed the maximum permitted width of a single curb cut. 

The minimum spacing between multiple curb cuts on the same property shall not be less 

than sixty-five feet. 

(7) Shared Driveways for Residential Structures: A detached single-family residential lot 

that does not have frontage on the street from which access is taken may be served by a 

shared driveway that meets all of the standards and criteria for shared driveways set forth 

in the City of Boulder Design and Construction Standards. 

(8) Minimum Driveway Width: The minimum width of a driveway leading to an off-

street parking space shall not be less than nine feet. A driveway, or portion of a driveway, 

may be located on an adjacent property if an easement is obtained from the impacted 

property owner. (See figure 9-1 of this section.) 

 

Figure 9-1: Minimum Driveway Width 

(9) Exceptions: The requirements of this section may be modified under the provisions of 

section 9-2-14Section 9-2-14, "Site Review," B.R.C. 1981, to provide for safe and 

reasonable access. Exceptions to this section may be made if the city manager determines 

that: 

(A) The topography, configuration of a lot, or other physical constraints makes 

taking access from the lowest category street, alley or public access frontage 

impractical, or the character of the existing area is such that a proposed or existing 

access to the street, alley or public access frontage is compatible with the access 

of properties in such area; 

(B) The site access and curb cuts would not impair public use of the public right-

of-way; create safety or operational problems or be detrimental to traffic flow on 

adjacent public streets; and 

(C) The site access and curb cuts will minimize impacts to the existing on-street 

parking patterns. 
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. . . 

 

Section 4.  Section 9-9-12, “Landscaping and Screening Standards,” B.R.C. 1981, is 

amended to read: 

9-9-12 Landscaping and Screening Standards.  

. . . 

(b) Scope: This section and Section 9-9-14, "Parking Lot Landscaping Standards," B.R.C. 1981, 

apply to all nonresidential and multi-family residential developments unless expressly stated 

otherwise. 

(1) The standards in this section and Sections 9-9-13, "Streetscape Design Standards," 

and 9-9-14, "Parking Lot Landscaping Standards," B.R.C. 1981, shall be met prior to a 

final inspection for any building permit for: 

(A) New development; 

(B) Redevelopment involving expansion of the total building floor area which 

exceeds twenty-five percent of the Boulder County Assessor's actual value of the 

existing structure for any use except a property with three or fewer attached 

dwelling units; 

(C) Redevelopment involving the expansion of the total floor area for a property 

that has three or fewer attached dwelling units, shall meet the landscaping 

standards as follows: 

(i) Redevelopment valued at more than twenty-five percent, but less than 

fifty percent of the Boulder County Assessor's actual value of the existing 

structure shall require compliance with the street and alley tree 

requirements and the trash and parking screening requirements; 

(ii) Redevelopment valued at fifty percent or more, but less than seventy-

five percent of the Boulder County Assessor's actual value of the existing 

structure shall require compliance with the street and alley tree 

requirements and the trash and parking screening requirements and the 

front yard landscape requirements; and 
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(iii) Redevelopment valued at seventy-five percent or more of the Boulder 

County Assessor's actual value of the existing structure shall require 

compliance with the landscape regulations. 

(D) Redevelopment exceeding one hundred percent of the Boulder County 

Assessor's actual value of the existing structure and not involving expansion of 

the total building floor area; or 

(E) The addition of a dwelling unit. 

For purposes of this paragraph (1), the applicant shall demonstrate the value of the 

existing structure by submitting, at the discretion of the applicant, either the actual 

value assessed by the Boulder County Assessor or the fair market value 

determined by a real estate appraiser licensed in Colorado.   

(2) When additional parking spaces are provided, or for a change of use where new off-

street parking spaces are provided, the provisions of Section 9-9-14, "Parking Lot 

Landscaping Standards," B.R.C. 1981, shall be applied as follows: 

(A) When the number of additional parking spaces that will be provided exceeds 

twenty-five percent of the number of existing parking spaces on the site, all 

standards in Section 9-9-14, "Parking Lot Landscaping Standards," B.R.C. 1981, 

shall be met for the entire parking lot (existing and new portions) prior to the final 

inspection for a change of use or concurrent with the addition of the parking 

spaces. 

(B) When the number of additional parking spaces that will be provided is less 

than twenty five percent of the number of existing parking spaces on the site, the 

standards in Section 9-9-14, "Parking Lot Landscaping Standards," B.R.C. 1981, 

shall be met for the new portions of the parking lot prior to the final inspection for 

a change of use or concurrent with the addition of the parking spaces. 

. . . 

Section 5.  Section 9-9-16, “Lighting, Outdoor,” B.R.C. 1981, is amended to read: 

 

9-9-16 Lighting, Outdoor.  

. . . 

(c) Scope: This section shall apply to all exterior lighting, including illumination from outdoor 

signs that impact the outdoor environment. No person shall install any light fixture unless such 

fixture meets the requirements of this section. 
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(1) Conformance at the Time of Building Permit Application: Compliance with the 

requirements of this chapter shall be required for all new development. The following 

outdoor lighting improvements shall be installed prior to a final inspection for any 

building permit for any redevelopment which exceeds the following thresholds: 

(A) When development or redevelopment exceeds twenty-five percent of the 

Boulder County Assessor's actual value of the existing structure, then all existing 

unshielded exterior light fixtures shall be retrofitted with shielding to prevent light 

trespass. 

(B) When development or redevelopment exceeds fifty percent of the Boulder 

County Assessor's actual value of the existing structure, then: 

(i) All exterior lighting, except existing parking lot lighting, shall be 

brought into conformance with the requirements of this section; and 

(ii) All existing parking lot light fixtures shall be retrofitted with shielding 

to prevent light trespass. 

(C) When development or redevelopment exceeds seventy-five percent of the 

Boulder County Assessor's actual value of the existing structure, then all exterior 

lighting fixtures shall be brought into full conformance with the requirements of 

this section. 

(D) For purposes of this paragraph (1), the applicant shall demonstrate the value 

of the existing structure by submitting, at the discretion of the applicant, either the 

actual value assessed by the Boulder County Assessor or the fair market value 

determined by a real estate appraiser licensed in Colorado. 

(2) Replacement of Fixtures: If an existing light fixture is removed, it shall only be 

replaced with a conforming light fixture. 

. . . 

 

Section 6.  Section 9-10-2, “Continuation or Restoration of Nonconforming Uses and 

Nonstandard Buildings, Structures and Lots,” B.R.C. 1981, is amended to read: 

 

9-10-2 Continuation or Restoration of Nonconforming Uses and Nonstandard Buildings, 

Structures and Lots.  

. . . 
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(d) Drive-Thru Facilities: A drive-thru facility that was established prior to July 31, 1986, on a 

property not abutting Canyon Boulevard in the DT zoning districts, and has not expired pursuant 

to subsection (a) of this section, shall be considered a nonconforming use, and may: 

(1) Be renovated or remodeled, by improvements the cumulative total of which increases 

the structure's fair market value by no more than twenty-five percent of the Boulder 

County Assessor's actual value of the structure, without meeting the criteria for drive-thru 

uses in subsection Subsection 9-6-9(c), B.R.C. 1981; 

(2) Be renovated or remodeled by improvements the cumulative total of which increases 

the facility's structure's fair market value by more than twenty-five percent of the Boulder 

County Assessor's actual value of the structure; or be relocated on site if the development 

meets the criteria for drive-thru uses in subsection Subsection 9-6-9(c), B.R.C. 1981; or 

(3) Be relocated off site or expanded on site, subject to the conditional use requirements 

for drive-thru uses. For the purposes of this paragraph, "expanded" means creation of an 

additional drive-thru bay, lane, or teller window. 

(4) For purposes of this subsection (d), the applicant shall demonstrate the value of the 

existing structure by submitting, at the discretion of the applicant, either the actual value 

assessed by the Boulder County Assessor or the fair market value determined by a real 

estate appraiser licensed in Colorado. 

 

Section 7.  This ordinance is necessary to protect the public health, safety, and welfare of 

the residents of the city, and covers matters of local concern. 

Section 8.  The City Council deems it appropriate that this ordinance be published by title 

only and orders that copies of this ordinance be made available in the office of the city clerk for 

public inspection and acquisition. 
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INTRODUCED, READ ON FIRST READING, AND ORDERED PUBLISHED BY 

TITLE ONLY this ____ day of __________, 20__. 

 

 

____________________________________ 

Mayor 

Attest: 

 

 

 

City Clerk 

 

READ ON SECOND READING, PASSED, ADOPTED, AND ORDERED 

PUBLISHED BY TITLE ONLY this _____ day of _________, 20__. 

 

____________________________________ 

Mayor 

Attest: 

 

 

 

City Clerk 
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C I T Y  O F  B O U L D E R 
AGENDA ITEM PLANNING BOARD  

MEETING DATE: May 1, 2014 
 

 
AGENDA TITLE: 
Public hearing and consideration of a recommendation to City Council for an ordinance to modify intensity standards; 
along with consideration of Site and Use Review applications for 2200 Broadway, referred to as the Trinity Commons, to 
redevelop the existing surface parking lot with a new Fellowship Hall; 24 permanently affordable attached senior housing 
units;  office space for the Trinity Lutheran Church and other non-profit organizations; and 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 applicant is 
requesting vested rights.  The project is reviewed under two separate case no. LUR2013-00048 and LUR2014-00013. 
 
Applicant: Hartronft Associates 
Property Owners: Trinity Evangelical Lutheran Church of Boulder, Colorado 

 
 
REQUESTING DEPARTMENT: 
Community Planning and Sustainability 
David Driskell, Executive Director 
Susan Richstone, Deputy Director 
Charles Ferro, Development Review Manager  
Elaine McLaughlin, Senior Planner 

 
 
 
 

 
 
OBJECTIVE: 
Define the steps for Planning Board consideration of this request: 
1. Hear Applicant and Staff presentations 
2. Hold Public Hearing 
3. Planning Board discussion 
4. Planning Board recommendations to City Council on the proposed Ordinance. 
5. Planning Board action to approve, approve with conditions, or deny the Site and Use Review applications. 

 
PROPOSAL AND SITE SUMMARY: 
Proposal:  Site and Use Reviews along with a new ordinance to supersede Ordinance 7516  for 

redevelopment of the surface parking lot adjacent to the Trinity Lutheran Church to include a new 
Fellowship Hall, administrative offices, 24 permanently affordable attached senior housing units, 
and two levels of partially below grade parking for 86 spaces. The Use Review is requested to 
permit shared use of parking on the site by residential, church, and off-site users. 

Project Name:   Trinity Commons 
Address:    2200 Broadway 
Zoning:   Business Transition (BT-2) 
Comprehensive Plan:  High Density Residential 
 
KEY ISSUES: 

Staff has identified the following key issues regarding the proposed project: 
 

1. Is the proposed project and ordinance consistent with the Concept Plan? 
2. Does the proposal meet Site Review Criteria, including Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan (BVCP) policies? 
3. Is the proposed parking use consistent with the Use Review Criteria? 
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In February 2007, a Concept Plan was reviewed for the proposed project.  Following in April 2007, Ordinance 7516 was 
approved by City Council to permit up to 26 residential dwelling units on the property where the BT-2 zoning would have 
only permitted 22 units, with a minimum of 50 percent or 13 units to be onsite permanently affordable housing.  The 
current application is consistent with the Concept Plan but incorporates changes to the project, altering the overall unit 
number to 24, with all of the units being permanently affordable. The project is proposed to be developed in three 
construction phases. The city has agreed to provide funding support for the first sixteen units, to be built in the first phase, 
with the potential for an additional eight units included in a future development phase.  While the previous Concept Plan 
was not able to move forward due to market conditions, the revised plan, which will be enabled by the revised ordinance, 
keeps intact the significant community benefit presented in the original plan, with the added benefit of all the proposed 
residential units being permanently affordable (with 16 units in the first phase, and approval for eight additional units in the 
later phase). 

 
Existing Site.  The Trinity Lutheran Church owns the property that houses the church facilities along with the surface 
parking lot across the alley.  The proposed redevelopment site has been a surface parking lot since the 1950s, and is 
shown in Figure 1.  The parking lot is separated from the church by a small eastbound alley. The existing parking lot 
consists of 76 parking spaces, some used for the church and the remainder leased to other surrounding businesses.  
There is a change in elevation from northwest to the southeast of approximately nine feet from corner to corner and there 
are several mature trees within the right-of-way adjacent to the site that will be preserved.  The site lies just outside the 
limits of the downtown and is also outside the Central General Improvement District (CAGID).  While the redevelopment 
site is currently used as a shared parking lot for the church and other downtown users who lease spaces from the church, 
the church building is located across the alley from the parking lot.  Only minor interior changes are proposed within the 
church. However, a proposal to landmark the church is offered as one of several community benefits of the proposed 
ordinance.    
 

 
Trinity Lutheran Church Building.  According to historic survey information provided by the Carnegie Branch of the 
Boulder Public Library, the late gothic-revival church was constructed in 1929 after designs by Margaret Read of the 
architectural office of Glen Huntington. While the church is considered notable for its 1920s gothic-revival architecture, it is 
also in an area known as Boulder’s “church district.”  It is also considered significant as having been designed by one 
Margaret Read who was one of Boulder’s first women architects. According to the Carnegie Branch of the Boulder Public 
Library, the congregation for the Trinity Lutheran Church was establish in the City of Boulder in 1896, in a parish that was 
located nearby but is no longer standing.   
 

I. INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 
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An undated photo of one of the events with the early 
congregation is shown in Figure 2, as provided by the 
archives of the Carnegie library with a caption 
indicating an original location at 2240 Broadway, north 
of the existing location prior to the construction of the 
1929 church.  
 
In 1966, a contemporary, “organic-style” addition was 
constructed at the north side of the church (refer to 
photo in Figure 3a). The addition was designed by 
local modernist architect, Hobart Wagener. Wagener 
designed over 200 public and private buildings, 
including Ball Brothers Industrial Park (1956-1964), an 
addition to the First United Methodist Church (1958-
60), Midland Savings and Loan (the Atrium, 1968-78) 
and Fairview High School (1970). The Wagener 
addition is still visible at the rear of the church, as 
shown below in Figure 3.   
 
In the mid-1980s, and entry addition was constructed 
at the west façade of the building. The neo-traditional 
design closely mimics the design and materials of the 
original 1929 portion of the church.  However, the 
Wagener 1966 addition is obscured from the front of 
the building.   
 
 
 
 
 
 

The original historic portion of the church remains intact, 
and holds historic significance as having been designed 
by one of city’s first women architects. Therefore, the 
property is eligible for designation as a local historic 
landmark. A preliminary review of the proposed design indicates that that the proposed new construction across the alley 
and away from the original church will have no direct effect on the historic church building.  

Figure 2:   
Photo excerpt from Carnegie Branch: Boulder Public Library Reference 

Caption: “Interior view of the Trinity English Evangelical Lutheran Church at 2240 
Broadway. Shows the seated congregation, and a group of 8 young women and  
4 young men at the front of the room with the minister for some special event.” 

 

Figure 1a:  the original church (on right) and addition on left of photo            Figure 1b: the portion that is the original church  

Figure 3:  the “organic” form of the Wagener 
addition of 1966 is visible behind the 1980s 
neo-traditional design for the northern 

portion of the front, Broadway, elevation  
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Figure 4c:  Photo of the 
Original 1929 Blueprint of west elevation of church 

 

 
Staff finds the new construction indicates sensitivity to the historic building and overall context of the area.  Because the 
church is eligible for landmark designation, per policy 2.30 Preservation of Historic and Cultural Resources of the Boulder 
Valley Comprehensive Plan, a condition of Site Review approval is included for the applicant to apply to landmark the 
historic portion of the building shown outlined in yellow in Figures 4a and 4b.  Figure 4c is a photo of the original 
blueprints from Margaret Read’s 1929 design. 

Surrounding Context.  The site’s surroundings 
are varied given the different zoning and 
redevelopment over time in the area.  Adjacent to 
the site, Broadway is considered a major arterial 
with four lanes of traffic and dedicated left turn 
lanes. Across Broadway is the Boulder Museum 
of History (formerly a Masonic Temple) along with 
a small Victorian home and a small law office. 
The First Congregationalist Church is located 
across Broadway to the southwest; the Johnson 
Kightlinger and Co. Accountants office building is 
located to the north across Mapleton Street, and 
the First Church of Christ Scientist is located to 
the east, as are varying sizes of residential units 
and the parish and school of the Sacred Heart of 
Jesus Catholic Church.  Development to the 
south is more intensive which is characteristic of 
the central business district, with four and five 
story buildings, and the Boulderado Hotel addition 
defining the corner of Pine and Broadway.  
Photos of the surrounding context are shown in  
Figure 5, keyed to an aerial to illustrate location.   

Figure 4a:   
View of original portion of Church (on right) with 1966 addition (left); 

(predates the north, front (Broadway) entry addition) 

Figure 4b:   
Aerial View of  

Historic Portion of the Church 
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Figure 5:  Site Surroundings 

Agenda Item 5B     Page 5 of 126



 

 

  

Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan (BVCP) Designation: 
The land use designation for the site is High Density Residential. In such areas, a density of 14 units per acre or more 
could be built, if appropriate and compliant with zoning and relevant BVCP policies.  The BVCP land use designation 
map best distinguishes these areas. Mixed Density Residential is shown to the west and to the east, with Medium 
Density Residential and High Density Residential separating the site from those land use designations.  Regional 
Business land use is located within a portion of the Boulderado Hotel property and adjacent business uses along 
Spruce Street.  Figure 6 illustrates the BVCP land use of the site and surroundings.  

 
Site Zoning and Existing Ordinance 7516: 
As shown in Figure 7, the zoning on the site is BT-2, Business Transition – 2, defined as follows: 
 

(E) Business - Transitional 1 and Business - Transitional 2: Transitional business areas which generally buffer a 
residential area from a major street and are primarily used for commercial and complementary residential uses, 
including without limitation, temporary lodging and office uses. 

 
In April 2007, an ordinance was approved by City Council to permit a maximum of 26 residential dwelling units on the 
property where the BT-2 density would have only permitted 22 units (based on BT-2 intensity standards of  
1,600 square feet of lot area per dwelling unit).  An increase in density from a maximum 0.5 FAR to 1.25 FAR was 
also permitted. The intent in the ordinance was to meet several community benefit objectives: 
 

 Provision of permanently affordable housing for seniors in the downtown near transit; 
 Allow the church congregation to remain within the downtown area as it has for over 100 years; 
 Redevelop an underutilized surface parking lot;  
 Provision of office space for both the church and other non-profit organizations; and 
 Application to landmark the historic portion of the church. 

Figure 6:  BVCP Land Use 
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Since approval of Ordinance 7516, the global financial crisis that began in 2008 impacted the feasibility of 
implementing the original ordinance and its requirements. The proposed new ordinance establishes 24 units as 
permanently affordable, whereas the original ordinance established 13 units (or 50 percent of the original 26 units) as 
permanently affordable.  Of the 13 units previously approved, specific affordability parameters were required. The 
new ordinance allows the applicant to achieve the city’s goals for permanently affordable housing to meet or exceed 
the standards of Chapter 9-13, “Inclusionary Housing,” B.R.C. 1981 for all the units and permits density up to a 1.0 
FAR, with even greater community benefits offered in the original ordinance.  Ordinance 7516 would be repealed with 
approval of the new ordinance.   
 
The new ordinance will create 16 permanently affordable senior residential units, with a later phase of eight additional 
permanently affordable senior residential units for a total of 24 permanently affordable units. The city has agreed to 
provide funding to support the construction of the first 16 of these units.  This compares to the previous approval of  
26 units, of which half or 13 were proposed as permanently affordable with little or no city funding.  Planning Board is 
asked to provide a recommendation of approval to City Council on the draft ordinance.   
 

 
 
Proposed Project Site Review.  In keeping with the Concept Plan, the project is proposed as a three story building 
with a total of 24 permanently affordable senior residential units, 16 of which will be built now with the additional 8 
included in a potential future development phase; along with 7,790 square feet of ancillary church meeting space 
(Fellowship Hall) and church offices.  A parking structure is planned partially below grade for 86 parking spaces, 
where 104 spaces are required; the proposal includes a 17 percent parking reduction request.  The proposed project 
also includes a request for Use Review approval for parking as a principal use for shared use of the parking facilities 
with other off-site users on days when the church is not using the parking. The Site Plan is provided in Figure 8, the 

Figure 7: Zoning 
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cross-hatched area shown on the church is the area to be landmarked as a part of the proposed project. Key Issue 1 
includes a discussion of the proposed project consistency with the Concept Plan review. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
The portion of the building that is the Fellowship Hall is planned to be setback from Broadway by approximately  
20 feet, to create an outdoor plaza and gathering space at the entry. In this location, the topography begins to rise 
toward the north and the plaza space will then rest slightly below grade, with a low retaining wall and steel rail picket 
fence enclosing a portion of the space that is below grade.  The Fellowship Hall portion of the building is also 
designed with a style and materials in keeping with the church with similar arched entryways in red Lyons sandstone 
and red brick on surrounding walls.    
 
The residential portion of the project is mostly separated from the Fellowship Hall except for enclosed connections 
on the first and second stories that also share an elevator access with the Fellowship Hall.  The finish materials 
planned on the residential building are two similar tones of red brick to match the Fellowship Hall, along with areas 
of similarly-colored stucco above.   Figure 9 presents a north elevation illustrating materials; perspective sketches 
are provided in Figures 10 and 11 to illustrate views from Broadway. 

Figure 8 Site Plan, also illustrating area of existing church to be landmarked (in purple) 

Figure 9: North Elevation 
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As shown in Figure 12, Phasing Plan, the project is 
intended to be phased: with the first phase including 
construction of the 16 permanently affordable senior 
residential units along Mapleton Avenue and the 
Fellowship Hall along Broadway.  The second phase is 
planned for the offices above the Fellowship Hall 
including a rooftop deck above the Fellowship Hall, and 
the third phase is to construct eight additional 
permanently affordable senior residential units at the rear 
of the property along with an interior courtyard space. As 
indicated in the project plans, the applicant has stated 
that the intent in requesting phasing is to ensure project 
funding over time.  Refer to Attachment E for written 
statement and plans. 
 

 
Broadway 

Broadway 

Mapleton 
Avenue 

Figure 10: Perspective Sketch looking toward northeast at the proposed project 

Figure 11: Perspective Sketch looking toward southeast at the proposed project 

Alley 

 

Figure 12:  Proposed Phasing Plan (excerpt from sheet A1.00 of 

Plan Set for the Proposed Project 

Fellowship Hall 

Church Offices 

Interior Courtyard 

8 permanently 
affordable res. units 

16 
Permanently 
Affordable 

Senior 
Apartments 

 

Non-Profit & 
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Use Review for the Below Grade, Shared Parking as a Principal Use.  
 
As part of the proposed project, a partially below grade structured parking area is planned in keeping with the 
Concept Plan.  While there were 136 spaces planned as a part of the Concept Plan, there are fewer with the Site 
Review, with 86 spaces total.  The 86 spaces represents a 17 percent parking reduction (104 spaces are required 
based on floor area and 26 residential uses) analyzed as a part of the site review.  The applicant is requesting to 
continue to share parking as they do today (with the surface parking lot) with other downtown patrons during non-
church attendance hours, generally Monday through Friday, 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m.  To do this, the parking 
qualifies as a “principal use” because users other than those on the site would utilize the parking.  Therefore, 
parking as a principal use on the site requires a Use Review.  An analysis under the Use Review criteria is 
provided as a part of Attachment A. 

 
As noted in the applicant’s management plan for parking as a principal use, 24 parking spaces will be available for 
the residential units.  A total of 55 spaces will be utilized for church activities on Sundays, or during evening hours. 
The church would also allow parking use for weddings or other functions associated with the church including 
occasional daytime funerals as now occurs. There are seven other spaces that the church exclusively would use 
for the office staff, the church van and volunteer use.     
 
On weekdays, the church would share 55 parking spaces through a lease agreement with other downtown 
patrons, either through management by the Central Area General Improvement District CAGID or another parking 
management partner, as Trinity is in preliminary talks with CAGID to form a parking facility partnership at  
2200 Broadway. The 55 spaces would be for Trinity's exclusive use in the evenings (after 5pm) and on weekends 
(functioning similar to the way Trinity uses its 52 leased parking spots in the current situation). This managed and 
'unbundled' parking partnership would benefit both Trinity and other downtown users and would maximize the use 
of these valuable downtown parking spaces while still reducing parking usage overall through the parking 
reduction request. As noted in the applicant’s written statement, “Trinity recognizes that parking remains a critical 
issue as part of being a downtown church, and we are committed to continuing to seek creative ways to resolve 
our parking needs.”  

