/ CITY OF BOULDER
J PLANNING BOARD MEETING AGENDA

Aj}‘
"/‘% DATE: August 28, 2014

‘l“ TIME:  6pm.

PLACE: Council Chambers, 1777 Broadway

1. CALL TO ORDER

2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES
The July 17, 2014 minutes are scheduled for approval.

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

5. PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS
A. CONTINUATION OF A SITE REVIEW AMENDMENT for development of an existing

surface parking lot into a 163 room Residence Inn hotel at the Village Shopping Center, case no.
LUR2013-00057. The planned extended stay hotel is located on an approximate 1.65 acre site on
the southwest corner of Canyon Boulevard and 26th Street in the Village Shopping Center, 2525
Arapahoe Ave., and 2550 Canyon Blvd. The hotel is proposed to be 128,346 square feet in a 4-5
story building. Below grade parking is proposed under the north wing of the hotel along Canyon
Boulevard. Podium parking is proposed on the first floor of the south wing, with surface parking
along the interior west property line. The applicant intends to pursue Vested Rights per section 9-
2-19, B.R.C. 1981

Applicants: Bill Martinic, Stonebridge Properties
Property Owners: Gart Properties

B. Public hearing and consideration a request to rezone a 0.99 acre parcel located at 5400 Spine
Road currently zoned Industrial-General (IG) to Business — Community 2 (BC-2) for consistency
with the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan and the Gunbarrel Community Center Plan

Applicant: Brian Bair
Owner: Winfield Partners, LLC

6. MATTERS FROM THE PLANNING BOARD, PLANNING DIRECTOR, AND CITY
ATTORNEY
A. North Boulder Subcommunity Plan Update

7. DEBRIEF MEETING/CALENDAR CHECK

8. ADJOURNMENT

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



http://www.bouldercolorado.gov/

CITY OF BOULDER PLANNING BOARD
MEETING GUIDELINES

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

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

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

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

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

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

1. Presentations
a. Staff presentation (5 minutes maximum¥)
b. Applicant presentation (15 minute maximum*). Any exhibits introduced into the record at this time must be provided in quantities of ten
(10) to the Board Secretary for distribution to the Board and admission into the record.
C. Planning Board questioning of staff or applicant for information only.

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

3. Board Action

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

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

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

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

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

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



CITY OF BOULDER
PLANNING BOARD ACTION MINUTES
July 17, 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 Gerstle

Leonard May

Liz Payton

John Putnam

PLANNING BOARD MEMBERS ABSENT:

STAFF PRESENT:

Charles Ferro, Development Review Manager for CP&S
Hella Pannewig, Assistant City Attorney

Lesli Ellis, Comprehensive Planning Manager

Susan Meissner, Administrative Assistant Il

Chandler VVan Schaack, Planner |

Elaine McLaughlin, Senior Planner

Bev Johnson, Senior Planner

Chris Meschuk, Senior Planner

David Thompson, Transportation Planner

Heidi Hansen, Civil Engineer Il

Sam Assefa, Senior Urban Designer

Edward Stafford, Development Review Manager for PW
Marni Ratzel, Senior Transportation Planner

Kathleen Bracke, GO Boulder Manager

1.CALL TO ORDER
Chair, A. Brockett, declared a quorum at 5:05 p.m. and the following business was
conducted.

2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

On a motion by J. Gerstle and seconded by J. Putnam, the Planning Board voted 7-0 to approve
the May 15, June 5 and June 19, 2014 minutes as amended (L. Payton abstained from the
approval of the June 19, 2014 minutes).

3.PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
No one from the public spoke.
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4.DISCUSSION OF DISPOSITIONS, PLANNING BOARD CALL-
UPS/CONTINUATIONS
A. Call Up: Wetland Permit LUR2014-00041, Sombrero Marsh Restoration. Expires
07/21/2014

B. Call Up: Minor Subdivision Review 1401 Kalmia LUR2014-00020. Expires
07/21/2014

C. Call Up: Staff Level Site Review Amendment (LUR2013-00059) and Final Plat
(TEC2013-00073). Expires 7/22/2014

C. Gray, J. Gerstle and L. May called up item 4C. It will be added to a Planning
Board agenda within the next 60 days.

5. PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS

A. SITE REVIEW AMENDMENT for development of an existing surface parking
lot into a 163 room Residence Inn hotel at the Village Shopping Center, case no.
LUR2013-00057. The planned extended stay hotel is located on an approximate
1.65 acre site on the southwest corner of Canyon Boulevard and 26th Street in the
Village Shopping Center, 2525 Arapahoe Ave., and 2550 Canyon Blvd. The hotel
is proposed to be 128,346 square feet in a 4-5 story building. Below grade parking
is proposed under the north wing of the hotel along Canyon Boulevard. Podium
parking is proposed on the first floor of the south wing, with surface parking
along the interior west property line. The applicant intends to pursue Vested
Rights per section 9-2-19, B.R.C. 1981

Applicants: Bill Martinic, Stonebridge Properties
Property Owners: Gart Properties

Staff Presentation:
E. McLaughlin presented the item.

Board Questions:

E. McLaughlin answered questions from the board.
D. Thompson answered questions from the board.
K. Bracke answered questions from the board.

C. Ferro answered questions from the board.

H. Pannewig answered questions from the board.

Applicant Presentation:

Tommy Nigro, from Stonebridge Companies, introduced the item.
Steve Newman, from Newman Architecture, presented the item.
Daniel Aizenman, from Stantec Architecture, presented the item.

Board Questions:

Daniel Aizenman, from Stantec Architecture, answered questions from the board.
E. Stafford answered questions from the board
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Public Hearing:
There were no comments from the public.

Board Comments:

Consistency with BVCP:

L. May thought the project is generally moving in the right direction. He liked that the project
was not monolithic and stepped down to four stories along Canyon Boulevard. He was
concerned with the pedestrian quality along Canyon.

J. Gerstle thought that the use and zoning were appropriate for the location. He expressed
concern regarding the pedestrian experience along Canyon, height and setbacks.

J. Putnam agreed that it met the general BVCP policies but was concerned about the pedestrian
experience along Canyon Boulevard.

A. Brockett was a fan of the overall project. He liked that the parking lot would be converted to
an urban use and that the building steps down to four stories on Canyon. He would like to look at
the pedestrian experience.

B. Bowen agreed with the previous comments. He saw the project progress through BDAB and
thought that the building setback and incorporation of cottonwoods were positive but expressed
some concern about the pedestrian experience. He was generally happy with the architecture and
massing, and liked that the lobby height was low.

C. Gray generally thought the design met the BVCP. She liked the lobby design and height
reduction along Canyon, and appreciated that the existing cottonwood trees will remain in place.
She expressed concern about the setback along Canyon and loss of landscaping. She would have
liked to see more parking reductions but understood the limitations. Embed the mechanical
systems in the roof.

L. Payton noted that the Village Shopping Center has a homegrown feel due to the landscaping,
human scale and local businesses and expressed concern that the proposed scale and design do
not relate to the rest of the center. She thought the streetscape may need a few tweaks and asked
that the applicant do everything possible to maintain the health of the cottonwood trees; there are
few that large n Boulder.

Height and Number of Stories:
L. May did not have anything to add to his previous comments.

J. Gerstle had some concerns about the height. He did not feel that the project provided
sufficient community benefit to warrant the additional height. He would like to see a larger
setback along Canyon with landscaping on either side of the sidewalk. He recommended that the
applicant add windows along Canyon for displays; he recognized that retail is not permitted.

L. May suggested that any space above the by-right height be required to be net zero. A wider
setback along Canyon would be appropriate; the current design is too constrained. Modify the
ground use to activate that street and consider moving an active use to the northeast corner to
contribute to the pedestrian experience.
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J. Putnam did not agree with the previous comments. He shared concern about the pedestrian
experience but would prefer to activate it with a public use; it is not necessary to shift the
building program on the ground floor. He thought the surface parking lot posed a greater
problem for activation and that pushing the setback toward Canyon made sense. He noted that
the Village landscaping is currently uninspired in this zone; the proposal is better than what is
there now. He did not have concerns about the height and liked that it stepped back along
Canyon. He did not think that the project would be viable if it were all four stories. Thought
energy consumption is important, it is too much to ask for the additional height to be net zero
without a legislative mandate.

A. Brockett thought that the height was appropriate in this zone. He did not have an issue with
the tighter setback and thought there was sufficient space for trees; wider setbacks feel more
suburban and he thought the urban feel was appropriate in this area. He agreed that more
activation on the north side would be positive but thought that the fagade was significantly
articulated and activated with rooms and balconies. He felt comfortable with the fact that this site
and adjacent uses are auto friendly and have internal circulation patterns. He reminded the board
that there is no public benefit requirement for height modifications. They must meet the site
review criteria which do not cite public benefit.

B. Bowen thought the height, massing and setbacks were appropriate and that the articulation
was successful. He appreciated that the design was simplified from previous renditions and
thought the overall design and livability site review criteria were met. There is not enough
program to make the first level more interesting and engaging; instead allow the rooms and
balconies to open to the street. Screen the transformer and parking by more than shrubs.

C. Gray thought that tradeoffs on the site warranted the height modifications. The setback along
Canyon does not need to be the full 20 feet, but more landscaping would make for a better
pedestrian experience. She appreciated that the building pulled the corner back to accommodate
the existing trees. Assure they are given enough space to be viable and are not compromised by
the retaining walls and pathways. She would like to see renewable energy sources used on this
project.

L. Payton was unclear about the open space requirement and recommended that 10% go toward
more space for the trees. She did not think that the context supports a 55 foot building given the
lower neighborhood to the east and noted that a three story hotel was approved for this site seven
years ago. She liked BDAB’s comments but did not think that the design took them into account.
She thought that the design as proposed was too busy, the wall articulation did not succeed in
creating interest and that the three foot setback along Canyon was too narrow. A ten foot setback
could be used to create more organic interest.

L. May agreed with L. Payton about the architecture. He thought that the BDAB comments
were good and that the current design is too busy. Adding layers of complexity does not lead to a
better design. He did not think that the setback, ground level and architecture work well together.

J. Putnam noted that this site sits in the regional center where the city aims to have a more urban
model; higher buildings and tighter setbacks support the goals and context. The Pearl apartment
buildings across the street are much higher. He did not think that the NW corner of the Village
shopping center worked well and could be discussed in the future.
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E. McLaughlin clarified that the setbacks along Canyon are ten feet. There is only a three foot
setback where the side entry canopy protrudes.

L. May noted that the creation of a successful pedestrian experience will require additional
elements in conjunction with the building forward design.

J. Gerstle disagreed with J. Putnam about the height requirements. He thought that it was
appropriate for the Planning Board to determine whether the city would be better off by granting
a height variance.

A. Brockett agreed with J. Gerstle that the board should consider the appropriateness of the
height; per the city’s goals, he thought that this was one of the most appropriate locations for
increased height and density. He agreed with L. Payton that neighborhoods need appropriate
transitions, but noted that this site is far from the neighborhood; there is a row of commercial
buildings on the west side of Folsom between the Village Shopping Center and the
neighborhood.

C. Gray clarified that she was not advocating for parking lots or suburban development. She
thought that some additional landscaping would benefit the pedestrian experience and promote a
feeling of safety along a busy street.

L. May did not think that heights under 55 feet were suburbaban. It is possible to achieve an
urban feel with larger setbacks and lower heights.

L. Payton quoted the design guidelines that views to the west should be protected, buildings
should appear to be permanent and respect Boulder’s small city ambiance. She questioned
whether 55 foot buildings were embraced by the community. This is a good site for infill and we
want to get rid of the parking lot; we should strive to get the best project possible.

B. Bowen noted that buildings with floors that step back are often criticized in Boulder.

C. Gray thought that the criticisms for “wedding cake” buildings that set higher stories back
from the facade normally come from architects. The general public tends to like the friendly and
open feeling that they achieve.

J. Gerstle thought that a step back would be desirable along Canyon and would enhance the
pedestrian experience. He would like to see a 35 foot height along Canyon; it can rise to 55 feet
toward the south.

J. Putnam cautioned there are important tradeoffs and that the board may be asking for too
much. This is not an annexation. A certain density of use is needed to enliven the street. Lower
heights and larger setbacks will reduce the intensity of use, likely creating more suburban
typologies and problems elsewnhere.

L. May did not think that everything needed to be built with zero lot lines and at 55 feet to
achieve the city’s transit and other goals.

B. Bowen noted that the applicant has already reduced the heights in several areas, done a lot to
save trees, and worked on the fagade to reinforce BDAB’s goals. He did not think that being
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taller was inherently worse. He thought this was a reasonable building design and did not think
that chopping off a story would make the design better.

C. Gray thought the fagade along Canyon was the most successful followed by that along 26™
Street. She liked the step down, cohesiveness and use of materials. If the lobby were turned
toward Canyon, it would feel more suburban.

S. Assefa spoke about the BDAB discussion and review of this building. He noted that the aspect
ratio of the height and setbacks makes a place feel comfortable to pedestrians. He thought that
larger setbacks undermine urban character in this area. The places that most people love have
little to no setbacks.

C. Gray noted that Canyon is a unique street with a variety of zones; this project sits in a
transitional section. She would like to see large trees continued in this section and feared that
Redbuds will feel like shrubs.

L. Payton thought that the projected use of this building would make it feel suburban in
character and bank-like.

S. Assefa thought that it was important to ask what would make the building feel more engaging
to the pedestrian. BDAB struggled with this and requested that the materials be simplified. The
project has come a long way even though it does entirely comply with the full scope of BDAB
comments.

Consistency with BVRC Design Guidelines:
J. Gerstle thought that it would be important to maintain the view and desirable character of the
city. It is subjective and fundamental.

Parking Reduction and Transportation Demand Management:

L. Payton generally supports parking reductions but worried that this one could adversely
impact the grocery store and McGuckin’s. Parking reductions favor young and able bodied
people.

C. Gray supported the parking reduction but cautioned that Le Peep customers would likely use
their parking. She thought it was important that the applicant provide EcoPasses for longer than
two to three years. She did not think that the TDM plans were enforced strongly enough.

B. Bowen would advocate for a larger parking reduction by two or three stalls.

A. Brockett supported the parking reduction.

J. Putnam supported the parking reduction. It would have been helpful to have seen some more
analysis. He thought that a B-Cycle station was helpful, but recommended that a fleet of bicycles

belonging to the hotel could potentially be even better.

J. Gerstle thought the reduction was appropriate and supported the applicant’s provision of
employee Eco-Passes for longer than the allotted three year timeframe.

L. May agreed with a parking reduction; he would like to see an Eco-Pass instated for more than
three years.
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J. Putnam felt uncomfortable requiring that an applicant provide Eco-Passes for longer than
three years because they are tied to RTD. The city does not control their fares, etc. This would
push farther than the board should push.

Trees:

L. Payton asked that the cottonwood trees get a larger buffer; she recommended that the radius
of the buffer equal the tree height. that the additional bugger space could come out of the open
space credit that is given for the streetscape.

B. Bowen thought that the requirement for a drip line buffer was reasonable but would like to see
assure that the roots are protected. Consider using alternatives to retaining walls such as boulders
that would not require frost protection.

A. Brockett felt comfortable with the buffer as proposed because the city arborist approved it.

Site Plan:

B. Bowen would like to see a few modifications to the site plan. The northern setbacks could be
aided by removing two parking stalls. Move the transformer out of the landscaping and place it
behind a screen. Move the egress stair out of the setback to improve the pedestrian experience.
Relocate the crosswalk to the south of the hotel; it will be even more difficult and dangerous
when the building is built. He was okay with the narrow sidewalk along Canyon and noted that
this is already a bad area for biking.

J. Gerstle cycles along the Canyon sidewalk and thought that this could be an opportunity to
improve it.

Energy:

J. Putnam was disappointed that renewable energy options were not discussed or incorporated
on site. Energy efficiency and renewable energy sources need to be clarified in the site review
criteria. He would not deny the application based upon this, but would like to get more clarity for
the future.

L. May did not think that buildings should emit more operational GHGs than their by right
solution.

Architectural Articulation:

L. May thought that the plan looked jumbled and that a previous rendition looked more
cohesive in the overall volume of the building. He said that it is important to place-make and
maximize the quality of projects in the area. He thought that the Canyon facade was pretty close
but missed the mark.

A. Brockett did not think that the current design took the BDAB comments into account.
L. Payton did not think that the requirement for enduring materials was met because they will

age differently and make the building feel temporary. Simplify by using one type of brick and
more natural materials.
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L. May noted that the buildings at Boulder Junction have a similar stepping quality and variety
of materials. He is afraid that this will look similar.

C. Gray thought that Canyon facade looks okay and that the set back portion will look fine
because it is less visible. She disagreed with L. May’s comment that the previous design was
preferable. Her approval would not hinge on what the applicant does with the south side.

J. Gerstle thought the general design was okay but would prefer to see natural and simpler
materials, a lower height and larger setback from the street. He requested that the applicant
consistently show the bus enclosure on the drawings.

Straw Poll Vote:
L. May would opt for a continuance to give the applicant a chance to respond to the board’s
comments.

J. Gerstle agreed with L. May.

J. Putnam agreed that a continuance would be preferable because he did not think that the
applicant would get four votes to approve the project as is. He would like to approve the project.

A. Brockett and B. Bowen agreed with J. Putnam.

D. Aizenman, architect for the applicant, was given the opportunity to provide some
clarification. The setbacks along Canyon are between 8 and 13.5 feet. The side entrance is the
only place with a three foot setback. The materials are intended to lighten the structure and be
durable. He would be willing to consider changes to the colors and the articulation in the facade.
The building would have an illuminated facade at night. Juliet balconies were added to the
ground level to activate the facade. The back fagade has as much brick and landscaping as
possible. He can look into altering the sidewalk and detention pond. He liked the idea of
providing a permeable deck and noted that the setback for the cottonwoods exceeds the trees’
canopy. For context on the height, the applicants considered the adjacent Marriott and Golden
Buff developments for context; both were approved for 55 feet.

Summary of Key Points:

Height:

Three members agreed with the height as presented and four raised concerns.
L. Payton would like to lower the entire hotel to four stories.

C. Gray thought that the height was acceptable as proposed if it were set back further from
Canyon.

J. Gerstle thought the building was too high along Canyon but was okay with 55 feet on the
south side.

L. May thought that the height should be tied to the pedestrian aspect, landscaping and setbacks.
Setback
Three members were okay with the setback as proposed and, four felt it was too small. The board

would support a modest additional setback.
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L. May thought that it should be tied to the height and pedestrian experience.

J. Putnam was fine with the setbacks as proposed but would be open to improving them. He
liked B. Bowen’s recommendation to move the transformer and to provide an area of relief and
art in that area to enhance the pedestrian interest.

A. Brockett agreed with the setbacks as proposed.

C. Gray liked the entry along Canyon as designed. Create a transition to the narrower setback.

J. Gerstle agreed that the entry on Canyon was reasonable.

L. Payton agreed that the entry on Canyon was okay.

Architecture along Canyon

There was general interest in the simplification of form and material. Most of the board members
supported the banding.

B. Bowen thought that the materiality was good and wanted to keep the banding on the brick.
The applicant did a great job of making the elevation work given the nature of the building
program. He asked that they take more of BDAB’s comments into account.

L. May asked that the form and material be simplified and thought the lighter material on the
bump outs made the building look more massive. He recommended that the bump outs use the
same material as the rest of the building. He would like to see an enhanced pedestrian experience

along Canyon.

L. Payton suggested that the same end could be achieved through a cornice or other architectural
elements. She did not like the building articulation.

J. Putnam thought that there were qualitative and quantitative elements that will contribute to
the comfort of the pedestrian.

A. Brockett, with the help of the other Planning Board members, summarized the key issues that
the applicant would need to address in order for the board to consider the height variance. It
appeared that the majority agreed that the resolution of these issues could warrant an approval.

Key Issues along the North Side:
Enhance the pedestrian interest along Canyon Boulevard.

Add a landscaped amenity area near the northwest section that would screen the parking.

Some amount of additional setback on the north side and include enhanced landscaping.

vV VYV Vv Vve

Simplification of form and material.

Show the feasibility for the future incorporation of renewable energy systems on the
building.
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e TDM Plan and Eco Pass
» The board would like to see more details on the TDM Plan and for the applicant to
provide Eco Passes to employees for an additional amount of time. The board
recommended a five year commitment.

e Improve the pedestrian connection along the South side of the Property

On a motion by C.Gray and seconded by J.Putnam the Planning Board voted 7-0 to continue
case number LUR2013-00057 to a future date to be determined.

B. Public hearing and consideration of Annexation and Initial Zoning of Residential
Estate (RE) for the following properties:

1. 4270 19" St.
Applicant: Robert and Elaine Schuman
Owner: Robert and Elaine Schuman

2. 2130 Tamarack Av.
Applicant: Paul and Cindy Baker
Owner: Paul and Cindy Baker

J. Gerstle recused himself from this item.

Staff Presentation:
B. Johnson presented the item.

Board Questions:
B. Johnson answered questions from the board.

Applicant Presentation:
Cindy Baker and Elaine Schuman, the applicants, presented to the board.

Motion:

On a motion by B. Bowen and seconded by C. Gray the Planning Board voted 7-0 to
recommend to City Council approval of the proposed annexation and initial zoning of Estate
Residential (RE) pertaining to request #LUR2014-00046 (4270 19" St.), incorporated this staff
memorandum as findings of fact, subject to the following recommended conditions of approval
for annexation, including the amendment to item 4B of the Annexation Agreement as shown in
handout for Agenda Item 5B::

1. Requirements Prior to First Reading of the Annexation Ordinance. Prior to the
scheduling of first reading of the annexation ordinance, the Applicants shall do the
following:

A. Annexation Agreement. The Applicants will sign the Agreement.
B. Title Work. The Applicants will provide the City with title work current to within
30 days of signing this Agreement.
C. Written Descriptions. The Applicants shall provide a written description of any
nonconforming uses and/or nonstandard buildings existing on each Property, if
any.
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D. Easement Dedication. The Applicants shall dedicate to the City, in fee and at no
cost, 10.5 feet of right-of-way along the length of the west line of the Property for
19" Street.

E. Right-of-Way Dedication. The Applicants shall dedicate to the City, in fee and at
no cost, 15 feet of right-of-way along the length of the east line of the Property.

2. Connection Requirements. Prior to connection to the City’s water and/or sanitary
sewer mains, the Applicants shall:

A. Submit an application to connect to the City’s water and/or sanitary sewer mains
that meets the requirements of Chapters 11-1 and 11-2, B.R.C. 1981.

B. Pay all applicable fees and charges associated with a service line connection to
water and/or sanitary sewer mains, including water and wastewater plant
investment fees, stormwater and flood management plant investment fees, right-of
way, water, and wastewater permit fees, installation fees, and tap fees.

C. Construct the individual service line that will connect the Applicants’ existing
residence to the City’s water and/or wastewater mains.

D. Pay any assessments, including but not limited to the following:

Water Main $ 636.00
Sewer Main $ 954.00
Stormwater and Flood PIF $19,967.58

E. Execute a Promissory Note and Deed of Trust, if Applicants selected Payment
Option #B, as described under Paragraph 3.B.i below.

3. Payment Options and Requirements for Fees, Taxes, and Public Improvement Costs.

The Applicants select Option #B set forth below.