 
 

 

On Sept. 7, 2006, the Planning Board reviewed and commented on a Concept Plan for the Trinity Commons, 
recommending that the concept be pursued with suggested changes to the design. Subsequently, on Feb. 1, 2007, the 
Planning Board reviewed a second Concept Plan and Planning Board then recommended to City Council that an 
ordinance be approved based on the Concept Plan. See Attachment D. City Council approved Ordinance 7516 on May 
1, 2007 that permits a modification to intensity standards of the BT-2 zoning district to allow 26 dwelling units where 22 
were permitted by-right and up to a 1.25 FAR where 0.5 FAR is permitted by right. In the BT-2 zoning, there is no 
mechanism to increase density through Site Review therefore the ordinance was the only mechanism.  The ordinance 
was supported by the council in that the project would further numerous City Council sustainability goals and the project 
would provide community benefits including 50 percent (or 13  units) of permanently affordable housing for seniors, 
community meeting space, office space for non-profits and intent to landmark the historic portion of the church.   
As noted in the previous staff memo for Ordinance 7516,  

 “The city has considered ordinances from time to time to modify city standards when a circumstance necessitated 
exceptions where either a public benefit would arise from the exception or an undue hardship on a property owner could 
be avoided.  In the case of Trinity Commons, it is to allow the required number of units and floor area for a project with a 
higher ratio of affordable dwelling units in proximity to downtown.  Allowing affordable housing projects in appropriate 
locations has necessitated deviations from the code in the past.” 

 

Key Issue 1:  Is the proposed project and ordinance consistent with the Concept Plan? 
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Ordinance 7516 required that the project plans be consistent with the Concept Plan no. LUR2006-000103, that was 
reviewed on May 1, 2007, as well as the Site Review criteria.  Because the application meets the threshold for both 
Concept Plan and Site Review, a consistency analysis is provided of the Site Review to the Concept Plan.  Shown in 
Table 1, is a comparison of the metrics of the Concept Plan to the Site Review.  As can be noted, the building overall is 
planned to be shorter, with less parking and more affordable units.  
 

Table 1:  Comparison of Concept Plan to Site Review 

*includes 17,894 sf of existing church building square footage 

 
As shown in Figure 13, the 
perspective comparison 
between the Concept Plan and 
the proposed Site Review, the 
planned Fellowship Hall and 
offices are planned to be two 
stories in height and 35 feet 
rather than three. This allows 
the church building itself to 
present a more dominate 
stature and helps to transition 
from the overall taller four-story 
downtown buildings to the 
south to the overall two and 
three story buildings to the 
north.  
 
The planned community 
benefits for the new ordinance 
remain the same from the 
Concept Plan and Ordinance 
7516: provision of permanently 
affordable housing for seniors in the downtown near transit; landmarking the historic church; provide slightly larger 
amount of additional community meeting and office space for the church and other non-profit organizations; and a 
project that will allow the church congregation to remain within the downtown area as it has for over 100 years. The 
primary difference in the community benefits between the previous approval and the current proposal is the increased 
provision of affordable units. All of the community benefits are consistent with the city’s sustainability goals and policies, 
refer to Attachment A, that cites specific BVCP policies.  

CONCEPT PLAN PROPOSED SITE REVIEW DIFFERENCE 

Three story building Two to Three story building Slightly less 

46-foot height 35-foot height 11 feet lower 

26 units total 24 units total Two less 

13 units permanently affordable (50%)  24 units permanently affordable (100%) +50% 

4,700 sf community/church meeting space 5,015 sf community/church meeting space +315 sf 

1,460 sf office space 2,775 sf office space +1,315 sf 

Total floor area: 44,564 sf *  Total floor area: 44,372 sf*   - 

Floor Area Ratio:  1.0 FAR Floor Area Ratio:  0.99 FAR -0.2 FAR 

Three levels parking, 136 parking spaces Two levels parking, 86 spaces -50 spaces 

Figure 13:   
Comparison of the perspective from Concept Plan (above) to the Site Review (below) 

 

   35’ 

46’ 
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The new ordinance requires that 
covenants for permanent 
affordability be executed prior to 
application for each and any 
residential building permit to 
ensure that all units constructed 
per that permit are permanently 
affordable.  Because Phase III 
construction of the eight 
additional units is dependent on 
funding and capital campaigns, 
there is a possibility that Phase III 
is not built.  However, the first two 
phases will still be considered to 
be in compliance with the 
ordinance and the site review 
approval.  If in the event that the 
Phase III, eight units of additional 
housing, is not implemented, staff 
is requiring a condition of 
approval such that if Phase III 
additional units are not 
implemented at the expiration of 
the phasing plan (nine years), that the 340 square foot area at the rear of the property where the third phase building 
would have been located revert to open courtyard space in compliance with the usable open space standards in the 
Land Use Code. Refer to Figure 14.  The purpose in this requirement is to ensure that the rear of the property is either 
implemented as permanently affordable housing and utilize the floor area provided through ordinance, or the space 
would be for open space rather than permit any other use.  While both the community hall and the offices are slightly 
larger than proposed at Concept Plan review, the net floor area ratio remains well within the 1.25 FAR proposed in the 
Concept Plan.  The community hall is approximately 315 square feet larger, and the office space is approximately 1,315 
square feet larger. However, the expansion of these uses will help to serve the intent of the spaces as meeting rooms 
accessory to the church, and as office space to benefit the church and other non-profit organizations. As indicated in the 
management plan provided in Attachment E, the spaces will be utilized by groups that currently occupy some of the 
church space, including yoga instruction and support groups, and other groups as needed.   
 
 
 
 
The project was found to be consistent with the Site Review Criteria of section 9-2-14(h), B.R.C. 1981 in that the 
proposed project will provide an attractive new permanently affordable senior apartment building with 16 units and the 
potential of 8 additional permanently affordable senior residential units constructed in a future development phase, 
along with a well designed and well integrated Fellowship Hall space, ancillary to the existing church, along with 
supporting offices for both church and non-profit agencies use.    A consistency analysis of the proposed project with 
the site review criteria is provided in Attachment A.  
 
 
 
The project was found to be consistent with the Use Review Criteria of section 9-2-15, B.R.C. 1981 in that, the 
proposed parking facility will be a shared facility that is utilized at differing times of the day and week. The parking 

Key Issue 2:  Does the proposed project, including the parking reduction proposed meet the Site Review 
Criteria including Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan (BVCP) policies? 

 
 

Key Issue 3:  Is the proposed parking use consistent with the Use Review? 
 

 

Figure 14:  Phase III as open space if additional housing not implemented 

Phase III as 
courtyard 

space 
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reduction, analyzed as a part of the Site Review criteria, keeps parking to a minimum; the parking that is provided is 
efficiently utilized and staff finds that the parking needs of the on-site uses are adequately met. A consistency analysis 
of the proposed project with the Use Review criteria is provided at the end of Attachment A.  
 
 
 
Three separate mailings were sent as required public notice for both the Site and Use Review applications along with 
the draft ordinance, 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. Therefore, all public notice requirements of section 9-4-3, 
“Public Notice Requirements,” B.R.C. 1981 were met.  Two comment letters were received, both articulating support for 
the proposed project and provided in Attachment B.  
 
 
 
Planning staff finds the ordinance consistent with the policies of the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan, and therefore, 
staff recommends that Planning Board provide a recommendation to City Council to approve the draft ordinance.  
Planning staff finds that the proposed applications for Site and Use Review meet the Site Review criteria found section 
9-2-14(h), B.R.C., 1981, the Use Review Criteria of section 9-2-15, B.R.C. 1981, and are consistent with Concept Plan 
review of LUR2006-00103. Therefore, staff recommends that the Planning Board approve Site Review no. LUR2013-
00048 and Use Review no. LUR2014-00013, incorporating this staff memorandum and the attached Site and Use 
Review Criteria Checklists as findings of fact, subject to the following recommended conditions of approval.  

 
1. This approval shall be contingent upon approval of an ordinance granting authority to the approving authority 

of this site review to approve a development that may exceed the maximum residential density and the 
maximum floor area ratio allowed under the Business Transitional 2 (BT-2) zoning district and authorizing the 
City Manager to execute documents that will secure affordable housing and other land uses that will provide for 
community needs.  The Applicant shall be in compliance with all conditions contained in such ordinance. 
 

2. The Applicant shall ensure that the development shall be in compliance with all approved plans dated Feb. 
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. 

 
3. Prior to a building permit application, the Applicant shall submit a Technical Document Review application for 

the following items, subject to approval of the City Manager: 
 

a. Final architectural plans, including materials and colors, to ensure compliance with the intent of 
this approval and compatibility with the surrounding area.  The architectural intent shown on the 
approved plans dated Feb. 3, 2014 is acceptable. 

 
b. A final site plan including building setbacks on fully dimensioned plans. A signed survey drawing 

should also be submitted.   
 
c. A final utility plan meeting the City of Boulder Design and Construction Standards.  
 
d. A final storm water report and plan meeting the City of Boulder Design and Construction Standards, 

which include information regarding the groundwater conditions (geotechnical report, soil borings, etc.) 
on the Property and all discharge points for perimeter drainage systems.  

Findings and Recommendation 
 

 

PUBLIC NOTIFICATION 
 

 

VI. Conditions on Case: Site Review 
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e. Final transportation plans in accordance with City of Boulder Design and Construction Standards for 
all transportation improvements.  These plans must include, but are not limited to:  plan and profile 
drawings, signage and striping plans in conformance with the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control 
Devices (MUTCD) standards, transportation detail drawings, geotechnical soils report, and pavement 
analysis. 

f. A detailed landscape plan, including size, quantity, and type of plants existing and proposed; type 
and quality of non-living landscaping materials; any site grading proposed; and any irrigation system 
proposed, to insure compliance with this approval and the City's landscaping requirements.  Removal 
of trees must receive prior approval of the Planning Department. Removal of any tree in city right-of-
way must also receive prior approval of the City Forester.  

 
g. A detailed lighting plan showing location, size, and intensity of illumination units, indicating 

compliance with section 9-9-16, B.R.C. 1981. 
 

4. Prior to issuance of a building permit, the Applicant shall dedicate to the City, at no cost to the City, all 
easements necessary to serve the development, including the following easements, as shown on the approved 
plans dated Feb. 3, 2014, meeting the City of Boulder Design and Construction Standards, as part of a 
Technical Document Review application, the form and final location of which shall be subject to the approval of 
the City Manager: 

 
a. A public access easement varying from approximately 2.2-feet to 3.2-feet along Broadway Avenue 

between the alley and Mapleton Avenue. 
  

5. Prior to issuance of a building permit, the Applicant shall submit to the City, at no cost to the City, the following 
lot line elimination meeting the City of Boulder Design and Construction Standards, as part of a Technical 
Document Review application, and subject to the approval of the City Manager: 

 
a. A lot line elimination between Lots 4-6, Block 149, Original Town of Boulder, County of Boulder, State 

of Colorado. 
 

6. Prior to a building permit application, the Applicant shall submit to the City an application for and pursue in good 
faith an Individual Landmark designation of the historic portion of the church building located at  
2200 Broadway with a designation boundary as shown on sheet A1.00 of the approved plans dated  
Feb. 3, 2014. 

 
7. Prior to a building permit application, the Applicant shall submit a financial guarantee, in a form acceptable to 

the Director of Public Works, in an amount equal to the cost of providing eco-passes to the residents of the 
development for three years after the issuance of a certificate of occupancy for each dwelling unit as proposed 
in the Applicant’s Transportation Demand Management (TDM) plan.  

 
8. Prior to any building permit application, the Applicant shall submit a financial guarantee, in a form acceptable 

to the Director of Public Works, in an amount equal to the cost of providing eco-passes to the employees of the 
development for three years after the issuance of a certificate of occupancy. 

 
9. Prior to the issuance of any residential building permits, the Applicant shall execute permanently affordable 

deed restricting covenants and other required agreements, in a form acceptable to the City Manager, to 
ensure that all dwelling units being constructed per that permit on the property shall be permanently affordable 
and meet or exceed the standards of Chapter 9-13, “Inclusionary Housing,” B.R.C. 1981.  
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10. Pursuant to subsection 9-2-12(a), “Three Year Rule,” B.R.C. 1981, the following development/phasing plan is 
approved: 

 
a. Phase I, to construct the Fellowship Hall and the 16 permanently affordable attached senior residential 

units, shall commence at the date of this approval and shall be substantially completed within three 
years. 

 
b. Phase II, to construct the offices, shall commence upon the expiration of Phase I and expires three 

years thereafter. 
 

c. Phase III, to construct the eight permanently affordable attached senior residential units, shall 
commence upon the expiration of Phase II and expires three years thereafter.  Construction of eight 
permanently affordable attached senior residential units to be constructed in Phase III of the 
development/phasing plan, is approved, but shall not be required.   
 
i)   If the Applicant begins construction of any of these eight units during Phase III, then the Applicant 

must substantially complete all eight units by the expiration of Phase III.   
 
ii)   If the Applicant does not begin construction of any of these eight units prior to the expiration of 

Phase III, then the Applicant shall submit detailed plans, meeting the standards of Section 9-9-11, 
“Useable Open Space,” 1981, and subject to approval of the City Manager, for landscaping and 
hardscaping improvements in the area where these eight units would have been constructed.  The 
Applicant shall begin and substantially complete said landscaping and hardscaping improvements 
prior to the expiration of Phase III. 

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

Feb. 3, 2014 and the management plan dated March 13, 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 number of parking spaces available for the principal use as parking on the site is 55, as shown 

on the project plans dated Feb. 3, 2014 
 

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

 

 
Attachments 
Attachment A:  Consistency with Site and Use Review Criteria 
Attachment B: Correspondence Received 
Attachment C: Draft Ordinance 
Attachment D:      Concept Plan and Minutes from 2007 
Attachment E: Applicant Submittal Materials 

Conditions on Case: Use Review 
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Attachment A: Consistency with Site Review Criteria  
 

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 service area map and, on balance, 
the policies of the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan. 
The proposed site plan is within the City limits (and Area I of the service area map) and is consistent with the High 
Density Residential land use map designation as well as the service area map.  As a mixed use development on a 
major transit corridor that will provide ancillary uses for the Trinity Lutheran Church, along with 100 percent of the 
residential units proposed are for permanently affordable housing for seniors, the project is consistent with a number 
of specific policies of the BVCP and in particular with following policies: 

1.03  Principles of Social Sustainability  
2.01  Unique Community Identity 
2.03  Compact Land Use Pattern 
2.10  Preservation and Support for Residential Neighborhoods 
2.13  Protection of Residential Neighborhoods Adjacent to Non-residential Zones 
2.14  Mix of Complementary Land Uses 
2.16  Mixed Use and Higher Density Development 
2.18  Role of the Central Area 
2.24  Preservation of Historic and Cultural Resources 
2.32  Physical Design for People 
2.37 Enhanced Design for Private Sector Projects: 

   a) The context 
 b) The public realm 

c) Transportation connections 
d) Human scale 
e) Permeability 
r) On-site open spaces 
g) Buildings 

7.01  Local Solutions to Affordable Housing 
7.02  Permanently Affordable Housing 
7.03  Populations with Special Needs 
7.09  Housing for a Full Range of Households 
7.13  Integration of Permanently Affordable Housing 
8.05  Diversity 
 

To review each policy statement, refer to the following link: Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan Policies 
http://www.bouldercolorado.gov/files/PDS/bvcp2010/bvcp2010.pdf 
 

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

  n/a   (i) The density permitted in the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan, or, 
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  n/a   (ii) The maximum number of units that could be placed on the site without waiving or varying 
any of the requirements of Chapter 9-8, "Intensity 
Standards," B.R.C. 1981. 
 

  √   (C) The proposed development’s success in meeting the broad range of BVCP policies considers the 
economic feasibility of implementation techniques required to meet other site review criteria. 
 
The proposed project includes 16 permanently affordable senior residential units to be built in Phase 1, with a 
potential additional eight included in a future development phase, parking facilities and offices for both the church and 
non-profit use.  The proposed project’s success in meeting the broad range of policies cited above under “(A)” does 
consider the feasibility of implementing this project and the need for the types of affordable housing solutions in 
balance with the types of materials proposed, the site design and the ability for the residents to live in a downtown 
setting close to resources and services.  
 
(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 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; 
 
The applicant is proposing a creative means to achieve open space on the site with a variety of open space 
areas.  The courtyard patio space at the entry to the Fellowship Hall, is slightly enclosed by virtue of the 
transitioning topography and the need for a retaining wall. This space will serve as an outdoor gathering space 
and forum to the entry into the Fellowship Hall space, a social gathering space for the church.  There is another 
rooftop patio space planned atop the Fellowship Hall that can serve both the offices that open onto the space, 
as well as the church or other non-profit users.  The residential units have individual outdoor balcony spaces 
and for the last phase of the project, the applicant proposes to construct additional residential units but will also 
create an interior courtyard space for the enjoyment of the residents and visitors to the site. 
 
n/a   (ii) Private open space is provided for each detached residential unit; 
 
There are no detached residential units proposed within the project site. 
 
  n/a   (iii) The project provides for the preservation of or mitigation of adverse impacts to natural 
features, including, without limitation, healthy long-lived trees, significant plant communities, ground 
and surface water, wetlands, riparian areas, drainage areas, and species on the federal Endangered 
Species List, "Species of Special Concern in Boulder County" designated by Boulder County, or 
prairie dogs (Cynomys ludiovicianus) which is a species of local concern, and their habitat; 
 
There are no known special status species on the site that has been developed for decades. There are 
several existing, long-lived trees that are considered healthy and which will be retained. 
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  √   (iv) The open space provides a relief to the density, both within the project and from surrounding 
development; 
 
The proposed open space is reflective of an urban context, along the busy, highly traveled arterial of 
Broadway.  The proposed courtyard patio space at the entries to the Fellowship Hall is partially enclosed by a 
retaining wall appropriate given the high volume of traffic along Broadway. These open space areas provide 
relief to the density of this project and surrounding development.  
 
  √   (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; 
 
There are a variety of open space areas primarily oriented to passive recreation.  However, there are 
opportunities, particularly within the internal courtyard space of Phase III, where recreational amenities 
geared toward seniors could be added. 
. 
  n/a   (vi) The open space provides a buffer to protect sensitive environmental features and natural 
areas; and 
 
There are no know sensitive environmental features or natural areas within this developed urban site. 
 
  √   (vii) If possible, open space is linked to an area- or city-wide system. 
 
The existing walkways along Broadway, Mapleton, 13th and Pine streets are all part of the urban streetscape. 
The Broadway walkway connects the entry plaza space to the Fellowship Hall to the city-wide system. 
 

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

  √   (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; 
 
There are a variety of open space areas, from internal courtyard spaces that are open and have southern 
exposure, to the Fellowship Hall entry courtyard patios and streetscapes, that all have accessibility and 
functionality that is appropriate to the context.  
 
  n/a   (ii) Private open space is provided for each detached residential unit; 
 
No detached dwelling units 
 

  √   (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 proposed project will help to establish a new streetscape on Broadway and Mapleton by filling in gaps in 
the urban street tree canopy with added street trees.  
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n/a   (ii) Landscape design attempts to avoid, minimize, or mitigate impacts to important native species, plant 
communities of special concern, threatened and endangered species and habitat by integrating the existing 
natural environment into the project; 

 
As an urban and developed site, there are no known native species or special status species on the site. 
 
  √   (iii) The project provides significant amounts of plant material sized in excess of the landscaping 
requirements of Section 9-9-12, "Landscaping and Screening Standards" and Section 9-9-13, 
"Streetscape Design Standards," B.R.C. 1981; and 
 
The applicant intends to preserve existing, healthy street trees along both Broadway and Mapleton, as well 
as provide additional landscaping and street trees that are in excess of the requirements. 
  
  √   (iv) The setbacks, yards, and useable open space along public rights-of-way are landscaped to 
provide attractive streetscapes, to enhance architectural features, and to contribute to the 
development of an attractive site plan. 
 
The planned 20 foot setback of the Fellowship Hall portion of the project helps to establish not only an 
appropriate buffer from the highly traveled arterial of Broadway, it also creates a somewhat enclosed and 
protected courtyard gathering space, that acts as a staging area to the hall itself. The intent is to draw 
parishioners from the church service to the post service gatherings, and allow for outdoor space and cueing 
space within this courtyard area adjacent to the entries.  This is an appropriate and attractive streetscape for 
the context. 
 
The streetscapes, with detached walkways and tree lawns also augment the streetscape and will help to 
frame the streets with tree canopies. 
 

√  (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; 
 
Located within an urban context, and part of the urban street fabric, the narrowness of Mapleton Avenue, where 
access to the parking structure on the north is proposed, is a limiting factor for speed as is. In addition, access 
on the south to the parking structure is via the alley, where high speeds are also limited due to the narrowness 
of the alley. 
 
√  (ii) Potential conflicts with vehicles are minimized; 
 
The detached walkways along both Mapleton Avenue and Broadway channel pedestrians. The urban grid 
defines the vehicular movement and as such traffic movements are more predictable.  
 
√  _(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; 
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As part of the urban street grid, there are existing walkways that are already utilized by pedestrians and 
bicyclists that link to other city streets, walkways, and bus lines.  They are safe and convenient connections that 
provide the desired multi-modal mobility through and between properties. 

 
√  _(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; 
 
Bike parking is provided on site, both secured storage within the parking garage, as well as ‘U-racks” outside of 
the buildings.  Similarly, augmenting the streetscape with additional street trees and walkways will encourage 
residents to walk within the surrounding neighborhood. The location of a bus stop adjacent to the proposed 
project, with a number of bus routes available will also help to encourage alternatives to SOVs. 
 
√  (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 travel demand management techniques include 
provision of eco-passes for residents and employees. 
 
√  _(vi) On-site facilities for external linkage are 
provided with other modes of transportation, where 
applicable; 
 
As shown on the RTD bus route map, the site is located 
on a major transit line with the Climb, Skip, 208 and Y 
buses all routed along Broadway in front of the site.  
There is an existing bus stop located at the corner of 
Mapleton and Broadway. 
 
√  (vii) The amount of land devoted to the street 
system is minimized; and 
 
Given the urban context and the primarily below grade parking structure, the amount of land devoted to the 
street system is minimized. 

 
√  _(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. 
 
There is a proposed semi-below grade parking structure that is separated from the units above. 
 

√  (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 proposed project includes a partially below grade parking structure with access from both Mapleton 
Avenue and the alley.  Given the narrowness of Mapleton Avenue and the existing and proposed detached 
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walkway, pedestrians can easily see and understand the vehicular movements in this urban context. 
 
√  (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; 
 
The applicant is requesting a 17 percent parking reduction that will both meet the parking needs of the 
proposed residential units, and provide weekend parking for the church activities. The parking structure will be 
shared between the residents, the church activities and other downtown patrons such as the Boulder History 
Museum, through shared parking agreements and as defined in the associated Use Review for the parking as a 
principal use.  
 
√  (iii) Parking areas and lighting are designed to reduce the visual impact on the project, adjacent 
properties, and adjacent streets; and 
 
Because the proposed parking structure is predominately below grade, the visual impact is reduced.  However, 
given the existing topography, the east end of the parking structure is above grade. While this does represent a 
story, under the city’s definitions, the applicant is maintaining by-right number stories (three stories) within the 
BT-2 zoning district, and is providing architectural detailing and brick as a finish material on the “exposed” 
portion of the garage. This will help to reduce the visual impact on adjacent properties.   
 
_n/a _(iv) Parking areas utilize landscaping materials to provide shade in excess of the requirements in 
Subsection 9-9-6 (d), "Parking Area Design Standards," and Section 9-9-14, “Parking Lot Landscaping 
Standards,” B.R.C. 1981. 
 
Not applicable as the parking is at the rear and below grade. 
 

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

√  i) The building height, mass, scale, orientation, and configuration are compatible with the existing 
character of the area or the character established by an adopted plan for the area; 
 
The proposed building height is 35 feet and three stories. This is consistent with the surrounding building 
heights.  Immediately to the east is the First Church of Christ Scientist, that is approximately 35 feet in height 
and two and ½ tall stories. While the built context is eclectic, there are a number of buildings in the vicinity that 
are three stories and taller, including single family residential buildings, churches, and office buildings. 
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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 for the immediate area; 
 
While there are no “projected heights” for the area, the approval of Ordinance 7615 was based upon a Concept 
Plan that illustrated a two- to three-story building mass for 26 residential units and offices. The adoption of that 
ordinance in effect approved the building height and intensity as long as the Site Review maintained the intent 
of the Concept Plan. As noted above in criterion “(i)” the proposed building height is 35 feet and three stories. is 
consistent with the surrounding building heights.   

 
√  (iii) The orientation of buildings minimizes shadows on and blocking of views from adjacent 
properties; 
 
With regard to views, as shown, there is an existing view toward the Flatirons from the property.  It is likely that 
the proposed three-story building will change the viewshed given the existing surface parking lot. However, this 
would likely be true given even a single story building given the angle and aspect to the views in this location.   

 
√  (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; 
 
The character of the area is eclectic. However, given the number of historic buildings in the area, many that 
utilize the indigenous red clay brick and/or the red Lyon’s sandstone, the use of red brick variations and stone, 
along with reddish tones for the stucco would be in keeping with the character of the area.  
 