B. Option #B: Payment Plan. The Applicants shall connect to City water and
sanitary sewer mains within 180 days after the effective date of the annexation
ordinance, shall comply with the terms of Paragraph 3 above except that the costs,
fees and any assessments described in Paragraph 3 shall be paid in accordance
with the terms of the following payment plan:

i. Prior to connection to the City’s water and/or sewer mains, the Applicants
shall execute a Promissory Note and a Deed of Trust securing said Note and
encumbering the Applicants’ Property in the principal amount to cover the
amounts set forth in Paragraph 3 above. The Note will have a simple interest rate
of 3.25 percent per annum, payable in 10 annual installments of principal and
interest beginning on October 1, 2015.

The City Manager may, in her discretion, approve a different time for connection
to City water and sanitary sewer mains provided the Applicants demonstrate
reasonable diligence to comply with the 180-day deadline and good cause for the
extension. The City Manager, in her discretion, may approve for good cause a
different time for payment of the first of the 10 annual installments of principal
and interest.

C. City of Boulder Design and Construction Standards. Any other public improvements
that are required to be constructed by the terms of this Agreement shall be constructed
in accordance with the requirements of the City of Boulder Design and Construction
Standards.
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11.

. Use of Existing Wells. The City agrees not to prohibit the Applicants from using

existing wells for irrigation purposes, even if the Property is served by the City water
utility. Under no circumstances may existing wells be used for domestic water
purposes once the Applicants have connected to city water utility. No person is
allowed to make any cross connections between a well and the City’s municipal water
utility. The Parties agree that there shall not be any type of connection between any
well and the City water system serving the Property.

Applicants Responsible for Legal Disconnection of On-site Wastewater System. |If
the Applicants decide to continue to use an existing on-site wastewater system, the
Applicants agree that they will connect to the adjacent sanitary sewer main, in
accordance with Section 11-2-9, B.R.C. 1981, upon any declaration by Boulder
County Public Health to cease and desist using the on-site wastewater system or other
declaration that the on-site wastewater system constitutes a threat to the public health.
Currently, under Boulder County Public Health Department policy, all on-site
wastewater system must be permitted and approved by 2023. At that time, any
resident still using an on-site wastewater system must either have their system
permitted and approved, or connect to the adjacent sanitary sewer main. At the time
of any disconnection of the on-site wastewater system and connection to the City’s
sanitary sewer main, the Applicants are required to abandon the existing on-site
wastewater system in accordance with Boulder County Public Health and State of
Colorado regulations.

Historic Drainage. The Applicants agree to convey drainage from the Property in an
historic manner that does not materially and adversely affect abutting properties.

Ditch Company Approval. If the Property is abutting an existing irrigation ditch or
lateral, the Applicants agree not to relocate, modify, or alter the ditch or lateral until
and unless written approval is received from the appropriate ditch company.

Existing Nonstandard Buildings and/or Nonconforming Uses. Existing, nonstandard
buildings and/or nonconforming uses will be allowed to continue to be occupied and
operated in the City of Boulder. The Applicants shall identify existing nonstandard
buildings and/or nonconforming uses at the time of annexation to be considered a legal
use under this Agreement. The Applicants and the City agree that this section shall not
be construed to permit the Property to constitute a nuisance or to cause a hazard under
the City’s life safety codes.

New Construction. The Applicant shall ensure that all new construction commenced
on the Property after annexation shall comply with all City of Boulder laws, taxes,
and fees, except as modified by this Agreement. Any new structure shall front on
19th Street, with the front door and front yard facing 19" Street. Any new garages
shall be designed so that garage doors do not dominate the front facade of the
structure. Garage doors shall be located no less than 20 feet behind the principle
plane of the primary structure.

Providing Permanently Affordable Housing. For each additional dwelling unit on
the Property that is not deed-restricted as a permanently affordable residence
consistent with the requirements of Chapter 9-13, “Inclusionary Housing,” B.R.C.
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1981, the Applicant shall pay twice the applicable cash-in-lieu amount as required per
each market unit in that chapter to the City. This amount is payable prior to issuance
of a building permit for each new dwelling unit that is not deed-restricted as a
permanently affordable residence consistent with the requirements of Chapter 9-13,
“Inclusionary Housing,” B.R.C. 1981. The parties acknowledge that the Property has
the equivalent of one habitable dwelling unit on such Property at the time of
annexation.

On a motion by B. Bowen and seconded by C. Gray the Planning Board voted 7-0 to

recommend to City Council approval of the proposed annexation and initial zoning of Estate

Residential (RE) pertaining to request #LUR2014-00047 (2130 Tamarack Av.), incorporated this

staff memorandum as findings of fact, subject to the following recommended conditions of

approval for annexation, including the amendment to item 4B of the Annexation Agreement as

shown in handout for Agenda ltem 5B:

1. Requirements Prior to First Reading of the Annexation Ordinance. Prior to the

scheduling of first reading of the annexation ordinance, the Applicants shall do the
following:

A
B.

C.

Annexation Agreement. The Applicants will sign this Agreement.

Title Work. The Applicants will provide the City with title work current to within
30 days of signing this Agreement.

Written Descriptions. The Applicants shall provide a written description of any
nonconforming uses and/or nonstandard buildings existing on the Property, if any.
Easement Dedications. The Applicants shall dedicate to the City, at no cost, a
flood control easement from 60 feet on either side of the centerline of Fourmile
Canyon Creek as shown on Exhibit B of the annexation agreement. The
easement shall be in a form acceptable to the city manager. The easement will
exclude any principal building containing a dwelling unit on the lot within the
flood control easement area that is existing at the time of annexation.

2. Connection Requirements. Prior to connection to the City’s water and/or sanitary

sewer mains, the Applicants shall:

A

B.

Submit an application to connect to the City’s water and/or sanitary sewer mains
that meets the requirements of Chapters 11-1 and 11-2, B.R.C. 1981.

Pay all applicable fees and charges associated with a service line connection to
water and/or sanitary sewer mains, including water and wastewater plant
investment fees, stormwater and flood management plant investment fees, right-of
way, water, and wastewater permit fees, installation fees, and tap fees.

Construct the individual service line that will connect the Applicants’ existing
residence to the City’s water and/or wastewater mains.

Pay any assessments, including but not limited to the following:

Water Main $11,356.91
Sewer Main $ 8,465.50
Street $ 7,604.49
Stormwater and Flood PIF $6,742.38
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E. Execute a Promissory Note and Deed of Trust, if Applicants selected Payment
Option #B, as described under Paragraph 3.B.i below.

3. Payment Options and Requirements for Fees, Taxes, and Public Improvement Costs.

The Applicants select Option #B set forth below.

B. Option #B: Payment Plan. The Applicants shall connect to City water and
sanitary sewer mains within 180 days after the effective date of the annexation
ordinance, shall comply with the terms of Paragraph 3 above except that the costs,
fees and any assessments described in Paragraph 3 shall be paid in accordance
with the terms of the following payment plan:

i Prior to connection to the City’s water and/or sewer mains, the Applicants
shall execute a Promissory Note and a Deed of Trust securing said Note
and encumbering the Applicants’ Property in the principal amount to
cover the amounts set forth in Paragraph 2 above. The Note will have a
simple interest rate of 3.25 percent per annum, payable in 10 annual
installments of principal and interest beginning on October 1, 2015.

The City Manager may, in her discretion, approve a different time for connection
to City water and sanitary sewer mains provided the Applicants demonstrate
reasonable diligence to comply with the 180-day deadline and good cause for the
extension. The City Manager, in her discretion, may approve for good cause a
different time for payment of the first of the 10 annual installments of principal
and interest.

4. City of Boulder Design and Construction Standards. Any other public improvements
that are required to be constructed by the terms of this Agreement shall be constructed
in accordance with the requirements of the City of Boulder Design and Construction
Standards.

5. Use of Existing Wells. The City agrees not to prohibit the Applicants from using
existing wells for irrigation purposes, even if the Property is served by the City water
utility. Under no circumstances may existing wells be used for domestic water
purposes once the Applicants have connected to city water utility No person is
allowed to make any cross connections between a well and the City’s municipal water
utility. The Parties agree that there shall not be any type of connection between any
well and the City water system serving the Property.

6. Applicants Responsible for Legal Disconnection of On-site Wastewater System. If
the Applicants decide to continue to use an existing on-site wastewater system, the
Applicants agree that it will connect to the adjacent sanitary sewer main, in
accordance with Section 11-2-9, B.R.C. 1981, upon any declaration by Boulder
County Public Health to cease and desist using the on-site wastewater system, or
other declaration that the on-site wastewater system constitutes a threat to the public
health. Currently, under Boulder County Public Health Department policy, all on-site
wastewater system must be permitted and approved by 2023. At that time, any
resident still using an on-site wastewater system must either have their system
permitted and approved, or connect to the adjacent sanitary sewer main. At the time
of any disconnection of the on-site wastewater system and connection to the City’s
sanitary sewer main, the Applicants are required to abandon the existing on-site
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wastewater system in accordance with Boulder County Public Health and State of
Colorado regulations.

7. Historic Drainage. The Applicants agree to convey drainage from the Property in an
historic manner that does not materially and adversely affect abutting properties.

8. Ditch Company Approval. If the Property is abutting an existing irrigation ditch or
lateral, the Applicants agree not to relocate, modify, or alter the ditch or lateral until
and unless written approval is received from the appropriate ditch company.

9. Existing Nonstandard Buildings and/or Nonconforming Uses. Existing, nonstandard
buildings and/or nonconforming uses will be allowed to continue to be occupied and
operated in the City of Boulder. The Applicants shall identify existing nonstandard
buildings and/or nonconforming uses at the time of annexation to be considered a legal
use under this Agreement. The Applicants and the City agree that this section shall not
be construed to permit the Property to constitute a nuisance or to cause a hazard under
the City’s life safety codes.

10. New Construction. The Applicant shall ensure that all new construction commenced
on the Property after annexation shall comply with all City of Boulder laws, taxes,
and fees, except as modified by this Agreement. Any new structure shall front on
Tamarack Avenue, with the front door and front yard facing Tamarack Avenue. Any
new garages shall be designed so that garage doors do not dominate the front facade
of the structure. Garage doors shall be located no less than 20 feet behind the
principle plane of the primary structure.

11. Flood Control Easement Conditions.

A. The City will allow existing accessory structures identified in the agreement to
remain within the Flood Control Easement Area until removed, destroyed,
demolished, or relocated.

B. The City can require removal of pre-existing accessory buildings if removal of
such buildings is required to implement a specific flood mitigation project.

C. The Applicants shall neither construct any new buildings nor rebuild or
reconstruct any pre-existing accessory buildings within the Flood Control
Easement Area.

12. Providing Permanently Affordable Housing. For each additional dwelling unit on the
Property that is not deed-restricted as a permanently affordable residence consistent with
the requirements of Chapter 9-13, “Inclusionary Housing,” B.R.C. 1981, the Applicant
shall pay twice the applicable cash-in-lieu amount as required per each market unit in that
chapter to the City. This amount is payable prior to issuance of a building permit for
each new dwelling unit that is not deed-restricted as a permanently affordable residence
consistent with the requirements of Chapter 9-13, “Inclusionary Housing,” B.R.C. 1981.
The parties acknowledge that the Property has the equivalent of one habitable dwelling
unit on such Property at the time of annexation.

C. Public hearing to receive feedback on proposed changes to the Parking Standards of
Title 9, “Land Use Code,” B.R.C. 1981 relative to 1) identified inconsistencies and
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standards that are often problematic and require update and 2) new bicycle parking
standards by land use. The proposed changes were identified as part of the Access
Management and Parking Strategy (AMPS) process relative to parking citywide.

Staff Presentation:
K. Guiler and M. Ratzel presented the item.

Board Questions:
K. Guiler answered questions from the board.
Bill Fox, the transportation consultant, answered questions from the board.

Public Hearing:
No one from the public spoke.

Board Comments:

C. Gray expressed concern that Topic 2: Driveway Parking Standards would encourage people
to park over the sidewalk. For Topic 7, she wanted to assure that there would not be unintended
consequences.

Topic 7: Simplifying Parking Requirements for Restaurants, Brewpubs and Taverns

L. May wanted to assure that restaurant seating patterns were taken into account and questioned
whether the number of people at a restaurant changes depending on the weather; the client base
may just move between interior and exterior seats.

A. Brockett noted that this could significantly raise the parking requirements for businesses. He
requested more analysis and examples to provide a better understanding of the ramifications.

J. Putnam agreed with A. Brockett. He would like to see more analysis to avoid unintended
consequences.

A. Brockett recommended restricting the percentage of restaurants by square footage. Develop
tiers depending on the number of restaurants.

Topic 1: Updating RH-1 Parking Standards
C. Gray opposed the addition of curb cuts for homes with access to an alley; she felt that they
decrease the walkability of neighborhoods.

L. May thought C. Gray’s point was legitimate. Remove curb cuts where alley access is
available.

L. Payton disagreed with C. Gray’s comment about curb cuts. She did not want to create
conflict where none currently exist.

B. Bowen recommended that the revised code remove the parking requirement for projects with
60% or more one-bedroom units.

J. Gerstle was interested in learning more about this and requested additional analysis on this
topic.
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J. Putnam suggested moving B. Bowen’s parking reduction recommendation to Phase 2 unless
information is already readily available.

L. May noted that this could perform differently based upon the location.

Topic 2: Making Driveway Parking Standards for RL-2 Consistent with other Districts
A. Brockett noted that the board previously received a great deal of analysis on RH-2 parking
standards that were virtually identical to the proposed RH-1 parking standards. This is a
simplified version of that, therefore he felt comfortable with this proposal.

Topic 3: Specifying Non-Residential Parking Requirements in the RH-6 Zoning District
The board felt comfortable with topic three.

Topic 4: Updating Accessible Parking Requirements

A. Brockett looked at NCA117.1, the ADAG. Both documents specifiy the size, arrangement
and clearances requirement for the stalls, but they do not specify the number. The ADA specifies
the number. He thought it was either one or both.

J. Putnam thought the concept made sense but prior to approval he would want to assure that the
federal standard is keeping up with Boulder’s demographics.

Topic 5: Reducing the Parking Rate for Low Parking Demand Nonresidential Land Uses
The board felt comfortable with topic five.

Topic 6: Simplifying Parking Standards for Retail Centers (Restaurants, Brewpubs and
Taverns)

A. Brockett noted that restaurants currently require more parking than other retail uses. He
suggested restricting the percentage of restaurants by square footage. Include two or three tiers.
Reduce the complexity.

Topic 8: Add Duplex to Single Family Detached
The board saw little distinction between single family residential and duplexes.

C. Gray wanted to avoid unintended consequences in locations such as the Hill. She
recommended that staff discuss this concept with neighbors on the Hill. Nonconforming
duplexes could reduce the parking requirements.

B. Bowen noted that this is currently a hole in the code. There is not currently a requirement.

C. Gray cited an email from her neighbor that that there are many VRBO rentals and old
properties that have been turned into apartments where parking requirements are not enforced.

B. Bowen asked that there be requirements to make parking lots more user friendly. Add
sidewalks, and increase tree count and hardscape permeability requirements.

C. Gray exited the meeting at 11:06pm.

Bike Parking Code Requirements and Design Standards:
J. Putnam noted that hotels may not need the same bike rack requirements and suggested that
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outlets for electric bikes be added to the standards. He also recommended drafting standards for
bike repair spaces in housing complexes with smaller unit sizes.

J. Gerstle agreed with J. Putnam’s hotel comment.

A. Brockett commented on the difference between office and retail bike parking requirements.
Office bike parking should have a 50:50 short term and long term bike parking ratio with the
exception of medical offices; they behave more like retail spaces.

B. Bowen thought that this was fantastic and applauded staff for going this far with the revisions.

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

L. Payton asked whether it would be possible to add and automatic “PB” prefix to the
subject line of all emails addressed to boulderplanningboard. S. Meissner will look into this
with IT.

L. May requested that packets be loaded onto the staff laptop for reference. He asked to
schedule a retreat to discuss some earmarked items. He will send them to the board via email.

B. Bowen noted that BDAB is interested in having some walking tours and events with the
Planning Board. They are revising the Downtown Design Guidelines.

7. DEBRIEF MEETING/CALENDAR CHECK
C. Ferro noted that we will likely have 3 to four meetings for the next few months.
August 28™ may need to be added to accommodate the call up item from tonight. S.
Meissner will poll the board on dates.

8. ADJOURNMENT
The Planning Board adjourned the meeting at 11:45 p.m.

APPROVED BY

Board Chair

Date
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CITYOFBOULDER
PLANNING BOARD AGENDA ITEM
MEETING DATE: August 28, 2014

AGENDA TITLE: CONTINUATION OF A SITE REVIEW AMENDMENT for development of an existing
surface parking lot into a 163 room Residence Inn hotel at the Village Shopping Center, case no.
LUR2013-00057. The planned extended stay hotel is located on an approximate 1.65 acre site on the
southwest corner of Canyon Boulevard and 26th Street in the Village Shopping Center, 2525 Arapahoe
Ave., and 2550 Canyon Blvd. The hotel is proposed to be 128,346 square feet in a 4-5 story building.
Below grade parking is proposed under the north wing of the hotel along Canyon Boulevard. Podium
parking is proposed on the first floor of the south wing, with surface parking along the interior west
property line. The applicant intends to pursue Vested Rights per section 9-2-19, B.R.C. 1981

Applicants: Bill Martinic, Stonebridge Properties
Property Owners: Gart Properties

REQUESTING DEPARTMENT:

Community Planning & Sustainability

David Driskell, Executive Director

Susan Richstone, Deputy Director

Charles Ferro, Development Review Manager
Elaine McLaughlin, Senior Planner

OBJECTIVE:

1. Hear applicant and staff presentations.

2. Hold public hearing.

3. Planning Board action to approve, approve with conditions, or deny the Site Review application.

SUMMARY:

Proposal: Site Review Amendment of a previously approved Site Review LUR2006-00091.
Proposed is a 163-room Residence Inn Hotel within the Village Shopping Center. The
application includes a request for a 10.5 percent parking reduction for the entire center.

Project Name: Residence Inn at Village Shopping Center

Location: 2550 Canyon Boulevard and 2525 Arapahoe Avenue

Size of Tract: 1.65 Acres

Zoning: Business Regional-1 (BR-1)

Comprehensive Plan: Regional Business

KEY ISSUE: Do the resubmitted plans address the Planning Board recommended refinements?
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BACKGROUND:

This item is continued from the July 17, 2014 Planning Board hearing. At that hearing, several key issues were identified and
discussed as follows:

1. Is the proposed project consistent with Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan policies?

2. Does the proposed project, including the requested modifications to height, number of stories, and setbacks meet the Site
Review criteria of Land Use Code Section 9-2-14(h), B.R.C. 19817

3. Is the proposed project consistent with the Boulder Valley Regional Center Design Guidelines?
4. Does the proposed parking reduction of 10.5 percent meet the criteria of Section 9-2-14(h)(2)(K), B.R.C. 19817

The Planning Board generally supported the proposed modifications and requested the applicant to return in a continuation of the
public hearing, with the revisions to better meet the Site Review criteria.

A draft of the Planning Board minutes are provided in Attachment A and the July 17, 2014 staff memo is provided here.

SUMMARY OF PLANNING BOARD RECOMMENDED REFINEMENTS:

The specific direction given to the applicant by the Planning Board to refine project plans is as follows:

e [TEM 1: Simplify the fagade of the building, particularly along Canyon Boulevard, this could include utilizing two brick
colors instead of three and by having less wall returns;

e |TEM 2: Along Canyon Boulevard, create a greater building setback from the right of way, add more plantings and an
second row of trees along the northern fagade; further screen the parking lot from Canyon Boulevard, add a bus shelter;

e |TEM 3: Provide a walkway along the south side of the building;
e [TEM 4: Provide an extended period for EcoPass provision to employees.
o [TEM 5: Provide rough-in electrical conduit for future roof mounted photovoltaic panel array.

APPLICANT RESPONSE TO PLANNING BOARD RECOMMENDATIONS:

The applicant provided revised plans along with a written statement indicating how the revised plans responded to the Planning
Board’s comments, refer to Attachment C.

ITEM 1: The applicant simplified the fagade of the building through the following:

e Reduced number of brick colors to two;
o Reduced wall returns keeping some to be consistent with the design guidelines; and
o Reduced the “banding” on the building, keeping some to be consistent with the design guidelines.

Refer to Figures 1a and 1b for the comparison of “before” and “after” of the Canyon Boulevard elevations and 2a and 2b for
perspectives. The brick was extended to the fourth story per BDAB’s comment:

“North Elevation (facing Canyon)

¥ Raise brick one more story so there are 4 stories of brick. The 5th level is setback so this makes sense as a place to transition material.
< Carry brick around corners (northwest and northeast) to complete the masonry massing.”
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Figure 1a: Original North Elevation from July 17, 2014 Planning Board Hearing

Figure 1b: Revised North Elevation in response to planning board comments
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Figure 1c: Original Perspective looking southeast from Planning Board Hearing
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ITEM 2: Regarding the request to increase the building setback along Canyon Boulevard, the setback originally ranged from 8 feet to
13 feet, with a three-foot setback for the entry element along Canyon Boulevard and in response to the request from Planning Board
the setback was revised to be a larger setback of 14.5 feet to 17.5 feet. The three foot setback for just entry element remains in place
per Planning Board. The stair access to the below grade parking was moved outside of the setback to the west, an additional
landscape area was added all along Canyon Boulevard. Within the setback, the applicant has added Pear trees which are taller
growing with a more upright habit, creating a canopy of a double row of trees per Planning Board'’s request. Figure 2a below is the
original setback reviewed at the July 17, 2014 Planning Board hearing, Figure 2b is the revised setback, and Figure 2c is a composite
illustrating how the setbacks have increased. The applicant also moved the stairway access to the west side of the building which
resulted in a loss of three parking spaces which doesn’t affect the overall parking reduction.

Figure 2a: Original Canyon Boulevard setback compared to proposed setback

Figure 2b: Revised Canyon Boulevard setback with landscaping and trees added

Figure 2c: Original Canyon Boulevard setback and landggaping,, sa  page 5 of 100



ITEM 3: Regarding the request to place a walkway along the south side of the building, the applicant is now showing a four foot walk
along the landscaped area on the south side, with a cross-walk that connects to the walkway adjacent to McGuckin Hardware. For the
portion of the walkway that interfaces with the required detention pond, the walkway is planned to be cantilevered such that the ponds
requirements for storage capacity remains the same.

Figure 3a illustrates the original plans reviewed by Planning Board, Figure 3b illustrates the revision, and Figure 3c is a cross-section
that illustrates the cantilevered walkway.

Figure 3a: Original south landscape setback without a walkway

Figure 3b: Revised south landscape setback with a walkway proposed to cantilever over the detention

Figure 3c: Cross section illustrating walkway proposed to cantilever over the detention
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ITEM 4: At the request of the Planning Board, the applicant has also agreed to evaluate two additional years of the Eco Pass program
and potentially extend the three year period of time typically required for provision of EcoPasses through the TDM plan. This is
reflected in Condition of Approval number 5. Following is an excerpt from the updated Traffic Study, page 38 regarding EcoPasses:

Business Eco Pass Participation

Residence Inn will provide escrow/bond/letter of credit to be used to provide five years of participation in RTD’s Business Eco
Pass Program. Hotel management will note the usage and benefit of the subsidized transportation program through its
duration. The amount will be based on the City of Boulder Eco Pass formula. Overall, it is anticipated that Residence Inn will
have a relatively low number of employees (approximately 40).

ITEM 5: At the request of the Planning Board, the applicant will also rough-in electrical conduit for future rooftop photovoltaic panels.

PUBLIC NOTIFICATION:

Required public notice was given in the form of written notification mailed to all property owners within 600 feet of the project
site and a sign posted on the property for at least 10 days. All notice requirements of section 9-4-3, B.R.C. 1981, have been
met. No public comments were received on the application.

STAFF FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATION:

Staff finds that with the proposed modifications the application satisfies the Site Review criteria of Subsection 9-2-14(h), B.R.C.
1981, if the conditions listed below are incorporated into the approval of this application. Therefore, staff recommends that
Planning Board approve Site Review case no. LUR2013-00057, incorporating the staff memoranda as August 28, 2014 public
hearings as findings of fact and the attached Site Review criteria checklist as findings of fact, and subject to the recommended
Conditions of Approval below:

1. The Applicant shall ensure that the development shall be in compliance with all approved plans dated August 15,
2014 on file in the City of Boulder Planning Department, except to the extent that the development may be modified by
the conditions of this approval.

2. The Applicant shall comply with all previous conditions contained in any previous approvals, except to the extent

that any previous conditions may be modified by this approval, including, but not limited to, the following: P-77-5, P-81-
3, P-91-30, LUR2006-00091, and ADR2013-00088.

3. Prior to a building permit application, the Applicant shall submit a Technical Document Review application for the
following items, subject to the approval of the City Manager:

a. Final architectural plans, including material samples 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 —
August 15, 2014 is acceptable. Planning staff will review plans to assure that the architectural intent is performed.

b. A final site plan illustrating the approved site configuration.

c. Afinal 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.

e. Final transportation plans meeting the City of Boulder Design and Construction Standards and CDOT Access
Code Standards for all transportation improvements. These plans must include, but are not limited to: street plan

and profile drawings, street cross-sectional drawings, signage and striping plans in conformance with Manual on
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Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) standards, transportation detail drawings, geotechnical soils report, and
pavement analysis.

f. A CDOT access permit meeting the CDOT Access Code Standards for all transportation improvements within the
CDOT right-of-way for the change in use of the existing permit.

g. Adetailed 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 ensure
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.

h. A detailed outdoor lighting plan showing location, size, and intensity of illumination units, indicating compliance
with section 9-9-16, B.R.C.1981.

4. Prior to a building permit application, the Applicant shall submit a Final Plat, subject to the review and approval of the
City Manager, and execute a subdivision agreement meeting the requirements of Chapter 9-12, “Subdivision,” B.R.C.
1981, which provide, without limitation and at no cost to the City, for the following:

a. The dedication, to the City, of all easements necessary to serve the development, including, but not limited
to, the following:

“‘No-build” easements located along the west and south property lines.

i, An approximately 1.5-foot wide public access easement along the north property line.

ii. A public access easement located along the east property line and a portion of the south property
line varying in width from approximately 6.46" at the south property line to 20-feet at the northeast
corner of the property.

iv. A utility easement located in the northwest portion of the property, adjacent to the existing water
line easement, varying in width as necessary to provide a minimum 25’ width utility easement.
V. A utility easement located south of the south property line, wrapping around the southeast corner

of the property, and extending north along either side of the east property line to the south end of
the vehicle pull-out.
Vi A drainage and utility easement along the south property line.

b. The construction of all public improvements necessary to serve the development, including, but not limited
to, the following:

. An 8-foot wide sidewalk located along the south side of Canyon Boulevard.
i A 5-foot sidewalk located along the east property line.
ii. An RTD transit stop along with a shelter located on the south side of Canyon Boulevard.

Iv. A detention pond located along the south property line.

V. An 8” water main extension at the southeast of the property extending north along the private
access drive.

Vi. An 8” sanitary sewer main extension south of the property within the private access drive.

Vii. A 15” storm sewer lateral and main extension from the drainage outlet structure south to a
connection with the existing storm sewer main at the inlet in the private access drive.

viil. A fire hydrant east of the proposed building, north of the tuck-under parking entrance near the east
property line.
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5.

IX. The fire hydrant in the southwest corner of the property to replace a hydrant to be removed to
accommodate the south parking entrance.

c. Afinancial guarantee, in a form acceptable to the Director of Public Works, in an amount equal to the cost of
constructing all public improvements necessary to serve the development.

Applicant shall provide eco-passes or, if not available, a similarly effective transportation option in promoting alternate
modes to the single-occupant vehicle use, subject to approval by the City Manager, to the employees of the
development for a minimum of five years after the issuance of a certificate of occupancy. 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 employees of the development for three years after the
issuance of a certificate of occupancy to secure the provision of eco-passes.

The Applicant shall ensure that all surface parking spaces are available in a manner consistent with the Declaration
of Covenant recorded in the records of the Boulder County Clerk and Recorder at Film No. 1314, Reception, No.
637601 on August 1, 1984 (“Declaration”). The Applicant agrees that the terms of such Declaration as provided in
Paragraph 4 of the Declaration shall not be terminated without the prior consent of the City of Boulder Planning Board.

Department of Community Planning and Sustainability

ATTACHMENTS:

A.  July 17,2014 Planning Board Draft Minutes

B. Site Review Criteria and Design Guideline Consistency Analyses
C. Applicant’s Revised Written Statements and Revised Plans

Agenda ltem 5A  Page 9 of 100



ATTACHMENT A

CITY OF BOULDER
PLANNING BOARD ACTION MINUTES
July 17, 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 Gerstle

Leonard May

Liz Payton

John Putnam

PLANNING BOARD MEMBERS ABSENT:

STAFF PRESENT:

Charles Ferro, Development Review Manager for CP&S
Hella Pannewig, Assistant City Attorney

Lesli Ellis, Comprehensive Planning Manager

Susan Meissner, Administrative Assistant I1I

Chandler Van Schaack, Planner I

Elaine McLaughlin, Senior Planner

Bev Johnson, Senior Planner

Chris Meschuk, Senior Planner

David Thompson, Transportation Planner

Heidi Hansen, Civil Engineer I1

Sam Assefa, Senior Urban Designer

Edward Stafford, Development Review Manager for PW
Marni Ratzel, Senior Transportation Planner

Kathleen Bracke, GO Boulder Manager

1.CALL TO ORDER
Chair, A. Brockett, declared a quorum at 5:05 p.m. and the following business was
conducted.

2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

On a motion by J. Gerstle and seconded by J. Putnam, the Planning Board voted 7-0 to approve
the May 15, June 5 and June 19, 2014 minutes as amended (L. Payton abstained from the
approval of the June 19, 2014 minutes).

3. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
No one from the public spoke.
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4. DISCUSSION OF DISPOSITIONS, PLANNING BOARD CALL-
UPS/CONTINUATIONS

A. Call Up: Wetland Permit LUR2014-00041, Sombrero Marsh Restoration. Expires

07/21/2014

B. Call Up: Minor Subdivision Review 1401 Kalmia LUR2014-00020. Expires

07/21/2014

C. Call Up: Staff Level Site Review Amendment (LUR2013-00059) and Final Plat

(TEC2013-00073). Expires 7/22/2014

C. Gray, J. Gerstle and L. May called up item 4C. It will be added to a Planning

Board agenda within the next 60 days.

5. PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS

A. SITE REVIEW AMENDMENT for development of an existing surface parking
lot into a 163 room Residence Inn hotel at the Village Shopping Center, case no.
LUR2013-00057. The planned extended stay hotel is located on an approximate

1.65 acre site on the southwest corner of Canyon Boulevard and 26th Street in the
Village Shopping Center, 2525 Arapahoe Ave., and 2550 Canyon Blvd. The hotel
is proposed to be 128,346 square feet in a 4-5 story building. Below grade parking

is proposed under the north wing of the hotel along Canyon Boulevard. Podium
parking is proposed on the first floor of the south wing, with surface parking
along the interior west property line. The applicant intends to pursue Vested

Rights per section 9-2-19, B.R.C. 1981

Applicants: Bill Martinic, Stonebridge Properties
Property Owners: Gart Properties

Staff Presentation:
E. McLaughlin presented the item.

Board Questions:

E. McLaughlin answered questions from the board.
D. Thompson answered questions from the board.
K. Bracke answered questions from the board.

C. Ferro answered questions from the board.

H. Pannewig answered questions from the board.

Applicant Presentation:

Tommy Nigro, from Stonebridge Companies, introduced the item.
Steve Newman, from Newman Architecture, presented the item.
Daniel Aizenman, from Stantec Architecture, presented the item.

Board Questions:

Daniel Aizenman, from Stantec Architecture, answered questions from the board.
E. Stafford answered questions from the board
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Public Hearing:
There were no comments from the public.

Board Comments:

Consistency with BVCP:

L. May thought the project is generally moving in the right direction. He liked that the project
was not monolithic and stepped down to four stories along Canyon Boulevard. He was
concerned with the pedestrian quality along Canyon.

J. Gerstle thought that the use and zoning were appropriate for the location. He expressed
concern regarding the pedestrian experience along Canyon, height and setbacks.

J. Putnam agreed that it met the general BVCP policies but was concerned about the pedestrian
experience along Canyon Boulevard.

A. Brockett was a fan of the overall project. He liked that the parking lot would be converted to
an urban use and that the building steps down to four stories on Canyon. He would like to look at
the pedestrian experience.

B. Bowen agreed with the previous comments. He saw the project progress through BDAB and
thought that the building setback and incorporation of cottonwoods were positive but expressed
some concern about the pedestrian experience. He was generally happy with the architecture and
massing, and liked that the lobby height was low.

C. Gray generally thought the design met the BVCP. She liked the lobby design and height
reduction along Canyon, and appreciated that the existing cottonwood trees will remain in place.
She expressed concern about the setback along Canyon and loss of landscaping. She would have
liked to see more parking reductions but understood the limitations. Embed the mechanical
systems in the roof.

L. Payton noted that the Village Shopping Center has a homegrown feel due to the landscaping,
human scale and local businesses and expressed concern that the proposed scale and design do
not relate to the rest of the center. She thought the streetscape may need a few tweaks and asked
that the applicant do everything possible to maintain the health of the cottonwood trees; there are
few that large n Boulder.

Height and Number of Stories:
L. May did not have anything to add to his previous comments.

J. Gerstle had some concerns about the height. He did not feel that the project provided
sufficient community benefit to warrant the additional height. He would like to see a larger
setback along Canyon with landscaping on either side of the sidewalk. He recommended that the
applicant add windows along Canyon for displays; he recognized that retail is not permitted.

L. May suggested that any space above the by-right height be required to be net zero. A wider
setback along Canyon would be appropriate; the current design is too constrained. Modify the
ground use to activate that street and consider moving an active use to the northeast corner to
contribute to the pedestrian experience.
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J. Putnam did not agree with the previous comments. He shared concern about the pedestrian
experience but would prefer to activate it with a public use; it is not necessary to shift the
building program on the ground floor. He thought the surface parking lot posed a greater
problem for activation and that pushing the setback toward Canyon made sense. He noted that
the Village landscaping is currently uninspired in this zone; the proposal is better than what is
there now. He did not have concerns about the height and liked that it stepped back along
Canyon. He did not think that the project would be viable if it were all four stories. Thought
energy consumption is important, it is too much to ask for the additional height to be net zero
without a legislative mandate.

A. Brockett thought that the height was appropriate in this zone. He did not have an issue with
the tighter setback and thought there was sufficient space for trees; wider setbacks feel more
suburban and he thought the urban feel was appropriate in this area. He agreed that more
activation on the north side would be positive but thought that the facade was significantly
articulated and activated with rooms and balconies. He felt comfortable with the fact that this site
and adjacent uses are auto friendly and have internal circulation patterns. He reminded the board
that there is no public benefit requirement for height modifications. They must meet the site
review criteria which do not cite public benefit.

B. Bowen thought the height, massing and setbacks were appropriate and that the articulation
was successful. He appreciated that the design was simplified from previous renditions and
thought the overall design and livability site review criteria were met. There is not enough
program to make the first level more interesting and engaging; instead allow the rooms and
balconies to open to the street. Screen the transformer and parking by more than shrubs.

C. Gray thought that tradeoffs on the site warranted the height modifications. The setback along
Canyon does not need to be the full 20 feet, but more landscaping would make for a better
pedestrian experience. She appreciated that the building pulled the corner back to accommodate
the existing trees. Assure they are given enough space to be viable and are not compromised by
the retaining walls and pathways. She would like to see renewable energy sources used on this
project.

L. Payton was unclear about the open space requirement and recommended that 10% go toward
more space for the trees. She did not think that the context supports a 55 foot building given the
lower neighborhood to the east and noted that a three story hotel was approved for this site seven
years ago. She liked BDAB’s comments but did not think that the design took them into account.
She thought that the design as proposed was too busy, the wall articulation did not succeed in
creating interest and that the three foot setback along Canyon was too narrow. A ten foot setback
could be used to create more organic interest.

L. May agreed with L. Payton about the architecture. He thought that the BDAB comments
were good and that the current design is too busy. Adding layers of complexity does not lead to a
better design. He did not think that the setback, ground level and architecture work well together.

J. Putnam noted that this site sits in the regional center where the city aims to have a more urban
model; higher buildings and tighter setbacks support the goals and context. The Pearl apartment
buildings across the street are much higher. He did not think that the NW corner of the Village
shopping center worked well and could be discussed in the future.
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E. McLaughlin clarified that the setbacks along Canyon are ten feet. There is only a three foot
setback where the side entry canopy protrudes.

L. May noted that the creation of a successful pedestrian experience will require additional
elements in conjunction with the building forward design.

J. Gerstle disagreed with J. Putnam about the height requirements. He thought that it was
appropriate for the Planning Board to determine whether the city would be better off by granting
a height variance.

A. Brockett agreed with J. Gerstle that the board should consider the appropriateness of the
height; per the city’s goals, he thought that this was one of the most appropriate locations for
increased height and density. He agreed with L. Payton that neighborhoods need appropriate
transitions, but noted that this site is far from the neighborhood; there is a row of commercial
buildings on the west side of Folsom between the Village Shopping Center and the
neighborhood.

C. Gray clarified that she was not advocating for parking lots or suburban development. She
thought that some additional landscaping would benefit the pedestrian experience and promote a
feeling of safety along a busy street.

L. May did not think that heights under 55 feet were suburbaban. It is possible to achieve an
urban feel with larger setbacks and lower heights.

L. Payton quoted the design guidelines that views to the west should be protected, buildings
should appear to be permanent and respect Boulder’s small city ambiance. She questioned
whether 55 foot buildings were embraced by the community. This is a good site for infill and we
want to get rid of the parking lot; we should strive to get the best project possible.

B. Bowen noted that buildings with floors that step back are often criticized in Boulder.

C. Gray thought that the criticisms for “wedding cake” buildings that set higher stories back
from the facade normally come from architects. The general public tends to like the friendly and
open feeling that they achieve.

J. Gerstle thought that a step back would be desirable along Canyon and would enhance the
pedestrian experience. He would like to see a 35 foot height along Canyon; it can rise to 55 feet
toward the south.

J. Putnam cautioned there are important tradeoffs and that the board may be asking for too
much. This is not an annexation. A certain density of use is needed to enliven the street. Lower
heights and larger setbacks will reduce the intensity of use, likely creating more suburban
typologies and problems elsewhere.

L. May did not think that everything needed to be built with zero lot lines and at 55 feet to
achieve the city’s transit and other goals.

B. Bowen noted that the applicant has already reduced the heights in several areas, done a lot to
save trees, and worked on the facade to reinforce BDAB’s goals. He did not think that being
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taller was inherently worse. He thought this was a reasonable building design and did not think
that chopping off a story would make the design better.

C. Gray thought the fagade along Canyon was the most successful followed by that along 26™
Street. She liked the step down, cohesiveness and use of materials. If the lobby were turned
toward Canyon, it would feel more suburban.

S. Assefa spoke about the BDAB discussion and review of this building. He noted that the aspect
ratio of the height and setbacks makes a place feel comfortable to pedestrians. He thought that
larger setbacks undermine urban character in this area. The places that most people love have
little to no setbacks.

C. Gray noted that Canyon is a unique street with a variety of zones; this project sits in a
transitional section. She would like to see large trees continued in this section and feared that
Redbuds will feel like shrubs.

L. Payton thought that the projected use of this building would make it feel suburban in
character and bank-like.

S. Assefa thought that it was important to ask what would make the building feel more engaging
to the pedestrian. BDAB struggled with this and requested that the materials be simplified. The
project has come a long way even though it does entirely comply with the full scope of BDAB
comments.

Consistency with BVRC Design Guidelines:
J. Gerstle thought that it would be important to maintain the view and desirable character of the
city. It is subjective and fundamental.

Parking Reduction and Transportation Demand Management:

L. Payton generally supports parking reductions but worried that this one could adversely
impact the grocery store and McGuckin’s. Parking reductions favor young and able bodied
people.

C. Gray supported the parking reduction but cautioned that Le Peep customers would likely use
their parking. She thought it was important that the applicant provide EcoPasses for longer than
two to three years. She did not think that the TDM plans were enforced strongly enough.

B. Bowen would advocate for a larger parking reduction by two or three stalls.

A. Brockett supported the parking reduction.

J. Putnam supported the parking reduction. It would have been helpful to have seen some more
analysis. He thought that a B-Cycle station was helpful, but recommended that a fleet of bicycles
belonging to the hotel could potentially be even better.

J. Gerstle thought the reduction was appropriate and supported the applicant’s provision of
employee Eco-Passes for longer than the allotted three year timeframe.

L. May agreed with a parking reduction; he would like to see an Eco-Pass instated for more than
three years.
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J. Putnam felt uncomfortable requiring that an applicant provide Eco-Passes for longer than
three years because they are tied to RTD. The city does not control their fares, etc. This would
push farther than the board should push.

Trees:

L. Payton asked that the cottonwood trees get a larger buffer; she recommended that the radius
of the buffer equal the tree height. that the additional bugger space could come out of the open
space credit that is given for the streetscape.

B. Bowen thought that the requirement for a drip line buffer was reasonable but would like to see
assure that the roots are protected. Consider using alternatives to retaining walls such as boulders
that would not require frost protection.

A. Brockett felt comfortable with the buffer as proposed because the city arborist approved it.

Site Plan:

B. Bowen would like to see a few modifications to the site plan. The northern setbacks could be
aided by removing two parking stalls. Move the transformer out of the landscaping and place it
behind a screen. Move the egress stair out of the setback to improve the pedestrian experience.
Relocate the crosswalk to the south of the hotel; it will be even more difficult and dangerous
when the building is built. He was okay with the narrow sidewalk along Canyon and noted that
this is already a bad area for biking.

J. Gerstle cycles along the Canyon sidewalk and thought that this could be an opportunity to
improve it.

Energy:

J. Putnam was disappointed that renewable energy options were not discussed or incorporated
on site. Energy efficiency and renewable energy sources need to be clarified in the site review
criteria. He would not deny the application based upon this, but would like to get more clarity for
the future.

L. May did not think that buildings should emit more operational GHGs than their by right
solution.

Architectural Articulation:

L. May thought that the plan looked jumbled and that a previous rendition looked more
cohesive in the overall volume of the building. He said that it is important to place-make and
maximize the quality of projects in the area. He thought that the Canyon fagade was pretty close
but missed the mark.

A. Brockett did not think that the current design took the BDAB comments into account.
L. Payton did not think that the requirement for enduring materials was met because they will

age differently and make the building feel temporary. Simplify by using one type of brick and
more natural materials.
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L. May noted that the buildings at Boulder Junction have a similar stepping quality and variety
of materials. He is afraid that this will look similar.

C. Gray thought that Canyon facade looks okay and that the set back portion will look fine
because it is less visible. She disagreed with L. May’s comment that the previous design was
preferable. Her approval would not hinge on what the applicant does with the south side.

J. Gerstle thought the general design was okay but would prefer to see natural and simpler
materials, a lower height and larger setback from the street. He requested that the applicant
consistently show the bus enclosure on the drawings.

Straw Poll Vote:
L. May would opt for a continuance to give the applicant a chance to respond to the board’s
comments.

J. Gerstle agreed with L. May.

J. Putnam agreed that a continuance would be preferable because he did not think that the
applicant would get four votes to approve the project as is. He would like to approve the project.

A. Brockett and B. Bowen agreed with J. Putnam.

D. Aizenman, architect for the applicant, was given the opportunity to provide some
clarification. The setbacks along Canyon are between 8 and 13.5 feet. The side entrance is the
only place with a three foot setback. The materials are intended to lighten the structure and be
durable. He would be willing to consider changes to the colors and the articulation in the facade.
The building would have an illuminated fagade at night. Juliet balconies were added to the
ground level to activate the fagade. The back fagade has as much brick and landscaping as
possible. He can look into altering the sidewalk and detention pond. He liked the idea of
providing a permeable deck and noted that the setback for the cottonwoods exceeds the trees’
canopy. For context on the height, the applicants considered the adjacent Marriott and Golden
Buff developments for context; both were approved for 55 feet.

Summary of Key Points:
Height:
Three members agreed with the height as presented and four raised concerns.

L. Payton would like to lower the entire hotel to four stories.

C. Gray thought that the height was acceptable as proposed if it were set back further from
Canyon.

J. Gerstle thought the building was too high along Canyon but was okay with 55 feet on the
south side.

L. May thought that the height should be tied to the pedestrian aspect, landscaping and setbacks.
Setback
Three members were okay with the setback as proposed and, four felt it was too small. The board

would support a modest additional setback.
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L. May thought that it should be tied to the height and pedestrian experience.

J. Putnam was fine with the setbacks as proposed but would be open to improving them. He
liked B. Bowen’s recommendation to move the transformer and to provide an area of relief and
art in that area to enhance the pedestrian interest.

A. Brockett agreed with the setbacks as proposed.

C. Gray liked the entry along Canyon as designed. Create a transition to the narrower setback.

J. Gerstle agreed that the entry on Canyon was reasonable.

L. Payton agreed that the entry on Canyon was okay.

Architecture along Canyon

There was general interest in the simplification of form and material. Most of the board members
supported the banding.

B. Bowen thought that the materiality was good and wanted to keep the banding on the brick.
The applicant did a great job of making the elevation work given the nature of the building
program. He asked that they take more of BDAB’s comments into account.

L. May asked that the form and material be simplified and thought the lighter material on the
bump outs made the building look more massive. He recommended that the bump outs use the
same material as the rest of the building. He would like to see an enhanced pedestrian experience

along Canyon.

L. Payton suggested that the same end could be achieved through a cornice or other architectural
elements. She did not like the building articulation.

J. Putnam thought that there were qualitative and quantitative elements that will contribute to
the comfort of the pedestrian.

A. Brockett, with the help of the other Planning Board members, summarized the key issues that
the applicant would need to address in order for the board to consider the height variance. It

appeared that the majority agreed that the resolution of these issues could warrant an approval.

Key Issues along the North Side:
Enhance the pedestrian interest along Canyon Boulevard.

Add a landscaped amenity area near the northwest section that would screen the parking.

Some amount of additional setback on the north side and include enhanced landscaping.

vV Vv Vv Vve

Simplification of form and material.