√  (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; 
 
Generally, the criteria would point to a reduced front setback to establish a vibrant pedestrian experience. 
However, the criteria also points to context for reference for appropriate setbacks. The proposed Fellowship 
Hall is setback from Broadway approximately 20 feet.  While the existing church building is located with a 0-lot 
line setback, properties along Broadway in the vicinity of the proposed buildings have variations in setbacks 
from 35-foot setbacks to 12-foot setbacks, mostly owing to the highly traveled arterial of Broadway, as shown.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

17’ 
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There is pedestrian scaled detailing provided on building frontages along both Broadway and Mapleton Avenue.  
The Fellowship Hall portion of the building on Broadway utilizes similar Gothic-revival style arched building 
facades as the historic Trinity Lutheran 
Church building which provides pedestrian 
interest. The transitioning of the walkway 
topographically in this location also 
necessitated use of retaining walls that 
somewhat enclose the planned entry 
courtyard space in this location, this too 
adds interest in the pedestrian experience.  
The residential portion of the building, for 
the most part, along Mapleton employs 
human scale materials such as brick and detailed landscape plant materials within the ground floor level.  
Because of the residential nature of the use on Mapleton, the need for transparency at the pedestrian level is 
not as important along Broadway with the Fellowship Hall use.  The need for privacy in the residential setting is 
appropriate for this context.  
 
√  (vi) To the extent practical, the project provides public amenities and planned public facilities; 
 
The establishment of a strong streetscape with detached walkways and augmented tree lawn plantings in this 
location, as well as construction of interesting and attractive buildings help to amenitize the public realm.  
 
√  (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 proposed use of the site primarily for permanently affordable senior residential units will add to the variety 
of units within the city and help meet the City’s goal of having 10 percent of the city’s residential units as 
permanently affordable for low- and moderate-income people. 
 
√  (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 majority of the residential units do not face onto Broadway, but rather face Mapleton Avenue or are internal 
to the site. This configuration helps to mitigate noise from external sources such as traffic noise on Broadway.  
 
√  (ix) A lighting plan is provided which augments security, energy conservation, safety, and 
aesthetics; 
 
A lighting plan will be required at the Technical Document review stage to meet this factor. 
 
√  (x) The project incorporates the natural environment into the design and avoids, minimizes, or 
mitigates impacts to natural systems; 
 
There are no natural systems on the developed, paved surface parking lot. There are existing healthy street 
trees that will remain and be augmented with additional trees.  
 
√  (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 

Brick 

Stucco Stone 
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island effects; and the project reasonably mitigates or minimizes water use and impacts on water 
quality. 
 
The proposed project will be required to meet the city’s recently adopted, and rigorous standards for energy: 
the International Energy Efficiency Code (IECC) plus 30 percent additional efficiency.  
 
√   (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 proposed project utilizes red tones of sandstone on the Fellowship Hall along with brick and areas of 
similarly colored stucco above the public realm for both the office uses and residential units.  
 
__n/a (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; 
 
__n/a (xiv)  In the urbanizing areas along the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan boundaries between 
Area II and Area III, the building and site design provide for a well-defined urban edge; and 
 
__n/a (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 II and Area III, 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. 
 

_√  (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: 

 

_√  (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 planned interior courtyard space is open to the south and will permit solar access into the open space for 
the benefit of the residents and tenants. This effectively protects the proposed buildings from shading within 
the development.  Additionally, the applicant has demonstrated with the solar shadow analysis on page A5.10, 
that the building does not encroach past the 25 foot solar fence for the property to the east, with the Church of 
Christ Scientist at 2:00 p.m., Dec. 21st of the year, the point at which solar shadows cast their longest shadow.     
  
_√  (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. 
 
In this context, the central interior courtyard space will create open solar access for the residential buildings 
that align Mapleton.  
 
_√  (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. 
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The building is designed with a flat roof and mechanical systems to accommodate any potential use of 
photovoltaic panels.  The buildings are designed that two of the three buildings on the site have broad walls 
and windows facing south.   
 
_√  (iv) Landscaping: The shading effects of proposed landscaping on adjacent buildings are 
minimized.  
 
Existing and proposed deciduous tree species are planned as street trees on all three rights-of-way that will 
provide summer shading when the trees are in full-leaf; and winter solar capture when the branches are 
denuded of leaves. Therefore, shading effects of proposed landscaping on adjacent buildings are minimized 
as those street trees are far removed from the adjacent property that could be shaded.   

 
__n/a (H) Additional Criteria for Poles Above the Permitted Height 
__n/a (I) Land Use Intensity Modifications 
__n/a_(J) Additional Criteria for Floor Area Ratio Increase for Buildings in the BR-1 District 
 
_√ _(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. 
 
The proposed parking reduction is 17 percent and meets the criteria below. 
 
_√  (ii) Criteria: Upon submission of documentation by the applicant of how the project meets the 
following criteria, the approving agency may approve proposed modifications to the parking 
requirements of section 9-9-6, "Parking Standards," B.R.C. 1981 (see tables 9-1, 9-2, 9-3 and 9-4), if it 
finds that: 
 

(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 occupants of all of the constructed residential units will be seniors, likely on fixed incomes as the 
units will be permanently affordable. While there are 24 spaces set aside for the residential units, the 
excess 62 spaces (of the total 86) will provide opportunities for church functions and when not in use 
by the church can provide shared opportunities for parking for surrounding uses including the Boulder 
History Museum. 

 
(b) The parking needs of any non-residential uses will be adequately accommodated through 
on-street parking or off-street parking; 
 
A total of 55 parking spaces are planned for shared use between church functions and, when not in use 
by the church, parking for downtown visitors and surrounding uses including the Boulder History 
Museum. In addition, there is on-street parking on Mapleton, 13th, and Pine streets as well as streets 
further from the site in the downtown. There are three public parking lots in proximity to the site as 
shown below, that can also serve any “overflow” parking needs.  
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(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; 
 
A total of 55 parking spaces are planned for shared use between church functions and, when not in use 
by the church, parking for downtown visitors and surrounding uses including the Boulder History 
Museum. 
 
(d) If joint use of common parking areas is proposed, varying time periods of use will 
accommodate proposed parking needs;  
 
Maximum use of the parking by the church will be primarily on Sundays and during weekday evenings.  
The leasing of spaces by other downtown patrons will primarily occur Monday through Friday during 
daytime business hours. 
 
(e) If the number of off-street parking spaces is reduced because of the nature of the 
occupancy, the applicant provides assurances that the nature of the occupancy will not change. 
   
The nature of occupancy for the proposed 16 permanently affordable senior apartments will not 
change. The eight permanently affordable units will remain as residential, and the use of the Fellowship 
Hall for gatherings related to the church, after services and for special occasions such as weddings, 
funerals or other activities ancillary to the church functions will remain associated with the church.  

9-9-6(f)(8), B.R.C. 1981. Parking Reductions for Religious Assemblies: The city manager will grant a parking 

reduction to permit additional floor area within the assembly area of a religious assembly which is located 

within three hundred feet of the Central Area General Improvement District if the applicant can demonstrate 

that it has made arrangements to use public parking within close proximity of the use and that the building 

modifications proposed are primarily for the weekend and evening activities when there is less demand for use 

of public parking areas. 
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With the potential use of the parking for CAGID, the applicant has demonstrated that they will arrange to use the 

parking on weekends and evenings. In addition, there is on-street parking on Mapleton, 13th, and Pine streets as well as 

streets further from the site in the downtown. There are three public parking lots in proximity to the site as shown in the 

analysis above, that can also serve any “overflow” parking needs. 

USE REVIEW CRITERIA: PARKING AS A PRINCIPAL USE 

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 parking area as a primary use is required due to the potential opportunity to share the below grade parking with 
other downtown patrons and users, on off-peak church-use periods. The purpose of the BT-1 zoning district is defined 
as, “transitional business areas which generally buffer a residential area from a major street and are primarily used for 
commercial and complementary residential uses, including without limitation, temporary lodging and office uses.”  
Because the parking use will support the church as well as other non-profit organizations, including the Boulder History 
Museum and residential, all of the planned uses that will use the parking are considered by-right uses in the BT-1 
zoning district. Similarly, the use was anticipated in the adoption of the Ordinance 7516, where below grade shared 
parking was proposed in the Concept Plan utilized to establish the ordinance. While the number of parking spaces 
planned has decreased, there has always been the church’s intent to continue to share parking as the church does 
today with their surface parking lot.  

  √    (2) Rationale: The use either: 

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

The proposed shared parking would continue a direct service to downtown patrons during the weekdays by 
continuing to share parking with the church thereby continuing a convenient downtown parking option. The 
church has shared parking since the 1970s with downtown patrons, including new patrons such as the non-
profit organization - the Boulder History Museum. Because parking is constrained at the Boulder History 
Museum property, the shared parking will be a direct convenience to the neighborhood and help to reduce 
adverse impacts to the surrounding neighborhood from parking spillover. The church has helped to mitigate 
neighborhood parking impacts by allowing shared parking since the 1970s.  

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

While the project site is located within a Business zoning district, there are residential zoning districts nearby. 
Because impacts to surrounding neighborhood from on-street parking could occur without the continued shared 
parking on the site, the proposed parking can create greater compatibility between higher intensity and lower 
intensity uses. The proposal will continue shared parking but in a partially below grade, well designed building 
rather than a surface parking lot, and with a mixed use development that creates permanently affordable senior 
housing. 

  √    (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 
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and non-residential mixed uses in appropriate locations, and group living arrangements for 
special populations;  

The ability for the church property to provide affordable housing on the site for senior’s helps to further BVCP 
social sustainability policies, and the ability to redevelop the property for this use is aided by the church’s ability 
to lease parking.  While indirect, the parking use helps to implement BVCP policies for mixed use in appropriate 
locations, affordable housing for special populations and allows the church to remain an important cultural asset 
in downtown Boulder. 

  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, not a legal non conforming use. 

  √    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 parking is partially below grade and will not evident from Broadway, and only partially evident from Mapleton.  
Because the project is within a compatible scale with the surrounding neighborhood, not exceeding 35 feet the use of 
the site for below grade parking will have a minimal negative impact for nearby properties. The use is reasonably 
mitigated by provision of brick facades on those portions of the parking that extend above grade, and use of ample 
landscaping to soften wall space from the partially below grade structure.  

  √    (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; 

There is an existing surface parking lot that has been shared with surrounding downtown patrons since the 1970s. The 
infrastructure is currently in place and the parking lot will not impact the street infrastructure. 

  √   (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;  

The character of the area is eclectic owing to the fact that there are various zoning districts nearby.  However, the 
character of the area will be improved by the proposed project by converting a surface parking lot to a well designed, 
well integrated building into the existing context. 

  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, not converting dwelling units to non-residential units. 
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Attachment B: Correspondence Received 
 

  
-----Original Message----- 
From: Irwin Neulight  
Sent: Monday, September 09, 2013 10:10 AM 
To: McLaughlin, Elaine 
Cc: Barbara Neulight 
Subject: Re: Trinity Commons development project 
 
Dear Elaine - Thanks very much for your prompt / detailed reply. Needless to say, we are relieved by your 
comments and would have no objection whatsoever to permanently affordable senior residences. 
 
Kind regards, 
Irwin 

       
On Sep 9, 2013, at 8:37 AM, "McLaughlin, Elaine" <McLaughlinE@bouldercolorado.gov> wrote: 
 
> Hello Irwin- 
>  
> Thank you for the email.  The Temporary Lodging is within the land use code definition of uses 
permitted in the zoning district, and is not what is proposed for the site.  This application is for 
permanently affordable senior residential, and housing for the homeless is not a part of this 
application.  I appreciate your concerns however. 
>  
> Kind Regards- 
> Elaine 
>  
> Elaine McLaughlin, Senior Planner 
> Department of Community Planning + Sustainability City of Boulder 
> 1739 Broadway, 3rd Floor 
> Boulder, CO  80306-0791 
>  
> 303-441-4130 (phone) 
> 303-441-3241 (fax) 
>  
> http://www.boulderplandevelop.net 
> http://www.bouldercolorado.gov/ 
>  

 
> -----Original Message----- 
> From: Irwin Neulight [mailto:irwinneulight@gmail.com] 
> Sent: Friday, September 06, 2013 5:50 PM 
> To: McLaughlin, Elaine 
> Subject: Trinity Commons development project 
>  
> We received today your letter of Sept. 5 describing the subject project. It mentions 24 residential 
dwelling units and it also mentions that 'temporary lodging' is permitted in a BT-2 zone. 
>  
> Question: Are the residential dwelling units intended for use by the homeless? 
>  
> If so, we are firmly opposed to the project. We already have a number of homeless people in this 
neighborhood, day and night, who have at various times slept on the front porch, slept and ate - leaving 
garbage, blankets, pillows - in a rear stairwell and creating other issues too gross to detail. 
>  
> This project, if allowed, will only serve to exacerbate these problems. 
> We look forward to your comments. 
>  
> Thanks you. 
>  
> Irwin Neulight 
> 1045-C Spruce Street 
> Boulder, CO 80302 
> Tel: 303-443-3036 
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From: Leonard Johnson [mailto:ljohnson@jk-cpas.com]  

Sent: Monday, March 17, 2014 1:40 PM 
To: McLaughlin, Elaine 

Subject: Trinity Church Proposed Development Project 

 

Hello Elaine, 

Our offices are directly  across Mapleton to the north from the proposed project. 

I have followed the thoughtful process Trinity Church has undertaken over several years in making this a 

reality. 

I fully support the current proposed project and feel that it would be a tremendous improvement for the City 

and the Church. 

Thank you. 

Leonard  

 

Leonard R. Johnson 
Leonard R. Johnson, CPA  
JOHNSON KIGHTLINGER & COMPANY 
2300 Broadway  
Boulder, CO  80304  
303-449-3830 
303-449-3889 (fax)  
ljohnson@jk-cpas.com 
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Attachment C: Draft ordinance 

 
 
 

ORDINANCE NO. ____ 

 

AN ORDINANCE  GRANTING AUTHORITY TO THE APPROVING AUTHORITY 

UNDER TITLE 9, “LAND USE CODE,” B.R.C. 1981, TO APPROVE A DEVELOPMENT 

THAT MAY EXCEED THE MAXIMUM RESIDENTIAL DENSITY AND THE 

MAXIMUM FLOOR AREA RATIO FOR A PROPERTY IN THE BUSINESS – 

TRANSITIONAL  2 DISTRICT (BT-2),   LOCATED AT 2200 BROADWAY,  

GENERALLY CALLED “TRINITY COMMONS;” AUTHORIZING THE CITY 

MANAGER TO EXECUTE DOCUMENTS THAT WILL SECURE AFFORDABLE 

HOUSING AND OTHER LAND USES THAT WILL PROVIDE FOR COMMUNITY 

NEEDS;  REPEALING ORDINANCE NO. 7516; AND SETTING FORTH RELATED 

DETAILS 

 

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF BOULDER, COLORADO: 

A. On May 1, 2007, the City Council adopted Ordinance No. 7516, which granted authority to 

the approving authority under Title 9, “Land Use Code,” B.R.C. 1981, to approve in Site Review a Trinity 

Commons Project, to be located at 2200 Broadway in the Business-Transitional District (BT-2), with 

modifications to residential density and floor area limitations provided that the overall development plan 

was consistent with Concept Plan No. LUR2006-00103 and the site review criteria set forth in Section 9-2-

14(h), B.R.C. 1981.  The ordinance also required that at least 50% of residential units on the Property be 

permanently affordable. 

 

B. The national financial crisis following the adoption of Ordinance No. 7516 negatively 

affected the financial feasibility of the affordable housing configuration proposed in Concept Plan No. 

LUR2006-00103 and required under Ordinance No. 7516 for the property owner, a Colorado non-profit 

corporation.   

 

C. In 2013, a Site Review application was filed for a Trinity Commons Project (“Project”) under 

case No. LUR2013-00048 with modified plans for affordable housing rendering the overall development 

plan again financially feasible.  This ordinance addresses the changes to the plans for affordable housing 

that were a prerequisite under Ordinance No. 7516.  The Planning Board voted to conditionally approve Site 

Review LUR2013-00048 on May 1, 2014, with the condition that an ordinance is passed by City Council 

authorizing modifications to the residential density and floor area ratio limitations necessary for the 

approval of LUR2013-00048. 

 

D. This ordinance shall repeal Ordinance No. 7516 and authorize the land use modifications 

necessary for the approval of Site Review No. LUR2013-00048. 

 

E. This ordinance shall be effective only as to the parcels of land generally described as 2200 

Broadway that are located between Mapleton Avenue and Pine Avenue on the east side of Broadway, which 

are approximately 34,746 square feet in size, more particularly described in Exhibit A, incorporated into this 

ordinance by this reference (the “Property”). 
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F. This ordinance shall only be applicable to the owner of the Property, Trinity Evangelical 

English Lutheran Church, a Colorado non-profit corporation (the “Owner”) or its successor.  

 

G. The Project, although inconsistent with the underlying residential density and floor area 

limits of the BT-2, Transitional Business zoning district, is: 

 

 1. Consistent with the high density residential land use designation along Broadway; 

 

 2. Consistent with community policies contained within the Boulder Valley 

Comprehensive Plan related to affordable housing and neighborhood compatibility;  

 

3. An opportunity to create affordable housing and community meeting and office space 

for non-profit entities near downtown Boulder; and 

 

4. An opportunity to retain the church use downtown and landmark its historic building. 

 

H. The Planning Board reviewed this ordinance on May 1, 2014, and after a public hearing, 

recommended that the City Council adopt this ordinance. 

 

I. Allowing the Project on the Property by the Owner with modifications to the density and 

floor area limits of the BT-2 district that is otherwise in compliance with the Boulder Valley Comprehensive 

Plan, the Project is in the interest of the public health, safety, and welfare. 

 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 

BOULDER, COLORADO, THAT: 

 

 Section 1. Ordinance No. 7516, adopted by the City Council of the City of Boulder on May 1, 

2007, is hereby repealed.   

Section 2. The City Council finds that allowing the modifications to the density and floor area 

limits of the BT-2 zoning district described in this ordinance for the Property is in the interest of the public 

health, safety, and general welfare of the City of Boulder and consistent with the goals and policies of the 

Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan. 

 Section 3. The City Council authorizes the approving authority, as described in Title 9, “Land 

Use Code,” B.R.C. 1981, to modify the dwelling unit per lot area and floor area ratio requirements of 

Section 9-8-1, “Schedule of Intensity Standards,” B.R.C. 1981, for the BT-2 zoning district for the Property 

as a part of the approval for Site Review LUR2013-00048 or for a site review with an overall development 
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plan for the Property that is consistent with the basic intent of the plans dated Feb. 3, 2014 on file in the City 

of Boulder Planning Department for the Project, subject to the following: 

a. The approving authority finds that the application meets all the requirements of its laws, except as 

modified by this ordinance, including the requirements necessary for the approval of a site review.  

The approving authority for the initial site review approval shall be either the Planning Board or the 

City Council. 

 

b. The residential density of the development on the Property shall not exceed 24 residential units.  The 

floor area of the development on the Property shall not exceed a 1.25 floor area ratio.   

 

c. The approximately 5,015-square foot community meeting space area and the approximately  

2,775-square foot office space shall be considered accessory uses of the church and shall be used in 

accordance with a management plan, subject to review and approval of the city manager.  The 

Owner must operate these spaces for uses that are accessory to the religious assembly use and/or for 

uses that support non-profit organizations or other community uses.   

 

d. The Owner submits an application that is consistent with Chapter 9-11, “Historic Preservation,” 

B.R.C. 1981 to have the historic church portion of the Property designated as an individual landmark 

and pursues that application in good faith. 

 

e. Any conditions required by this ordinance shall be included in the site review disposition approving 

the Project. 

 

 Section 4. Prior to the application for each and any residential building permit pursuant to an 

approval under this ordinance, the Owner shall execute deed restricting covenants and other agreements, in 

a form acceptable to the City Manager, to ensure that all dwelling units being constructed per that permit on 

the Property shall be permanently affordable and meet or exceed the standards of Chapter 9-13, 

“Inclusionary Housing,” B.R.C. 1981.  Not less than sixteen dwelling units shall be constructed on the 

Property as part of an approval under this ordinance. 

 

The City Manager may modify the requirements on this section if the Owner demonstrates that it 

can, through an alternative plan, provide an affordable housing benefit equivalent to the benefit set forth in 

this section.  

Section 5. This ordinance does not limit the ability of an approving authority to modify other 

development standards through the Site Review process.  In the event that the Site Review application is 

called up for review by the City Council, the City Council retains the authority granted by this ordinance to 
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permit the modifications stated herein.  This ordinance shall expire immediately if a site plan is approved 

that is found to be inconsistent with the Project or the conditions of this ordinance, or if the Owner allows a 

site review approval consistent with this ordinance to expire under the requirements of Chapter 9-2, 

“Review Processes,” B.R.C. 1981.   

Section 6. This ordinance shall be considered an amendment to Title 9, “Land Use Code,” B.R.C. 

1981.  To the extent that this ordinance conflicts with any other ordinance of the city, such ordinance shall 

be suspended for the limited purpose of implementing this ordinance.  Nothing in this ordinance shall be 

construed as a waiver of the City’s police power. 

Section 7. This ordinance is necessary to protect the public health, safety, and welfare of the 

residents of the city, and covers matters of local concern.   

Section 8. The City Council deems it appropriate that this ordinance be published by title only 

and orders copies of this ordinance be made available in the office of the City Clerk for public inspection 

and acquisition. 

 

INTRODUCED, READ ON FIRST READING, AND ORDERED PUBLISHED BY TITLE ONLY 

this _____ day of ____________________, 20___. 

 

      ______________________________ 

      Mayor 

Attest: 

 

__________________________ 

City Clerk 

 

 

 

 

 READ ON SECOND READING, PASSED, ADOPTED, AND ORDERED PUBLISHED 

BY TITLE ONLY this ______ day of _______, 20____. 
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______________________________ 

      Mayor 

Attest: 

 

__________________________ 

City Clerk 

 

 

Attachment A: Legal Description 
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ATTACHMENT A 

 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION 

 

 

THAT certain property, generally located at 2200 Broadway Avenue, Boulder, Colorado, 80302, in 

the City and County of Boulder, State of Colorado, and more specifically described as follows: 

 

Parcel A: 

 

All of Lots 4, 5 and 6, Block 149, Boulder, together with a strip of land 10 feet wide off the south side of 

Hill Street (now Mapleton Avenue) in the City of Boulder and contiguous to the north line of said Lots 4, 5, 

and 6, as vacated by Deed from the City of Boulder to the Trustees of the Seventh Day Adventist Church, 

recorded February 27, 1891 in Book 113 at Page 549 and by Ordinance No. 1069 recorded July 29, 1926 in 

Book 547 at Page 269 and re-recorded March 9, 1940 in Book 684 at Page 335 and described as follows: 

 

Beginning at the northeast corner of said Lot 4; thence northerly along the easterly 

line of said Lot 4 extended northerly, a distance of 10 feet; thence westerly, parallel to 

the northerly line of said Lots 4, 5, and 6, a distance of 150 feet, more or less, to a 

point on the westerly line of said Lot 6 extended northerly; thence southerly, along 

the westerly line of said Lot 6 extended northerly, a distance of 10 feet to the 

northwest corner of Lot 6; thence easterly, along the northerly line of said Lots 4, 5, 

and 6, a distance of 150 feet, more or less, to the northeast corner of said Lot 4, and 

the Point of Beginning. 