Show the feasibility for the future incorporation of renewable energy systems on the
building.
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e TDM Plan and Eco Pass
» The board would like to see more details on the TDM Plan and for the applicant to
provide Eco Passes to employees for an additional amount of time. The board
recommended a five year commitment.

e Improve the pedestrian connection along the South side of the Property

On a motion by C.Gray and seconded by J.Putnam the Planning Board voted 7-0 to continue
case number LUR2013-00057 to a future date to be determined.

B. Public hearing and consideration of Annexation and Initial Zoning of Residential
Estate (RE) for the following properties:

1. 4270 19" st.
Applicant: Robert and Elaine Schuman
Owner: Robert and Elaine Schuman

2. 2130 Tamarack Av.
Applicant: Paul and Cindy Baker
Owner: Paul and Cindy Baker

J. Gerstle recused himself from this item.

Staff Presentation:
B. Johnson presented the item.

Board Questions:
B. Johnson answered questions from the board.

Applicant Presentation:
Cindy Baker and Elaine Schuman, the applicants, presented to the board.

Motion:

On a motion by B. Bowen and seconded by C. Gray the Planning Board voted 7-0 to
recommend to City Council approval of the proposed annexation and initial zoning of Estate
Residential (RE) pertaining to request #LUR2014-00046 (4270 19" St.), incorporated this staff
memorandum as findings of fact, subject to the following recommended conditions of approval
for annexation, including the amendment to item 4B of the Annexation Agreement as shown in
handout for Agenda Item 5B::

1. Requirements Prior to First Reading of the Annexation Ordinance. Prior to the
scheduling of first reading of the annexation ordinance, the Applicants shall do the
following:

A. Annexation Agreement. The Applicants will sign the Agreement.

B. Title Work. The Applicants will provide the City with title work current to within
30 days of signing this Agreement.

C. Written Descriptions. The Applicants shall provide a written description of any
nonconforming uses and/or nonstandard buildings existing on each Property, if
any.
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D. Easement Dedication. The Applicants shall dedicate to the City, in fee and at no
cost, 10.5 feet of right-of-way along the length of the west line of the Property for
19" Street.

E. Right-of-Way Dedication. The Applicants shall dedicate to the City, in fee and at
no cost, 15 feet of right-of-way along the length of the east line of the Property.

2. Connection Requirements. Prior to connection to the City’s water and/or sanitary
sewer mains, the Applicants shall:

A. Submit an application to connect to the City’s water and/or sanitary sewer mains
that meets the requirements of Chapters 11-1 and 11-2, B.R.C. 1981.

B. Pay all applicable fees and charges associated with a service line connection to
water and/or sanitary sewer mains, including water and wastewater plant
investment fees, stormwater and flood management plant investment fees, right-of
way, water, and wastewater permit fees, installation fees, and tap fees.

C. Construct the individual service line that will connect the Applicants’ existing
residence to the City’s water and/or wastewater mains.

D. Pay any assessments, including but not limited to the following:

Water Main $ 636.00
Sewer Main $ 954.00
Stormwater and Flood PIF $19,967.58

E. Execute a Promissory Note and Deed of Trust, if Applicants selected Payment
Option #B, as described under Paragraph 3.B.i below.

3. Payment Options and Requirements for Fees, Taxes, and Public Improvement Costs.

The Applicants select Option #B set forth below.

B. Option #B: Payment Plan. The Applicants shall connect to City water and
sanitary sewer mains within 180 days after the effective date of the annexation
ordinance, shall comply with the terms of Paragraph 3 above except that the costs,
fees and any assessments described in Paragraph 3 shall be paid in accordance
with the terms of the following payment plan:

1. Prior to connection to the City’s water and/or sewer mains, the Applicants
shall execute a Promissory Note and a Deed of Trust securing said Note and
encumbering the Applicants’ Property in the principal amount to cover the
amounts set forth in Paragraph 3 above. The Note will have a simple interest rate
of 3.25 percent per annum, payable in 10 annual installments of principal and
interest beginning on October 1, 2015.

The City Manager may, in her discretion, approve a different time for connection
to City water and sanitary sewer mains provided the Applicants demonstrate
reasonable diligence to comply with the 180-day deadline and good cause for the
extension. The City Manager, in her discretion, may approve for good cause a
different time for payment of the first of the 10 annual installments of principal
and interest.

C. City of Boulder Design and Construction Standards. Any other public improvements
that are required to be constructed by the terms of this Agreement shall be constructed
in accordance with the requirements of the City of Boulder Design and Construction
Standards.
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1.

. Use of Existing Wells. The City agrees not to prohibit the Applicants from using

existing wells for irrigation purposes, even if the Property is served by the City water
utility. Under no circumstances may existing wells be used for domestic water
purposes once the Applicants have connected to city water utility. No person is
allowed to make any cross connections between a well and the City’s municipal water
utility. The Parties agree that there shall not be any type of connection between any
well and the City water system serving the Property.

Applicants Responsible for Legal Disconnection of On-site Wastewater System. If
the Applicants decide to continue to use an existing on-site wastewater system, the
Applicants agree that they will connect to the adjacent sanitary sewer main, in
accordance with Section 11-2-9, B.R.C. 1981, upon any declaration by Boulder
County Public Health to cease and desist using the on-site wastewater system or other
declaration that the on-site wastewater system constitutes a threat to the public health.
Currently, under Boulder County Public Health Department policy, all on-site
wastewater system must be permitted and approved by 2023. At that time, any
resident still using an on-site wastewater system must either have their system
permitted and approved, or connect to the adjacent sanitary sewer main. At the time
of any disconnection of the on-site wastewater system and connection to the City’s
sanitary sewer main, the Applicants are required to abandon the existing on-site
wastewater system in accordance with Boulder County Public Health and State of
Colorado regulations.

Historic Drainage. The Applicants agree to convey drainage from the Property in an
historic manner that does not materially and adversely affect abutting properties.

Ditch Company Approval. If the Property is abutting an existing irrigation ditch or
lateral, the Applicants agree not to relocate, modify, or alter the ditch or lateral until
and unless written approval is received from the appropriate ditch company.

Existing Nonstandard Buildings and/or Nonconforming Uses. Existing, nonstandard
buildings and/or nonconforming uses will be allowed to continue to be occupied and
operated in the City of Boulder. The Applicants shall identify existing nonstandard
buildings and/or nonconforming uses at the time of annexation to be considered a legal
use under this Agreement. The Applicants and the City agree that this section shall not
be construed to permit the Property to constitute a nuisance or to cause a hazard under
the City’s life safety codes.

New Construction. The Applicant shall ensure that all new construction commenced
on the Property after annexation shall comply with all City of Boulder laws, taxes,
and fees, except as modified by this Agreement. Any new structure shall front on
19th Street, with the front door and front yard facing 19" Street. Any new garages
shall be designed so that garage doors do not dominate the front facade of the
structure. Garage doors shall be located no less than 20 feet behind the principle
plane of the primary structure.

Providing Permanently Affordable Housing. For each additional dwelling unit on
the Property that is not deed-restricted as a permanently affordable residence
consistent with the requirements of Chapter 9-13, “Inclusionary Housing,” B.R.C.
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1981, the Applicant shall pay twice the applicable cash-in-lieu amount as required per
each market unit in that chapter to the City. This amount is payable prior to issuance
of a building permit for each new dwelling unit that is not deed-restricted as a
permanently affordable residence consistent with the requirements of Chapter 9-13,
“Inclusionary Housing,” B.R.C. 1981. The parties acknowledge that the Property has
the equivalent of one habitable dwelling unit on such Property at the time of
annexation.

On a motion by B. Bowen and seconded by C. Gray the Planning Board voted 7-0 to

recommend to City Council approval of the proposed annexation and initial zoning of Estate

Residential (RE) pertaining to request #LUR2014-00047 (2130 Tamarack Av.), incorporated this

staff memorandum as findings of fact, subject to the following recommended conditions of

approval for annexation, including the amendment to item 4B of the Annexation Agreement as

shown in handout for Agenda Item 5B:

1.

Requirements Prior to First Reading of the Annexation Ordinance. Prior to the
scheduling of first reading of the annexation ordinance, the Applicants shall do the
following:

A. Annexation Agreement. The Applicants will sign this Agreement.

B. Title Work. The Applicants will provide the City with title work current to within
30 days of signing this Agreement.

C. Written Descriptions. The Applicants shall provide a written description of any
nonconforming uses and/or nonstandard buildings existing on the Property, if any.

D. Easement Dedications. The Applicants shall dedicate to the City, at no cost, a
flood control easement from 60 feet on either side of the centerline of Fourmile
Canyon Creek as shown on Exhibit B of the annexation agreement. The
easement shall be in a form acceptable to the city manager. The easement will
exclude any principal building containing a dwelling unit on the lot within the
flood control easement area that is existing at the time of annexation.

Connection Requirements. Prior to connection to the City’s water and/or sanitary
sewer mains, the Applicants shall:

A. Submit an application to connect to the City’s water and/or sanitary sewer mains
that meets the requirements of Chapters 11-1 and 11-2, B.R.C. 1981.

B. Pay all applicable fees and charges associated with a service line connection to
water and/or sanitary sewer mains, including water and wastewater plant
investment fees, stormwater and flood management plant investment fees, right-of
way, water, and wastewater permit fees, installation fees, and tap fees.

C. Construct the individual service line that will connect the Applicants’ existing
residence to the City’s water and/or wastewater mains.

D. Pay any assessments, including but not limited to the following:

Water Main $11,356.91
Sewer Main $ 8,465.50
Street $ 7,604.49
Stormwater and Flood PIF $6,742.38
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E. Execute a Promissory Note and Deed of Trust, if Applicants selected Payment
Option #B, as described under Paragraph 3.B.i below.

3. Payment Options and Requirements for Fees, Taxes, and Public Improvement Costs.

The Applicants select Option #B set forth below.

B. Option #B: Payment Plan. The Applicants shall connect to City water and
sanitary sewer mains within 180 days after the effective date of the annexation
ordinance, shall comply with the terms of Paragraph 3 above except that the costs,
fees and any assessments described in Paragraph 3 shall be paid in accordance
with the terms of the following payment plan:

1. Prior to connection to the City’s water and/or sewer mains, the Applicants
shall execute a Promissory Note and a Deed of Trust securing said Note
and encumbering the Applicants’ Property in the principal amount to
cover the amounts set forth in Paragraph 2 above. The Note will have a
simple interest rate of 3.25 percent per annum, payable in 10 annual
installments of principal and interest beginning on October 1, 2015.

The City Manager may, in her discretion, approve a different time for connection
to City water and sanitary sewer mains provided the Applicants demonstrate
reasonable diligence to comply with the 180-day deadline and good cause for the
extension. The City Manager, in her discretion, may approve for good cause a
different time for payment of the first of the 10 annual installments of principal
and interest.

4. City of Boulder Design and Construction Standards. Any other public improvements
that are required to be constructed by the terms of this Agreement shall be constructed
in accordance with the requirements of the City of Boulder Design and Construction
Standards.

5. Use of Existing Wells. The City agrees not to prohibit the Applicants from using
existing wells for irrigation purposes, even if the Property is served by the City water
utility. Under no circumstances may existing wells be used for domestic water
purposes once the Applicants have connected to city water utility No person is
allowed to make any cross connections between a well and the City’s municipal water
utility. The Parties agree that there shall not be any type of connection between any
well and the City water system serving the Property.

6. Applicants Responsible for Legal Disconnection of On-site Wastewater System. If
the Applicants decide to continue to use an existing on-site wastewater system, the
Applicants agree that it will connect to the adjacent sanitary sewer main, in
accordance with Section 11-2-9, B.R.C. 1981, upon any declaration by Boulder
County Public Health to cease and desist using the on-site wastewater system, or
other declaration that the on-site wastewater system constitutes a threat to the public
health. Currently, under Boulder County Public Health Department policy, all on-site
wastewater system must be permitted and approved by 2023. At that time, any
resident still using an on-site wastewater system must either have their system
permitted and approved, or connect to the adjacent sanitary sewer main. At the time
of any disconnection of the on-site wastewater system and connection to the City’s
sanitary sewer main, the Applicants are required to abandon the existing on-site
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wastewater system in accordance with Boulder County Public Health and State of
Colorado regulations.

7. Historic Drainage. The Applicants agree to convey drainage from the Property in an
historic manner that does not materially and adversely affect abutting properties.

8. Ditch Company Approval. If the Property is abutting an existing irrigation ditch or
lateral, the Applicants agree not to relocate, modify, or alter the ditch or lateral until
and unless written approval is received from the appropriate ditch company.

9. Existing Nonstandard Buildings and/or Nonconforming Uses. Existing, nonstandard
buildings and/or nonconforming uses will be allowed to continue to be occupied and
operated in the City of Boulder. The Applicants shall identify existing nonstandard
buildings and/or nonconforming uses at the time of annexation to be considered a legal
use under this Agreement. The Applicants and the City agree that this section shall not
be construed to permit the Property to constitute a nuisance or to cause a hazard under
the City’s life safety codes.

10. New Construction. The Applicant shall ensure that all new construction commenced
on the Property after annexation shall comply with all City of Boulder laws, taxes,
and fees, except as modified by this Agreement. Any new structure shall front on
Tamarack Avenue, with the front door and front yard facing Tamarack Avenue. Any
new garages shall be designed so that garage doors do not dominate the front facade
of the structure. Garage doors shall be located no less than 20 feet behind the
principle plane of the primary structure.

11. Flood Control Easement Conditions.

A. The City will allow existing accessory structures identified in the agreement to
remain within the Flood Control Easement Area until removed, destroyed,
demolished, or relocated.

B. The City can require removal of pre-existing accessory buildings if removal of
such buildings is required to implement a specific flood mitigation project.

C. The Applicants shall neither construct any new buildings nor rebuild or
reconstruct any pre-existing accessory buildings within the Flood Control
Easement Area.

12. Providing Permanently Affordable Housing. For each additional dwelling unit on the
Property that is not deed-restricted as a permanently affordable residence consistent with
the requirements of Chapter 9-13, “Inclusionary Housing,” B.R.C. 1981, the Applicant
shall pay twice the applicable cash-in-lieu amount as required per each market unit in that
chapter to the City. This amount is payable prior to issuance of a building permit for
each new dwelling unit that is not deed-restricted as a permanently affordable residence
consistent with the requirements of Chapter 9-13, “Inclusionary Housing,” B.R.C. 1981.
The parties acknowledge that the Property has the equivalent of one habitable dwelling
unit on such Property at the time of annexation.

C. Public hearing to receive feedback on proposed changes to the Parking Standards of
Title 9, “Land Use Code,” B.R.C. 1981 relative to 1) identified inconsistencies and
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standards that are often problematic and require update and 2) new bicycle parking
standards by land use. The proposed changes were identified as part of the Access
Management and Parking Strategy (AMPS) process relative to parking citywide.

Staff Presentation:
K. Guiler and M. Ratzel presented the item.

Board Questions:
K. Guiler answered questions from the board.
Bill Fox, the transportation consultant, answered questions from the board.

Public Hearing:
No one from the public spoke.

Board Comments:

C. Gray expressed concern that Topic 2: Driveway Parking Standards would encourage people
to park over the sidewalk. For Topic 7, she wanted to assure that there would not be unintended
consequences.

Topic 7: Simplifying Parking Requirements for Restaurants, Brewpubs and Taverns

L. May wanted to assure that restaurant seating patterns were taken into account and questioned
whether the number of people at a restaurant changes depending on the weather; the client base
may just move between interior and exterior seats.

A. Brockett noted that this could significantly raise the parking requirements for businesses. He
requested more analysis and examples to provide a better understanding of the ramifications.

J. Putnam agreed with A. Brockett. He would like to see more analysis to avoid unintended
consequences.

A. Brockett recommended restricting the percentage of restaurants by square footage. Develop
tiers depending on the number of restaurants.

Topic 1: Updating RH-1 Parking Standards
C. Gray opposed the addition of curb cuts for homes with access to an alley; she felt that they
decrease the walkability of neighborhoods.

L. May thought C. Gray’s point was legitimate. Remove curb cuts where alley access is
available.

L. Payton disagreed with C. Gray’s comment about curb cuts. She did not want to create
conflict where none currently exist.

B. Bowen recommended that the revised code remove the parking requirement for projects with
60% or more one-bedroom units.

J. Gerstle was interested in learning more about this and requested additional analysis on this
topic.
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J. Putnam suggested moving B. Bowen’s parking reduction recommendation to Phase 2 unless
information is already readily available.

L. May noted that this could perform differently based upon the location.

Topic 2: Making Driveway Parking Standards for RL-2 Consistent with other Districts
A. Brockett noted that the board previously received a great deal of analysis on RH-2 parking
standards that were virtually identical to the proposed RH-1 parking standards. This is a
simplified version of that, therefore he felt comfortable with this proposal.

Topic 3: Specifying Non-Residential Parking Requirements in the RH-6 Zoning District
The board felt comfortable with topic three.

Topic 4: Updating Accessible Parking Requirements

A. Brockett looked at NCA117.1, the ADAG. Both documents specifiy the size, arrangement
and clearances requirement for the stalls, but they do not specify the number. The ADA specifies
the number. He thought it was either one or both.

J. Putnam thought the concept made sense but prior to approval he would want to assure that the
federal standard is keeping up with Boulder’s demographics.

Topic 5: Reducing the Parking Rate for Low Parking Demand Nonresidential Land Uses
The board felt comfortable with topic five.

Topic 6: Simplifying Parking Standards for Retail Centers (Restaurants, Brewpubs and
Taverns)

A. Brockett noted that restaurants currently require more parking than other retail uses. He
suggested restricting the percentage of restaurants by square footage. Include two or three tiers.
Reduce the complexity.

Topic 8: Add Duplex to Single Family Detached
The board saw little distinction between single family residential and duplexes.

C. Gray wanted to avoid unintended consequences in locations such as the Hill. She
recommended that staff discuss this concept with neighbors on the Hill. Nonconforming
duplexes could reduce the parking requirements.

B. Bowen noted that this is currently a hole in the code. There is not currently a requirement.

C. Gray cited an email from her neighbor that that there are many VRBO rentals and old
properties that have been turned into apartments where parking requirements are not enforced.

B. Bowen asked that there be requirements to make parking lots more user friendly. Add
sidewalks, and increase tree count and hardscape permeability requirements.

C. Gray exited the meeting at 11:06pm.

Bike Parking Code Requirements and Design Standards:
J. Putnam noted that hotels may not need the same bike rack requirements and suggested that
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outlets for electric bikes be added to the standards. He also recommended drafting standards for
bike repair spaces in housing complexes with smaller unit sizes.

J. Gerstle agreed with J. Putnam’s hotel comment.

A. Brockett commented on the difference between office and retail bike parking requirements.
Office bike parking should have a 50:50 short term and long term bike parking ratio with the
exception of medical offices; they behave more like retail spaces.

B. Bowen thought that this was fantastic and applauded staff for going this far with the revisions.

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

L. Payton asked whether it would be possible to add and automatic “PB” prefix to the
subject line of all emails addressed to boulderplanningboard. S. Meissner will look into this
with IT.

L. May requested that packets be loaded onto the staff laptop for reference. He asked to
schedule a retreat to discuss some earmarked items. He will send them to the board via email.

B. Bowen noted that BDAB is interested in having some walking tours and events with the
Planning Board. They are revising the Downtown Design Guidelines.

7. DEBRIEF MEETING/CALENDAR CHECK
C. Ferro noted that we will likely have 3 to four meetings for the next few months.
August 28" may need to be added to accommodate the call up item from tonight. S.
Meissner will poll the board on dates.

8. ADJOURNMENT
The Planning Board adjourned the meeting at 11:45 p.m.

APPROVED BY

Board Chair

Date
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ATTACHMENT B

Attachment B: SITE REVIEW CRITERIA CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS

(1) Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan:

N (A)

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

The project site is located within one of three regional activity centers as identified within the BVCP on
page 20,

“Boulder’s commercial, entertainment, educational and civic centers are focused in concentrated nodes of
activities at a variety of scales distributed throughout the community. At the highest level of intensity are
the city’s three regional centers. They form a triangle at Boulder’s geographic center: the Historic
Downtown, the Boulder Valley Regional Center (BVRC), and the University of Colorado (CU) with the
University Hill business district, which also serves as a neighborhood center for the surrounding area.
Each regional center has a distinct function and character, provides a wide range of activities and draws
from the entire city as well as the region.”

The site has a BVCP land use designation of Regional Business, defined as:

“Within these areas are located the major shopping facilities, offices, financial institutions, and government
and cultural facilities serving the entire Boulder Valley and abutting communities. These areas will
continue to be refurbished and upgraded and will remain the dominant focus for major business activities
in the region.”

The project site is zoned Business Regional-1, which is defined as:

“Business centers of the Boulder Valley, containing a wide range of retail and commercial operations,
including the largest regional-scale businesses, which serve outlying residential development; and where
the goals of the Boulder Urban Renewal Plan are implement” (section 9-5-2(c)(2)(1), B.R.C. 1981).

The proposed hotel serves regional needs by permitting visitors to stay within Boulder rather than commute in from
hotels in other outlying areas while visiting. As a part of the Boulder Valley Regional Center, the site is in close
proximity to the restaurants and retail at the Village Shopping Center, Twenty-Ninth Street, as well as downtown
Boulder. The hotel, offering extended stay opportunities, is also in proximity to employment centers of the
downtown, the university, and those east of 30t Street for visiting professionals. The development proposal has
been found to be consistent with the following BVCP policies:

2.03 Compact Development Pattern

2.05 Design of Community Edges and Entryways
2.17 Variety of Activity Centers

2.18 Role of the Central Area

2.21 Commitment to a Walkable and Accessible City
2.22 Improve Mobility Grid

2.23 Trail Corridors/Linkages

2.30 Sensitive Infill and Redevelopment

2.32 Physical Design for People

2.33 Environmentally Sensitive Urban Design
2.34 Importance of Street Tress and Streetscape
2.35 Outdoor Lighting/Light Pollutions

2.37 Enhanced Design for Private Sector Projects

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
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the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan, then the maximum density permitted on the site shall not exceed the

lesser of:

Not applicable.

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

N/A (ii) The maximum number of units that could be placed on the site without waiving or varying any of the

requirements of chapter 9-8, "Intensity Standards," B.R.C. 1981.

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

To meet BVCP policies related to design for the public realm at a human scale, the applicant is proposing a
building with a high density residential appearance, with facades of high quality finish materials and buildings with
reduced setbacks along the street. This will help to establish a more urban streetscape for an area that today is
an existing parking lot.

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

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

(i)

NVA (ii

N (i)

(iv)

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

Open space provided meets the required 20 percent, and is slightly over that requirement. One of the key
open space features is utilization of the iconic corner trees as an urban design amenity. Because the trees
have community value the applicant redesigned the building to enfold the area encompassed by the trees
into an outdoor patio area and amenity for the site rather than removing the trees that have become a
familiar and well-regarded element at the entry to the Village Shopping Center.

Useable open space is also provided by the streetscapes that are planned to be urban in configuration, as
well as interior fitness facilities within the building.

Private open space is provided for each detached residential unit;
The development proposal does not include residential units.

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;

The applicant is preserving the healthy, long-lived trees on the site and including them as an amenity into
the site plan.

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

Acknowledging the regional activity center location of the site, the proposed preservation of the mature
trees in an open space area will allow these amenities to continue to provide a relief to the density of the
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(v)

N (vi)

N (vii)

project and the surroundings. The purpose of the open space will not only be to provide a functional,
outdoor space serving the hotel, but will allow the iconic character of the trees to remain at the entry to the
Village Shopping Center.