 

 

Parcel B: 
 

Lot 7 and the Westerly 45 feet of Lot 8, Block 149, Boulder, except the East 5 feet along said Lot 8 as 

conveyed by Alonzo Macky to A. J. Chittenden by Deed recorded June 4, 1880 in Book 58 at Page 349. 
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CITY OF BOULDER PLANNING BOARD AGENDA ITEM MEETING DATE February 12007 AGENDA TITLE Public hearing and consideration of Concept Plan LUR2006 00103 Trinity Commons The applicant isseeking additional comment from the Board inresponse tothe Board sprevious commentary onSeptember 72006 regarding the proposed development of the parking lot at the corner of Mapleton and Broadway The revised concept isfor anew three story building containing 26residential units 13one bedroom affordable units 13two bedroom market rate units acommunity church meeting space of 4700 square feet and 1460 squaze feet of office space Three levels of underground pazking for 136 parking spaces would bedirecUy below the new structure Applicant OZ Architecture Property Owner Trinity Lutheran Church REQUESTING DEPARTMENT Ruth McHeyser Acting Planning Director Robert OCole Land Use Review Manager Kazl Guiler Planner OBJECTIVE Define the steps for Planning Board consideration of this request 1Hear applicant and staff presentations 2Hold public hearing 3Planning Board discussion of Concept Plan No action isrequired byPianning Board STATISTICS Proposal Concept Plan review and comment for the proposed development of anew three story building containing 26residential units 13one bedroom affordable units 13two bedroom market rate units acommumty church meeting space of 4700 square feet and 1460 square feet of office space Three levels of underground parking for 136 parking spaces would bedirectly below the new structure The new developmen would occur onfour church owned properties currently used for surface parking which total 22493 square feet When added tothe existing church site 13281 square feet the entire development would total 35774 square feet ar 082acres AGENDA ITEM SBPAGE 1
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Project Name Trinity Commons Location 2200 Broadway corner of Broadway Mapleton Size of Tract 082acres 22493 13281 35774 square feet Zoning Transitional Business BT2Comprehensive Plan High Density ResidenUal KEY ISSUES 1Does the revised proposal address the Planning Board comments onSeptember 72006 interms of the site usage building scale and architecturaUsite design 2Would the Planning Board consider arezoning or Special Ordinance topermit the proposed project BACKGROUND Existing Site Site Context Please refer tothe attached September 72006 staff memorandum tothe Planning Board regazding the site context Also note the updated zoning designations Aside from the designation changes nozoning regulations applicable tothe property have changed with the adoption of the updated Land Use Code Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan BVCP Designation The land use designation for the site isHigh Density Residential Insuch areas adensiry of 14units per acre or more could bebuilt ifappropriate and compliant with zoning and relevant BVCP policies More specific tothe area are policies tomaintain the current neighborhood scale of development which contrasts with the more intensive use of land immediately south inthe downtown area south of Pine Street and the Community Plaza node of development tothe north north of Portland Place The BVCP land use designation map best distinguishes these areas The zoning reflects the intention tolimit mass since both zoning districts inthe immediate vicinity BT2and RH2have floor area ratio FAR limits of 05RH2does not technically have that prescribed limit but has residential floor area limits that equate to05FAR Project Description Please refer tothe attached September 72006 staff inemorandum tothe Plann3ng Board regarding the original project description At the September 7hhearing the Planning Board provided commentary onthat concept which are found inthe attached minutes and are summarized below AGENDA ITEM SBPAGE 2
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General ConceDt The Planning Board appeared supportive of the overall concept given itslocation near downtown and along amajor transit route The project was found tobegenerally inline with the high density residential land use intended along Broadway The Trinity Church simpetus of providing parking for the church through this project and funding the garage sconstruction with the market rate units has not changed 2Architectural site desiQn Some Board members felt that the proposed gable roofs were not necessarily unacceptable despite staff sconcern that the steeply sloped roofs contributed tothe excessive height and mass of the building Other members agreed that the roof forms may have tochange Most of the Board agreed however that amore interesting and perhaps amore distinctive design beexplored that would stand alone while also paying homage tothe church without mimicking the church Inregard tosite design the principal concern was the functionality of the interior courtyard and basic usability of the open space onthe site Improved entries tothe interior space and building were also requested There were also concerns about the effect of the project onseveral mature trees inthe northeast corner of the site 3Buildine mass heizht Most of the Board agreed that the massing and height of the building was too excessive for the site although the Board also agreed that the majority of the massing should beshifted tothe Broadway side and concentrated closest tothe church and away from the neighboring property tothe east Itwas also found that given the site slocation at the limits of downtown where land use intensity and building scales decrease tothe north the site itself should reflect this change byincluding alevel of transition onthe site where massing should taper down onthe property from the southwest corner tothe north and northeast corners of the property 4ParkinQ Although not discussed inlength three members expressed reservation about the proposed 136 parking spaces One hought the need for that number of spaces should bebetter demonstrated and two others thought areduction would benecessary especially toaid inreducing the mass However another Boazd member felt itwould bring more needed parking tothe downtown 5Affordable unit size number Despite staff sconcerns of the substandard unit sizes the Board was generally inagreement that the size of the units around 500 square feet was acceptable and that the number of units would beanasset othe downtown and appropriate along the well traveled SKIP bus line The Board also agreed that the units should all bepermanently affordable 6RezoninR vsSpecial Ordinance The results of this discussion were mixed Although the project concept issupportable itsinability tomeet the current zoning and possibly any feasible zoning for the property was viewed with caution There was consensus that spot zoning should beavoided and that the AGENDA ITEM SBPAGE 3
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mechanism toallow the project must beappropriate Overall the Board felt that the original concept did not reach the extent of justifying arezoning or Special Ordinance Essentially the Board found that the project would have toexceed the intent of the Site Review criteria while also attempting tomatch the intent of the current zoning Landmarking the church was also considered anintegral consideration insuch policy changes Following the Planning Boazd meeting heapplicant met with staff todiscuss possible changes tothe concept toaddress those comments summarized above Below isalist of the most prominent changes from the previous design The Board should also review the applicant slist of changes onPage 16of their submittal booklet 1Site UsaQe The revised concept isnearly identical tothe previous concept including the three story subterranean garage of 136 parking spaces with the following exceptions aThe number of dwelling units has been decreased from atotal of 28units to26units The cutrent design would have 13market rate units and 13affordable units The latter units have been increased insize from roughly 525 square feet to624 square feet and would all bepermanently affordable bThe church functionlcommunity space has been reonented tofront along Broadway and has been increased from 3981 square feet torough y4700 square feet cAnew office space of 1460 square feet has been added tothe Broadway frontage Although not expressed inthe written narrative the idea of using the space asanon profit office has been discussed 2Buildinz Scale The massing of the building has been modified significantly Anevaluation of the floor plans and computer renditions show that the building mass has been concentrated inthe southwest corner along Broadway where the existing alley sepazates the development site from the church Away from the southwest corner the building has been noticeably articu ated asthe height and scale of the building drops incrementally uptothe north and northeast corners of the site The overall building height has also been lowered from 54feet to46feet 3Archirectural and Site DesiQn The overall design scheme of the building has changed dramatically The gable roofs have been eliminated entirely and shallow hip roof elements have been introduced over stairwells and the northwest corner Ali other parts of the building are f7at roofed The southwest corner has been redesigned toemulate both existing bnck facades inthe downtown and the gothic elements and building materials of the adjacent church The remainder of the building includes brick and stucco elements and recessed walkways with more intricate detailing and wall articulation asnoted above AGENDA TEM SBPAGE 4
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Aside from the reorientation of the church function community space the site design and layout issimilaz toitspredecessor with the exception that the interior courtyard space would open uptothe Mapleton Avenue side The architect isalso indicating more plantings and possibly afountain inthat space Private spaces for the dwelling units would nolonger beat grade level along Broadway The access off of Mapleton has been expanded insize tobeatwo way access point ANALYSIS Key Issues The following Key issues have been identified bystaff tohelp guide Planning Board discussion of this application Planning Board may add tothis list or provide additional comments onthe Key Issues listed 1Does the revised proposal address the Planning Board comments onSeptember 72006 interms of the site usage building scale and architecturaUsite design Insummary staff finds that the architect has done animpressive effort at meeting the requests of the Planning Board The architect has articulated the building such that the requested massing transition onthe site from south tonorth isvery evident Inresponse toBoard comments the architect has concentrated mass along Broadway Further the design would bemore compatibie with the Mapleton frontage with lower building scales onthat side compared tothe south elevation and the open courtyazd oriented inthat direction The design would also bemore sensitive tothe immediate neighbor tothe east bydropping the height and mass down inthat area toaliow more light onto the neighboring lot although itshould benoted that more information and visuals of the east elevation would benecessary toaffirm that conclusion Itshould also benoted that the building would continue tobeof amore downtown height and scale ascompared toitsimmediate neighbors which are generally smaller one totwo story buildings onsmaller lots some originally single family homes This established character iswhat isintended tobeprotected bythe floor area limit of 05FAR Floor Area Ratio inthat area Although the massing would not beentirely compazable with these buildings or inconformance witt the 05floor azea limit for that matter the building appears tomeet the requests of the Board Architecturally staff finds that the building would achieve the spirit of individuality and uniqueness requested bythe Board while also appropriately incorporating elements from the church Although itcould also beargued that the building relies too much onthe precedent designs of other downtown buildings that integrate more historic elements into their designs staff believes the building achieves aproper balance and would seroe asanappropriate entry point tothe downtown The courtyard opening uptothe Mapleton side isanotable improvement toincreasing permeability into the site while also making the space more inviting and functional However staff continues tohave lingering concerns that sunlight into the space would beblocked amajority of the time which could affect itsusability Modifications tothe height of the building onthe south side may benecessary toallow more ight infusion AGENDA ITEM SBPAGE 5
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Further more information may beneeded toascertain the impact the revised design may have onthe mature trees inthe northeast corner Staff finds that the reorientation of the church function community space and introduction of office space tothe Broadway side along with more obvious entries tothe building onthat side would aid inthe pedestrian friendly character of the building along Broadway This isamarked improvement over the previous design which had private balcony spaces along the Broadway sidewalk and had amore fortified disconnected facade From asite usage standpoint the project continues topropose 50affordable units albeit one affordable unit ess than the previous concept Nevertheless all the affordable units are now intended tobepermanently affordable asrequested bythe Board This along with the community space could contribute tothe overall community benefit aspects of the project However staff finds that toassess community benefit more information onthe community space and the office should beexplored This would require ananalysis of the ratio of community events inthe space versus church events Further itisnot yet clear ifthe office space would bespecifically for non profits or not These are issues that should bediscussed at the February lshearing Parking was another element of discussion at the September 7meeting Based onthe importance of parking tothe church and asacore purpose of the project the parking numbers have not been reduced despite several Board members requests The reasons for the parking are explicitly discussed onPages 5and 6of applicant ssubmittal booklet Aparking analysis isalso onPage 19but has been found inconclusive since staff isunsure the basis of the numbers Staff understands the concerns of the amount of parking at this location since itcould beadraw for more vehicular traffic towards the downtown and could impact traffic onBroadway However staff also understands that this provision of parking couid also add tothe downtown parking stock and may alleviate onstreet pazking problems inthe surrounding neighborhood Because of these aspects and the previous concerns raised this should beaprincipal topic oFdiscussion at the February lshearing aswell LasUy the Board should note that the overall floor area of the project has increased from the previous project This isdespite the change inmassing discussed above Where the previous design was rough ya11FAR Floor Area Ratio for the overall development site including the church property this proposal would be12FAR This isinanarea cunendy restricted toa05FAR BT2district Although the project appeazs toachieve the Board srequest roconcentrate massing and development tothe Broadway side and taper the mass down tobemore sensitive tothe surrounding neighborhood itcontinues tonot becompatible with most aspects of the existing zoning which creates the most considerable barrier toallowing the project This isdiscussed inmore detail below 2Would the Planning Board consider arezoning or Special Ordinance topermit the proposed project As noted above the Board sthoughts onconsidering arezoning or Special Ordinance toallow the pro ect was largely inconclusive However itwas clear that the Board wanted toavoid any semblance of spot zoning From azoning standpoint the project would not becompatible with the current BT2zoning or the adjacent RH2zoning The previous AGENDA ITEM SBPAGE 6
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staff inemorandum included amatrix discussing general aspect of possible zones for rezoning Inthis case staff has decided toinclude more detailed information toshow the projects compatibility with high density residential zones Please refer toTable 1and 2below Table 1below isasummazy comparing the proposal tovarious applicable zoning districts and their specific floor area limits open space minimums and parking space requirements Setbacks are not included asthey can bemodified through Site Review iffound compliant with the criteria inSection 9214hDensity of Floor Area Open Space Parking Units Pro osa 317duac2644564 sf 15912 sf 136 saces BT2272duac2217887 sf 05FAR 15600 sf 26uni s110 spaces fortnerl TBElimit 13200 sf 22units RH2272duac2217887 sf PB15600 sf 26units 156 spaces formerly PBapproval does not 13200 sf 22units HZEapproval include non residential or communal areas RH527222Not limit other than 15600 sf 26units 110 spaces formerly hebuilding envelope 13200 sf 22units HREasdetermined bybulk Only 10400 squaze standards and other feet inmixed use requirements developments for 26units Table 2compares the proposal tothose zoning districts where density isdeternvned byopen space The open space column notes how much open space would berequired toallow 26units with the excention of RH3which isjust apercentaQe of the site Floor area limits and parking requirements are also included Floor Area OenSace Parkin Pro osal 44564 sf 15912 sf 136 saces RH120800 sf ifadequate open 20800 sf 26X800 sPB156 spaces formerly space provided 800 sf X26approval HRXunit RH3No limit ifsite open space is60of si e21464 sf ll0spaces formerly met Setbacks and height 30of site 10732 sf ifthe HRl Xwould also limit provisions of Sec 9911e3are met RH4No limit ifsite open space is31200 sf 26X1200 sfl 110 spaces formerly HRmet Setbacks and height Dwould also limit Conclusion Based onTables 1and 2the only feasible zoning district toaccommodate the project asproposed would beRH3formally HR1 XThis isbecause of the possibility of the project tomeet the required open space of 30ifthe provisions of Section 9911e3were sat sfactorily met and further due toitslack of afloor area limit As noted above AGENDA ITEM SBPAGE 7
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the RH3district also has aheight limit of 40feet which iscloser tothe requested 46feet This district was discussed asapossibility inthe past but the Board and staff have found that district tobegenerally inappropriate for the subject site since the RH3district was not intended for that area of the City but for areas east of the University and possibly the Transit Village area Itisalso uncommon for one particular building site tobezoned adifferent zone than itssunoundings The problem that exists with other zoning districts are asfollows 1Densiry Most of the districts restrict the number of units to22units Anincrease inopen space could permit additiona units inRH1but with afloor area limit less than half the proposed 2FloorArea The only districts that donot restrict floor area are RH3asdiscussed above RH4and RH5The problem with the latter two isthat RH4has asignificantly higher requirement of open space and RH5sdensity limit of 22units Parking Parking isless of aproblem asthe proposal would provide anample amount more than most of the district requirements Only inthe scenarios of RH1and RH2would apazking reduction or additional spaces tomeet the requirements benecessary At this point the following options exist ARezone property toRH3This would create asituation where the subject site would not match the existing or surrounding zoning Although this zone could accommodate the proposed project staff has reservations about this option since RH3was not originally intended for this location BRezone property toRH5Like RH3above this would create asituation where the subject site would not match the existing or sunounding zoning which isgenerally one of the common factors inarezoning However nodes of RH5exist along Broadway see corner of Portland and Broadway and North Street east of Broadway byCommunity Plaza incontrast toRH3which does not exist nor isintended for that area This option would require the applicant todecrease the number of units to22units As compliance with RH5could beachieved with areduction of only 4units rezoning tothis district may bethe best alternative CRezone property toaflex zone This option appears unnecessary asitwould create aflex zone that isessentially similar toRH3DSpecial Ordinance ASpecial Ordinance could beprecedent setting where other developers may begin rodisregard established zoning for greater density projects with Special Ordinance requests Although ifthe Board finds that this particular project isappropriate for the site agrees with staff that the proposed design addresses their comments and isessentially arare opuortunitv for affordable housing and other included AGENDA ITEM SBPAGE 8
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community benefits and may belost due toamandated reduction of units the Special Ordinance may bethe most appropriate option Inthis case rare would mean that itwould beunlikely or infrequent that other developers would beabie toachieve this level of community benefit elsewhere This option would require Planning Board and City Council approval GUIDELINES FOR CONCEPT REVIEW AND COMMENT The following guidelines are tobeused toguide Planning Boards discussion regarding the site Itisanticipated that issues other than those listed inthis section will beidentified aspart of the Concept Plan review and comment process The Planning Board may consider the following guidelines when providing comments onaConcept Plan 1Characteristics of the site and surrounding areas including without limitation itslocation surrounding neighborhoods development and architecture any known natural features of the site including without limitation mature trees watercourses hills depressions steep slopes and prominent views toand from the site Given the ciose proximity todowntown the site isgenerally urban inchazacter albeit at aower scale than development within the downtown district This isbecause the site istechnically outside the Regional Business zoning and with restrictive floor area limits actnaliy reflects the lower scaled single family nature of the sucrounding Mapleton and Whittier neighborhoods There isnouniform architecture for this area but rather isamixture of predominanUy single family homes ranging from the 1890 suptothe 1920 sMore contemporary structures are also found inthe area Nearby churches are of divergent styles Most importantly the Trinity Church tothe south has agothic appearance which iscraft fully incorporated into the proposed building sdesign As aparking lot the site itself contains nonatural features but does contain amild slope which descends from the northwest corner tothe southeast corner There are views towards the Flatirons from the site 2Community policy considerations including without limitation the review process and likely conformity of the proposed development with the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan BVCP and other ordinances goals policies and plans including without limitation subcommunity and subarea plans With ahigh density residential BVCP land use designation the project would beconsistent with the introduction of high density residential onthe site The project would also beconsistent with BVCP policies promoting compact development and affordable housing Itslocation near the downtown and along Broadway are also within the intent of the Plan AGENDA ITEM SBPAGE 9
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The subject properties are located immediately outside the limits of downtown inanarea that ispredominandy built at alower scale asevidenced bythe more single family character of Mapleton and Whittier Inefforts toprotect the character of these core neighborhoods while allowing higher intensity uses near the downtown limitations tothe allowable floor area have been established This project would bemore than twice the allowable floor area for that area Inefforts toblend the project into the suiroundings the Planning Board and members of the public commented that asense of transition should bereflected onthe site interms of building scale that should reflect amore urban downtown character along Broadway but taper down inmass tothe north and northeast The architect has done acommendable job at designing under this parameter which enables the project tobetter fit within the aims of BVCP policies onprotecting the character of existing established neighborhoods and encourage sensitive infill projects 3Applicable criteria review procedures and submission requirements for asite review The project would besubject toall the criteria inSection 9214hof the Land Use Regulations Submission requirements would bethe same asany other Site Review and would have tosatisfy the requirements of Section 9214dHowever staff has requested that aPreliminary Storm Water Report and Plan and aPreliminary Utility Connection Plan besubmitted at the Site Review stage toascertain compliance with the City of Boulder Design and Construction Standards Trip generation figures aspart of aTraffic Impact Study would also beevaluated at the Site Review stage togauge for any possible transportation circulation impacts Review would follow athree week review track where comments or adecision would berendered at the end of that time Ifrevisions were required two additional review tracks could bescheduled Ifthe project required Planning Board review itwould bescheduled during that time Ifthe project could bedecided bystaff itwould besubject toBoard or citizen call up4Permits that may need tobeobtained and processes that may need tobecompleted prior toconcurrent with or subsequent tosite review approval RezoninQ Ifthe project couid not beredesigned tofit within the current zoning arezoning would benecessary ifthe Planning Boards supported the proposed project Any rezoning would have tobeconsidered consistent with BVCP policies and must meet one of the criteria inSection 9218eof the Land Use Regulations Ifarezoning isnot possible feasibility the option of aSpecial Ordinance will beraised tothe Planning Board for consideration Site Review Either when the project was downsized tofit within zoning parameters or rezoned the applicant could submit aSite Rev ewapplication Site Review isamore indepth review where the detailed criteria of Section 9Z14hwould have tobemet before approval AGENDA ITEM SBPAGE 10
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Landmark DesiRnation The existing Trinity Lutheran Church isconsidered eligible asalocal landmark designation because of itsnotable 1920 sgothic revival architecture and also since itwas designed byone of the City sprominent women architects Margaret Read Per policy 230 Preservation of Historic and Cultural Resources inthe BVCP itisrecommended that the applicant berequired tosubmit anapplication for landmark designation asacondition of SteReview approval Technical Documents Following Site Review technical documents including detailed engineering and architectural drawings would besubmitted where final architecture landscaping drainage lighting etc would beevaluated Engmeering staff has indicated that City and or State permits for storm water dischazge would berequired Another consideration at this stage would bethe undergrounding of the overhead power lines over the alley Once all the site conditions were found tobecompliant with all applicable codes abuilding permit for the new structure could bereviewed However staff iscurrently considering aprocess that would review both technical documents and building permits simultaneously toexpedite project review 5Opportunities and constraints inrelation tothe transportation system including without limitation access linkage signalization signage and circulation existing transportation system capacity problems serving the requirements of the transportation master plan possible trail links and the possible need for atraffic or transportation study Opvonunities The development would beacessed from the existing eastbound alley and Mapleton Avenue This isprefened toaccess from Broadway The existence of the alley and Mapleton are opportunities since additional access tothe heavily traveled Broadway would not benecessary Atransportation study isconsidered unnecessary at this point however trip generation figures would beevaluated at the Site Review stage totroubleshoot any possible issues with the proposed configuration The applicant has also indicated their intentions toprovide eco passes for staff and residents and encourage bike facilities tolower vehicular dependence Constraints The only identifiable constraints would bethe one way aspect of the alley and possible left turn problems from Mapleton onto Broadway which could occur with intensified use of that intersection Again this would beevaluated further at the Site Review stage when trip generation figures are submitted 6Environmental opportunities and constraints including without limitation the identi cation of wetlands important view corridors floodplains and other natural hazards wildlife corridors endangered and protected species and habitats the need for further biological AGENDA ITEM 56PAGE 11

Agenda Item 5B     Page 47 of 126



inventories of the site and at what point inthe process the information will benecessary Opportunities The site isanexisting parking lot inanurban location and therefore contains noweflands floodplains endangered or protected species and habitats etc As alowintensity use itisanopportune location for redevelopment without any notable impacts tothe environment Constraints The construction of the building may increase run off onto neighboring properties Therefore staff has required detailed plans besubmitted at the Site Review stage toverify compliance with Best Management Practices and reliance that the project will bedesigned toproperly channel water run off 7Appropriate ranges of land uses Residential The development site isdesignated for high density residential which would beprovided with this project albeit at adensity above what ispermitted with current and any possible zoning of the property As noted above ifthe Planning Boazd found that the project was anotable community benefit that would beappropriate for the ocation arezoning could beconsidered topermit the project asproposed Inthis case the community benefit would bethe number of affordable units which at 13units or 50of the proposed total exceeds the 20requirement of the City Non residential Acommunity church meeting space isproposed Given the need for more community space inBoulder this addition would beasset for the community Office space isalso provided however minimal information of what type of office isdiscussed Planning Board had noted that anoffice for non profits would add more community benefit tothe project 8The appropriateness of or necessity For housi gThe proposal isfor 13mazket rate two bedroom units and 13affordable one bedroom units Housing isanidentified need especially around the downtown area and high density housing along amajor transit corridor iscompatible with City goals for both housing and transportation The addition of new permanently affardable rental housing helps meet aneed that isgenerally not met byinclusionazy zoning which results inprimarily for sale affordable housing PUBLIC COMMENT AND PROCESS Required public notice was given inthe form of written notification mailed toall property owners within 600 feet of the subject site and asign posted onthe property for at least 10days All notice requirements of Section 9410gBRC1981 have been met Anopen house was done byTrinity Church onDecember 122006 No written public comments onthe project have been received at this time AGENDA ITEM SBPAGE 12
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Staff inet with the immediate neighbors First Church of Christ Scientist whose members continue toshow apprehensions regarding the scale of the project and the affect itmay have ontheir property STAFF FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATION No action isrequired onbehalf of the Plannine Board public comment staff and Plannine Board comments will bedocumented for the applicant suse Concept Plan Review and comment isintended togive the applicant feedback onthe proposed development plan and provide the applicant direction onsubmittal of the site review plans Approved By 11uth McHeyser ct ingIirectoi Planning Department ATTACHMENTS AVicinity Map BApplicable BVCP policies tothe proposal CDevelopment Review Committee DRC comments onthe proposal DMarketing flyer for Trinity Commons EApplicanYs Written Statement FApplicant sresponse toDRC Comments GConcept Plans SP1an Pbitems MEMOS KG2200 Broadway CP2doc AGENDA ITEM SBPAGE 13
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Attachment AttiiMRESubject Area 2200 Broadway MXR ElTBEytMpeto nLyJwYWYLREEa4gsr jsPegHZE1TBEr3S HZE1r1Pfr7CLocation 2200 Broadway Project Name Trinity Commons CnjfReview Type Concept Plan Review Ror ldEiand Commenf ijnroetio aptaea oini mep ipoaaasgraphical represenlalion ony The CMof Boultlar Rev iewNumber LUR2006 00045 prwides nowananty ezpressetl or imp kdasto1inch equals 250 feet neaccwary and or compieleness of Ihe Informalion Applicant Oz Architecture aehPfPO AGENDA ITEM iIYAGE 14