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

The streetscapes provide a more appealing walkable context than exists today and while these areas can
account for just 10 percent of the required open space, they do serve as a recreational amenity in an
urban context. Similarly, while the area encompassed by the indoor recreational facilities that include the
fitness room and indoor swimming pool can account for just 25 percent of the usable open space for the
site, they will serve as recreational amenities for the users of the site as is required in this criteria.

The open space provides a buffer to protect sensitive environmental features and natural areas;
The site plan protects the sensitive environmental features of the large mature trees by providing a buffer
around the drip line of the trees from the building and amenitizing the buffer to utilize it as an outdoor patio
space.

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

The enhanced streetscapes will integrate into the existing urban fabric and the larger, city-wide walkway
system.

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

uses)

v (C) Landscaping

i)

V(i)

V(i)

V()

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 location of the existing mature trees is planned to be augmented with plantings and landscape
materials. There are other open space areas along the internal access drive that serve as drainage
facilities which are augmented with landscape plantings to create variety in appearance.

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;

The existing, mature trees will be preserved on the site and integrated into the site plan.

The project provides significant amounts of plant material sized in excess of the landscaping
requirements of sections 9-9-12, "Landscaping and Screening Standards" and 9-9-13, "Streetscape
Design Standards," B.R.C. 1981;

The proposed landscape plan includes a variety of plant materials in excess of the landscape
requirements.

The setbacks, yards, and useable open space along public rights-of-way are landscaped to provide
attractive streetscapes, to enhance architectural features, and to contribute to the development of
an attractive site plan.

The proposed landscape plan will create attractive streetscapes especially along Canyon Boulevard and
26t Street to enhance the architecture.
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(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)

(i

V(i)

¥ (iv)

y(v)

¥ (vi)

N (vii)

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

The site is accessed by 26t Street, a private street that has a distinct curve at the site that naturally slows
vehicular traffic. With the parking lot located primarily within a structure or below grade, there is a
physical separation between the parking and the streets.

Potential conflicts with vehicles are minimized,;

The proposed structured parking serves to minimize conflicts with pedestrians. Today, there are four curb
cuts into the surface parking lot on the site. With the proposed project, there will be two curb cuts that will
channel the flow of traffic within this area of the Village Shopping Center. The streetscapes along 26t
Street and Canyon Boulevard have detached walkways with planting beds to separate pedestrians from
autos.

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,
pedestrian ways and trails;

The existing 26t Street is designed with a pronounced “S” curve at the southeast corner of the site. This
inherently slows traffic. In addition, streetscape improvements along 26t Street and Canyon Boulevard
are designed enhance the current pedestrian experience and provide access to nearby multi-use paths.

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;

Given the location of the project site that is in proximity to retail and downtown, location of six bus stops,
including two super stops nearby, the proposed project augments existing eight-foot, detached walkways
to encourage access to transportation alternatives. In addition, the applicant is requesting a 36 percent
parking reduction for the project given the proximity to services, bus transit, and enhanced walkways.

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

Given the location on the project site and various improvements, including bike parking, and proximity to

bus transit stops, the development proposal was found to support multi-modal transit opportunities that, in
turn, encourage a shift away from SOV use.

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

The development integrates into existing urban grid which includes multi-use paths and augmented
streetscapes as a part of the project to provide connectivity to the larger, city-wide trail system.

The amount of land devoted to the street system is minimized,;

Where the site today has four curb cuts into a surface parking lot, the redeveloped site will have two, and
place the majority of parking within structures and below grade.
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N_(viii) The project is designed for the types of traffic expected, including, without limitation, automobiles,
bicycles, and pedestrians, and provides safety, separation from living areas, and control of noise
and exhaust.

The development proposal provides the infrastructure to support multiple types of traffic, including
automobiles, buses, bicycles and pedestrians by providing sidewalk and multi-use path connections to the
surrounding bus stops.

\_(E) Parking

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

Parking is provided within a below-grade, and podium style parking structure internal to the site where
traffic is essentially removed from the surface and channeled into the structure below.

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

Parking is provided below grade and within a parking structure with minimal surface parking.

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

Parking is provided in a below grade parking structure and otherwise the surface parking lot lighting will
meet the city’s dark skies ordinance.

N (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.

The landscape plans illustrate that the surface parking lot has landscaping and screening that will provide
shade. The planned building will also provide shade on the surface parking lot.

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

N (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 built environment surrounding the site is varied. The Village Shopping Center has been in the present
location for approximately 40 years with a variety of architectural styles, massing and scale. There is an
inline retail development across Canyon Boulevard as well as the four story Water Street office building,
the five story Hub Apartments and the recently approved four and five story hotels at 28t and Canyon
Boulevard. There is also a five story Marriott Hotel located east of the site, built in the 1980s. The
proposed building is oriented to the street with reduced setbacks, at-grade building entries, and a high
density residential appearance with appropriately scaled windows and doors facing the street. Given the
intent of the Boulder Valley Regional Center (BVRC), one of three BVCP-identified “regional activity
centers” within the city to establish buildings located close to the street with “parking behind and/or beside
the buildings” the application is consistent with the criteria for the character established by an adopted plan
for the area.

Because the project is subject to the BVRC Design Guidelines, many of the guidelines are focused on
creating pedestrian oriented urban infill development such as locating buildings close to the street and
maximizing street frontage of buildings. The building’s configuration of aligning the building face along the
street meets the intent of the guidelines. Similarly, the development proposal meets the intent of several
BVRC Design Guidelines for minimizing surface parking, as noted on page 6 of the BVRC guidelines it
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V(i)

R ()

states, “reducing the predominance of surface parking lots in the BVRC will necessitate more above,
grade, and below ground parking structures.”

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;

There are several buildings in near proximity to the site that are in excess of the maximum permitted
height (35 feet) and that range in height from 34 feet to over 55 feet, including the Water Street building
immediately across Canyon Boulevard, The HUB apartments on 26t Street and the approved hotel
redevelopment at 28t and Canyon, the older buildings of which are in excess of

55 feet. While there are a number of buildings within the Village Shopping Center that are one and two
stories maximum, the proposed building, with the building forward design helps to knit together the
pedestrian orientation of the shopping center.

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

The project site is located at the southwest corner of Canyon Boulevard and 26% Street, and as such the
shadows cast by the buildings are onto the streets rather than adjacent property. The exception is the
property to the west of the site. However, additional setback is planned on the west side of the property
that will allow greater sunlight into the property to the west. The project site is located within Solar Area Ill
where solar access is intended to protect rooftops of adjacent buildings. The development proposal will
not impede the potential for adjacent properties to utilize solar energy as indicated by the solar analysis.

There is an existing view of the Flatirons toward the southwest though not from an adjacent property but
from the intersection of 26t and Canyon Boulevard. That view will no longer be apparent when the building
is constructed on the surface parking lot. This would be true with a two to three-story, 35 foot tall building
as well. To the northeast, a new 55 foot tall building is also proposed, in that context, with the distance
separation from the proposed building some views may be captured within the new hotel.

Existing corner with trees and viewshed

¥ (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 defined not only by architecture, but by use. The redevelopment of the site as
a more urban-configured hotel in proximity to the Village Shopping Center, the downtown, the Twenty
Ninth Street retail development, and office with employers east of 30 street is compatible with the area.
The character of the area architecturally is varied given the development of the area over time. More
contemporary buildings have been built in recent years or have been approved and the contemporary
character of the hotel will fit within this context.
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N (vi)

N/A (vii)

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;

The proposed building is planned to be built up to the street with architectural details and fenestration that
provides pedestrian interest. As initially proposed, the drop off area for the hotel was planned as a
vehicular entry with a broad “U-shaped” vehicular porte-cochere that accessed the hotel entry. As
redesigned the access to the hotel is in a more pedestrian oriented configuration with a drop off lane along
the roadway and a deep, contemporary overhang to access the hotel’s entry. The intent in the redesign
was to create a more human, pedestrian oriented access into the hotel. This orientation is augmented by
contemporary design detailing at the front entry.

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

The development proposal includes augmenting the streetscapes along both 26t Street (a private internal
street serving the Village Shopping Center) as well as along Canyon Boulevard, with new walkways
provided along both streets .

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;

Not applicable; the development proposal is not residential.

N/A (viii) For residential projects, noise is minimized between units, between buildings, and from either on-

¥ (ix)

¥ (x)

¥ (xi)

site or off-site external sources through spacing, landscaping, and building materials;
Not applicable; the development proposal is not residential.
A lighting plan is provided which augments security, energy conservation, safety, and aesthetics;

Although a preliminary lighting plan was submitted showing the types and location of the proposed lighting
a formal lighting plan meeting the requirements of section 9-9-16, “Lighting, Outdoor,” will be required at
the time of Technical Document.

The project incorporates the natural environment into the design and avoids, minimizes, or
mitigates impacts to natural systems;

The proposed project incorporates the long-lived healthy trees that exist on the site into the site design
and avoid impacting the trees by keeping the development setback outside of the drip-line of the trees.

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

Per the July 17, 2014 public hearing, the applicant has agreed to provide necessary electrical conduit
rough-in for possible future rooftop photovoltaic panels to help meet this review criteria. In addition,

the recently adopted City of Boulder Building Code is considered very aggressive and requires that new
buildings consume 30% less energy than allowed by 2012 International Energy Conservation Code and
the mechanical and electrical systems of the buildings will be designed to the highest possible efficiency.
The applicant has provided a preliminary approach for meeting these standards and is provided in
Attachment C. As noted in the applicant’s written statement for energy efficiency:
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“The Applicant and its design team have developed a special design methodology to address
the requirements of the City of Boulder's new energy code (IECC 2012 +30%). We are working
with a 3rd party engineering consultant to independently create an energy model for the project
and recommend energy saving enhancements for the new building. This is an on-going process
that will continue into the more detailed technical design phase of the project.

The Boulder Residence Inn will be designed with energy efficiency and sustainability as a high
priority. The building envelope will exceed ASHRAE 90.1-2010 and IECC 2012 code
requirements to reduce heating and cooling loads. Ventilation for the guestrooms and corridors
will be pre-heated/cooled with heat recovery from the guestroom restroom exhaust. The water
heaters and kitchen makeup air will be very efficient and use condensing boilers and evaporative
cooling. Ventilation for the parking garage will operate with variable flow to provide continuous
exhaust and ramp up as needed based on the carbon monoxide level. Guestroom VTAC units
will be efficient and provide individual control at each room. The lighting power density will be
better than code and utilize occupancy sensors, and water efficient plumbing fixtures will be
installed.”

N (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 building materials, particularly the use of brick at highly visible areas of the building along Canyon,
26t and at the “terminus” of 26" Street into the Village Shopping Center all utilize brick. Other areas of the
building utilize stucco in varying tones that will provide a richness of appearance.

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

Recognizing that the site is limited in grade, over lot grading will be minimal. However, the development
proposal includes underground parking which will result in significant amount of cutting.

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

Not applicable; the project site is within city limits.

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 Il and Area lll, the buildings
and site design establish a sense of entry and arrival to the City by creating a defined urban edge
and a transition between rural and urban areas.

Not applicable; the project site is within city limits.

N/A (G) Solar Siting and Construction: For the purpose of ensuring the maximum potential for utilization of solar
energy in the City, all applicants for residential site reviews shall place streets, lots, open spaces, and
buildings so as to maximize the potential for the use of solar energy in accordance with the following solar
siting criteria:

Not applicable; the development proposal is not residential.

N/A (H) Additional Criteria for Poles Above the Permitted Height: No site review application for a pole above the
permitted height will be approved unless the approving agency finds all of the following:

n/a_(I) Land Use Intensity Modifications:
Not Applicable: No intensity modification proposed, a maximum 1.78 FAR is proposed where 2.0 FAR is permitted.
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n/a (J) Additional Criteria for Floor Area Ratio Increase for Buildings in the BR-1 District

Not Applicable: No Floor Area Ratio Increase is proposed, a maximum 1.78 FAR is proposed where 2.0 FAR is
permitted.

 (K) Additional Criteria for Parking Reductions: The off-street parking requirements of section 9-9-6, "Parking
Standards,"” B.R.C. 1981.

(i)

(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 applicant is requesting a parking reduction of 10.5 percent: a total of 883 spaces provided with 987 spaces
required.

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

N/A 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;

Not applicable; the development proposal does not include mixed-use residential development.

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

Parking for the hotel would be accommodated by surface and structured parking surrounding the hotel along
with a below grade parking garage, and in some cases, from other parking throughout the Village Shopping
Center. Being surrounded by major roads, any spillover parking from the hotel or other uses on the site on
occasions (e.g., holiday shopping) would be minimal and parking demand for the grocery store has been
adequately accommodated for the past several years. The site has the ability to take advantage of other
modes of travel to access the site, which significantly lowers the need for on-site parking.

The Village has a more neighborhood scale that is connected by existing walkways and multi-use paths to
surrounding neighborhoods and the nearby Boulder Creek trail that encourages bike and pedestrian access.
In addition, the proximity of the hotel to a number of restaurants within the center as well as the Twenty Ninth
Street Mall provide incentive to walk to these uses. The site will be providing more bike parking spaces, both
in the form of long term secure parking and short term surface parking, in excess of the spaces required that
can also decrease the parking demand. The site has direct access to several major bus lines, including the
Hop, the Bolt, the 205 and 206, with a bus stop adjacent to the site and two super stops across the street on
Canyon and on 28! Street. These bus facilities provide direct access to downtown and the Twenty Ninth
Street Mall as well as the university. The applicant’s Transportation Demand Management strategies include
provision of EcoPasses to employees, for five years.

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

Not applicable; the development proposal does not include mixed-use residential development.

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

Because the Village Shopping Center contains a variety of retail, commercial and office uses varying time
periods of peak parking demand occur throughout the day. These varying time periods will accommodate
parking needs given that the parking needs of the hotels within the Village Shopping Center are primarily in at
night; the restaurants vary throughout the day and peak in the evening; and the parking needs of the retailers
in the center are primarily during the day.
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N/A 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.

Not applicable; the parking reduction was not base on the nature of the occupancy.

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

Not applicable; the required parking is being accommodated on site.
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Attachment C: Consistency Analysis with Design Guidelines: BVRC and Boulder Plaza SubArea Plan

Meets
BVCP and BVSP DESIGN GUIDELINE CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS WITH GUIDELINE Guidelne?
BVRC All of these guidelines are related to building placement close to the street to create a street frontage that provides interest to the
P i pedestrian. As noted in the Site Review criteria analysis, the building-forward site design will create pedestrian interest and the will
3.1.B Locate Buildings close to the street help to establish a sense of vibrancy along the streetscape.
3.1.D Maximize the street frontage of buildings
BPSP
2.1. Building Placement
Locate buildings close to the street, with parking behind and/or beside the buildings. Streets lined by
buildings are more interesting to move along, especially for the pedestrian.
Yes
BVCP: 3.1.C. Locate buildings at street corners L .
The corner of the site is anchored by the large iconic trees
. that have been in that location for several decades.
ﬁGatewa.ys/ Corners/Entries _ . o o Determined to be in healthy condition by the city forester
If the property is located at a street intersection, place the main building, or part of the building, at the and the applicant’s consultant, these trees if maintained will
corner. continue to provide a strong sense of place. Because of the
overall need to “balance” the guidelines and the site review
criteria that requires preservation of long lived trees, the
approach taken to the site design of the building was
considered a good design solution.
Therefore, the proposed building “wraps” around the trees Partially
and instead pulls a broad entry overhang toward the street.
While this guideline isn’t met in the strictest sense of the
guideline with the building at the corner, the need to
preserve the trees and establish them as a amenity element
for the building and the shopping center outweighed the need
to pull the building to the corner in this specific context.
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BVRC:
3.1.E. Lay out the site to support pedestrian circulation
Pedestrian circulation should be an integral part of initial site layout, not added after building locations

The proposed site design is integrated into the existing street configuration. The sidewalk widths are augmented as is the streetscape
along the building’s frontage. The site is organized so that the building will frame the street in an area that currently has little or no

. X . . \ . o . definition due to it being a surface parking lot. Yes
and vehicular circulation are determined. Organize the site so that buildings frame and reinforce ’ parking
pedestrian circulation.
3.1.G. Preserve and capitalize on views to the west , , o . o . i o
Inherent in the location of a pedestrian oriented building configuration close to the street is the diminishment of existing views toward
o , the Flatirons from public areas north and east of such a site. While today, views of the Flatirons are obvious, it is the result of a
Locate buildings and open space to preserve and take advantage of views to the west, northwest and surface parking lot. Instead, views toward the west and up Canyon Boulevard toward the mouth of the Canyon will remain.
southwest from public spaces on and near the site such as streets and sidewalks. Partially
BVRC (Open Space Guidelines):
3.1.F. Useable open space should be integral to the plan; The primary open space function is met by the use of the open space created by proteption of the iconic trees. The applicant. hgs taken
3.6.A. Provide useable outdoor open space: the task of maintaining a large area around the drip line of the trees to create an amenity space for the hotel. An outdoor patio is
e : P pace; ) planned to be placed within the area protecting the trees, cantilevered over the root zone. This will allow for use of the space while
3.6.B. Loca.te and qes!gn open space to encourage use, protecting the trees. Because the operating characteristics of the Residence Inn are such that the building operates more like an
3.6.E. Provide furnishings and landscaping in open space; and apartment building, with individual guest kitchens, the patio space will be available for guests to provide an outdoor amenity for the Yes
3.8.A. Provide outdoor furnishings building.
Useable outdoor spaces should be provided that will encourage activity at the street and building
entrances...To ensure that useable open space is well-used, it is essential to carefully locate and
design it.
3.1.K. Provide vehicular and pedestrian links o o , , o ,
The site is within an existing street context that has multi-use paths and walkways that provide transportation links to adjacent
. oo . . . . . roperties, the proposed project will augment the existing context.
Provide transportation links to adjacent properties for automobiles, bicycles and pedestrians. Prop Propesed pre) d d Yes
3.2.A. Internal drives should connect public streets; and
Because this is an existing site within an existing shopping center, there are internal connections out to the public streets that already
3.2.B. Connect with adjacent parking lots or drives exist. The project has enhanced these existing connections with building street faces.
Wherever possible internal access drives should be located to join together existing public streets Yes
and/or connect to adjacent private drives...
BVRC: . N . .
3.3.A. Provide a complete pedestrian network; and 3.3.B. Provide interior pedestrian links to The development proposal |nclude§ augmgntlng eX|s.t|ng walkway connections through expansion of the walkways as well as
adjacent properties enhancement of the streetscape with additional plantings.
Provide a complete network of paths that interconnect building entrances, parking and transit stops,
public sidewalks and crossings, adjacent properties, adjoining off-street paths and any other key Yes

destinations on or adjacent to the site.
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Pedestrian paths are existing, but will be augmented with integrally colored concrete, particularly within the walkway on 26t Street
which is a private street serving the Village Shopping Center.

BVRC

3.3.C. Distinguish and enhance pedestrian paths; 3.3.D. Use distinctive paving;
3.3.E. Provide crosswalks; and

3.3.E. Ensure adequate path widths

Pedestrian paths should be clearly defined and enjoyable to use.

Yes

BVRC:
3.4.H. Ensure bicycle parking is ample and secure; 3.4.B. Locate bike racks where visible and Atotal of 25 bike parking spaces are provided, including short and long term, secure storage. The guideline recommends a total of
convenient: ’ two per 10 vehicle spaces, equivalent to 20 spaces.

and Yes
3.4.C. Provide shelter and lighting for bike parking
Provide two bike parking spaces for every 10 vehicle spaces.

BVRC:
3.5.A. Try to minimize parking needs; and The development proposal has below grade structured parking as well as a 26 percent parking reduction.
3.5.B. Try to provide structured, rather than surface,
parking Yes
City parking regulations allow applicants to request a reduction in their automobile parking
requirement.

BVRC:

3.7.A. Exceed City landscape standards;

3.7.B. Street corners and site entries should have special landscaping;

3.7.C. Pedestrian areas should have special plantings; 3.7.D. Vehicular areas may have larger-
scale plantings; and

The proposed landscape plan includes a variety of plant materials in excess of the landscape requirements in creative plant massings
and mix of species.

3.7.E. Utilize xeriscape techniques Yes
The proposed landscape plan includes a variety of plant materials in excess of the landscape
requirements.
BVRC:
4.1.A. Identify which type of street(s) the development site fronts
4.2.A. Internal through-streets should be pedestrian friendly , , . , o ,
Internal (privately-owned) through-streets should look and function like “A” streets, that is, pedestrian- friendly. | ©@nyon Boulevard is considered an *A” street, as is 26" Street that is an internal, privately owned street. The development proposal
This may be challenging if the drive passes along interior parking lots. Provide a 6 foot-wide walk on both sides utilizes a building forward design that will ephgnce the pedestrian enywonment, mpludmg locating bg|ld|ng entngs and §tore front§ at
. o - ) grade along pedestrian paths as well as utilizing human scale materials and architectural features, including brick, awnings, seating
of the drive. Ensure pedestrian interest along the walk by providing storefronts or windows, street trees, walls. etc.
landscaping, and/or special lighting. Screen or buffer parking lots if possible. On-street parallel parking is ’ Ves

strongly recommended. Also see Guideline 3.2.A.
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BVRC:

5.1.A Break down the mass of the building; and

5.1.C. Transition to adjacent buildings

For human scale and visual interest, break down the mass of the building, horizontally and vertically,
into a hierarchy of volumes...[additionally,] consider varying building height and massing to make a
visual transition to adjacent buildings.

The overall development proposal has been found to be consistent with both the BVRC design guidelines and Site
Review criteria, in that it utilizes a building forward design that enhances the pedestrian level. The applicant has
indicated that the intent of the design character is to be that of a high density residential building. The overall
appearance of the building is residential in character, which is appropriate given the use of the hotel with extended stay
opportunities. Visual interest is provided by the use of varying, compatible brick colors along with contemporary entry
elements.

In the BDAB review of the proposal, the applicant was encouraged to utilize the brick on the majority of the building face
along Canyon Boulevard given the high visibility of that streetface. The applicant further addressed BDAB’s comments
by extending the same colors of brick to the fourth story.

The south elevation is less visible, particularly because the majority of that building elevation faces the “back of the
house” for McGuckin’s Hardware, including the loading dock and trash service. For that elevation, it was suggested that
brick should be placed primarily at the terminus of 26t Street as it curves.

Yes

BVRC:

5.1.E. Intermingle the building interior and exterior

Take “the indoors” outdoors by spilling interior spaces (e.g. dining areas, merchandising displays)
onto walkways and plazas.