Agenda Item 5B     Page 50 of 126



Attachment BApplicable Boulder Vallev Comprehensive Plan BVCPI uolicies tothe nroposal 204Compact Land Use Pattern The city and county will byimplementing the comprehensive plan ensure that deveiopmeni will take place inanorderly fashion take advantage of exisring urban services and avoid irtsofar aspossible pakerns of leapfrog noncontiguous scattered deve7opment within the Bou deValley The city prefers redevelopment and infill ascompared todevelopment inanexpanded service area inorder toprevent urban sprawl and create acompact community The proposed developmeat would emula ehigh density development chazacteristic of Ihe downtown with 26dwelling units onadevelopment site less than anacre The site isanoptimum infill site because of itslocation near the downtown along Broadway and onasite haismore easily developed wi honly apazking lot tobedemolished 213Support for Residential Neighborhoods Initscommunity design planning the city wil support and strengthen itsresidential neighborhoods The ciiy will seek appropriate building scale and compatible character of new development or redeve opment desired pub icfaci ities and mixed commercial uses and sensitively designed and sized rights of way As aprime infill site the proposed usage would bebeneficial oBoulder based onitslocation onBroadway walking distance todowntown and itsprovision of affordable housing Although aprime location for this type of development itmust take into consideration the change inchazacier that occurs inthis azea from the high intensity land usage tothe south tothe smaller scaled development that ischaracteristic of historic Mapleton and Whitder tothe north east and west The project isappropriately scaled tofows most of the building mass tothe southwest comer and essentially tapers itsmass down tothe north and northeast tomatch the neighborhood scales This Iransitional aspec of the project would successfully blend heproject into issurroundings bybeing more sensitive toheneazby established development along Mapleton and hestretch of Broadway before reaching Community Plaza aPreservation of Community Character The ciry will encourage the preservation of community character asreflected inthe development pattern and rela ive affordability of the existing housing stock inBoulder svaried neighborhoods Based onIhe existing chazacter of Boulder sWhittier and Mapleton neighborhoods regulations have been put inplace topreserve their historic namre and more subdued scale while also encouraging appropriate uses inproximity of the downtown The proposed project exemplifies amore downtown scaled development but nevenheless provides anappropriate reduction of massing and scale toward henorth and northeast portions of the property tobetter blend into the established neighborhoods thereabouts 219Mired Use The city will encourage well designed mixed use development that incorporates asubstantial amount of affordab ehousing inappropriate locations including some AGENDA ITEM SBPAGE 15
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The commercial centers corrulors and industrial areas Inreviewing mised use projects the city will consider impacts toadjacent neighborhoods pra ect ismixed use with itsprovision of dwelling units office and community meeting space Half the units would bepertnanently affordable and would belocated inanappropriate location near the downtown and along hemajor corridor of Broadway Massing of the project would befocused inhesoutheast corner bythe church and would taper down appropriately ohenorth and northeas where more sensi ivity tothe smaller scaled character inthat area iswarranted 233Preservation of Historical and Cultural Resources Buildings dutricts antl sites of historical architectural archaeological or cultural significance witi beidentified and protected The city and county wiLl encourage preservarion of such resources through incentives programs designation of landmark buildirsgs and districts design review public improvements and other tools Protection will berequired bythe city when aproposed action byapublic entity involves apotential important resource Protection of important resources will asobesought bythe city when aproposal bythe private sector involves discretionary development review egsite review use review rezoning The Trinity Lutheran Church building was built in1929 and has been identified asabuilding eligible for designation asalocal historic landmazk for the following reasons The church snotable 1920 sgothic revival architecture Itslocation inBoulder schurch district Church was designed byone of the City sprominent women azchitects Margaret Read of the uchi ectura office of Glen Hun ington 239Sensitive Infill and Redeve opment Overall infill and redevelopment will beexpected toprovide significant benefets tothe community and the neighbarhoods The city wi deve optools such asneighborhood design guidelines topromote sensitive infill and redevelopment The city wi Zwork with neighborhoods toprotect and enhance neighborhood character and livability With half of the number of units proposed robeaffordable the project would provide benefits tothe community Further the leased parking could alleviate some of the parking pressures onneighboring streets The massing of Ihe project isskillfully done tocreate anappropriate ransition of building scale and land uses such that mos of the mass and intensity isfocused away from the established neighborhoods toIhe north west and northeast 242Enhanced Design for the Built Environment Through itspolicies and programs the city will encourage or require quality architecture and urban design inprivate sector development that encourages alternative modes of transponation provides alivable environment and addresses the elements listed below aThe context Projects should become acoherent paK of the neighborhood inwhich they are placed They should bepreserved and enhanced where the surroundings have adistinctive charactec Where there isadesire toimprove the character of the sunoundings anew character and positive identiry asestabiished hrough area planning or acommunity AGENDA ITEM SBPAGE 16

Agenda Item 5B     Page 52 of 126



involvement process should becreated for the area Special aKentzon will begiven toprotecting and enhancing the quality of established residential areas that are adjacent tobusiness areas The new building would beinanarea where land use intensity transitions from amore urban down own character oamore subdued single family scaled area More specifically the character of the area tothe immediate north east and west could besummed upaslargely historic single family homes fronting Broadway and neighboring sVeets which are used for various forms of habitation tosmall scale office uses The proposed project would embrace amore urban downtown approach buwould decrease itsmass toappropriately transition tothose areas diswssed above No single family homes aze immedia ely adjacent and the project would not concentrate mass such that neighboring properties would beunduly affected bThe public realm Projects shou drelate posUively topub icstreets pTazas sidewalks and paths Buildings and landscaped areas not parking lots should present awell designed face tothe public realm should not bock access tosunlighy and should besensitive toimportant public view corridors Through aninerior courtyazd which opens toMapleton and from anumber of entryways and ample fenestra ion the project relates positively toissunoundings Itscentral courtyazd area would connect the project tothe lower scaled neighborhood tothe north and east The use of his space isinquestion at this time asadisproportionate amount of sunlight may beblocked from entering the space byportions of the existing building Views of the Flatirons may beblocked but not such views that would beconsidered important public view comdors cHuman scale Projects should provide pedestrian interest along streets paths and public spaces The new building would beof ascale comparable tolazger buildings down the sree and would not necessarily beviewed asout of scale tothe passerby The placement of the community space and anoffice space along the Broadway side could successfully aciva ehaarea Viewlines inohecourtyard space from Mapleton would also add visual interest within the intent of this policy dPermeability Projects should provide multiple opportuniries towalk from the street into projects thus presenting astreet face that ispermeable Where appropriate they shou dprovide opponunities for visual permeability into asUe tocreate pedestrian interest Although not entirely permeable along Broadway there are avariety of entryways tothe building from that side that create asense of openness The Mapleton side however would provide anappropriate view corridor into the site meeting the intent of this policy eOrz sUe open spaces Projects should incorporate well designed funcrional open spaces with qua itylandscaping access tosunlight and places tosit comfonably Where pub icparks or open spaces are not within close proximity shared open spaces for avariety of activities should also beprovided within developments AGENDA ITEM SBPAGE 17
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The project would provide abalance of privacy and openness with the courtyard design that opens toMapleton ltappears that the general design of the open space would bepotentially successful However there are concems that access tosunlight into the space may becompromised bythe exis ing buildi gheight tothe south which may block the sun amajority of the time Modifications tothat area of the building and assurance of proper plantings for shade may benecessary toresalt inaspace hat will bewell used and Functional fjBuildings Buildings shou dbedesigned with acohesive design that iscomforlable tothe pedestrian with inviting entries that are visible from public rights of way The proposed building would presen aunique and distinctive style tha sands ouonitsown while also being cohesive wi hnearby downrown developme twith itshis oric look Itwould also becohesive with the adjacen church byusing like materials and incorporating building featores such asthe gothic arch elements that echo the church without mimicry The Broadway faade has anumber of entries that would successfully engage the street and ispedes rians and the Maple onside has acourtyazd that opens tothat side which would successfully connect the building tothe neighbozhood 703Permanently Affordable Housing The city will increase the propoKion of permanently affordable housing units toanoverall goal of at least ten percent of the total existing housing stock through regulafions fznarecial subsidies and other incentives City resources will asobedirected toward maintaining existing permanently affordable housing units and securing replacements for Zost lowand very owincome units The city will continually evaluate existing and potential affordable housing efforts inorder toensure that the continuum of housing needs inthe community aswell asitsaffordable housing goats can bemet The proposed project would include 50affordable housing units albeit at lower housing sizes than typically permitted The sizes have been found tobeacceptable given the number of units and heir permanent affordability 7I4Integration of Permanently Affnrdable Housing Permanently affordable housing whether pub icly private yor jointly financed wil bedesigned astobecompatible dispersed and integrated wUh housing throughout the community The affordable housing proposed with the project will complement the range of different housing found inthe azea of Mapleton Hill and north downtown Itslocation along Broadway isalso advantageous inencouraging altemate modes of travel AGENDA ITEM SBPAGE 18
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Attachment CCITY OF BOULDER iiPlanning and Development Services 1739 Broadway Third Floor POBox 791 Boulder CO80306 0791 phone 303 441 1880 fax 303 441 3241 web boulderplandevelop net DATE OF COMMENTS CASE MANAGER PROJECT NAME LOCATION COORDINATES REVIEW TYPE REVIEW NUMBER APPLICANT CITY OF BOULDER LAND USE REVIEW RESULTS AND COMMENTS December 222006 Karl Guiler Trinity Commons 2200 BROADWAY N03W06 Concept Plan Review Comment LUR2006 00103 OZ ARCHITECTURE DESCRIPTION See LUR2006 00045 CONCEP7 PLAN REVIEW Request for citizen staff and Planning Board comment onaproposal todevelop anexisting parking lot site adjacent toTrinity Lutheren Church with astructure containing 26residential units 13affordable rentals 13market rate units and 6160 square feet of space for church and community functions Approximately 136 below grede parking spaces are proposed beneath the structure ina3level garage This plan will neither beapproved or denied but rather isanopportunity for the City and residents tocomment onthe general aspects of the proposal REQUESTED VARIATIONS FROM THE LAND USE REGULATIONS 1Section 9218Rezoning Rezoning tohigh density residential zone or Special Ordinance 2Section 971Schedule of Form Bulk Standards a0feet where 20feet isthe standard front landscaped setback b14feet where 20feet isthe standard sideyard setback for acorner lot c0feei where 10feet isthe standard interior sideyard setback and d6feet where 25feet isthe standard rear yard setback 3Section 9214b1ESite Review Height Modification toallow abuilding over the 35foot height limit 4Section 913c2Inclusionary Zoning Minimum sizes for permanently affordable units IREVIEW FINDINGS This concept was originally reviewed under application LUR2006 00045 which was reviewed at aPlanning Board public hearing onSeptember 72006 This application reflects revisions that were made inresponse toBoard comments The comments inthis document encompass areview of the revised conceptual plans for the development just north of Trinity Lutheran Church at the intersection of Broadway and Mapleton asdescribed inthe description above The plans will neither beapproved or denied but rather isanopportunity for the City and residents tocomment onthe general aspects of the proposal Staff has identified the following key issues with this project 1Does the revised proposal address the Planning Board comments onSeptember 72006 interms of the site usage building scale and architectural design 2Would the Planning Board consider arezoning or Special Ordinance topermit the proposed project These issues will befurther discussed inthe staff inemorandum tobeprepared inJanuary 2007 Planning Board istentatively scheduled toreview this project at their Februarv 12007 meeting The staff inemorandum will beforwarded tothe applicant once completed Address 2200 BROADWAY ACaENDA ITEANBk PAGE
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11CITY REQUIREMENTS Access Circulation Michelle Mahan 303 441 4417 Public imorovements 1An8foot wide sidewalk and an8foot wide tree lawn are required tobeinstalled along Broadway Apublic access easement will berequired tobededicated toinclude the area 17feet off the back of existing curb tocover the sidewalk width plus one foot beyond the back of walk The exact alignment of the sidewaik may beadjusted toavoid mature trees please see Landscape comments 2A5foot wide sidewalk and an8foot wide tree lawn are required tobeinstalled along Mapleton Apublic access easement wili berequired tobededicated toinclude the area 14feet off the back of existing curb tocover the sidewalk width plus one foot beyond the back of walk The exact alignment of the sidewalk may beadjusted toavoid mature trees please see Landscape comments 3All proposed and reconstructed sidewalks must include curb ramps constructed inaccordance with current city standards Federal ADA requirements mandate that truncated domes beused at all new curb ramps Revise the site plan accordingly These details will bereviewed at the time of final engineering submittal The new ADA requirements for curb ramps can befound onthe web at www bouldercolorado aov Vehicular Access 1Per section 995c1of the Boulder Revised Code BRC one access point or curb cut per property will permitted The additionat garage access ramp does not appear tobenecessary for adequate circulation and will not bepermitted unless the transportation engineer submits asite plan or traffic study addressing circuiation and why the 2points of access are necessary Per section 995c1of the BRC the site plan or traffic study must demonstrate that additionai access points and curb cuts are required toadequately address accessibility circulation and driveway volumes and only where additional accesses and curb cuts would not impair any public use of any public right of way or create safety or operational problems or bedetrimental totraffic flow onadjacent public streets 2The drive located onthe adjacent property east of the proposed Mapleton access will berequired tobeshown inorder todemonstrate adequate access separation per section 204C1of the City of Boulder Design and Construction Standards 3All existing drive cuts which are not part of the approved access locations should beshown tobeclosed and removed per city standards Traffic Imoact Studv Atraffic impact study isrequired for any nonresidential development that isexpected togenerate 100 vehicie trips or greater during any single hour or for any residential development that isexpected togenerate 20vehicle trips or greater during any single hour Trip generation isrequired tobepertormed and the results submitted per section 203Jof the City of Boulder Design and Construction Standards Atraffic impact study will bearequirement of the Site Review ifthe residential peak hour trip generation isshown toexceed 20or ifthe combined peak hour trip generation isshown toexceed 100 Travel Demand Manaqement At the time of Site Review aTravel Demand Management TDM plan isrequired tobesubmitted which outlines strategies tomitigate traffic impacts created bythe proposed development and implementable measures for promoting alternate modes trave Transit The site iscurrently served byabus stop along Broadway The plans show aproposed shelter tobelocated onthe existing bus pad Anew 50foot bus stop pad should beinstalled along the Broadway frontage with the north end of this bus pad located at least 50feet from the Broadway and Mapleton flow line intersection Inaddition the shelter isrequired tobelocated 8feet behind the back of curb The 6x20 shelter pad should beinstalled behind the sidewalk and aligned with the front of the bus pad At the time of Site Review the plans will berequired toshow this bus pad shelter and the associated tree grates Apublic access easement will berequired tobededicated for any portion of the bus pad shelter that islocated outside of the public right of way Dedications All easements are required tobededicated concurrently with the final engineering submittal and prior tothe time of Address 2200 BROADWAY vqa iraG
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bui ding permit All easements required tobededicated tothe city must bereviewed and approved through aseparate Technical Document Review process Application materials and requirements are located onthe 3rd Floor of the Park Central Building and can also befound onthe city sweb site at www bouldercolorado qov Building and Housing Codes Building Design Drainage Steve Buckbee 303 441 3279 1Storm water quality enhancement and detention ponding are issues that must beaddressed during the Site Review Process APreliminary Storm Water Report and Plan inaccordance with the City of Boulder Design and Construction Standards must beprovided bythe applicant at time of Site Review application The required report and plan must also address the following issues Water quality for surtace runoff using Best Management Practices Groundwater discharge Erosion control during construction activities 2Discharge of groundwater tothe pubiic storm sewer system isanticipated toaccommodate construction and operation of the proposed developments City and or State permits will berequired for this discharge The applicant isadvised tocontact the City of Boulder Storm Water Quality Office at 303 413 7350 regarding permit requirements All applicable permits must beinplace prior tobuilding permit application Additionally special design considerations for the properties tohandle groundwater discharge aspart of the development may benecessary 3City standards require that all projects minimize directly connected impervious areas inaccordance with the Urban Drainage and Flood Control District Drainage Criteria Manual Volume III Wherever possible runoff from roofs and parking lots needs tobedirected tolandscaped areas grass buffer strips and grass lined swales This requirement isinaddition tothe requirement that structural Best Management Practices such aswater quality ponds beprovided onthe site This requirement must beaddress inthe Preliminary Stormwater Report and Plan at Site Review Engineering The applicant has suggested covering or heating aportion of the aliey tomitigate icing and drainage issues The applicant should look for other options short of adding coverings heated underground piping or other private encroachments within the alley right of way Design problems solutions and considerations should beexplored inthe Preliminary Storm Water Report and Plan Steve Buckbee 303 441 3279 Flood Control Fees Because revisions or corrections are not required for this application based on2006 development review fees hourly billing will not beapplicable unless another application isrequired or the applicant revises the current proposal Fire Protection AII buildings including parking garage will berequired tobeprotected throughout with anautomatic sprinkler system designed inaccordance with the appropriate standard All buildings will berequired tobemonitored byaUL listed central receiving station and alarm notification isrequired throughout including sleeping areas DLowrey Fire Marshal 303 441 4356 Inclusionary Zoning ApplicanYs request tovary the required minimum size of the proposed permanently affordable units isacceptable given the agreement toprovide atotal of 13small permanentiy affordable units where six larger units would berequired and with at least six of the proposed permanently affordable units dedicated tohouseholds earning less than 40of the Area Median Income Cindy Pieropan HHS 303 441 3157 Land Uses The subject site sland use designation per the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan BVRC isHigh Density Residential This designation allows for more than 14dwelling units per acre Karl Guiler Case Manager 303 441 4236 Landscape Plan 1The redesign of the site plan creates apositive urban design relationship between this project and the external streetscapes of Broadway and Mapleton surrounding the project site However the establishment of anorth tacing plaza space that isinternal tothe site creates the potential tor acold less than inviting space The planned Address 2200 BROADWAY sNl FelTlk4ItltS
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three story stair tower elements and elevator shaft onthe south side of the plaza space woutd create deep shadows that would fall over the plaza particularly inthe autumn towinter tospring months For the summer months only the plaza would beadraw and would provide acool respite Thus the shadowing onthis space along with the extensive hardscape could make that space unappealing for asignificant portion of the year Similarly insuring aselection of plant material that would besuccessful indeep shade ismore challenging As project plans continue toberefined itisrecommended that consideration bemade toopen upthe plaza space tosouthern exposure designing the piaza for year around use and establishing aspace for long term viability and success 2The aerial photo context onthe site plan would bemore effective ifitwere presented ingreater detail rather than screened back or distorted The clarity would not only aid inIegibility of the urban design context but would particuiarly enhance anunderstanding of the surrounding streetscape that this site plan needs tointertace with Elaine McLaughlin 303 441 4130 Legal Documents Lot Layout The development site where the parking iscurrently Iocated contains four separate pieces of property The applicant should consider combining the lots through asubdivision application Inthis case apreliminary and final plat would benecessary Karl Guiler Case Manager 303 441 4236 Miscellaneous Neighborhood Comments Parking Michelle Mahan 303 441 4417 1The plans show the parking stall depths as18feet AII standard parking stalls are required tobe19feet deep and must berevised and labeled accordingly at the time of Site Review 2No columns are shown inthe parking garage Ifcolumns are required these must belocated outside the required width of all parking spaces 3The plans donot show any accessible parking spaces At the time of Site Review accessible spaces per section 996bof the Boulder Revised Code BRGy will berequired tobeshown onthe plans Per section 462of the ADA Accessibifity Guidelines accessible spaces shall bedispersed and located closest tothe accessible entrances 4Per section 996d3Bof the BRC turnaround spaces must beprovided for dead end parking bays of eight stalls or more Turnarounds must beidentified with asign or graphic and marked noparking At the time or site review all required turn around spaces must beclearly labeled and dimensioned 5Bicycle parking isrequired tobeshown inconformance with section 996gof the BRC The required bicycle parking locations must beshown onthe site plan 6The plans should berevised toshow service vehicle access and parking 7The Church wide Parking Analysis should berevised toreference the sources used indetermining the parking demand for each use Plan Documents Police Protection The proposed development of 26residential units office space etc may impact Boulder Police calls for service Traffic flow may also beimpacted onMapleton Street byingress egress of residents and staff from the facility Some considerations for the applicant 1Isthe underground parking garage going tobesecured or will itbeopen We have had numerous calls for service tounderground parking facilities involving trespasses bytransients 2How will the building and itsresidential units benumbered for expeditious response byemergency personnel 3Will the building containing the oftices and church facilities besecured or will itbeopen access 4Trees shrubs near the access tothe parking lot should afford good visibility for drivers pulling out of the underground parking garage toMapleton Street Officer Bob Kessler X3385 Address 2200 BROADWAY 4t khPC sd3flCaZ
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Review Process The project requires Concept Plan review and ultimately Site Review because the development onthe site wouid exceed 30000 square feet when including the church property per the Development Review Threshold Tabie under Section 9411b1of the Land Use Regulations This requirement has already been fulfilled with the previous submittal This Concept Plan isat the request of the applicant toobtain more Planning Board feedback onthe project This Concept Plan isreviewed inaccordance with Section 9213of the Land Use Code The guidelines for this review are found inSection 9213gStaff responses tothese guidelines are at the end of this document Using the guidefines staff will prepare amemorandum for the Planning Board and these comments and any neighborhood comments will beforwarded asattachments The Planning Board hearing onthis item istentatively scheduled for Februarv 12007 The applicant iswelcome tosubmit awritten response tothese comments prior tothat hearing Karl Guiler Case Manager 303 441 4236 Site Design Utilities Steve Buckbee 303 4413279 1The applicant isadvised that any proposed street trees along the property frontage may conflict with existing or proposed utilities including without limitation water wastewater storm drainage flood control gas electric telecommunications drainageways and irrigation ditches within and adjacent tothe development site Itisthe appiicanYs responsibility toresolve such conflicts with appropriate methods conforming tothe Boulder Revised Code 1981 the City of Boulder Design and Construction Standards and any private franchise utility specifications 2APreliminary Utility Connection Plan meeting section 402of the City of Boulder Design and Construction Standards will berequired aspart of any Site Review submittal Wetlands Zoning The properties involved inthe development are zoned Transitional Business BT2Formerly the designation was TBEThis has been changed through adoption of the new Land Use Code Although the zoning district name has changed the requlations pertaininq tothe site have not chanqed These areas are primarily used for commercial and complementary residential uses The applicant intends torequest arezoning of the site or aSpecial Ordinance topermit the project Acomparison of zoning districts tothe proposed project isfound inthe zoning section under Section III beiow Karl Guiler Case Manager 303 441 4236 INFORMATIONAL COMMENTS Access Circulation Area Characteristics and Zoning History The subject site iscurrentiy aparking lot of 76spaces serving the Trinity Lutheran Church The property islocated at the corner of Broadway and Mapleton and across from the Mapleton Historic District The site iswithin anarea that isbeing considered asapotential historic district City records indicate that there isaprevious Planned Unit Development and Nonconforming Review onthe site ieP8751NC8713These reviews allowed anaddition tothe existing church Unfortunately the records are sparse and only contain the Notice of Disposition Any new Site Review would reestablish the development parameters onthe site Karl Guiler Case Manager 303 441 4236 Building and Housing Codes The building will need tomeet the requirements of the building code ineffect at the time of building permit application The maximum dead end corridor length is20feet Ifyou are proposing touse section 508 toseparated the garage from the upper level the maximum occupant ioad of the community room can not exceed 300 where based on7sqftper person the occupant load would be671 and at 15sqftper person the occupant load would be313 sothis section would not apply and you may need tochoose ahigher type of construction for the entire structure Steve Brown Building Design Comments onprevious desictn Below are key points raised bythe Planning Board at their September 72006 meeting regarding the general design of the previous building concept Buildinq Mass Building too massive Mass could bereduced byaltering roof forms and reducing parking which Address 2200 BROADWAY ct IVUFA E7N99s IdlCv
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would inturn reduce the number of units and mass Mass should bemore concentrated along Broadway the alley and next tothe church Buildina Heiqht Building too tall Should beshorter onthe northeast side and taller onthe west side Could stand 3stories along Broadway Buildinq Desiqn The project needs torespect the church design but does not need tomimic itparticularly with the slope of the roof Amore unique and distinctive architecture could beexplored for the building Should have more of anentrance along Broadway Units especially those with deck spaces at grade along Broadway may not work well The Board and some members of the public also discussed the idea of providing asense of transition othe site where mass and height could decrease from tthe south tothe north along Broadway tocreate anappropriate drop inland use intensity from downtown tothe stretch of historic homes where Mapleton and Whittier meet and 2from the southwest corner tothe northeast corner tominimize the ill effects of atall building onimmediate neighbors and create anappropriate streetscape along Mapleton where buildings are generally smaller instature Comments oncurrent desiqn Overall staff finds that the architect has done acommendable job at addressing the key points above Mass has been focused tothe southwest corner and tapers down tothe north and northeast toprovide aproper transition tothe lower intensity development inthose areas The height has been lowered and would reach itshighest point at the southwest corner at 46feet This was done bychanging the roof forms from gable toaflat roof design Other parts of the building wouid taper down toless than the 35feet height limit and at the corner of Mapieton and Broadway the plate height would beroughly 22feet above grade comparable to2story homes along that stretch Therefore the building appears tobeappropriately scaled tomatch buildings oneach of itssides and itsmassing has been altered especiaily along the site seast side toaliow more access tolight for neighbors This change should mitigate the concerns of the neighbors at First Church of Christ Scientist Inafurther analysis of the height staff finds that itwould beappropriate toassure that the height of building from grade at the southwest corner did not exceed that of the grade toroof peak height of the Boulderado building at the corner of Pine and Broadway This wouid provide anappropriate drop inheight and mass along that side of Broadway City records indicate that the Boulderado onBroadway isroughly 52feet inheight According tothe drawings the building would not exceed 46feet from the lowest point within 25feet and would not betaller than 39feet from grade toroof top at the southwest corner This appears tobeanappropriate transitional aspect Inregard tothe architectural design staff finds that the building achieves aworkable balance of incorporating architectural elements and building materials from the church without resorting tomimicry Further the building appears toreach alevel of uniqueness and distinctiveness with itshigh level of fenestration detailed articulation and successful massing that may address Board expectations ondesign Withthe community space orienied toBroadway and additional office space provided inthat location the building would appear more open tothe Broadway side than the previous design The building also has agreater number of defined entrances that would aid this aspect Access toresidences isobvious but not too exposed Insum the changes of this design are apositive step that would help aid the Board intheir decision onwhether or not this project warrants special consideration ieSpecial Ordinance or code changes ierezoning toallow the project That issue isdiscussed more inthe Land Use and Zoning sections below Karl Guiler Case Manager 303 441 4236 Drainage Engineering Flood Control Fees Fire Protection Land Uses Proposed Uses Attached residential uses are permitted inthe BT2district and any applicable high density residential zone Please note that professional and or administrative offices are permitted inBT2However ifthe property isrezoned toahigh density residential district most office uses would require approval of aUse Review application Please note that administrative offices are not permitted inRHdistricts Planning Board mentioned that congregate care should beconsidered for the site and could increase the possibility tofit into the density limits for the site This use would bepermitted inthe BT2and all RHdistricts BVCP Policies Address 2200 BROADWAY ttEh4D Ey4Aa
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204Compact Land Use Pattern The city and county will byimplementing the comprehensive plan ensure that development will take place inanorderly fashion take advantage of existing urban services and avoid insofar aspossible patterns of leapfrog noncontiguous scattered development within the Boulder Valley The city prefers redevelopment and infill ascompared todevelopment inanexpanded service area inorder toprevent urban sprawl and create acompact community The proposed development would emulate high density development characteristic of the downtown with 26dwelling units onadevelopment site less than anacre The site isanoptimum infill site because of itslocation near the downtown along Broadway and onasite that ismore easily developed with only aparking lot tobedemolished 213Support for Residential Neighborhoods Initscommunity design planning the city will support and shengthen itsresidential neighborhoods The city will seek appropriate building scale and compatible character of new development or redevelopment desired public facilities and mixed commerclal uses and sensitively designed and sized rights of way As aprime infill site the proposed usage would bebeneficial toBoulder based onitslocation onBroadway walking distance todowntown and itsprovision of affordable housing Although aprime location for this type of development itmust take into consideration the change incharacter that occurs inthis area from the high intensity land usage tothe south tothe more subdued development that ischaracteristic of historic Mapleton and Whittier tothe north The project isappropriately scaled tofocus most of the building mass tothe southwest corner and essentially tapers itsmass down tothe north and northeast This transitional aspect of the project would successfully blend the project into itssurroundings bybeing more sensitive tothe nearby established development along Mapleton and the stretch of Broadway before reaching Community Plaza aPreservation of Community Character The city will encourage the preservation of community character asreflected inthe development pattern and relative affordability of the existing housing stock inBoulder svaried neighborhoods Based onthe existing character of Boulder sWhittier and Mapleton neighborhoods regulations have been put inplace topreserve their historic nature and more subdued scale while also encouraging appropriate uses inproximity of the downtown The proposed project exemplifies amore downtown scaled development but nevertheless provides anappropriate reduction of massing and scale toward the north and northeast portions of the property tobetter blend into the established single family neighborhoods thereabouts 219Mixed Use The city will encourage well designed mixed use development that incorporates asubstantial amount of affordable housing inappropriafe locations including some commercial centers corridors and industrial areas Inreviewing mixed use projects the city will consider impacts toadjacent neighborhoods The project ismixed use with itsprovision of dwelling units office and community meeting space Half the units would bepermanently affordable and would belocated inanappropriate location near the downtown and along the major corridor of Broadway Massing of the project would befocused inthe southeast corner bythe church and would taper down appropriately tothe north and northeast where more sensitivity tothe single family character inthat area iswarranted 233Preservation of Historical and Cultural Resources Buildings districts and sites of historical architectural archaeological or cuftural significance wil beidentified and protected The city and county will encourage preservation of such resources through incentives programs designation of landmark buildings and districts design review public Address 2200 BROADWAY Cd yAsW4Ca
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improvements and other tools Protection will berequired bythe city when aproposed action byapublic entity involves apotential important resource Protection of important resources will also besought bythe city when aproposal bythe private sector involves discretionary development review egsite review use review rezoninq The Trinity Lutheran Church building was built in1929 and has been identified asabuilding eligible for designation asalocal historic landmark for the following reasons The church snotable 1920 sgothic revival architecture IYs location inBoulder schurch district Church was designed byone of the City sprominent women architects Margaret Read of the architectural office of Glen Huntington 239Sensitive Infill and Redevelopment Overall infill and redevelopment wlll beexpected toprovide significant benefits tothe community and the neighborhoods The city will deve ptools such asneighborhood design guidelines topromote sensitive Jnfill and redevelopment The city will work with neighborhoods toprotect and enhance neighborhood character and livability With half of the number of units proposed tobeaffordable the project would provide benefits tothe community Further the leased parking could alleviate some of the parking pressures onneighboring streets The massing of the project isskillfully done tocreate anappropriate transition of building scale and land uses such that most of the mass and intensity isfocused away from the established neighborhoods tothe north west and northeast The project would provide anappropriate gateway into the downtown 242 Enhanced Design for the Built Environment Through itspolicies and programs the city will encourage or require quality architecture and urban design inprivate sector development that encourages alternative modes of transportation provides alivable environment and addresses the elements isted below aThe context Projects should become acoherent part of the neighborhood inwhich they are placed They should bepreserved and enhanced where the surroundings have adistinctive character Where there isadesire toimprove the character of the surroundings anew character and positive identity asestablished through area planning or acommunity involvement process should becreated for the area Special attention will begiven toprotecting and enhancing the quality oestablished residential areas that are adacent tobusiness areas The new building would beinanarea with land use intensity transitions from amore urban downtown character toamore subdued single family scaled area More specifically the character of the area tothe immediate north east and west couid besummed upaslargely historic single family homes fronting Broadway and neighboring streets which are used for various forms of habitation tosmall scale office use The proposed project would embrace amore urban downtown approach but would include adecrease inmass toappropriately transition tothose areas discussed above No single family homes are immediately adjacent and the project would not concentrate mass such that neighboring properties would beunduly affected bThe public rea mProjects should relate positively topublic streets plazas sidewalks and paths Buildings and landscaped areas not parking lots should present awell designed face tothe public realm should not block access tosunlight and should besensitive toimportant public view corridois Address 2200 BROADWAY tN3A
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Through aninterior courtyard which opens toMapleton and from anumber of entryways and appropriate fenestration the project relates positively toitssurroundings Itscentral courtyard area would connect the project tothe lower scaled neighborhood tothe north and east The use of this space isinquestion at this time asadisproportionate amount of sunlight may beblocked from entering the space byportions of the existing building Views of the Flatirons may beblocked but not such views that would beconsidered important public view corridors cHuman scale Pro ects should provide pedestrian interest along streets paths and public spaces The new building would beof ascale comparable tolarger buildings down the street and would not necessarily beviewed asout of scale tothe passerby The piacement of the oommunity space and anoffice space along the Broadway side could successfully activate that area Viewiines into the courtyard space from Mapleton would also add visual interest within the intent of this policy dPermeability Projects should provide multiple opportunities fowalk irom the street into projects thus presenting astreet face that ispermeable Where appropriate they should provide opportunities for visual permeability into asite tocreate pedestrian interest Although not entirely permeable along Broadway there are avariety of entryways tothe building from that side that create asense of openness The Mapleton side however wouid provide anappropriate view corridor into the site meeting the intent of this policy eOn site open spaces Pro ects should incorporate well designed functional open spaces with quality landscaping access tosunlight and places tosit comfortably Where public parks or open spaces are not within close proximity shared open spaces for avariety of activities should also beprovided within developments The project would provide abalance of privacy and openness with the courtyard design that opens toMapleton Itappears that the general design of the open space would bepotentially successful However there are concerns that access tosunlight into the space may becompromised bythe existing building height tothe south which may block the sun amajority of the time Modifications tothat area of the building and assurance of proper plantings for shade may benecessary toresult inaspaces that will bewell used and functional fBuildings Buildings should bedesigned with acohesive design that iscomfortable tothe pedestrian with inviting entries that are visible irom public rights of way The proposed building would present aunique and distinctive style that stands out onitsown while also being cohesive with nearby downtown development with itshistoric look Itwould also becohesive with the adjacent church byusing like materia sand incorporating building features such asthe gothic arch elements that echo the church without mimicry The Broadway faade has anumber of entries that would successfully engage the street and itspedestrians and the Mapleton side has acourtyard that opens tothat side which wouid successfully connect the building tothe neighborhood 703Permanently Affordable Housing The city will increase the proportion of permanently affordable housing units toanoverall goal of at least ten percent of the total existing housing stock through regulations financial subsidies and other incentives City resources will also bedirected toward maintaining existing permanently affordable housing units and securing replacements for lost lowand very lowincome units The city will continually evaluate existing and potential affordable housing eforts inorder toensure that the continuum of housing needs inthe community aswell asitsalfordable housing goals can bemet Address 2200 BROADWAY rrar rra7
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The proposed project would include 50affordable housing units albeit at lower housing sizes than typically permitted Further only 20of the units would bepermanently affordable 714Integration of Permanently Affordable Housing Permanenily affordable housing whether publicly privately or jointly financed will bedesigned astobecompatible dispersed and integrated with housing throughout the community The affordable housing proposed with the project will complement the range of different housing found inthe area ot Mapieton Hiil and north downtown Itslocation aiong Broadway isalso advantageous inencouraging alternate modes of travel Landscaping Legal Documents Lot Layout Miscellaneous Neighborhood Comments No neighborhood comments have been received at this time Karl Guiler Case Manager 303 441 4236 Parking Planning Board was not entirely supportive of the amount ot parking proposed Several members suggested that areduction inthe number of spaces beconsidered toreduce the number of units thereby reducing the mass of the building and bringing itmore into conformance with code This revised version proposes the same number of spaces asbefore Itisclear that the number of spaces are primarily tosupport the usage of the church while the number of units namely the market rate units are necessary tofinance the expense of constructing a3story subterranean parking garage This issomething that will warrant further discussion at the February 12007 Planning Board meeting Karl Guiler Case Manager 303 441 4236 Plan Documents Review Process Site Design Planning Board and staff had concerns about the functionality of the previous courtyard design This concern still lingers asdiscussed inthe landscape section above considering how sunlight would still bebiocked from the space much of the time based onthe configuration of the building Despite this staff finds that the functionality of the space isimproved byopening ituptothe lower intensity side ieMapleton which creates more permeability into the site and abetter connection tothe neighborhood The space wouid retain the desired courtyard effect while also having amore open inviting feel As noted inthe landscape section the usability of the space could beenhanced bylowering portions of the building egtower element toallow more sun into the space and byensuring that any plantings can adapt tothe conditions of the space Otherwise staff supports the general arrangement of building elements onthe site which creates anappropriate transition of mass onthe site asdiscussed inbuilding design above Karl Guiler Case Manager 303 441 4236 Utilities Wetlands Zoning For the purposes of this discussion the project has been reviewed against the underlying BT2zoning Acomparison of the project tooiher possible zoning districts istound inTable 1and 2below Densitv Under the current BT2zoning 22residential units would bepossible The zone also permits upto272 per acre The proposal includes arequest for 26residential units or aproposed density of 317dwelling units per acre Therefore the Address 2200 BROADWAY Ert7f EIb3tf4f O
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proposal isnot compatible with the zoning For the proposal tomove forward arezoning or Special Ordinance would berequired The applicant has requested preliminary consideration of these possibilities This isdiscussed further inthe Rezoning and Special Ordinance required section below and will bediscussed inthe forthcoming staff inemorandum Floor Area The BT2zoning has afloor area limit of 05FAR Floor Area Ratio The proposed project would not comply with this limit at roughly a12FAR This figure includes all above grade levels for the new building and the church Ifone were toconsider the FAR onthe 22463 square foot development site excluding the church the FAR would be15for that site This contradicts the intent for this stretch of Broadway where building mass islimited However Planning Board did express that more mass may beappropriate for this project along Broadway Buildinq Heiqht The proposed building would have aheight per code of roughly 46feet This exceeds the 35foot height limit for the BT2and alf of the appiicable zoning districts tothe site with the exception of RH3which allows 40feet Therefore the height of the building would require Planning Board approva of aSite Review Height Modification At this stage with the highest point of the building being at the southwest corner and being at alower height than the nearby Hotel Boulderado the proposed height ismore supportable than the previous proposed 54feet Buildinq Setbacks Incontrast tothe proposal booklet the Broadway side would befronY of the building asthe shortest side Please refer tothe definition of Yard front rear and side inChapter 916of the Land Use Code Inthe case of the development site itwould beconsidered acorner lot with front setbacks from the Broadway and Mapleton sides The mutual lot line with the First Church of Christ Scientist property would bearear yard setback and the setback from the alley would beconsidered aninterior sideyard setback bycode The proposed building would not conform toany of the setback standards of the BT2district Therefore setback modifications through the Site Review process would berequired The proposed setbacks could only beapproved ifthe Site Review criteria were met Please see the REQUESTED VARIATIONS FROM THE LAND USE REGULATIONS for the exact modifications Preliminarily staff finds that the proposed setbacks along Broadway and the alley are appropriate given the urban nature of the project and the intent toconcentrate most of the development tothe southwest corner Setbacks along Mapleton could bejustified byexisting buildings built close tothe street onthat block and the overall openness of that side Setbacks from the neighboring First Church of Christ Scientist property would require further analysis at the Site Review stage where elevations of that side would berequired At this point itappears that the massing onthat side isanotable improvement over the previous design Open Space The BT2zone would require 15600 square feet of open space onthe whole development site 600 sf X2615600 sf based onthe number of dwellings As abuilding over 45feet itisalso held toat least 20of the site asopen space The project would meet both these provision at roughly 15912 square feet staff estimate slightly more than applicanYs applicanYs may bemore accurate based onrequired deductions from open space onchurch property The functionality of the open spaces and itsqualifying aspects would bereviewed inmore depth at the Site Review stage Parkinq Using the figures provided and verifying those numbers staff estimates that the parking requirement for this project wouid be110 spaces With 136 spaces the project would comply with the parking requirements Develoqment Standards Please beadvised that the project would besubject tothe development standards of Chapter 33Site Development Standards Subdivision Please beadvised that any subdivision or merging of lots aspart of this project would have tocomply with the provisions of Chapter 5Subdivision Solar Access Please beadvised that the new building isadjacent toRH2zoning which isinSolar Area IIPlease review Section 9917Solar Access of the Land Use Regulations before Site Review submittal todetermine compliance with the requirements of that section Address 2200 BROADWAY rP4Fltt14jfAsC
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Rezoninq or Special Ordinance required Table 1below isasummary comparing the proposal tovarious applicable zoning districts and their specific floor area limits open space minimums and parking space requirements Setbacks are not included asthey can bemodified Through Site Review iffound compliant with the criteria inSection 9214hDensity of Floor Area Open Space Parking Units Pro osal 317duac2644564 sf 15912 sf 136 saces BT2272duac2217887 sf 05FAR limit 15600 sf 26units 110 spaces formerl TBE13200 sf 22units RH2272duac2217887 sf PBapproval 15600 sf 26units 156 spaces formerly HZEPBdoes not include non 13200 sf 22units approval residential or communal areas RH5272 22Determined bybulk 15600 sf 26units 110 spaces formerly HREstandards and other 13200 sf 22units requirements Only 10400 square feet inmixed use developments for 26units Table 2compares the proposal tothose zoning districts where density isdetermined byopen space The ooen space column notes how much ooen space would bereauired toallow 26units with the exception of RH3which isiust apercentape of the site Fioor area limits and parking requirements are also included Floor Area Open Space Parking Pro osal 44564 st 15912 sf 136 saces RH120800 sf ifadequate open space 20800 sf 26X800 sf PBapproval 156 spaces formerly HRXprovided 800 sf X26unit RH3No limit ifsite open space ismet 60of site 21464 sf 110 spaces formeriy HR1 XSetbacks and height wouid also 30Joof site 10732 sf rfihe provisions of limit Sec 9911e3are met RH4No limit ifsite open space ismet 31200 sf 26X1200 sf 110 spaces formerly HRDSetbacks and height would also iimit Conclusion Based onTabies 1and 2the only feasible zoning district toaccommodate the project asproposed wouid beRH3formally HRi XThis isbecause of the possibility of the project tomeet the required open space of 30ifThe provisions of Section 9911e3were satisfactorily met and further due toitslack of afloor area limit As noted above the RH3district also has aheight limit of 40feet which iscloser tothe requested 46feet This district was discussed asapossibility inthe past but the Board and staff have raised questions of spot zoning since the RH3 district was not intended for that area of the City but for areas east of the University and possibly the Transit Village area Itisalso uncommon for one particuiar building site tobezoned adifferent zone than itssurroundings The problem that exists with other zoning districts are asfollows 1Density Most of the districts restrict the number of units to22units Anincrease inopen space could permit additional units inRH1but with afloor area limit less than half the proposed 2FloorArea The only districts that donot restrict floor area are RH3asdiscussed above RH4and RH5The problem with the latter two isthat RH4has asignificantly higher requirement of open space and RH5sdensity limit of 22units 3Parking Parking isless of aproblem asthe proposal would provide anample amount more than most of the district requirements Only inthe scenarios of RH1and RH2would aparking reduction or additional spaces tomeet the requirements benecessary Address 2200 BROADWAY jIJC1kfIEt CtC
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At this poinf itappears that the only options that exist are torezone the property toRH3create aflex zone that essentially creates asimilar district asRH3or aSpecial Ordinance topermit the development based onthe community benefit itmay present These are issues that will bediscussed inmore detail inthe forthcoming staff inemorandum and at the February 12007 Planning Board meeting Karl Guiler Case Manager 303 441 4236 IVNEXT STEPS These comments and any neighborhood comments will beforwarded tothe Planning Board for review The Planning Board hearing onthis item istentatively scheduled for February 12007 The applicant iswelcome tosubmit awritten response tothese comments prior tothat hearing VCITY CODE CRITERIA CHECKLIST 1Characteristics of the site and surrounding areas including without limitation itslocation surrounding neighborhoods development and architecture any known natural features of the site including without limitation mature trees watercourses hills depressions steep slopes and prominent views toand from the site Given the close proximity todowntown the site isgenerally urban incharacter albeit at alower scale than deveiopment within the downtown district This isbecause the site istechnically outside the Regional Business zoning and with restrictive floor area limits actually reflects the lower scaled single family nature of the surrounding Mapleton and Whittier neighborhoods There isnouniform architecture for this area but rather isamixture of predominantiy single family homes ranging from the 1890 suptothe 1920 sMore contemporary structures are also found inthe area Nearby churches are of divergent styles Most importantly the Trinity Church tothe south has agothic appearance which isemulated inthe projecYs design As aparking lot the site itself contains nonatural features but does contain amild slope which descends from the northwest corner tothe southeast corner There are views towards the Flatirons from the site 2Community policy consideretions including witfiout limitation the review process and likely conformity of the proposed development with the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan BVCP and other ordinances goals policies and plans including without limitation subcommunity and subarea plans With ahigh density residential BVCP land use designation the project would beconsistent with the introduction of high density residential onthe site The project would also beconsistent with BVCP policies promoting compact development and affordable housing Itslocation near the downtown and along Broadway are also within the intent of the Plan Howev rother BVCP policies are aimed at proiecting the scale of existing established neighborhoods anci ensuring that new developmeni iscompatible The subject properties are located immediately outside the Iirr dsof downtown inanarea that ispredominantly built at alower scale asevidenced bythe more singie family charaeter of Mapieton and Lltttier Inefforts toprotect the char cier ofi these core neighborhoods Whtle aiiowing higher intensit uses near the rjowntown limitations to2he aliowable floor ar eahave been estaolished This pro ect voulei not respect that irtent The subject pr ect althou rnrhne wiheompact develapment and affordabie housing poiicies would noi necessary beconsistent ritf neighbarhaod compatibility poiicies since ihe pro ect would present amore rnassive structure than most along the stretch oBroadway from Pine taPorUand Place tothe north Tnis islargely bJca setne oor area would bemore tlandouble the permissible limds under curreot zoning Further BVCr onc rcnsiderat or sarF discussed nar attach nent at heend of this memorandum 3Applicable criteria review procedures and submission requirements for asite review The project would besubject toall the criteria inSection 9214hof the Land Use Regulations Submission requirements would bethe same asany other Site Review and would have tosatisfy the Address 2200 BROADWAY en3
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requirements of Section 9214dNowever siaf nas requesied that aPreliminary Storm Plater Report and Pre imary tJtil tyGonnect onPans besubmitl2d at the Site Fiev enr stace toascertain compliance winthe Crty af Bo4ilder Des yand Construction Stanciards Trip generahor gures would also beeti aluated ut ihe SRev eov staye toyauge for any possible transportation arcu atien impa tsReview would tollow athree week review track where comments or adecision would berendered at the end of that time Ifrevisions were required two additional review tracks could bescheduled Ifthe project required Planning Board review itwould bescheduled during that time Ifthe project could bedecided bystaff itwould besubject toBoard or citizen call up4Permits that may need tobeobtained and processes that may need tobecompleted prior toconcurrent with or subsequent tosite review approval Rezonin Ifthe project could not beredesigned tofit within the current zoning arezoning would benecessary ifthe Planning Boards supported the proposed project Any rezoning would have tobeconsidered consistent with BVCP policies and must meet one of the criteria inSection 9218eof the Land Use Regulations Si eReview Either when the project was downsized tofit within zoning parameters or rezoned the applicant could submit aSite Review application Site Review isamore indepth review where the detailed criteria of Section 9214hwould have tobemet before approval Landmark Desiqnation The existing Trinity Lutheran Church isconsidered eligible asaiocal landmark designation because of itsnotable 1920 sgothic revival architecture and also since itwas designed byone of the City sprominent women architects Margaret Read Per policy 230Preservation of Historic and Cultural Resources inthe BVCP itisrecommended that the applicant berequired tosubmit anapplication for landmark designation asacondition of Site Review approval Technical Documents Following Site Review technical documents including detailed engineering and architectural drawings would besubmitted where final architecture landscaping drainage lighting etc would beevaluated Engineering staff has indicated that City and or State permits for storm water discharge would berequired Another consideration at this stage would bethe undergrounding of the overhead power lines over the ailey Once all the site conditions were found tobecompliant with all applicable codes abuilding permit for the new structure could bereviewed However staff iscurrently considering aprocess that would review both technical documents and building permits simultaneously toexpedite project review 5Opportunities and constraints inrelation tothe transportation system including without limitation access linkage signalization signage and circulation existing transportation system capacity problems serving the requirements of the transportation master plan possible trail links and the possible need for atraffic or transportation study Opportunities The development would beaccessed from the existing eastbound alley and Mapleton Avenue This ispreferred toaccess from Broadway The existence of the alley and Mapleton are opportunities since additional access tothe heavily traveled Broadway would not benecessary Atransportation study isconsidered unnecessary at this point however trip generation figures would beevaluated at the Site Review stage totroubleshoot any possible issues with the proposed configuration The applicant has also indicated their intentions toprovide eco passes for staff and residents and encourage bike tacilities tolower vehicular dependence Consfraints The only identifiable constraints would bethe one way aspect of the alley and possible left turn problems from Mapleton onto Broadway which could occur with intensified use of that intersection Again this would beevaluated further at the Site Review stage when trip generation figures are submitted 6Environmental opportunities and constraints including without limitation the identification of wetlands important view corridors floodplains and other natural hazards wildlife corridors endangered and protected species and habitats the need for further biological inventories of the site and at what point inthe process the information will benecessary Address 2200 BROADWAY Dnl PStPF
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Opportunities The site isanexisting parking lot inanurban location and therefore contains nowetlands floodplains endangered or protected species and habitats etc As alowintensity use itisanopportune location for redevelopment without any notable impacts tothe environment Constraints The construction of the building may increase run off onto neighboring properties Therefore staff has required detailed plans besubmitted at the Site Review stage toverify compliance with Best Management Practices and reliance that the project wil bedesigned toproperly channel water run off 7Appropriate ranges of land uses Residential The development site isdesignated for high density residential which would beprovided with this project albeit at adensity above what ispermitted with current and any possible zoning of the property As noted above ifthe Planning Board found that the project was anotable community benefit that would beappropriate for the location arezoning could beconsidered topermit the project asproposed Inthis case the community benefit would bethe number of affordable units which at 13units or 50of the proposed total exceeds the 20requirement of the City Staff however has also pointed out that the unit sizes donot meet the minimum size requirements Non residentiaF Acommunity church meeting space isproposed Given the need for more community space inBoulder this addition would beasset for the community Office space 8The appropriateness of or necessity for housing The proposal isfor 13market rate two bedroom units averaging 1100 square feet and 14permanently affordable one bedroom units averaging 5Q0 square feet While the number of afford able udsexceeds that reqwred byinclusionary zoning the praposed size of the atfordable units isless than the minimum reywred ai 884 square feet Inclusionary zoning also requires that ihe distnbution of affordable und types bethe sarrte asthat ot market rate housing uNess addiUOnal affordable housmg benefiis are provided The proposed affordabie rents are consiste twdh those required byinciusionary zoning Housing isanide tified need especially around the downtown area and high density housing along amajor transit corndor iscompatible with City goals for both housing and iransportation The addition of new permanently affordabie rental housing helps meet aneed that isgenerally not met bymclusio ary zoning which results inprimarily for saie affordabie housiny VI Conditions On Case Not applicable for Concept Plan reviews Address 2200 BROADWAY cnarr
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Attachment DRnHouse On September 72006 the Planning ioard heid apublic hearing toconsider the proposed Prinity Commons Concept Plan applicauun Awide range of comments were provided byCih stafl the Plu uing 3oard and during the public hearing from neighbors Shortly aRrwards the North PropeRy lommittee met toligure out how torespund tothe suggestions remain tnic toihc init al vision of the congregation and beinancially feasible Thnse eere the basic building blocks that led toanexciting reorganized and rethuught siie plan archileMure and program for Trinit jComnwns tisnow astand alon hlicturc tiat coo sists oi inbasic paru 13permanentl attordable one bedroom apartments Ibr rent 13for salc two bedroom apartments 4700 sqfr of community and church function space 1460 sqftofoffice space for lease 136 bcluw gradc parking spaces onthree levels lrinih Commons will bemore diverse inuse and more contemi orary indrsign ItisIssmassive ithflat roufs and more respectful of the transition from the downto ntothe residential areas tothe north and east Ipays homage toitsnearest neighbor Trinity Iutheran iChurch but isarchitecturally timeless and unique Ihecommittee submitted asecond Cunccpt Plun appli cation iothe City onDecember 42006 Irinity Lutheran Church anticipatea that Uie revised Conccpt Plan will crnnc hefore the Planning Board for ano hupublic hearing rncariy Hebruarv 2007 Your theughts and suggestions are Icomc IheNorth Property Committee of Tnmry Luheran Church cordiaily invires you toattend anOpen House tosee discuss and comment onthe revised plans for TR1NiTY COMMONS Tuesday pecember l22006 pleac opbyanytime beween SOOpm 7OOpm mthe narthex of irini ut6eran Church 22U0 Broad uyBoulder CO80304 The church islocated at the northeast comer of heintersection of Broadway and Pine St 1heentrance tothe narthex islocated at the notthwest corner of the church at the intersection of the al ley and Broadway For more information please coniact the office aTriniry Lutheran Church 303 442 2300 or visit the website at www trinityboulder org riZ
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TRINITY LUTHERAN CHURCH Mark Twietrneyer sisGenc Broeggemann Visualion Iaslor Becca 3ager Dircclnral Yuulh NII11511 ICSPat Grady Carintt and Flealinc Nuisu csValene Hess ciorMusfc R9inisiri sMatthew Potterton Amy Potterton Chon Direciors Melanie Nehls f3urow Ofl ceManager ooBro dvRoulder CU803Q2 n3oauoFix30i45 5527 EmaiL uiniiv6ouldcr hoimail cum Weh vririniiYboulda org AI111SSIOI7 OZ1t 70St IIl atroubled world December 42006 Ms kuth Mc Ieyser Actinb Plannin Director City of Boulder 777 B1OICWlyOUCGI Ccn6Dear Ms McHeyser With this letter we are very proud tosubmit arevised application for Concept Plan Review for Trinity Lutheran Church sproposed Trinity Commons project Since the Planning Board sinitial review of the Concept Plan application for Trinity Com mons inSeptember 2007 the North Property Buildin Committee of Trinity Lutheran Church has been working hard totry tafincl anew balance between the sugbestion5 and guid ance of the City splanning staff and the Planning Board the comments provided durin the public heai ing and the vision and aspirations of the church congre ation We believe that this application addresses those many ideas Foi example the project islaid out very differently inpart tolink the courtyard tocommunity and inpart tobemore respectful of the surrounding neighborhood There are fewer dwelling units and none onthe bround floor along Broadway And while the architecture ismare contetnporary itisboth imeless and icorporates features that tietothe historic church The concept provides more housinb downtown and helps assure Trinity Lutheran Church seconomic and spiritual contri butions tothe community will continue lonb into the future As before we continue toaffirm our commitrnent toremaining at our historic Broadway location and toour role asone of downtown Boulder schurches We continue tobevery exciled about this pro ject and hope thal you and the Planninc Board share tflis excitement bysuppartinb this concept plan tothe next phasc ol the proces5 Please don thesilate tocontact me or the members of the North ProPerty Building Cc nmi tee ifyou have any qtiestions or need addilional inf ormatioil Sincerely iKafllCI11S017 President Trinity Lutheran Churc Council iNL illtCaF U
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WRITTEN STATEMENT FOR THE PHASE IICONCEPT PLAN TRINITY COMMONS December 42006 SUMMARY Trinity Lutheran Church has been working onaplan for the redevelopment of itsnorth property for many years InSeptember 2006 the City sPlanning Board held apublic hearing toconsider the initial proposed Concept Plan The Planning Board hearing resulted inawide range of comments from both the Planning Board and from the public hearing The comments were summarized byCity staff and provided toTrinity Lutheran Church That summary provided the basic building blocks for this Phase IIConcept Plan which isnow envisioned asanew stand alone structure that consists of five basic parts 113for sale two bedroom apartments 213permanently affordable one bedroom apartments for rent 34700 sqftof communiTy and church function space 41460 sqftofoffice space for lease 5Approximately 136 below grade parking spaces onthree levels Insome ways the proposed revisions tothe Trinity Commons community are dramatically different from the original application and insome ways itcontinues unchanged with some elements that were part of the original packet Adetailed discussion of the changes inthe proposal iscontained inthe following paragraphs aquick summary of how the revised Concept Plan addresses the key concerns of the City and the neighbors isincluded inthe attachments VISION STAT MENT Reat estate projects generally take several years tocompleYe with many decisions and compromises throughout that time As part of itsinitial planning process the NPBC developed aVision Statement tohelp guide their decisions and the consideration of alternatives The NPBC has also found that the Vision Statement has helped Trinity Lutheran Clmrch communicate what ithopes toaccomplish with this project and isprovided here for that purpose rrnSPam37
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TRINITY COMMONS VISION STATEMENT Amission outpost inatraub edworLd TRINITY COMMONS will beadowntown Centra Boulder affordable housing community that issponsored bythe congregation and inspired bythe outreach mission of the Trinity Lutheran Church ltistobelocated onthe church sunder utilized north lot currently used for church and leased parking TRINITYLUTHERAN CHURCH isaChristian faith based organization of Boulder area citizens who invite those inthe area who qualify fmaffordable housing or who simply desire tolive downtown tojoin with itsmembers tohelp build asupportive and caring neighborhood TltINITYLIITHERAN CHURCH desires toreinforce its100 plus year commitment tothe continued success and vitality of downtown Boulder bycreating twenty six 26new mixed income housing units that will enhance the diversity of the surrounding neighborhood TRINITYLUTHERAN CHURCH contributes tothe community inavariety of ways that include providing meeting space for youth social service and church related activities that the congregation hopes toenlarge and improve through construction of anew 4700 sqft community room TRINITYLUTHERAN CHURCH recognizes the occasional impact of attendance at Sunday services weddings and other functions and of itsother operations onthe surrounding streets and neighborhood Consistent with itsintention tobeagood neighbor the congregation intends tobuild substantial sub surface parking onthe order of 136 spaces soastominimize those impacts and tohelp alleviate the demand for scarce downtown parking TRINITYLUTHERAN CHURCH isahistorically significant building onthe northern edge of downtown Boulder that the congregation plans toexpand with acompatible structure that Complements the architecture of the existing church building and neighborhood context Uses rich durable materials and establishes ahuman scale at the street level Incorporates enviroiunentally sensitive materials and systems Captures mountain and downtown views Creates open space for individuals and for groups togather and interact Establishes ceremonial entrances tothe residential area and Uses space and materials tominimize the negative impacts of multiple activities TRINITYLUTHERAN CHURCH undertakes this project tocreate adurable sustaining asset that will contribute toand better enable the church tosupport itsaging and lowincome parishioners aswell asmembers of the larger community inthe future TRINITYLUTHEItAN CHURCH wi11 initiate and maintain open communication and afree exchange of information and ideas regarding the proposed redevelopment witl itsimmediate neighbars all interested persons and the City of Boulder ieiCSSA ebiSsANI JV
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Architecture Densitv Mass and Scale One of the main principles that guided the creation of the Phase IIConcept Plan was tointerweave the new structure into the fabric of the existing buildings and neighborhood context bytaking advantage of the substantial change inelevation across the site from northwest tosoutheast Inthe Phase IIplan the larger mass of the building isshifted away from Mapleton Ave and the Church of Christ Scientist towards the alley south and towards Broadway west The fudamental transition inmass and scale declines from the taller non residential structures of downtown tothe two story non residential uses located inconverted residences located tothe north With ashift tomore efficient double loaded corridors enclosed acclimatized hallways and improved security there was anopportunity torevise the plan with aushaped building centered onacourtyard which opens onto the quiet residential frontage of Mapleton Both wings step down asthey approach Mapleton The new structure asseen from Broadway and Mapleton isatwo story building stepping uptothree stories along Broadway asitmoves closer tothe greater scale of downtown area tothe south The three story element of the structure extends along the alley then turns north and extends ashort way along the east side of the site At that point the building steps down totwo stories and finally toone story inthe vicinity of the adjacent Church of Christ Scientist Toallow even more light into the courtyard anotch has been taken out of the third floor onthe south side The building ispushed back from Mapleton and the easterly property line and closer tothe sidewalks and rights of way of the alley and Broadway Inparticular the ground floor design along Broadway will enhance and activate the pedestrian and street front ambiance with more public uses Residences have been removed from the street leve along Broadway and substituted with office and church function space The site issquare For zoning purposes Mapleton Ave isthe front of the site Given the fact that the short sides of the platted lots face Mapleton Ave itisanindicator that this quieter street would bethe prefened location for aresidential portion of the project sfront door The front door for the public uses such asthe church function space and the offices will bemore appropriately along Broadway which serves the community asamajor arterial The last change isashifr toflat roofs rather than the high peaks inthe original concept The flat roofs dramatically reduce the apparent mass and height of tlestructure And itchanges the overall character of the shucture tofurther distinouish itfrom the abutting cl urch Character and Desian Another main principle that guided the creation of the Phase IIConcept Plan was the relationship of the new structure tothe existing historic character of Trinity Lutheran Church given the change of use Trinity Commons will berecognizable asapart of the overall Trinity Lutheran Church complex but while the new building wil take design cues from the character of the adjacent church itwill not look like the church Styles and detailing will speak tothe historic character of the church but with more contemporary materials and colors As can beseen inthe elevations several shapes and patterns are picked upfiomthe church both along the alley and at the corner entrance tocreate aliiilc tothe church o4s839
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Trinity Commons will beamixed use building though primarily residential especially onthe upper floors These areas will bedefined bymaterials colors and some details that will becomplementary toand speak tothe enduring quality of achurch without copying their use Historic Designation The original chapel built in1927 and located at the corner of Broadway and Pine St isof both historic and architectural value Trinity Lutheran Church iswilling toconsider and explore designation of this chapel with the City of Boulder Trinity Lutheran Church would like tocontinue towork with City staff tounderstand the implications of alandmark designation onthe chapel and the regulatory processes that will berequired tomodify the historic chapel Commercia Space Pursuant tosuggestions from the Planning Board and during the public process Trinity has eliminated all of the residential units onthe ground floor that would front directly toBroadway The church function space described below occupies most of the area at the southwest corner of the site opposite the entrance tothe church The northwest comer of the site will bedeveloped ascommercial space for rent that could serve avariety of professional and neighborhood uses The total area isapproximately 1460 square feet and could beoccupied byone business or several smaller individual offices with shared services The corner has excellent visibility and iseasily accessible onfoot or bybus Inthe future itcould serve toexpand either the church function space or allow for church office use Commercial space onthis corner allows for aconsistent architectural treatment of the ground floor along Broadway Itwill also enhance the transition around the corner onto Mapleton Ave tocomplement the transition tothe residential and common areas of the community Church Function Space and the Connection toUnderground Parking The transition between the church and the church function space has been improved because itisthe front door for both facilities The linkage ismore intuitive and user friendly both physically and architecturally The church function space has been reconfigured and isnow located onthe ground floor at the southwest corner of the project directly opposite the church narthex Also because this isthe key route toand fiomthe parking structure parishioners will beable towalk toand from the elevator and stairs providing access tothe parking structure via the church function space or inacovered walkway along the alley The connection across the alley will befurther reenforced bypaving aportion of the alley with pedestrian scaled unit pavers The church also wishes totake this opportunity tounderground the aerial wires inthe alley inconjunction with the City sDowntown Alleys utility under grounding program a11ALnSjL
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Church Function Snace The mission statement of Trinity Lutheran Church istobeamission outpost inatroubled world Trinity Lutheran Church believes that itsfaith calls ittodomore than make adifference inpeople slives infact itscongregation iscalled tomake life different for people For Trinity Lutheran Church being adowntown church means partnering with the City of Boulder and other ministries and agencies tomake life different The church function space isakey element infulfilling that mission The church function space has been modified toaddress comments from the initial review of the application Itcontinues tobelocated onthe ground floor of the project at the southwest corner of the site will beapproximately 4700 sqftinsize Itwill bedefined byaceremonial entry feature onBroadway and itslocation will help provide alink toTrinity Lutheran Church The church function space wil beflexible toaccommodate Service programs with Trinity spartners are scheduled throughout almost every day of the year and most evenings Classrooms onSundays Multiple small meetings for avariety of different sized groups Large kitchen adjacent toafellowship hall Room for administrative offices or resident gatherings and meetings Large receptions weddings and church gatherings Available for community groups for meeting and events and Use bythe neighboring churches Unfortunately Trinity Lutheran Church frequently turns down requests for meeting space due toschedule conflicts and prior commitments This isone of many indicators that this type of space isgreatly needed inthe community and indowntown Parkina Of all the many facets of the project parking isone of the most significant toTrinity scongregation Increasing the amount of parking was one of the original guiding principles during the early planning stages The additional parking will accomplish several goals for Trinity Lutheran Church and for the community Itwill add tothe City sparking stock downtown Itwill increase theparking spaces available tothe congregation Itwill reduce demand for onstreet parking inthe surrounding neighborhoods Itwill allow for the growth of the congregation byassuring parking for all parishioners Itwill allow Trinity tocontinue toserve church members that reside throughout the region Itwill enable the elderly and other special needs populations tocontinue toparticipate inthe church community and events for whom even ashort walk isunmanageable or difficult Itwill suppori other institutions and churches inUIe neighborliood during their big events with leased spaces Itwill help the church attract young families witl young children who will participate inservices aud other clmrch programs and Itwill enable Trinity tomeet tlecurrent den and for parlcing spaces for eacl serviee which isonthe order of approximately 95spaces not including staff tuWra9kr
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As noted inthe initial Concept Plan this project will only add approximately 30additional much needed spots for church use given the reservation of spaces for the housing and the commercial offices The parking structure will have two auto access points The primary entrance exit will beonthe alley Congregation members attending services will turn east bound ontothe alley toenter the structure Exiting traffic will proceed east to13St looping back toBroadway onMapleton Ave Spruce Ave or Pine Ave The second entrance exit will beclose tothe center of the block onMapleton Ave Each residence wil have assigned parking Parking will also bereserved for the church aswell asfor the commercial space The remaining spaces will beavailable for lease during the week On the week end all of the available parking could beused bythe congregation with the exception of the spaces reserved for the office and the residents Housin Affordable Housin Of the 26dwelling units at Trinity Commons 50or 13units will beaffordable tolowand moderate income households This exceeds the minimum 20requirement of the City of Boulder sInclusionary Zoning IZordinance by30or seven units The affordable units are all one bedroom one bath condominium apartments They are located onall three floors of the project There are avariety of entrances some served byadouble loaded corridor and others directly from the courtyard The units have comparable exterior views and insome cases balconies Other amenities include access tothe courtyard facing Mapleton Ave aprivate secure storage area secure underground parking and elevator access The size of the affordable units has been increased from approximately 500 sqft inthe initial appiication toapproximately 624 sqft This represents atotal of 8236 sqfr or 30of the total 24190 sqft inthe project At 624 sqft the affordable units are approximately 51of the average square footage of anumestricted unit This represents arequested variation of the IZprogram The variation isoffset bythe greater number of pertnanently affordable units combined with the proposed lower income levels targeted for occupancy Typically affordable rental housing isreferred tobyitsincome target which isusually apercentage of the Area Median Income mAMI AMI iscalculated annually byHUD for regions across the country and isexpressed asthe gross annual income for afamily of four Inthe Boulder Longmont area the AMl isapproximately 81600 for 2006 Boulder sIZprogram requires that 20of units inanew development beaffordable tohouseholds at approximately 60of AMI the HUD lowincome limit iffor sale and 10less than that iffor rent ews a5
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The affordable units at Trinity Common will serve owand moderate income one and two person households with annual incomes at two levels There will besix units restricted tohouseholds at or below 40oof the Area Median Income AMI These are the six units that would berequired for aproject of this size under the IZcode However these six units will befor rent at 10lower than the IZcode would permit units toberented at and 20below the current City covenant level The remaining seven units will serve households at or below 50of the AMI These units would berented at the City scurrent IZlimit which is10below the HUD lowincome limit All of the units will bepermanently affordable Initially Trinity intends totarget al of the units tohouseholds with incomes at ess than 40of AMI The qualifying incomes for the affordable units wil range between 20000 and 30000 This translates into aninitial rent of approximately 600 per month Trinity has already assembled apreliminary wait list of potential tenants that exceeds the number of units available Boulder Housing Partners BHP has provided assistance toTrinity onaffordable housing issues and planning BHP owns or manages approximately 1500 units of affordable housing inthe City of Boulder As part of itsmanagement and leasing of the portfolio BHP maintains several waitlists for itsdifferent affordable housing programs The greatest demand for housing units isfor one and two bedroom units primarily from singles and couples seniors and the disabled Larger units are more difficult tolease because of the lack of demand even at lower rental levels Unrestricted Housine Thirteen of the new dwelling units wilI beunrestricted and for sale These condominium apartments all of which are two bedroom units will have 1000 1200 square feet Each will have secured storage and parking asabove and beaccessible byelevator Trinity continues tosee strong demand for these unrestricted units from members of the congregation and the community COMPLIANCE WITH CITY GOALS AND POLICIES The project isconsistent with many of the City of Boulde spolices and goals some of which are described below Citv Council Goals Por many years affordable housing has been one of the City CounciPs top four goals That focus has led topolicies and regulations that have had adirect impact onthe number of units provided inthe City of Boulder The Cit has ong recognized the ueed for financial suppart tocreate affordable housing that will beavailable tovery lowand lowincome households Subsidies from the federal HOME and Community Development Block Grant CDBG programs aswell asthe City sCommunity Housing Assistance Program CHAP have helped tosubsidize permanently affordable housinp below the City sregulatory minimums UnfoiKUnately itwill not beenougl tomeet the City sliousing goals inareasonable patming period iF16PiqSIi