The applicant created an “outdoor room” within the area intended for tree protection. The intent is to not only keep the
building from impacting the iconic trees but also to utilize the space as an amenity.

a
A 4

Yes
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BVRC: The main facades of the building are oriented to both 26 Street and Canyon Boulevard. Both sides of the building provide
5.2.A. Orient the building to the street building entrances. Yes
The building should address the street...Orient the main facade to the street, and provide an
entrance(s) on the streetside...In general, for walkability, building or store entrances should occur at
least approximately every 150 feet.
BVRC: The main hotel entrance is emphasized by an elegant roof overhang with a wood ceiling that provides protection for the
—5.2.C. Emphasize building entrances guests arriving from the on-street drop off lane. Yes
Use building massing, special architectural features, and changes in the roof line to emphasize
building entrances.
LOBBY Esg;‘.’f DR&PNCElFF Eg;ENS?_ION OF
T
}_\
BVRC
5:2.D. Avoid large blank walls; standardsze ok, wood aceats, licoo and metal Wal of (e buing are arcuited and efect vt paces it
ggE II;;Zyéieaﬂegzzglg?t::e;e'sl;S:\ngthe ground level; modulating bays. Th,e design of the’building was not found to be a “standardized” corporate Residence Inn design.
.2.F. Desi i uilding;
5.2.G. Standardized designs and foreign styles are discouraged
5.2.1. Use human-scale materials; and
5.2.J. Select high-quality exterior materials
For visual interest, avoid blank wall surfaces longer than approximately 100 horizontal feet and higher Yes
than approximately 20 vertical feet. Effective ways to articulate walls include:
« Vary the building mass to reflect interior spaces;
* Modulate the wall plane with a rhythm of three dimensional forms, like bays, pilasters, recesses
Every building in the BVRC should be a notable, enduring contribution to Boulder’s built environment.
Exterior building materials should convey solidity and permanence.
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%Iarge blank walls: All sides of the building are designed with emphasis placed on the public realm. The “interior” of the site that faces both a
ot ) LT “terminus” point of northbound 26t Street as well as the loading docks for McGuckin's Hardware provide brick and stucco,
5.2.E. Provide pedestrian interest on the ground level; with brick featured more prominently where most visible. Ornamental screens are used on the first floor along the
5.2.F. Design all sides of the building; “internal” street next to the McGuckin’s Hardware for the parking structure.
5.2.G. Standardized designs and foreign styles are discouraged
5.2.1. Use human-scale materials; and
5.2.J. Select high-quality exterior materials
Yes
BVRC
5.3.A. Locate service areas to minimize visibility; 5.3.B. Screen truck areas; The applicant has located the trash service area to be toward the “rear” of the building, accessed off of the service lane that
5.3.C. Enclose trash storage; is adjacent to the McGuckin’s “back of house” that includes trash/recycling storage as well as the loading docks. The utility
5.3.D. Utility boxes and meter should be inconspicuous; and boxes are located within the structured parking. The mechanical screening on the roof is planned as a metal trellis, that has
5.3.E. Minimize the visibility of HVAC systems a subtle appearance.
BVRC
5.2.K. Buildings should be environmentally sound The City of Boulder Building Code requires that new buildings consume 30% less energy than allowed by 2012 International
Energy Conservation Code and the mechanical and electrical systems of the buildings will be designed to the highest
Use environmentally sound building design, construction techniques and materials. possible efficiency. Refer to the end of Attachment D, Energy Efficiency Statement from the applicant for more detailed Yes
information about the applicant’s approach to environmentally sound and energy efficient building construction and
management.
DESIGNOBJECTIVES for “A” streets See response above t0 4.2.A
o Comfortable, lively and interesting for pedestrians Yes
o Buildings line street; minimum of parking lots
adjacent to street
o Facades rich in windows and pedestrian-scale
architectural details
o Qutdoor restaurant/cafe seating and plazas
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ATTACHMENT C

APPLICANT DESIGN REVISION NARRATIVE
August 15, 2014

PROJECT NAME: BOULDER RESIDENCE INN AT VILLAGE SHOPPING CENTER
LOCATION: 2550 CANYON BL

REVIEW TYPE: Site Review

REVIEW NUMBER: LUR2013-00057

Project Description

New urban hotel located on approximately 1.65 acres at the southwest corner of Canyon Boulevard and
26th Street in the Village Shopping Center. The hotel interior area is proposed to be 116,314 s.f. with
163 rooms in a 4 to 5 story above-grade building. Below grade basement parking is proposed under the
north wing of the hotel along Canyon Boulevard. Podium parking is proposed on the first floor of the
south wing along with surface parking along the interior west property line.

Boulder Planning Board Design Issues

The Planning Board identified the following major design issues at its July 17, 2014 meeting and asked
the Applicant to resubmit the project for further Board review:

1. Increase the building setback from the property line along the Canyon Boulevard frontage, move
basement exit stair & transformer away from public sidewalk; add more landscaping and a
second row of trees; improve parking lot landscape screen at northwest corner of property and
add a covered RTD bus shelter.

2. Add all necessary electrical conduit rough-in for a possible future roof mounted photovoltaic
panel array.

3. Continue the public sidewalk from east to west along the project’s south property line to
provide for improved pedestrian connections within the Village Shopping Center.

4. Along the Canyon Boulevard frontage, simplify the building’s north fagcade architectural material
palette and appearance.

5. Revise TDM to extend offering of Eco Pass to employees.

Applicant Response

1. INCREASE CANYON BLVD. SETBACK & OTHER IMPROVEMENTS - The Canyon Boulevard
building setback has been increased by 6 linear feet, enhanced landscaping has been added,
stair & transformer have been relocated and covered bus stop provided. Wider building
setback was achieved by reducing the depth of the hotel rooms facing the street. Please see
sheets A2.1 & A2.1.1 for dimensioned site plan that show how the additional 6’ setback was
created. The increased setback area will be used for additional landscaping between the
building and the sidewalk. See sheets L5.0, L1.0 & L2.0 for the improved landscape design along
Canyon. Also see sheets A5.6 & A5.7 for pedestrian level views of this improved landscaping
area along the Canyon frontage.

BOULDER RESIDENCE INN AT VILLAGE SHOPPING CENTER Page 1
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2. PROVIDE FOR FUTURE PV ARRAY - The Applicant will provide necessary electrical conduit
rough-in for possible future rooftop photovoltaic panels. See sheet A2.4 for possible location of
future rooftop PV array. The Applicant is committed to make the project as energy efficient and
sustainable as possible.

3. CONTINUOUS SOUTH SIDEWALK - The south sidewalk located between the hotel and the
westward extension of 26" Street is now continuous from the property’s southeast corner to
its southwest corner. This was achieved by working with City of Boulder engineering staff to
design a cantilevered sidewalk structure over the edge of the project’s water quality pond. See
sheets L5.0, A4.3 & A5.9 for site plan, section drawings and perspective views showing the
design of this improved pedestrian connection.

4. SIMPLIFY CANYON FACADE ARCHITECTURE - Fagade fronting Canyon has been simplified. This
was accomplished by reducing number of brick colors, reducing the depth of the protruding bay
wall returns by 6 linear feet and lowering the parapet height between 2’ — 3’ at certain locations
along Canyon. At the building’s northeast corner we’ve also added a spandrel glass corner
window to break up the expanse of unarticulated brick. A hotel room bath has always been
located at the building corner and it necessitates the faux window treatment. Sheets A5.3 - A5.7
shows the Applicant’s revised facade design along Canyon. The building’s other facades have
been adjusted to coordinate with the Canyon facade changes.

5. ECO PASS EXTENTED PERIOD — TDM Plan has been revised to extend employer provided Eco
Passes for employees from a period of 3 years to 5 years.

BOULDER RESIDENCE INN AT VILLAGE SHOPPING CENTER Page 2
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Residence Inn at Village Shopping Center
City of Boulder Site Review Submittal
Written Statement

February 17, 2014

Overview

This letter is intended to supplement the description provided with the initial Site Review
submittal for LUR2013-00057 for the PUD Amendment and Platting purposes.

A new urban hotel located on approximately 1.65 acres at the southwest corner of Canyon
Boulevard and 26th Street in the Village Shopping Center. The Residence Inn by Marriott is an
extended stay, limited service hotel. Guest rooms are designed with living, cooking, working
and sleeping spaces that make them attractive to travelers for longer stays. As such, the hotel's
architectural design has a sophisticated urban residential character reminiscent of a city center
townhouse or condominium development.

The hotel has 163 rooms. There are 105 on-site parking spaces split between a basement
parking garage under the hotel's north wing along Canyon Blvd; podium parking below the
hotel's south wing and surface parking along the interior west property line. The ground floor
podium parking is screened by the hotel walls that come all the way down to grade and are
articulated with window openings and perforated metal “green” screens that provide fresh air
ventilation. The western surface parking lot is screened by the hotel, the existing retail building
to the west and a landscaping to the north.

The hotel occupies the corner of Canyon and 26" and the building and its exterior terraces step
forward to engage the Canyon sidewalk zone to create a strong urban edge. A prominent
secure hotel entry is located on Canyon at mid-block with flanking landscaped ground floor
guest room terraces activating this important building facade. An iconic tower element anchors
the hotel’s corner and draws the eye towards the formal Porte Cochere entry courtyard.

The building’s height and shape has been carefully articulated to reduce the scale of the
development. The building floor plan has 3 hotel wings arranged in an H-shape similar to many
classic urban hotels. To reduce building height along the Canyon frontage, the north hotel wing
steps down to a 4-story above grade configuration. The south and center wings are both 5
stories tall.

The building’s exterior facade incorporates a repetitive stepping pattern to create an appealing
play of light and shadow across each elevation. It also breaks the fagade into smaller distinct
vertical elements containing residential size windows that provide a human scale to the
building. Exterior materials pallet includes stone, brick, metal panel, glass, composite
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architectural panels and stucco. Masonry elements anchor the base of the building, composite
and metal panels act as accents at important corners and frame balcony and terrace areas
while colored stucco is used at upper floor areas and in the deep recesses between building
facade steps.

The redevelopment of the existing Village Shopping Center parking lot at the southwest corner
of Canyon Boulevard and 26" Street for the new Residence Inn will result in the transformation
of the Canyon street edge. From Folsom to 26", the south side of Canyon Boulevard will have
a more urban, mixed use street frontage that combines existing retail and the new urban
hotel. We submit that this development will deliver on the primary goals of the Boulder Valley
Regional Center Design Guidelines that call for the creation of a memorable, people-oriented
place through the development of high quality buildings that will help attract patrons and
assure the area’s vitality into the future.
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ENERGY EFFICIENCY STATEMENT

PROJECT NAME: BOULDER RESIDENCE INN AT VILLAGE SHOPPING CENTER
LOCATION: 2550 CANYON BL

REVIEW TYPE: Site Review

REVIEW NUMBER: LUR2013-00057

APPLICANT: BILL MARTINIC

The City of Boulder Site Review criteria include standards for energy efficiency. This Energy Efficiency
Statement addresses the following sustainable design site review criteria:

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

Project Description

New urban hotel located on approximately 1.65 acres at the southwest corner of Canyon Boulevard and
26th Street in the Village Shopping Center. The hotel interior area is proposed to be 116,314 s.f. with
163 rooms in a 4 to 5 story above-grade building. Below grade basement parking is proposed under the
north wing of the hotel along Canyon Boulevard. Podium parking is proposed on the first floor of the
south wing along with surface parking along the interior west property line.

Sustainable Design Features

The Applicant and its design team have developed a special design methodology to address the
requirements of the City of Boulder’s new energy code (IECC 2012 +30%). We are working with a 3"
party engineering consultant to independently create an energy model for the project and recommend
energy saving enhancements for the new building. This is an on-going process that will continue into the
more detailed technical design phase of the project.

The Boulder Residence Inn will be designed with energy efficiency and sustainability as a high priority.
The building envelope will exceed ASHRAE 90.1-2010 and IECC 2012 code requirements to reduce
heating and cooling loads. Ventilation for the guestrooms and corridors will be pre-heated/cooled with
heat recovery from the guestroom restroom exhaust. The water heaters and kitchen makeup air will be
very efficient and use condensing boilers and evaporative cooling. Ventilation for the parking garage will
operate with variable flow to provide continuous exhaust and ramp up as needed based on the carbon
monoxide level. Guestroom VTAC units will be efficient and provide individual control at each room. The
lighting power density will be better than code and utilize occupancy sensors, and water efficient
plumbing fixtures will be installed.

The owner has committed to make the project as energy efficient and sustainable as possible at
considerable cost, including the following energy efficiency measures:

BOULDER RESIDENCE INN AT VILLAGE SHOPPING CENTER Page 1
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l. HVAC & LIGHTING

e Continuous ventilation will be provided to the guestrooms and guestroom corridors. The
rooftop makeup air units will have heat recovery wheels even though they are not required per
IECC 2012.

e The building envelope will be designed to lower the heating and cooling requirements. Low-e,
low-SHGC windows exceeding code will be provided.

e First floor rooftop units will be high-efficiency models.
e The pool air handling unit will provide energy recovery to assist in heating the pool water.

e The minimum gas fired water heater efficiency required per code is 80%, but heaters with 96%
efficiency will be provided.

e The kitchen hood make up air will use evaporative cooling rather than DX, and will use 100%
efficient direct fired heating.

e Variable flow garage ventilation will be provided and controlled by CO sensor readings.

e The lighting will have significantly less power density than code and will be provided with
occupancy sensors.

II.  WATER QUALITY

e Integral to the design of the storm water management system is a permanent storm water Best
Management Practice (BMP) consisting of a structured vault that provides hydrodynamic
separation of trash and large particles and effectively captures them for periodic removal and
disposal. This BMP has provisions for treating 70% of the 5-year storm event and over 30% of
the 100-year storm event flows. Additionally, 100% of the initial 2-year storm event flows are
treated, where most of the pollutants are washed into the storm system, thereby significantly
reducing conveyance of pollutants downstream of the project.

[l. WATER USE

o Low flow plumbing fixtures and high efficiency washers will be used throughout such that the
Residence Inn will use at least 25% less water than a similar existing hotel property.

V. CONSTRUCTION WASTE

e The Applicant is fully committed to building techniques that promote reduced energy
consumption and decrease environmental footprints for all buildings. We make it a point to use
appropriate sustainable design solutions on all our hotel developments. Construction waste will

BOULDER RESIDENCE INN AT VILLAGE SHOPPING CENTER Page 2
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be minimized by the separation and recycling of recoverable waste materials generated during
construction. The most important step for recycling of construction waste is on-site separation.

V. URBAN HEAT ISLAND
e The new hotel preserves the mature cottonwood trees located at the corner of 26™ & Canyon
and significantly increases the landscaped open space on the site from its current use as a

parking lot. The hotel roof will be a light colored EPDM membrane that reflects rather than
absorbs sun light, thus reducing urban heat island effect within the Village Shopping Center.

END

BOULDER RESIDENCE INN AT VILLAGE SHOPPING CENTER Page 3
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BENCHMARK

A CITY OF BOULDER BENCHMARK, B-5, WITH A PUBLISHED ELEVATION
OF 5299.26 FEET NAVD, 88 DATUM.

BASIS OF BEARINGS

THE WESTERLY LINE OF THE SUBJECT PROPERTY, WITH THE LINE
ASSUMED TO BEAR N00°10'00"W

FLOOD ZONE

THE SUBJECT PROPERTY IS LOCATED IN FEMA ZONE X AND AE
ACCORDING TO THE CURRENT FEMA FLOOD INSURANCE RATE MAP,
MAP NUMBER 08013C0394J, EFFECTIVE DATE DECEMBER 18, 2012.
FLOOD INFORMATION IS SUBJECT TO CHANGE.

LEGAL DESCRIPTION

A PARCEL OF LAND LOCATED IN THE SW1/4 OF SECTION 29, T1N, R70W OF THE 6TH P.M., COUNTY OF
BOULDER, STATE OF COLORADO, BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

COMMENCING AT THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF SAID SECTION 29, THENCE N89°55'30"E, 990.00 FEET ALONG
THE SOUTH LINE OF THE SW1/4 OF SAID SECTION 29; THENCE N00°10'00"W, 30.00 FEET PARALLEL WITH THE
WEST LINE OF THE SW1/4 OF SAID SECTION 29; THENCE N00°04'30"W, 660.00 FEET AT RIGHT ANGLES TO THE
SOUTH LINE OF THE SW1/4 OF SAID SECTION 29; THENCE S89°55'30"W, 1.06 FEET PARALLEL WITH THE SOUTH
LINE OF THE SW1/4 OF SAID SECTION 29; THENCE N00°10'00"W, 277.10 FEET PARALLEL WITH THE WEST LINE
OF THE SW1/4 OF SAID SECTION 29 TO A POINT ON THE SOUTH LINE OF CANYON BOULEVARD; THENCE
N88°40'30"W, 338.38 FEET ALONG SAID SOUTH LINE OF CANYON BOULEVARD TO THE TRUE POINT OF
BEGINNING.

THENCE S88°40'30"E, 57.93 FEET ALONG SAID SOUTH LINE OF CANYON BOULEVARD TO A POINT ON THE
WESTERLY LINE OF THAT TRACT OF LAND DESCRIBED AS RECEPTION NO. 637600 IN THE BOULDER COUNTY
RECORDS;

THENCE SOUTHERLY, 17.01 FEET ALONG THE ARC A CURVE CONCAVE TO THE WEST, SAID ARC HAVING A
RADIUS OF 32.00 FEET, A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 30°26'55" AND BEING SUBTENDED BY A CHORD THAT BEARS

S13°58'17"E, 16.81 FEET AND ALONG SAID WESTERLY LINE OF THAT TRACT OF LAND DESCRIBED AS

RECEPTION NO. 637600;

THENCE S01°15'00"W, 218.80 FEET ALONG SAID WESTERLY LINE OF THAT TRACT OF LAND DESCRIBED AS

RECEPTION NO. 637600;

THENCE SOUTHWESTERLY, 48.85 FEET ALONG THE ARC A CURVE CONCAVE TO THE NORTHWEST, SAID ARC
HAVING A RADIUS OF 31.50 FEET, A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 88°51'14" AND BEING SUBTENDED BY A CHORD THAT

BEARS S45°40'37"W, 44.10 FEET AND ALONG THE NORTHWESTERLY LINE OF THAT TRACT OF LAND
DESCRIBED AS RECEPTION NO. 637600 TO A POINT ON THE NORTHERLY LINE OF SAID TRACT OF LAND

DESCRIBED AS RECEPTION NO. 6387600;

THENCE S89°56'00"W, 236.61 FEET ALONG SAID NORTHERLY LINE OF THAT TRACT OF LAND DESCRIBED AS

RECEPTION NO. 637600;

THENCE NO00°10'00"W, 266.96 FEET TO A POINT ON SAID SOUTH LINE OF CANYON BOULEVARD;

THENCE N89°51'24"E, 211.74 FEET ALONG SAID SOUTH LINE OF CANYON BOULEVARD TO THE TRUE POINT OF

BEGINNING.

CONTACTS

DEVELOPER:
BOULDER LODGING, LLC

9100 E. PANORAMA DRIVE

SUITE 300

ENGLEWOOD, CO 80112

TEL: (303) 785-3169

CONTACT: BILL MARTINIC

EMAIL: BMARTINIC@SBCOS.COM

ENGINEER
KIMLEY-HORN & ASSOCIATES, INC.

990 SOUTH BROADWAY, SUITE 200

DENVER, CO 80209

TEL: (303) 228-2300

CONTACT: MEAGHAN TURNER, P.E., LEED AP
EMAIL: MEAGHAN. TURNER@KIMLEY-HORN.COM

LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT
ENVIRONMENTAL LANDWORKS COMPANY, INC.
10260 W. 44TH AVENUE

WHEAT RIDGE, CO 80033

TEL: (303) 862-9480

CONTACT: JON OUELLETTE, ASLA

EMAIL: JON@ENVIRONMENTAL-LANDWORKS.COM

ARCHITECT:
NEWMAN ARCHITECTURE LLC

9220 W. 20TH AVENUE

LAKEWOOD, CO 80215

TEL: (303) 877-2306

CONTACT: STEVE NEWMAN

EMAIL: STEVE@NEWMAN-ARCHITECTURE.COM

SURVEYOR:

DREXEL, BARELL & CO.
1800 38TH STREET

BOULDER, CO 80301

TEL: (303) 442-4338

CONTACT: MATHEW SELDERS, P.L.S.
EMAIL: MSELDERS@DREXELBARRELL.COM

SITE REVIEW PLANS

BOULDER RESIDENCE INN

FOR

PART OF THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 29, TOWNSHIP
1 NORTH, RANGE 70 WEST OF THE 6TH PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN

COUNTY OF BOULDER, STATE OF COLORADO
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GENERAL CONSTRUCTION NOTES

1.

10.

11.

ALL WORK SHALL BE PERFORMED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE "DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION STANDARDS" OF THE CITY OF BOULDER, AND SHALL
BE COMPLETED TO THE SATISFACTION OF THE DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC WORKS. IN THE EVENT THAT A DESIGN ELEMENT DOES NOT REFLECT CITY
STANDARDS, THE MATTER MUST BE IMMEDIATELY BROUGHT TO THE ATTENTION OF THE ENGINEER AND THE DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC WORKS. THE
ENGINEER SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR RECOMMENDING A SOLUTION OR ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS TO THE CITY FOR REVIEW AND APPROVAL.

THE APPROVAL OF A CONSTRUCTION PLAN DOES NOT RELIEVE THE CONTRACTOR OF THE RESPONSIBILITY OF CONSTRUCTING WORKABLE
PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS. ALL REVISIONS AND/OR CORRECTIONS REQUIRED WILL BE SOLELY THE CONTRACTOR'S RESPONSIBILITY, AND AT
THEIR EXPENSE.

THESE PLANS HAVE BEEN CHECKED BY THE CITY OF BOULDER ONLY FOR CONFORMANCE WITH THE "DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION STANDARDS,"
COMPLIANCE WITH DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT CONDITIONS, AND FOR GENERAL CONCEPTUAL APPROVAL OF PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS AS
SHOWN. THE CITY'S REVIEW DOES NOT VERIFY OR ENSURE THE ACCURACY OF EXISTING OR PROPOSED DIMENSIONS, LINES, COORDINATES, OR
GRADES SHOWN, INCLUDING ALL EXISTING UTILITIES SHOWN OR NOT SHOWN.

UTILITY LOCATIONS SHOWN REFLECT AVAILABLE RECORD DATA. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL TAKE PRECAUTIONARY MEASURES TO PROTECT ALL
UTILITY LINES SHOWN AND OTHER UTILITY LINES OTHERWISE LOCATED. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL CONTACT THE "UTILITY NOTIFICATION
CENTER OF COLORADO" AT 1-800-922-1987 FOR UTILITY LOCATES 24 HOURS PRIOR TO BEGINNING CONSTRUCTION.

BEFORE WORK BEGINS, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL OBTAIN A PERMIT TO WORK IN THE RIGHT-OF-WAY FROM THE CITY AND MUST NOTIFY THE
CITY RIGHT-OF-WAY INSPECTION STAFF AT LEAST 24 HOURS IN ADVANCE OF COMMENCING CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES.

THE CONTRACTOR SHALL OBTAIN AND MAINTAIN A COMPLETE AND APPROVED SET OF CONSTRUCTION PLANS. THESE DRAWINGS, AND ANY
REQUIRED PERMITS, SHALL BE AVAILABLE AT THE PROJECT SITE AT ALL TIMES AND SHALL BE MADE AVAILABLE TO CITY STAFF UPON REQUEST.
IF CONSTRUCTION PLANS ARE NOT READILY AVAILABLE AT THE PROJECT SITE, THE DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC WORKS MAY ISSUE A STOP WORK
ORDER AND HALT ALL CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES PENDING COMPLIANCE BY THE CONTRACTOR.

THE CONTRACTOR AGREES TO COMPLY WITH THE PROVISIONS OF THE TRAFFIC CONTROL PLAN AND THE CURRENT EDITION OF THE "MANUAL
ON UNIFORM TRAFFIC CONTROL DEVICES," "TEMPORARY TRAFFIC CONTROL" SECTION, FOR CONSTRUCTION SIGNAGE AND TRAFFIC CONTROL.