Agenda Item 5B     Page 79 of 126



Trinity Lutheran Church proposes todevelop thirteen affordable one bedroom units half of the project without requesting aCity subsidy This would allow the City tofur her extend and leverage itslimited resources tocreate more units tomeet its10of the housing stock goal than would otherwise beexpected Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan Trinity Commons addresses numerous policies inthe Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan some of which are 204Compact Land Use Pattern ensure that development will take place inanorderly fashion take advantage of existing urban services and avoid insofar aspossible patterns of leapfrog noncontiguous scattered development within the Boulder Valley 218Mixture of Complementary Land Uses encourage consistent with other land use policies avariety of land uses innew developments careful design will berequired inorder toensure compatibility accessibility and appropriate transitions between land uses that vary inintensity and scale 228Role of the Central Area The central area will continue asthe regional service center of the Bou der Valley far office retail financial governmental medical cultural and university activities As such itwill remain the primary activity center and focal point of the Boulder Valley The central area includes distinct intenelated activity centers 325Support for Community Facilities recognize the importance of the health care social service educational and nonprofit community agencies that provide vital services tothe residents of the Boulder Valley and will work collaboratively with these agencies toreasonably accommodate their facility needs 701Local Solutions toAffordable Housing emphasize locally developed solutions tomeet the housing needs of their lowand moderate income households including those who work but may not live inBoulder County The city and county further recognize that such needs may not bemet solely through private development 702Supply of Affordable Housing There isagrowing concern about the availability of affordable housing for lowand moderate income families inthe Boulder Valley The city will continually monitor and evaluate itspolicies programs and regulations where appropriate incentives and regulations will beemployed toencourage construction of affordable housing or tomitigate the costs of conshucting and acc uiring permanently affordable housing ritloFa tl4rV
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Pronosed Variations tothe Land Use ReQulations Ordinance As inthe initial application the current zoning for Trinity Commons either the existing BT2TBEor RH5HREzones will not accommodate the revised project Irinity Lutheran Church has not received clear instructions from Planning Board and staff about whether the next step of the process should include consideration byCity Council of arezoning ordinance or aspecial ordinance Itmay also bepossible toapply the new Flex District overlay toeither the BT2or the RH5zone Inany case Trinity Lutheran Church proposes that inrecognition of the affordable housing the church function space the preservation of churches inthe downtown area and stabilization of abroad mix of uses and activity centers downtown that tlecommunity benefits offered bythis project would justify either track For this reason we are requesting advice from Planning Staff and Planning Board onthe most appropriate avenue totake toreach planning approval for the project Rezonin toRH5HREThis zone which isimmediately adjacent tothe east appears tobethe best fit for the proposed project because only one of the RH5zone srequirements will need tobevaried asfollows Minimum lot area per delling unit The RH5will allow for 22units where 26units are requested Overall the average unit size inthe project will beabout 910 sqft per unit and fully 50of the units are permanently affordable Site Review Variances Ingeneral the Site Review process isdesigned topermit some flexibility and creativity insite planning and design than might fit within the constraints of azoning district All projects are considered from those baseline standards and Trinity Commons will meet or exceed at least the following Mini zum sqftof usable open space per dwelling unit The project yields about 600sf per unit where 600sf per unit isrequired Due tothe quality of the open space provided the other function spaces available tothe residents the nature of the sun ounding urban environment itdoes not appear that areduction inthis requirement isnecessary Minimum numbe of off sireel parking syuces The project provides the code required parking for the variety of use and only approximately 30spaces are added overall for church use This represents aminimum requirement toallow the church toremain viable and meet itscurrent needs without compromising any future growth Sola Access Abutting properties are mostly rights of way However the property tothe northeast islocated inSolar Access Area IIwhich affords protection of access tosolar energy primarily for roof tops The revised building design will shade the neighboring structure but will not exceed the limits imposed bythe solar access code wpyqp phkifR

Agenda Item 5B     Page 81 of 126



However toaddress the broad vision embodied inTrinity Commons several variances that are typically within the normal scope of consideration inaSite Review application include the following Minimun front yard setbuck The building issetback between 14frand 24ftfrom Mapleton Ave where 25frisrequired Minimum sdeyard setbuck from astreet The building along Broadway isset at zero ftwhere 125ftisrequired Minimum side ynrd setbuck from aninterior lot line 6ftisprovided where 5fiisrequired Minimum rear yard setback Zero frisprovided where 25fr isrequired Musimum building height The building isabout 46frfrom the flat roof tothe lowpoint of the site Aconcurrent application for Height Review will besubmitted inaddition tothe Site Review application Principal building FAR FAR isnot appiicable inHREzone but the project over both sites yields a22to10FAR Maximum number ofstories The project yields 3stories where 3are the maximum allowed Variance for Affordable Housing Trinity Commons will not meet two affordable housing standards asfollows The mix of affordable unit types should reflect the mix of units within the overall project and The square footage of the restricted units should benoless than 80of the average of the unrestricted units Under the IZprogram the City Manager isauthorized toaccept alternatives when ifdoing sowould accomplish additional benefits far the city consistent with the purposes of this IZchapter BRC 1981 Trinity Commons will provide community benefits consistent with the intent of the IZprogram including 50of the units inthe project will bepermanently affardable 30oof the square footage of the project will bepermanently affordable Trinity Commons will provide the units without subsidy support from the CiTy Rents are structured and limited toAMI sat two levels most of which are lower than required bythe IZprogram and Trinity plans totarget households at lower levels than the AM1 limits of the IZprogram r4INa I