ALL SURPLUS MATERIALS, TOOLS, AND TEMPORARY STRUCTURES, FURNISHED BY THE CONTRACTOR, SHALL BE REMOVED FROM THE PROJECT
SITE BY THE CONTRACTOR. ALL DEBRIS AND RUBBISH CAUSED BY THE OPERATIONS OF THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE REMOVED, AND THE AREA
OCCUPIED DURING CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES SHALL BE RESTORED TO ITS ORIGINAL CONDITION, WITHIN 48 HOURS OF PROJECT COMPLETION,
UNLESS OTHERWISE DIRECTED BY THE DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC WORKS.

THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE TREE AND LANDSCAPE PROTECTION AS SET FORTH IN CHAPTER 6-6, "PROTECTION OF TREES AND PLANTS,"
BOULDER REVISED CODE (B.R.C.) 1981 AND THE CITY OF BOULDER DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION STANDARDS (DCS). ALL LANDSCAPING SHALL BE
PROVIDED AND MAINTAINED IN COMPLIANCE WITH THE APPROVED LANDSCAPING PLAN, B.R.C. AND DCS.

THE CONTRACTOR IS REQUIRED TO PROVIDE AND MAINTAIN EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL MEASURES IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE URBAN
DRAINAGE AND FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT "URBAN STORM DRAINAGE CRITERIA MANUAL VOLUME 3," THE M-STANDARD PLANS OF THE
COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, AND THE APPROVED EROSION CONTROL PLAN. THE DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC MAY REQUIRE THE
CONTRACTOR TO PROVIDE ADDITIONAL EROSION CONTROL MEASURES DUE TO UNFORESEEN EROSION PROBLEMS OR IF THE PLANS DO NOT
FUNCTION AS INTENDED.

THE CITY OF BOULDER REQUIRES THAT SIDEWALKS CONSTRUCTED HAVE A CROSS SLOPE OF LESS THAN 2%. SIDEWALKS SHALL BE DESIGNED
AND CONSTRUCTED WITH CROSS SLOPES SUFFICIENTLY LESS THAN 2% TO ENSURE THAT THEY DO NOT EXCEED THE 2% MAXIMUM.
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PROPERTY LINE
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PROPERTY (WIDTH VARIES)
LINE FILM 1314
REC. NO. 637600

\

OWNER: GRI VILLAGE LP

CROSSING TO BE
MAINTAINED

|
L

M

\

§" ﬁCP

|

|

|

:

_—® __©

20 \ 20

|

MATCH LINE - THIS SHEET

65 S.F. o v NG v v ~ & N B N w v
5 N2 N2 N7 N\ N N\ N3 N3 N 'A N N N N
N2 N2 \V N4 N4 N N 'A . N N N
44 LF. A~ _
10 \ [ -
W ) N2 N —_—
y 2897 S.F ob—"" 1 1v « J) Lb=T
B ||| =7 : L - 10 3127SE. |
~
v 10 582 L.F. e
el 3 7
9 16 246 S.F. [ FEMA
FLOOD ZONE
BOUNDARY LINE
17
FLOOD ZONE X FLOOD ZONE AE
| QTY 2 / a5
/ N2 NG 102 N2 N2
/ H H
/ H H
/ I
/ L1/
v Sull
7 ASH TREE TO[ o T
- BE REMOVED ;7/ 7 J19LSF.
- (REF: NOTE 8) ASH TREE TO[, o
- BE REMOVED[_—|
ONE STORY I I e e 16 (REF: NOTE 8) || 16
BLOCK AND A TY 7 ]
OWNER: GRI STUCCO gl
VILLAGE LP BUILDING gl
54,444 S.F. ] "H]
10 {,
645 S.F. 12 :7:
: / 16 7:7
X ‘ e 563 S.F.[5 B
N 645SF.  [15 H H
WATER LINE EASEMENT | | H] i
(WIDTH VARIES) H TH
FILM 1313 M| 17 VN, Y v iyl
REC. NO. 635554 N ooy v Ty vy L
I‘ >>—/_ N NS Ng NG N2 \ 3 ] 459_L'F' LT 12 978 S.F.
‘ 77¢ N Ng N N2 N gl
16 / *j?, 10 *:*7 *:* 17
1 g \,j‘/—
‘ 50SF. [ - HH o]
3 | % gy HHT—— 18
\ :7: :*3 \ 20 12" DIP?*:
PROPERTY LINE | - 3 [234LF. —~~ 1 M ] il
' — HH Nl 152 S.F. figh
| N2 ] S H] S]SBLLE.
21 ol 1 iy
‘ NN gl 538 S.F. vyt
—HH L] NZ N2 4
HH 10 HH 19 _/ e NARBE
4 HH ><fi W N2 1
: L \\ LY
OWNER: GRI HH V)73 7" H
VILLAGE LP ‘ THT RO =<2 RN. TH
/‘@ Al 3 |16 LF. SNy =1 N HH
LT K PV e S~ "
‘ L[l A G A AV Al 777\ 20 w
\ 16 HH 245SF. |5 ] HH
] / i O \fjmse ih
10 gyl /'\\3 7;4
- - e > <
byl 17 wilgll 17\ | "/
10.00' WATER v < T e g W\ =
LINE EASEMENT g v X ¢ TN v A d 4

12" VCP

‘&-l__

10

1658 S.F.

16

Ba

|

d

/

I

1079 S.F.

|

-
20.00' RIGHT-OF-WAY

EASEMENT
FILM 1607
REC. NO. 1018580

!

39 L.F. /

—_

DRIVE

R

|
|

PRIVATE ACCESS

PROPERTY LINE

|
|

OWNER: GRI VILLAGE LP
151 LF. /

|
|

|
ACCESS EASEMENT
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FILM 1314
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/
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LEGEND

"« "+ | PCC SIDEWALK AND BASE MATERIAL

(3
OQQ RIPRAP AND BASE MATERIAL

AC PAVEMENT AND BASE MATERIAL

LANDSCAPING AREA

1| PAVERS

PROTECT IN PLACE

@ TREE

@ STORM MANHOLE

FIRE HYDRANT

WATER VALVE

WATER MAIN

REMOVE

o [ [ [ [

SAWCUT AND REMOVE EXISTING AC PAVEMENT AND BASE
MATERIAL

SAWCUT AND REMOVE EXISTING RIPRAP, RR TIES, AND BASE

MATERIAL IN AREA SHOWN

SAWCUT AND REMOVE EXISTING PCC CURB AND GUTTER
AND BASE MATERIAL

SAWCUT AND REMOVE EXISTING PCC ACCESS RAMP AND
BASE MATERIAL

SAWCUT AND REMOVE EXISTING PCC SIDEWALK AND BASE
MATERIAL

NOT USED

REMOVE EXISTING LANDSCAPING AREA

REMOVE EXISTING SIGN

REMOVE EXISTING ROCK WALL

REMOVE EXISTING TREE

MONUMENT SIGN TO BE
_L REMOVED AND PROTECTED
FOR RE-INSTALLATION

NATURAL GAS LINE NOT USED

SIDEWALK REMOVE EXISTING PAVERS

PCC CURB AND GUTTER

cl & ElE] [ [«] [ [2]

MANHOLE SHALL BE FIELD VERIFIED BY CONTRACTOR TO
VERIFY ALIGNMENT AND TYPE NECESSITATE REMOVAL OF

TRAFFIC POLE MANHOLE WITH REMOVAL OF THE ADJACENT STORM LINE.

STORM SEWER REMOVE EXISTING CHAIN LINK FENCE

STORM SEWER INLET REMOVE EXISTING BOLLARD

SIOI6I010IOI0I0I0I0

CTV LINE AND EQUIPMENT POWER LINE AND EQUIPMENT TO BE REMOVED/RELOCATED

BY XCEL ENERGY. CONTRACTOR/OWNER TO COORDINATE
SERVICE CUTOFF AND NEW SERVICE APPLICATION WITH
XCEL ENERGY PRIOR TO DEMOLITION AND CONSTRUCTION.

Bl & &

REMOVE EXISTING OVERHEAD LIGHT

REMOVE EXISTING IRRIGATION CONTROL VALVE. LOCATE
AND REMOVE ALL IRRIGATION LINES IN LANDSCAPE AREA

ENS

REMOVE EXISTING STORM SEWER INLET

REMOVE EXISTING STORM SEWER. LENGTH AND EXACT
ALIGNMENT UNKNOWN AND TO BE CONFIRMED BY
CONTRACTOR IN THE FIELD.

Sl [c]

REMOVE EXISTING BENCH

REMOVE EXISTING WATER METER

NN

DEMOLITION NOTES

1. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY THE LOCATION AND QUANTITY OF EXISTING SURFACE STRUCTURES AND SHALL
BE RESPONSIBLE FOR ANY UNIDENTIFIED UTILITIES, IMPROVEMENTS, TREES, ETC. TO BE DEMOLISHED, REMOVED
OR ADJUSTED WITHIN THE LIMIT OF WORK.

2. REMOVAL OF LANDSCAPING SHALL INCLUDE GRASSES, ROOTS AND ORGANIC MATERIAL. REFER TO LANDSCAPE
PLANS FOR TREE REMOVAL AND TREE PROTECTION DETAILS.

3. BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES SHALL BE USED DURING DEMOLITION. REFER TO APPROVED EROSION CONTROL
PLANS AND REPORT.

4. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR OBTAINING ALL PERMITS AND PAYING ALL FEES ASSOCIATED WITH
DEMOLITION AND DISPOSAL OF ALL SITE MATERIALS AS REQUIRED BY PRIVATE, LOCAL AND STATE JURISDICTIONS.

5. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL ENSURE THAT ALL REPLACEMENT UTILITY LINES ARE INSTALLED PRIOR TO DEMOLITION
OF ANY EXISTING UTILITY LINE WITHIN THE LIMIT OF WORK. SEE EXISTING UTILITY PLAN.

6. PROTECT EXISTING FACILITIES ON PROPERTY WEST OF SITE. OWNER/CONTRACTOR TO COORDINATE ANY
REMOVALS, RELOCATIONS, OR CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY AFFECTING SUBJECT ADJACENT PROPERTY.

7. REMOVAL OF ROADWAY REQUIRED FOR PROPOSED UTILITY INSTALLATIONS AND CONNECTIONS NOT INCLUDED ON
THIS SHEET. CONTRACTOR TO VERIFY STREET CUT AND ACCESS REQUIREMENTS.

8. THERE ARE ASH TREES ON SITE WHICH ARE INDICATED AS "TO BE REMOVED" OR “PRUNED”. DUE TO EMERALD ASH
BORER IN THE CITY, THERE IS A MANDATORY STATE AND FEDERAL QUARANTINE THAT RESTRICTS THE MOVEMENT
OF ALL ASH PRODUCTS AND ALL HARDWOOD FIREWOOD. SINCE THIS SITE IS LOCATED WITHIN THE QUARANTINE
AREA, ONLY A CITY OF BOULDER CERTIFIED ARBORIST MAY PRUNE OR REMOVE ASH TREES TO ENSURE PROPER
WOOD DISPOSAL. A LIST OF LICENSED CERTIFIED ARBORIST IS AVAILABLE ON THE CITY'S WEBSITE AT:
HTTPS://BOULDERCOLORADO.GOV/PLAN-DEVELOP/TREE-CONTRACTOR-LICENSE
FOR MORE INFORMATION ON EAB, PLEASE VISIT WWW.EABCOLORADO.COM

STORM SEWER DEMOLITION AND
EXISTING STORM SEWER TO REMAIN

SCALE: 1"=20'
MATCH LINE - THIS SHEET
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EXISTING FIRE
HYDRANT

CONCRETE BUS PAD
RTD BUS TRANSIT STOP

EXISTING FIRE
HYDRANT

BENCH
CANYON BOULEVARD [ TRasH RecePTACLE
(PRIMARY STREET) gIKE PARKING (4) ] ;Zi’ﬂil CURB
EX'SSTéNG RCT)D EXISTING FIRE 8.0' TREE LAWN - BUILDING ENTRY TO PLANTER —~— 40.0° + RELOCATED RTD
BU Tﬁg B'\EI VDRANT 10 REMAIN -8.0' SIDEWALK BUILDING FIRST LEVEL ROOMS (TYP.) TRANSIT STOP 210" AASHTO
REMOVED SETBACK LINE — PROPERTY LINE Je o SIGN SIGHT TRIANGLE \
SIDEWALK EASEMENT - N I o il = I S ——— e —————— ———— =
(WIDTH VARIES) 7.0 TO — — PROPOSED 15" _— _ sol EXISTING TRAFFIC SIGNAL
FILM 1038 | PROPERTY LINE PUBLIC ACCESS T T T T AND EQUIPMENT TO REMAIN
REC. NO. 310914 3' BUILDING EASEMENT SN o e |
SETBACK AT
EXISTING CONCRETE = ==
[ —— — - T
RTD PEDESTRIAN PA ’[T‘ N — - — tos \ TYPE1CURB -/
TO BE REPLACED WITH ‘ 6.4' SIDEWALK RAMP
LANDSCAPING l N
175 | 24.0 Ly | S | e | S [ -7
NORTH GARAGE —— ‘
BUILDING ENTRY TO -
PROPOSED RELOCATED J BELOW GRADE PARKING  BELOW GRADE PARKING: = [ BUILDING SETBACK LINE
TRANSFORMER |=—= T—R3 30 COMPACT SPACES e WALL OF BELOW 1
C | (REFER TO ARCHITECTURAL FLOOR PLAN) _ — — GRADE PARKING 0.0 f
PROPOSED WATER LINE I 5.0 ~__ - STRUCTURE — EX. SIDEWALK ’ l
EASEMENT TO TOTAL T | WALL OF BELOW FLOOD ZONE X Y 7 FLOOD ZONE AE L (WIDTH VARIES) ’
25' IN WIDTH q: I 9.2 GRADE PARKING ) /'//— FEMA L ANDSCAPE / ; L
r \ 5 STRUCTURE o RETAINING WALL FLOOD ZONE AREA ! !
EXISTING 13.7 q: I & C PROPOSED WITHFALL BOUNDARY LINE / ’ o 20.0' RIGHT-OF-WAY
WATER i T ‘ SAND OIL PROTECTION y : EASEMENT
EASEMENT q; @C INTERCEPTOR y ’ FILM 1607
! I 57 PARKING / REC. NO. 1018580
TOP (TYP. / |
q: RETAINING C SURLP (AE) y ‘ PROPOSED PUBLIC ACCESS
@ WALL FOR EASEMENT (EXTNEDS 6" BEHIND
¢, FLOOD / i il WALK, WIDTH OF EASEMENT VARIES)
PROTECTION T
7.75 . clclc ﬁ |2 1]
TYP. o @ d £ i
150 | | 9.0=> COVERED ) | |
TYP. R3: il TERRACE % R} N CANOPY
ONESTORY “Hlt+—"F7"— 1 B =24 F— BUILDING ENTRY TO ANDSCAPE ‘ OVERHANG
BLOCK AND ¢ \ o ong & | 5.0" SIDEWALK BELOW GRADE PARKING PLANTER ‘ ABOVE
OWNER: GRI STUCCO d: P : 5 \ VEHICLE DROP-OFF ZONE
VILLAGE LP BUILDING ‘ - P TO BELOW GRADE PARKING . % ‘
2.5 = | l 35' FL-FL
— + !
PROPOSED AUTOMATIC HYDRAULIC T CEJ/ - / . L
3 RAMP - |
FLOOD CONTROL BARRIER § d: ﬁ ACCESSIBLE RAMP WITH &?Tﬁ:ﬁivg\ﬁ( BUILDING
(REF ARCHITECTURAL DETAILS) . 20.0' DETECTABLE WARNING ’ T CANOPY ABOVE
% 0 : | |
1o d: X & o8 RESIDENCE INN I ACCESSIBLE RAMP WITH
: — L‘b MAIN PROJECT ENTRY | DETECTABLE WARNING
L ol !
d | s PROPERTY LINE
PROPOSED NON-BUILD EASEMENT T ‘ f |
22.58 - GENERATOR BUILDINGSEIXITF?V\\(IET& w e OWNER: GRI VILLAGE LP
3.0' EGRESS BUILDING ENTRY TO UNCOVERED BIKE <+ 15. [l 7))
SIDEWALK | 24 PARKING (10 ! <
} FIRST LEVEL ROOMS LONG TERM BIKE PARKING (5) (10) SOF
)ﬁp (INTERNAL TO BUILDING) ’ g0 5
WATER LINE EASEMENT ‘ BUILDING
(W|DTH VAR|ES) MOUNTED BUILDING MOUNTED —L t</f/— EIRNCI;PE(?ASSiDM\I/EVNA;ER
FILM 1313 | ACCESSIBLE ACCESS'SILGENPARK'NG 7 — |
REC. NO. 635554 62.0' ,
| HARNING Slels | | ACCESS EASEMENT
./ RS (WIDTH VARIES)
| I U ‘ FILM 1314
o = L , - REC. NO. 637600
ENCLOSURE 60! SIDEWALK i} . S 275 15.4' ' i {
PROPERTY LINE : ESRES ’ - 5.0' TYP.
@ ! . . /N — SIDEWALK | ’
24.0' DRIVE Z 15' SIGHT
3.5 ' AISLE @ & & & & & c llc L TRIANGLE ‘
8.0 ! i |
19.0 / .
‘ TYP. >N 5.0\ \@__lsozel @ VAN VAN g 7 75 N/ 5.0 ‘ |
T
\ 4. 5.3 & % 8.0 | 8.5 } < ull PROPOSED 25' WATER LINE
PARKING Qo & 5 190 & <: ‘ ‘ EASEMENT
\ Soﬂ'égﬁgée'f DETECTABLE WARNING (TYP.) - —> COVERED BIKE
» e WATER PROPOSED 9.5' X 8' e} PARKING (10)
9.0' COVERED PARKING .
ENTRY ROOM METER VAULT &3" |1O Of X= ' STOP SIGN (
BUILDING ENTRY TO | TYP. ] SERVICE METER Q ' |
STAIRWELL ‘ I = | 15' SIGHT
—50.7 , PROPOSED Z N TRIANGLE |
43.0 19.0 I
\ TYP. SAND OIL - ,\[5.0' TYP.
- | | %,.b PROPOSED SIDEWALK CHASE 'NTE|RCEPTOR o SIDEWALK ‘ f
PROPOSED NON-BUILD EASEMENT \4/ e PROPOSED CONCRETE — 1507
— — | | A — — DRAINAGE CHASE — — Dz |
= — i —] J )
19.2' y ! _— S0
1z 180 prerse B - J
| | S0P SIGN 22.5' = 18.0 DRAINAGE FACILITY ® 20.0 . 7
/ e p— o
L0 WATER 7 T e T e —— | | 50 /. > PROPOSED PUBLIC ACCESS
3 — —— — —— = —————————_— — = e —— EASEMENT (EXTENDS 6"
REC. NO. 1275290 i *\ /, BEHIND WALK, WIDTH OF
\ ‘ 15 SIGHT \ 15 SIGHT SIDEWALK ABOVE N ACCESSIBLE RAMP WITH EASEMENT VARIES)
RETAINING WALL WITH = ,
TRIANGLE ‘ TRIANGLE FALL PROTECTION = DETECTABLE WARNING / PROPOSED 25
- | ] I I 1 ‘ 32' EL-FL / y/ WATER LINE
13 ” O R OPOSED DRAINAGE BUILDING PROPERTY Ai&w?fféf@“é@” 1H )~ PEDESTRIAN CONNECTION / / ’\EASEMENT
' SETBACK LINE = TO SOUTHEAST
- — T —— LINE REC. NO. 637600 =|)q EXISTING CROSSING TO —— REMOVED AND REPLACED
- T — | 25.0' WATER - NO. ey REMAIN — WITH LANDSCAPING
L'NEIEQSE“{'SFNT N NORTHBOUND CURB
RAMP TO BE REMOVED
) _ — 111 V__REC.NO. 635554 PROPOSED _ SR AND REPLACED WITH
] \
EXISTING / NON-BUILD 1 LANDSCAPING
/ . B EASEMENT —
- TCRAC?H ¢ J/ 60.0 ’ \ ‘ S PROPOSED CURB RAMP
MPACTOR 7 : ;
/ 4 ‘ \ _T PROPOSED 3.6
/) / OWNER: GRI VILLAGE LP ‘ UTILITY AND
< - J/ EXISTING EXISTING 25' WATER EASEMENT \ ] ACCESS EASEMENT
REC. NO. 635554 \

EXISTING 20' ACCESS EASEMENT \

FILM 1314
REC. NO. 637600

|
|
|

LEGEND

EASEMENT

PROPERTY LINE

PARKING SPACE COUNT

®
]

FUTURE 5' BIKE LANE

REQUIRED PROPOSED MINIMUM
BUILDING SETBACK
SETBACK

FRONT (CANYON BOULEVARD) 20 FEET v

(BELOW GRADE)

SIDE INTERIOR LOT LINE

(WEST AND SOUTH) 0 OR 12+ FEET 13 FEET

SIDE YARD FROM STREET (EAST) 15 FEET 13 FEET
TYPICAL PARKING STALL DIMENSIONS:
e STANDARD PERPENDICULAR: 9' X 19'
e COMPACT PERPENDICULAR: 7.75' X 15'
e ACCESSIBLE PARKING: 8' X 19
1. BUILDING SQUARE FOOTAGE SHOWN IS APPROXIMATE. REFER TO ARCHITECTURAL PLANS FOR

DETAILS.

2. INTERNAL BUILDING FEATURES SHOWN FOR REFERENCE ONLY AND SUBJECT TO CHANGE.
REFER TO ARCHITECTURAL PLANS.

3. DIMENSIONS SHOWN ARE TO FLOW LINE.

4. DIMENSIONS SHOWN TO PROPERTY LINE ARE TO OUTER EDGE OF STRUCTURE.

5. REFER TO UTILITY AND GRADING PLANS FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION.

6. REFER TO LANDSCAPE PLANS FOR ENHANCED PAVING AREAS.

7. AREA INDICATED FOR BIKE LANE ALONG PRIVATE ACCESS DRIVE IS RESERVED FOR FUTURE
CONSTRUCTION BY CITY OF BOULDER. AT TIME OF CONSTRUCTION, THE SOUTHBOUND LEFT
TURN LANE IN THE PRIVATE ACCESS DRIVE WILL BE REMOVED AND THE PRIVATE ACCESS DRIVE
WILL BE RE-STRIPED.