Agenda Item 5B     Page 82 of 126



TECHNIQUES AND STRATGIES FOR ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT AVOIDANCE Location The proposed project meets the City sdesire toprovide infill housing inlocations where ahigh level of city services and transit systems for the residents already exist The location of Trinity Commons at the edge of the downtown area gives residents the distinct opportunity tohave anefficient sustainable living arrangement without the need of acar Seniors and disabled persons can bevery well accommodated inthis location Design and Specifications Trinity Lutheran Church iscommitted tostudying and incorporating sustainable strategies asappropriate and including but not limited tothe following options Solar cell panels for electricity generation and or domestic hot water Energy efficient appliances and mechanical systems Sustainable and environmental building materials Construction waste recycling TECHNIQUES AND STRATGIES FOR PRACTICAL AND ECONOMICALLY FEASIBLE TRAVEL DEMAND MANAGEMENT Location Trinity Commons already incorporates the most practical and economically easible Transportation Demand Management TDM strategy given itslocation There isaSKIP stop at the corner of Broadway and Mapleton Ave Further the site islocated between two of the City smost direct and popular bike routes onBroadway and on13t St Summarv The provision of 136 below gi ade parking spaces comes from the need toprovide close inparking for the church congregation onSundays and for other evening or weekend events The nature of this downtown church isthat 80of the congregation drives infiomaconsiderable distance many from nearby communities These people need tobeaccommodated for the church tocontinue tosurvive inthis location This anangement works very well for shared parking byproviding much need weekday parking far downtown office and retail employees aswell asschool teachers and city workers who are running out of parking options The same spaces are then reused at night and onweekends byresidents and church members FrGS23 fiy7
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TDM Trinity Lutheran Church and Trinity Commons recognize that location isnot everything and proposes the following additional steps toaddress the need for acomprehensive TDM strategy Eco passes for Trinity Lutheran Church staff Eco passes for residents and owners under the management of the HOA Construct asheltered bus stop at Broadway and Mapleton Ave Continue the shuttle service toelderly and nursing homes that provides Uansit toand from seven separate locations for the second service onSundays Secure bike parking inthe interior of the residential area and near the entrances of the church and community function space and or inthe garage CONCLUSION The development review and public comment process isextremely complex and time consuming Trinity Lutheran Church entered the process with the understanding that the process would reveal issues and inform changes that would lead toabetter overall project Trinity Commons asdescribed inthis application strikes anew balance between the competing opportunities and constraints of financial feasibility program needs and design While different this iteration of Trinity Commons also fulfills the vision of the congregation touse the incredible asset represented inthis downtown land toitshighest and best purpose torespond tocommunity issues and meet the Church scommunity service goals and thereby make life differenY Attachments Site Opportunities and Constraints Summary Table of Revisions Revised Area and Parking Calculations Summary of Public Outreach NOTE Letters submitted tothe City insupport of Trinity Commons during the initial application from Sandy Hume Chamber of Commerce Doris Haas Leonard Jolmson TFI adowntown business 7ohnson Ki htlinger and Graliam EFAA Thistle Community Housing Boulder Housing Partners The Parenting Place First National Bank of Boulder adowntown business Wells Fargo Bank adowntown business irGlihrttIriiClZ
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EXISTING SITE AND SURROUNDING CONDITIONS Location Trinity Commons isocated onthe property at the southeast corner of the intersection of Broadway and Mapleton Ave The site islocated across the alley and immediately north of Trinity Lutheran Church Context Surrounding Uses Immediately north of the site are offices for along standing accounting firmThe buildings north of the site and fronting toBroadway are primarily non residential inuse Despite the non residential uses and signs the architectural character isapredominantly residential East of the site and down slope are two church buildings serving the Christian Scientists and the Baptists respectively Both of these structures are substantial insite coverage and height Both are long standing contributors toBoulder sdowntown and embody many of the traditional architectural forms and materials of religious institutions The block south of the site consists primarily of the multi story rooms and conference center of the Boulderado Hotet The Boulderado approaches the maximum height for the area Architecturally ituses brick and other materials for acontemporary treatment of downtown design traditions West of the site and upslope are the Congregational Church the Masonic Temple and several non residential uses inboth office and converted residential structures The site islocated onasoutheast facing slope descending from the Mapleton Hill residential area down tothe Whittier neighborhood and downtown Across the site alone there isachange inelevation of almost nine feet from northwest tosoutheast From northwest tosoutheast going down the slope and asproperties are closer tothe downtown core the mass height and materials reflect both anincrease inintensity and scale Buildings and uses are increasingly public and institutional Tl isproperty isonthe eastern boundary but nof included inthe Mapleton Hil1 Historic District The site isinbut onthe western fringe of the Whittier Neighborhood The Whittier Neighborhood isamature neighborUood that includes awide mix of architectural styles and colors Near Broadway and downtown there isamix of apartments townhouses and uses including churches and offices Further east the neighborhood consists primarily of lower density detached residential dwelling units Transportation Broadway isidentified asaMajor Arterial onthe Transportation Master Plan ltisthe primary north south troute tlurough the City of Boulder linking IiiikfaldEsL
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Fairview High School at the south end of town with the developing urban center inNorth Boulder Broadway and 13hSt are identified assignificant north south bike routes The SKIP Boulder sshort headway local commuter service stops at the corner of Broadway and Mapleton Ave Other routes that stop nearby include the 201 and the 208 The alley between Trinity Lutheran Church and the development site isone way east bound There are three curb cuts onMapleton Ave that currently provide access tothe parking spaces onthe site Lot size The proposed development site isa22463 sqftparcel or 052acres Current Use The site ispaved and provides 76parking spaces that are used byTrinity Lutheran Church for Sunday services Sixty of the spaces are available for lease onweekdays tothe public and ocal business Currently all of the spaces are leased and there isawaiting list for spaces asthey become vacant Boulder Vallev Comprehensive Plan High Density Residential Zonin TBETransitional Business Established Prior approvals The property isunder aprevious Planned Unit Development PUD 8751and aNon conforming Review NG87 13approved in1988 inanticipation of the 1989 church addition Trinitv Lutheran Church Trinity Lutheran Church islocated at 2200 Broadway immediately south of the development site Trinity Lutheran Church has been located at this site for over 100 years The congregation currently includes amembership of over 650 people Inaddition totwo Sunday morning services Trinity Lutheran Church hosts numerous musical educational youth and community service activities onayear round basis Environmeuta constraints Ground water Growid water isanticipated within approximately 12of the surface Vegetation There isminima existing andscaping at tlie east and west perimeters of the site There are mature streei trees inthe curb lawns of the Broadway and Mapleton Ave rights of way Hazardous uses Tothe best of applicant scnowledge nohazardous uses or materials have been or are stored at this location IPdl llJl Jl1
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Floodplain This site isnot located within the boundaries of a100 year or 500 year floodplain Irrigation ditches Not applicable Services All utilities including water sewer cable gas electricity and telephone are available tothe site tIIxI1114i rIG
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SUMMARY OF REVISIONS ISSUES SOLUTIONS Site isatransition between downtown and Consolidated mass onsite tosouth and along Broadway Iresidential mixed use tonorth proposed Change tomore efficient double loaded corridor apartment building istoo large and out of scale building with surroundings Flat roof lines Lower overall height Lower density mass tonorth toaid transition Reduce shading of Church of Christian Scientist Densit too high exceeds amount Reduced to26units allowed under and use regulations Consider commercial offices onground 1or 2offices in1460 sqfr rental space along Broadway floor along Bway Allow for future church growth either asexpanded church function sace or for administration Suggestion that church function space High need among current non profit partners not needed or could beeliminated from Key part of church mission and vision for site program Important part of future growth of church community Divided sace will bevery flexible allow confidential mtg s50500 sqfr one bedroom affordable All one bedroom units will bepermanently affordable housing concept may beacceptable want One bedroom units larger 625 sqft units tobepermanently affordable Market suggests strong demand for 1bdrm rentals Affordable units 30of total suare footage of roject Recommend historic designation for Congregation willing toconsider designation of original 1927 church structure chapel at comer of Pine and Broadway Multiple concerns about alley disruption Options tocover or heat aportion of alley at connection during construction drainage access toWill minimize disruption during construction and from the parking structure and the Drainage alley improvements anticipated can tsolve all church and ice and snow buiid u136 parking spaces underground Very important goal of Church for future growth assist elderly very expensive parishioners programming for services and meetings greater than required byzoning All improvements below ground novisual impacts Improved pedestrian access from garage tochurch and back 80uof the parishioners commute fiomoutside the City core Several concerns about architecture site Courtyard open along Mapleton plannind and landscaping Increased setbacks along Mapleton lncreased setbacks less mass oneast side near Church of Quality of the open space Christian Scientist Don tmake itook like the church Contemporary style would allow use of complementary Enhance entry along Broadway materials and or shapes without mimicing church Cloister dosed topublic Strong entry feature at SWcoiner toconnect tochurch Open space non functional Entrance toresidential projecl along Mapleton tuough Lose mature trees inconstruction inlandscape and courtyard street and along east lot hne Structure allows for planting onedges and incurb lawn Third floor offers solar access notched out ten ace ul iiAIII14ttICsL
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AREA CALCULATIONS North Existing Combined Property Church Combined Site Area 22460 13281 35741 Building Coverage 12577 8402 20979 Drroeways Trash 1188 1530 2718 Open Space Courtyard and open areas 7924 3349 11273 Private Balconies Terraces 3636 233636 Roof Terrace 883 883 Total Open Space 12443 3349 15792 Open Space IUnit 600sf unit required 607 Number of Levels 3stories 2stories Building Area Enclosed building and stairs incl 6160 sqft of church function office space Total building area 34746 9065 43811 RESIDENTIAL UNIT MIX Level One LevelTwo Level Three Total Units One Bedroom Two Bedroom Total 4264711549131326PARKING Below grade parking 136 spaces onthree levels tFI IAIlI1htPACsk
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SUILDING AREA CALULATIONS asdefined bycity Trinity Commons 28Ju1 O6 Rev 28Nov 06EXISTING CHURCH Basement not counted because itistrue basement 7351 Main Level 7315 2nd Level 1750 Total for Planning Dept calculations 9065 sqft Total for parking demand calculations 16416 sqft PROPOSED NEW CONSTRUCTION Residential Church office 1ST Levef 6424 6160 2nd Level 13034 3rd Level 9130 Total for Planning Dept Calculations TOTAL OF EXISTING PLUS PROPOSED NEW Total 12584 13034 9130 34748 sqft A3813 sqft C11Il171 1JiIC
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CHURCH WIDE PARHING ANALYSIS Trinity Commons 28Nov 06WEEKENDS Sat Sun Daytime Evening Comments New Residential Units 33331sp 1BR1315sp26R 2DNew Church Function Office Space 21216160sf 300sf 21spExisting Church Function Space 555516414sf 300sf 55sp Added spaces for peak church 2727Church services and special events serwces sharinq wneiqhbors incl sharing for neighboring local events TotalSpaces 36136 WEEKDAYS New Residential Units 3333New Church Function Office Space 2121Existing Church Functions 1616current weekday church need is16sp Special Functionslshared wother 66Church events sharing for local events Available for daytime lease 660current weekday leasing 60sp Total Spaces 136 136 current total parking spaces 76sp IIiPiIIJtBIPG
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SUMMARY OF PUBLIC OUTREACH Website Early inthe preliminary process Trinity Lutheran Church set uppages onitswebsite toprovide access toinformation and updates about the project tointerested people The website currently includes aProject Summary acopy of the Vision Statement some of the preliminary drawings and elevations for the project aPreliminary Schedule apage that includes some FAQ sand Contact Information for more information Trinity Lutheran Church has received one email that expressed concern about Trinity Lutheran Church sfinancial health given the potential departw eof the Sacred Heart of Jesus Catholic Church from downtown Boulder OenHouse Trinity Lutheran Church hosted anOpen House inthe narthex of the church for anyone interested inthe project Trinity Lutheran Church sent apostcard invitation toall the property owners within 600 feet Email invitation announcements were sent tothe contact person from the Whittier Neighborhood Association and the Mapleton Hill Neighborhood Association Those email notices were posted tothe members of the neighborhood associations Postcard invitations were also sent toselect City boards and staff The Open House was held from 500pm800pmonTuesday Apri125 2006 Six people from the Mapleton neighborhood and the general public attended the meeting toget more information about the project Questions were general innature and for the most part supportive of the project particularly the apparent two story profile along Broadway Asecond Open House will beheld from 500pm700pmonTuesday December 122006 Notices will besent topeople inthe Mapleton and Whittier neighborhood associations aswell asinterested persons inthe immediate neighborhood and the general public Mapleton Hill Neiahborhood Association Trinity Lutheran Church contacted the neighborhood association and offered tohost ameeting for the Mapleton Hill Neighborhood Association tomeet the North Property Building Committee and learn more about the project The invitation was posted tothe inembership of the association The church was advised that the neighborhood association was not meeting onaregular basis and that there appeared tobelittle tonointerest inattending ameeting onthe project At least one member of the association attended the Open House tolearn about the project whose primaiy comment isnoted above The representative also noted they appreciated that the par ing was located underground and not visible fiom the strcet U1 1di al lI1sI
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Whittier Nei hborhood Association Trinity Lutheran Church contacted the neighborhood association and offered tohost ameeting for the Whittier Neighborhood Association tomeet the North Property Building Committee and learn more about the project The invitation was posted tothe membership of the association Severa members of the association attended aseparate meeting onJune 122006 with committee members toreview the plan Comments were generally favorable one participant even suggested doing more onBroadway Other contacts and nresentations The North Property Building Committee has provided information and presented the initial Concept Plan tothe Community Sustainability Committee of the City Council the Downtown Management Commission the Chamber of Commerce and the Downtown Design Advisory Board Personal Contacts with Neiehbors Trinity Lutheran Church contacted the surrounding property owners including the accounting firmtothe north the Christian Scientist Church tothe east and the Baptist Church tothe southeast Ingeneral comments have been positive On Apri12 2006 the Building Committee presented Trinity Commons tothe First Baptist Church There were 60to80people inattendance Most of the discussion focused onthe proposed timeline for construction and the possible impact the construction might have onthe ingress and egress tothe Baptist parking lot The members of First Baptist stressed the importance of keeping the access open totheir parking lot from the alley during construction The Committee noted that ifthe alley was torn upduring the project Trinity Lutheran Church would work with the City of Boulder totry toarrange temporary parking at one of the City lots Members of the First Baptist Church thanked the Building Committee for the presentation and asked tobekept informed asthe project moves through the planning and construction phases Several meetings were conducted with the congregation of the Christian Scientist Church prior toand during the initial concept plan review process Members of the Christian Scientist Church will beinvited toattend the second Open House which has been scheduled for December 122006 IIhhlll l6t 1ACCS
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Attachment FMark Twietmeyer Senior Pasror Gene Brueggemann Visita ion Pas or Search inProcess Youth Director Pat Grady Caring and Healing Ministriu Valerie Hess Coordina or of Music Ministries Bnd Hageo cnoir Direaor Meiaoie Nehls Burow otfice Manager 2200 Broadway Boulder CO80302 Ph303 442 2300 Fax 303 545 5527 Email tnmTyboulder hotmail com Web aww rimtybouldecorg TRINITY LUTHERAN CHURCH Amission outpost inatroubled world January 162006 Mr Karl Guiler Case Manager Planning Department City of Boulder 1777 Broadway Boulder CO80302 Dear Mr Guiler Trinity Lutheran Church recently received areport from the Planning and Development Ser vices staff inresponse toitsrevised application for Concept Plan review for the Trinity Com mons project Trinity Lutheran Church worked hard tobeasresponsive aspossible tothe comments and suggestions of the Planning Boazd staff and the public We appreciate your support and encouragement of this new direction We acknowledge that there will befiirther review of the project during the Site Review phase that will include traffic analyses drainage plans specifications for landscape material final architecture etc However inanticipation of the Planning Boazd hearing we would like toprovide the following comments onafewof the key issues noted inthe staff analysis Pazking Inthe Land Use Review Results and Comments Comments staff notes that only one access will bepermitted tothe underground parking structure presumably from the alley unless there aze noor minimal impacts onpublic rights of way or where the lack of asecond access will create safety or operational issues Two access points asubstantial reduction from the current five were planned for Trinity Commons There isone onthe one way eastbound alley and the other from alocal residential street Our intent was tohelp reduce the impact of the new structure onthe other churches onthe alley and the neighborhood tothe west especially during the hours of Sunday services Inthe current plan vehicles leaving the garage will have two opUOns toexit the garage and multiple choices tothe leave the neighborhood which would minimize congestion inthe azea Further with two access points the structure will fill quickly minimizing the potential for standing traffic toslow or block public streets On page 10of the Comments City staff notes that the pazking structure issized toaccommo date enough spaces toserve the myriad activities and functions of Trinity Lutheran Church aswell asthe new residential units This section of the Comments understates the importance of the proposed pazking toTrinity Lutheran Church scurrent congregation Church members aze widely dispersed throughout the region Trinity Lutheran Church needs additional park ing tosupport itsfuture growth itsability tohost special events and itspartnerships with service organizations Further itignores the fact that the structure isnot visible tothe public and does not contribute toeither itsapparent mass or density Finally asnoted inthe initial application there issignificant demand for parking downtown tdditional spaces at this site can help reduce downtown congestion minimize impacts toimmediate neighbors and sup port local businesses with spaces for their employees 4CGEPlpA ITEf NsfAGE
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Transit Bus Stop Trinity acknowledges the requirement todevelop and implement aTravel Demand Management TDl plan pursuant tothis development review process Improvements tothe existing bus stop at the northwest comer of the site could bepart of that plan Unfor unately asdescribed and specified inthe Comments itwould belocated exactly where Trinity Commons will have acovered entrance tothe office space Trinity Lutheran Church would like some flexibility towork with staff during the Site Review process onthe TDM plan tocon sider altemative locations designs and specifications for the bus stop and or topropose TDM alternatives toabus stop that would not compromise the design access or mix of uses at Trinity Commons Alley Improvements While itmay not seem like asignificant issue from the City sperspective recent winter storms and cold weather have emphasized the need for the installation of something inthe alley near Broadway traenable Trin ityLutheran Church sparishioners tocross from the pazking structure and the church function space tothe sanctuary safely Itisasignificant issue today that we would like toaddress inconjunction with Trinity Com mons There are probably alot of ways tosolve this problem ranging from atemporary awning toaperma nent second story walkway tohot water pipes buried just below the surface of the pavement Trinity Lutheran Church would like torequest some openness and flexibility onthe part of the City todiscuss and consider the alternatives and toallow bylease or permit some sort of private installation inthe alley topromote safe cross ing for church activities and services Rezoning Special Ordinance On page 12of the Comments staff indicates that for Trinity Commons toproceed the site must beeither rezoned or that the City must adopt aspecial ordinance that recognizes the unique and special contributions of this project and itssponsor tothe community While City staff indicated considerable support for the project with respect toland use and compliance with City goals and policies itdid not recommend one or the other process Ttinity Lutheran Church appreciates that this isacritical decision for both the project and for the City However this project provides numerous communiTy benefits that would justify either track including Substantial affordable housing Preservation of anhistoric building and use Community wide need for and use of the church function space Preservation of churches inthe downtown azea and Stabilization of abroad mix of uses and activity centers indowntown Therefore we would like torequest the Plamiing Board provide itsstrong recommendation toCity Council insupport of this project and todirect staff tomove for vazd with the next phase of the approval process Thank you for your attention and thoughtful analysis of this proposal We look forwazd topresenting this new plan tothe Planning Boazd onFebruary 12007 Please don thesitate tocontact me or the members of the North Property Building Committee ifyou have any questions or need additional information Si cerely 4tat Hams Chair North Property Building Committee aaA17fUl avA
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Approved March 1, 2007 
CITY OF BOULDER 

PLANNING BOARD ACTION MINUTES 
February 1, 2007 

1777 Broadway, Council Chambers 
 
A permanent set of these minutes and a tape recording (maintained for a period of  seven years) 
are retained in Central Records (telephone: 303-441-3043). Minutes and streaming audio are also 
available on the web at: http://www.ci.boulder.co.us/planning/planningboard/agendas 
 
PLANNING BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT: 
Elise Jones, Chair arrived 6:22 
Simon Mole, Vice Chair 
John Spitzer 
Phil Shull 
Adrian Sopher, absent 
Richard Sosa 
 
STAFF PRESENT: 
Ruth McHeyser, Acting Planning Director 
Robert Cole, Land Use Review Manager 
David Gehr, Assistant City Attorney  
Karl Guiler, Planner 
Heidi Joyce, Administrative Specialist 
 
1. CALL TO ORDER 

Vice-Chair, S. Mole, declared a quorum at 6:12 p.m. and the following business was 
conducted. 

 
2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

None 
 

3. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION  
 None 
 
4.    DISCUSSION OF DISPOSITIONS, PLANNING BOARD CALL-UPS  
 None 
 
5. ACTION ITEMS 
 

A. Public hearing and consideration of Concept Plan LUR2006-00094, Table Mesa 
Housing. The applicant is proposing redevelopment of the existing dormant Army 
Reserve Training site with a variety of residential housing types (e.g., row houses, 
duplexes, cottages, townhomes, and affordable units) totaling 40 units on a 204,876 
square foot, or 4.7 acre property. The proposal would ultimately require a rezoning 
from RL-1 (low density residential) to RM-1 (medium density residential).  
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 Applicant:              Peter Stainton 
 Property Owner:   Department of the Army 
 
Public Participation   

  Shawn Coleman, 3250 O’Neil Cir. #A23, Boulder, CO  
  David Cole, 610 S. 46th Street, Boulder, CO 
  Ann Fenerty, 2805 Stanford Ave., Boulder, CO 
  Ruth Blackmore, 705 X 41st St., Boulder, CO 
  Linda Mark, 610 S. 46th St., Boulder, CO 
  Jay Burch, 620 S. 46th Street, Boulder, CO 
  David Finell, 4655 Hanover Ave., Boulder, CO 
 
  Board Discussion 
   
  S. Mole: Proposed development does not transition well to properties to the west (i.e., 

46th Street); backyard to backyard better transition; Concerned about duplexes; applauds 
applicant considering rethink of project; encouraged connection to Tantra; Project could 
create bad traffic situation otherwise; Wants to see a new concept plan before making 
any decision about rezoning. 

 
  E. Jones: Project does not fit well now; needs to come back for second concept review, 

does not meet comprehensive plan’s goals of community integration and enhancement; 
encouraged more affordable housing and should be integrated throughout the project; 
site well-suited for smaller homes consistent with medium density zoning; access is 
huge issue, ring road doesn’t work; greenspace is oddly sized, supports cut through b/t 
bus stop and school, school should have option for expansion onto property; Commends 
ecologically sensitive plan.  

 
  R. Sosa: Does not support 47th Street access to Table Mesa- too dangerous, look at 

access off of Tantra, density issue linked to level of service; Shift green space to west 
and front single-family housing on to green space. Does not support any rezoning at this 
point. Needs to see elevations showing architecture and massing. Put the density and 
massing on Tantra side.  

 
  J. Spitzer: Agreed with comments made by fellow Planning Board members. Could 

include a mix of open space. Affordable and moderate income housing. Carve out a 
portion and allow school to expand. Project should include more community benefits; 
applicant should look into cottage concept (“A Chautauqua feel”). 

 
  P. Shull: Does not like plan as it stands. No second access = no project. The project 

needs secondary access – needs to embrace context of neighborhood.  Traffic study is 
also important. Access point needs to be further south – ring road not supported – site 
could support more density, but house sizes should be capped.  Does not want to see 
4000 sq. ft. homes – would like a denser project with more modest homes with quality 
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open space – great site for affordable housing. Intensity on site is a big issue.  No 
support for rezoning, unless right plan. 

  
B. Public hearing and consideration of Concept Plan LUR2006-00103, Trinity 

Commons. The applicant is seeking additional comment from the board in response 
to the board's previous commentary on September 7, 2006 regarding the proposed 
development of the parking lot at the corner of Mapleton and Broadway. The 
revised concept is for a new three-story building containing 26 residential units (13 
one-bedroom affordable units and 13 two-bedroom market rate units), a 
community/church meeting space of 4,700 square feet, and 1,460 square feet of 
office space. Three-levels of underground parking for 136 parking spaces would be 
directly below the new structure. 

 
  Applicant:             OZ Architecture 
  Property Owner:    Trinity Lutheran Church 
 
Public Participation 
Doris Hass, 2207 Bluebell, Boulder CO 

  Bruce Neumann, 1029 mountain Meadows, Boulder, CO  
Cindy Brown, 4800 Broadway, Boulder, CO 

  Jim Hult, 2338 Broadway, Boulder, CO 
Susan Waltrup, 1133 Cranbrook Ct., Boulder, CO 
 
E. Jones:  Commended applicant, impressed with revisions on meeting PB comments 
and outreach to community. Supports the concept plan and the idea of Special Ordinance 
to allow it. Thinks project could be a catalyst for more good development near the 
downtown.  Supports permanently affordable units. Ordinance should lock in language 
about community benefits of meeting space and non-profit aspects of office space.  
 
J. Spitzer:  This is a very exciting project. However, does not support ramp onto 
Mapleton….adds a suburban flavor and loses possibly three on-street parking spots; 
supports environmental energy, heated parking makes us nervous. Questions the isolation 
of the greeenspace in NE corner and impact of ramp on plaza space. Ramp would have to 
be steep and is not necessary. The upper right hand side elevation from Mapleton is a 
little institutional looking; should be more neighborly; Suggests two units on east explore 
idea of stairs coming down; maybe place less emphasis on gothic elements. 
 
S. Mole: Supports project, would like to see it happen. Values meeting space as 
community benefit, esp. the kinds of meetings; ordinance could set a good precedent. 
Affordable housing is a significant benefit. Project would present huge benefits. 
 
P. Shull: Great building, however, it is not allowed. Density is OK if a better fit. This is a 
benefit. A lot of building. What will come off of building with budget constraints? 
Worried about loss of building quality due to cost.  Good downtown fabric.  OK with 
special ordinance. Applicant should work on east elevation to be more sensitive to 
neighbors. 
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R. Sosa:  Supports PB comments. Supports a special ordinance. OK with both ramps. 
Eliminate Mapleton ramp – may be an opportunity to work with neighbor. 

 
6.         MATTERS FROM THE PLANNING BOARD, PLANNING DIRECTOR,    

AND CITY ATTORNEY  
 

7. DEBRIEF/AGENDA CHECK   
 
8. ADJOURNMENT 
 
 The Planning Board adjourned the meeting at 10: 00 p.m. 
 
APPROVED BY  
 
_____________________ 
Board Chair 
________________ 
DATE 
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