8. DELIVERY VEHICLES SHALL USE VACANT PARKING SPACES AS NEEDED FOR DELIVERIES. NO
SPECIFIED LOADING ZONE IS PROVIDED.
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LAND USE SUMMARY TABLE PARKING DISTRIBUTION TABLE
SITE AREA (SF) 72,062 Required Amount Spaces
BUILDING GROSS FLOOR | ' oo Parking Required
AREA (SF) OF Room 163 |1 per Unit
(lNCLUgi;EC‘:‘:EMENT STORIES ||Common 9 1/300 SF
) Area* (2,531 SF)
126,063 5
STE Total 172
FOOTPRINT COVERAGE Parking Provided
(SF) (%) Standard Spaces
BUILDING LOT e o
o South Garage 19
COVERAGE | % >1.3% North Garage 0
PROVIDED Total: 34
SE % Compact Spaces
Uncovered 28
OPEN SPACE South Garage 5
(All areas North Garage 30
excluding 35,101 48.7% Total: 63
building footprint ADA Spaces
and patios)
SRIVATE . Uncovered 0
outh Garage 5
OPEN SPACE North Garage 0
(BALCONIES 990 1.4% Total: 5
AND Total Parking 102
TERRACES) Parking Ratio 0.61
PARKING Parking Reduction .
AISLES AND from Required: 40.7%
SIDIrE\JVc\)I"ArLKS Bike Parking 19
0 Required:
COVERED BY 25,362 35.2% Bike Parking
BUILDING Provided: 2>
OVERHANG *Common Area Breakdown:
ABOVE 1,187 SF (Meeting Rooms)
USABLE OPEN 14.424 20.0% 1,344 SF (Employee Lounge, Work Room, Offices)
SPACE ’ ' 2,531 SF Total Hotel Common Area

7 N
%
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EXISTING FIRE

: / 25.0' WATER

LINE EASEMENT _

FILM 1313

REC. NO. 635554

PROPOSED 4" DOMESTIC WATER SERVICE
CONNECT TO EXISTING WATER MAIN

EXISTING WATER MAIN CONTINUES TO SOUTH

(LOCATION APPROXIMATE)

PROPOSED STORM MANHOLE

EXISTING FIRE HYDRANT —/ J

PROPOSED STORM SEWER
PROPOSED SANITARY SEWER MAIN

MATCH LINE

HYDRANT
EXISTING FIRE
HYDRANT
— T — — —
N \ - |
/ s \ \
T e
L+ |
k U k} i
< /N /N /
“ o . P ~_ L CANYON BOULEVARD
- e (PRIMARY STREET)
— T — T
e N e N —PROPERTY LINE .
, , N\,
SIDEWALK EASEMENT EXISTING FIRE / 5 / \_/ L L — .
_ (WIDTHVARIES) | HYDRANT ,PROPOSED 1.5 e i A SN S |
FILM 1038 i \ - SIDEWALK ﬂE )\ - | = _\\/ =
REC. NO. 310914 ‘ EASEMENT ] / / Wo\ .
A —_ / o P — / — \ /-\/ —_ —_ — , N M
— \ !
N "'\9U\ /HFU HiE MAG ..%E/ HGOU VMEBE E :VMB /O ] _ \ \
[+ ) +,/“,4fi | [ | " \ /
e PROPOSED AREA DRAIN i ’ \ /
TO BE CONNECTED TO PUMPED Y
STORM DISCHARGE — }\
(REF: MEP PLANS) NORTH GARAGE . - I~ | /{
PROPOSED WATER LINE \ PROPOSED / A N %
EASEM'ENT TO TOTAL PUMPED STORM — \ - - ~— LT
25' IN WIDTH \ \ 4 SYSTEM o PROPOSED SAND OIL INTERCEPTOR / / \ —t —
s | N— (REF: MEP PLANS) [ O (REFER TO MEP PLANS FOR GARAGE ° !
EXISTING 13.7 ‘ DRAINAGE COLLECTION LAYOUT \ -
WATER , L  omoSED PROPOSED ) !I ’/ 0 FészETl\EmN a
STORM INLET I
EASEMENT ‘ STORM SEWER PUMPED SANITARY PROPOSED AREA DRAIN : /| FILM 1607
PROPOSED CONNECTION OF = ‘ | PROPOSED DISCHARGE FROM BELOW TO BE CONNECTED TO PUMPED REC. NO. 1018580
PUMPED SYSTEM TO GRAVITY RO GRADE PARKING STORM DISCHARGE ; /
STORM SYSTEM ey — (REF: MEP PLANS)
(REF: MEP PLANS) ‘ T 7 PROPOSED PUBLIC ACCESS
i | | : EASEMENT (EXTENDS 6"
PROPOSED ROPOSED \ BEHIND WALK, WIDTH OF
STORM 130 EASEMENT VARIES)
MANHOLE STORM SEV\{EFf u : 6.0' \— PROPOSED STORM TRENCH DRAIN
‘ 6.0' U TO BE CONNECTED TO PUMPED
PROPOSED - RETAINING l STORM DISCHARGE n
STORM TRESACIE ‘ WALL FOR \ (REF: MEP PLANS) fﬂ
FLOOD AN $)
| | PROTECTION I HEATED RAMP TO PARKING Ow
PROPOSED AUTOMATIC HYDRAULIC —t— STRUCTURE BELOW <>
FLOOD CONTROL BARRIER =
(REF ARCHITECTURAL DETAILS) £ E E
"—f ‘ PROPOSED <
SANITARY >
| | SEWER o
PROPOSED MANHOLE - e
STORM Y
SEWER u A [ ™ : PROPERTY LINE
7 ‘ ~— PROPOSED GRAVITY SANITARY SEWER LINE E
A A L PROPOSED STORM INLET PROPOSED WATER
p LINE EASEMENT
N 7 ‘ o~ |1 e PROPOSED STORM SEWER
— ‘ — //,— PROPOSED ROOF DRAIN CONNECTION HYDRANT
PROPOSED < PROPOSED SAND OIL INTERCEPTOR ASSEMBLY
o PROPOSED STORM TRENCH DRAIN (REFER TO MEP PLANS FOR GARAGE
WATER LINE EASEMENT _ MANHOLE DRAINAGE COLLECTION LAYOUT) a —_— ~ PROPOSED 6" PVC
(WIDTH VARIES) [ | | HYDRANT LATERAL
FILM 1313 \ | 12.5
REC. NO. 635554 25 0 . PROPOSED SANITARY o I ’ ‘
PROPERTY LINE 1 S 6.5 ClhHelLr L1 . *‘ 10'0| T ACCESS EASEMENT
il N T ! ' (WIDTH VARIES)
\ / o 12;'5 | FILM 1314
EXISTING 6" CIP / - - Zah E/A RN REC. NO. 637600
WATER MAIN n °
&1 & & & & \
=
\ Y S —
\ PROPOSED =~ PROPOSED STORM SEWER PROPOSED STORM SEWER — A = PROPOSEEESIZEE;\'/I ‘é"'\’?TTER LINE
PROPOSED STORM SEWER N STORM PROPOSED PROPOSED SANITARY SEWER BUILDING SERVICE ’
TYP) SEWER STORM TRENCH PROPOSED PUMPED SANITARY SEWER
PROPOSEb DRAIN SOUTH GARAGE DISCHARGE FROM NORTH GARAGE SOl
s WATER ENTRY ROOM -
PROPOSED CONTECH | INSERTA TEE PROPOSED ROOF &—s S ‘ S -6 E
CDS3035 WATER QUALITY N DRAIN CONNECTION 4.0 - \
STRUCTURE \ f - (N
7/ N\ \ H ‘ - /
EXISTING 6" CIP y ‘ PROPOSED STORM - .
WATER MAIN ™~ FLARED END SECTION PROPOSED CONCRETE =
N ‘ PROPOSED SIDEWALK CHASE DRAINAGE CHASE \
] I N — E—— al — ' %
— — — =SS —F ] N 9
— | 4 PROPOSED STORM OUTLET E = = .. / .
‘ PROPOSED 6" PVC 148 J | = 3 A A Y, e PROPOSED 8" PVC
HYDRANT LATERAL 1 i " (o) 5. TMNas _ 7 / WATER MAIN
| | CONNECT TO B i — _ 4.0 —— _ /[ __J /
10.0' WATER g 1 \\F DRAINAGE FACILITY — / EXISTING
LINE EASEMENT EXISTING =i T T NN o T o e L L S === ] R a0
S e L e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e ——— PROPOSED 9.5' X 8 METER . STORM INLET
REC. NO. 1275290 WATERMAIN = - QA
. NO. . 6.4 PIT & 3" SERVICE METER
RELOCATED EXISTING FIRE HYDRANT TO PROPERTY ) !
Y ‘ BE REMOVED/RELOCATED LINE DISCHARGE FROM (WITH 4" TO 3" TRANSITION)
I;\S(DRANT DRAINAGE FACILITY = W /
ASSEMBLY ACCESS EASEMENT =
I o] —  AWIDTH VARIES TOBECONVEYED | — ——— PROPOSED 6" FIRE SERVICE LINE
EXISTING 8" PVC ( ) | SOUTH TO EXISTING 115 115 o~
FILM 1314 : CONNECT TO EXISTING WATER
WATER MAIN PROPOSED DRAINAGE STORM MAIN MAIN FOR MAIN EXTENSION PROPOSED 25'
AND UTILITY EASEMENT REC. NO. 637600 — WATER LINE
I — i I PROPOSED 8.0’ [ /L PROPERTY EASEMENT
o — | — ~ STORM MANHOLE =£— 1 S S LINE
>4
% GRAVITY SANITARY DISCHARGE FROM SAND OIL

===~ INTERCEPTORS AND BUILDING SANITARY SEWER
4572, 22 SERVICE CONNECTION
(REFER TO MEP PLANS FOR INFORMATION)

CONNECT TO EXISTING \_ EXISTING 12" CLAY

STORM MANHOLE STORM SEWER

PROPOSED
STORM SEWER

9600

LEGEND

EASEMENT
PROPERTY LINE
S PROP. SANITARY SEWER
EXST. SANITARY SEWER
w PROP. WATER LINE

EXST. WATER LINE
PROP. STORM SEWER
EXST. STORM SEWER
EXST. ELECTRIC LINE
EXST. GAS LINE

PROPOSED STORM
SEWER MANHOLE

EXISTING STORM
SEWER MANHOLE

&

@ PROPOSED SANITARY
SEWER MANHOLE

®

®

EXISTING SANITARY
SEWER MANHOLE

PROPOSED WATER
METER

PROPOSED STORM
TRENCH DRAIN

NOTES

UTILITIES SHALL COMPLY WITH THE CITY OF BOULDER
DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION STANDARDS.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

WATER METER TO COMPLY WITH THE CITY OF BOULDER
STANDARD DETAILS 5.18A,B,C,D.

FIRE HYDRANTS TO COMPLY WITH CITY OF BOULDER
STANDARD DETAILS 5.12 AND 5.13.

ALL STORM PIPE TO BE REINFORCED CONCRETE PIPE
(RCP) UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED.

ALL SANITARY PIPE TO BE PVC PIPE.

DOMESTIC SERVICE WATER LINE TO BE TYPE K COPPER
PIPE.

DOMESTIC METER TO BE INSTALLED IN LANDSCAPE ZONE
EXTERNAL TO BUILDING AS SHOWN.

ALL SANITARY SEWER AND STORM SEWER ARE PRIVATE.

REFER TO MEP PLANS FOR BUILDING UTILITY
CONNECTION AND ADDITIONAL INFORMATION.

REFER TO TECHNICAL DOCUMENTS FOR ADDITIONAL
INFORMATION.

EASEMENTS SHOWN HEREON TO BE DEDICATED BY PLAT
OR SEPARATE DOCUMENT.

DRY UTILITIES TO BE DESIGNED/CONSTRUCTED BY
OTHERS. CONTRACTOR/OWNER SHALL ENSURE
REQUIRED DRY UTILITY SERVICES PROVIDED FOR
PROJECT AND ANY REMOVALS/RELOCATIONS AFFECTING
ADJACENT PROPERTIES SHALL BE COORDINATED.

ALL DIMENSIONS SHOWN ARE TO CENTER OF PIPE.

ALL WATER MAIN PIPING, INCLUDING FIRE HYDRANT
LATERALS, SHALL BE C900 PVC PIPE.

ALL TREES SHALL BE LOCATED A MINIMUM OF 10' FROM
ADJACENT UTILITIES.

SANITARY AND STORM SEWER

CONNECTIONS TO EXISTING MAINS

SCALE: 1"=20'
MATCH LINE - THIS SHEET

EXISTING 20' ACCESS EASEMENT

FILM 1314

REC. NO. 637600

EXISTING WATER LINE
(LOCATION APPROXIMATE)

EXISTING 25' WATER EASEMENT

FILM 1313

REC. NO. 635554

EXISTING FLOW LINE {
PROPOSED SANITARY

SEWER MANHOLE \‘

PROPOSED STORM
SEWER MANHOLE

| mmm | 1
'+
‘ |
\ EXISTING 15" RCP
PROPOSED STORM SEWER STORM SEWER

CONNECT TO EXISTING STORM INLET

%@@ ITECTURE
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PROPOSED 3.6'
UTILITY AND
ACCESS EASEMENT

EXISTING FLOW LINE

% EXISTING PAN LINE

PROPERTY LINE

/ EXISTING UTILITY EASEMENT
/_ CONNECT TO EXISTING
SANITARY SEWER
MANHOLE

EXISTING STORM INLET

EXISTING 8" PVC
SANITARY SEWER

10.0' MIN

N

- THIS SHEET

7 N
N — S—
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PROPOSED CONNECTION OF
DUPLEX PUMP SYSTEM TO
STORM SYSTEM

(REF: MEP PLANS)

—— e ———— e ———— e —

— e —— ]

/el

STORM DISCHARGE
(REF: MEP PLANS)

PROPOSED
DUPLEX PUMP
SYSTEM
(REF: MEP PLANS)

PROPOSED
STORM INLET

PROPOSED ]
ROOF DRAIN

L1 |

STA: 0+90.50=~" 4

PROPOSED AREA DRAIN
TO BE CONNECTED TO PUMPED

I— \
| N
N
T PROPOSED STORM TRENCH DRAIN ( \ I
TO BE CONNECTED TO PUMPED \ / l
STORM DISCHARGE
(REF: MEP PLANS) / f B
PROPOSED AREA DRAIN / ‘ I
- TO BE CONNECTED TO PUMPED
STORM DISCHARGE T |

(REF: MEP PLANS) 7 RISERS TO EXTERIOR TERRACE-
y = /7" MAX HEIGHT
9 . \ B — Al

'ADA RAMP WITH HANDRAILS

NORTH GARAGE
FFE = 85.83 \
(FLOOD PROOF ELEV. = 95.50) N\

5 1
N
|

1+20

1+00

PROPOSED . | JVaaamamaE
STORM PROPOSED C C 0 | e
MANHOLE STORM SEWER ltl\j — iEmEnS=uoEp el
0 | T+ | _
PROPOSED — 4°
STORM TRENCH ¢ - EXISTING FEMA ZONE AE BASE
0+50 I FLOOD ELEVATION = 5293
DRAIN . L N | I
(o]
INSTALL AUTOMATIC FLOOD CONTROL BARRIER TO \ _/ l
FLOOD PROOF AREA TO ELEVATION OF 95.50. STA: 0+61.49 T
DETAILS TO BE PROVIDED AT TIME OF TECHNICAL - - I
DOCUMENT REVIEW. (REF ARCHITECTURAL DETAILS) l m
l ' ¢&—+— EXISTING FEMA ZONE AE BASE e I
FLOOD ELEVATION = 5294 | 7\ B}
% \| N
1 C | proposED b7 | PROPOSED /
P ‘ STORM p STORM |
’ C SEWER D | INLET A g
[}
‘ ‘ C LA PROPOSED MAIN BUILDING AREA AND 1ST !
‘ ‘ \Bn o5 STORM : LEVEL ROOMS
‘ C SEWER FFE = 95.50 |
g )| |
’ | PROPOSED I
! PROPOSED S M ROOF
, STORM DRAIN | 1
! MANHOLE PROPOSED STORM TRENCH DRAIN
| | ‘ | I
| % l’ \ |
PROPERTY LINE | LA Ll £ || % ' NV
_ ‘ C 950
5 4 I | //
B
| clelc : &P S| & & | e /
%
- _/< I \B VAN VA p /
I | T —
PROPOSED PROPOSED STORM SEWER I PROPOSED STORM SE |
N
PROPOSED STORM SEWER STORM PROPOSED — o S <::I L
(TYP.) SEWER STORM TRENCH - 9 =
- DRAIN I >
- || PROPOSED
PROPOSED CONTECH INSERTA TEE PROPOSED PVC ROOF < ‘
CDS3035 WATER QUALITY N DRAIN I |
STRUCTURE \I ‘ i i ] \F>/ ~‘
. A\ ‘ - N
- N L\ | « PROPOSED STORM | = .
l = a FLARED END SECTION 1195 PROPOSED CONCRETE NH
‘ PROPOSED SIDEWALK CHASE H / DRAINAGE CHASE
- | 2 = — [N N | /|

I

= ———

/

|
|

I
EXISTING FEMA ZONE AE BASE
FLOOD ELEVATION = 5292

/

|

/

7 RISERS TO MAIN ENTRY
AT 7" MAX HEIGHT

!
PROPERTY LINE

|
|

LEGEND

|
L - =] i
l\ ‘ | ff/ PROPOSED STORM OUTLET ;\\ A ’ é\@ﬂ / /
‘ B | / i \ \\ / /
; | 971 | /
L R . -1 Y s
DRAINAGE FACILITY 7
| 7 R A o L | / W
o) | — [ I — p—
I \ /"\4 PROPERTY LINE / I EXISTING _/ I /
STORM INLET Y
DISCHARGE FROM WATER | - GRAPHIC SCALE IN FEET
| | N QUALITY POND TO BE - PROPOSED I / 0 10 20 40
CONVEYED SOUTH TO STORM MANHOLE L |
- EXISTING STORM MAIN I Z
i \ = |
—
I T T T T
94.70 TW | — A PROPOSED CONCRETE DRAINAGE CHASE \ \
93.70 FG _ l p \ {
W 90.60 FG \ \\ PROPOSED _
B 41 91.10 BW PROPOSED STORM OUTLET STRUCTURE 90.69 FG—( B =
) _ 92.50 TP SIDEWALK +
MAX 90 67 FG INV OUT = 90.10 90.00 FG
2 GRAVEL TRICKLE CHANNEL TO OUTFALL — _\ CHASE
XIS
) A—
1 gg_;g %3\/ CAST IN PLACE T MAINTENANCE ACC\ESS
0 5. _ oM
S i - LSRN = oueor SR R i =
=91.10 BW — =92, —
! N06.07 TW | _PROTECTION _ 9060BW | JTI830 T
96.07 TBC I8 92.89 TBC 92.89 TW =
— 1 = ——— —_——— —— — I p—— © o L=
——5 A
~
GRAPHIC SCALE IN FEET
POND DETAIL 0 5 10 20

NOTE: ADDITIONAL DETAIL TO BE
PROVIDED AT TIME OF TECHNICAL
DOCUMENT REVIEW

100-YR RELEASE
TO GRATE

100-YR RELEASE
\/ FLOW DEPTH

\/ VOLUME CONTROL ELEV

OUTLET STRUCTURE
(DISCHARGE TO SOUTH) \ 0.50% SLOPE STRUCTURE BOTTOM
/ i ~—— 6" CONCRETE
VOLUME CONTROL OUTLET WEIR WITH \_

STRUCTURAL STEEL CHANNEL TRASH RACK

WINGWALL INTEGRAL WITH

STRUCTURE
Q=5.2CFS

POND OUTLET DETAIL
N.T.S.

EASEMENT

RIGHT OF WAY LINE
PROPOSED FIRE WATER LINE
PROPOSED SANITARY SEWER
EXISTING SANITARY SEWER
PROPOSED WATER LINE
EXISTING WATER LINE
PROPOSED STORM SEWER
EXISTING STORM SEWER
PROPOSED ELECTRIC LINE
EXISTING ELECTRIC LINE
EXISTING TELEPHONE LINE
PROPOSED GAS LINE
EXISTING GAS LINE

NOTES

1. ADD 5200 TO ALL CONTOUR AND SPOT ELEVATIONS.

2. CONCRETE SIDEWALKS SHALL BE LESS THAN 2% CROSS SLOPE AND 5%
LONGITUDINAL SLOPE IN ALL LOCATIONS FOR ADA ACCESS.

3. DETAILED GRADING INFORMATION TO BE PROVIDED AT TIME OF
TECHNICAL DOCUMENT REVIEW.

4. ACCESS TO BOTTOM OF DRAINAGE FACILITY AND OUTLET STRUCTURE

PROVIDED FROM THE EAST ALONG 4:1 MAX LONGITUDINAL SLOPE AS
NOTED.

5. FLOOD PROOFING REQUIRED TO FEMA BASE FLOOD ELEVATION PLUS 2'
MINIMUM IN AREAS OF ZONE AE. PROPOSED FINISH FLOOR IS ABOVE 2' +
BASE FLOOD ELEVATION FOR ALL MAIN BUILDING AREAS AND DOORWAYS
WITH THE EXCEPTION OF THE UNDERGROUND PARKING AREA. THE

FG FINISH GRADE ELEVATION BELOW GRADE PARKING AREA SHALL BE FLOODPROOFED TO ELEVATION
™ TOP OF POND ELEVATION WITH AN AUTOMATIC HYDRAULIG FLOOD CONTROL BARRIER. FLOOD
W TOP OF WALL ELEVATION PROOFING DETAILS WILL BE PROVIDED AT TIME OF TECHNICAL
TBC TOP BACK OF CURB ELEVATION DOCUMENT REVIEW.

96 96
o EXISTING
oY
S™ IV GRADE
2w
+ O
o>
<Y
'—
n L
8 < B
N o
05 "5
92 % '?-' 2 '?-' 92
<< ] <
= =
e "
FINISH '
GRADE
GRADE BREAK
ALONG EAST EDGE
OF TRENCH DRAIN
START OF TURN
CENTER OF TURN < A
™o
88 END OF TURN, 3 88
GRADE TRANSITION 70
TO RAMP -
<4
n L
BASEMENT FFE = 85.83
85 85
0+50 1+00 1+20
GARAGE RAMP PROFILE
alhy
N
R @
* REFER TO - BUILDING WALL PEDESTRIAN FALL PROTECTION
o EXTENDED TO TO MATCH BUILDING MATERIALS*
ARCHITECTURAL )
. POND BOTTOM
PLANS FOR Y WITH FINISH
ADDITIONAL DETAIL |3~
e MATERIALS TO 5' CANTILEVERED
. MATCH BUILDING CONCRETE SIDEWALK
5 ARCHITECTURE*
FINISH GRADE OF D TOP 8:2 gﬁgé
COVERED -
PARKING AREA -
: STANDARD 6"
: VERTICAL CURB
= AND GUTTER
. FINISH GRADE T e an
. : e : EX. ACCESS DRIVE
.. PLANTED R N
o4 POND = A
- BOTTOM** L
. BOTTOM OF DO PREPARED FILL
: WALL — [.54.7 4
FINISH GRADE el MATERIAL PER
50, ; WALL DESIGN BY
- ° MAX OTHERS
GRAVEL TRICKLE
CHANNEL

POND SECTION A-A*

FINISHED WITH MATERIALS
TO MATCH BUILDING*

STANDARD 6" CURB
AND GUTTER

HOTEL ACCESS

DRIVE/

N.T.S.
)
v
PEDESTRIAN FALL PROTECTION
TO MATCH BUILDING MATERIALS* ——
*REFER TO
ARCHITECTURAL PLANS
FOR ADDITIONAL DETAILS
CAST IN PLACE WALL TOP OF WALL

*REFER TO LANDSCAPE
PLANS FOR DETAILS

4. o
'ZMA)( 10" ..-.w ;

R ar i B, .
3 4 .- a
Toaa
NOTE: DRAINAGE FOR et Y
AREA BEHIND WALL TO BE N S
PROVIDED TO POND PRI 1

/— FINISH GRADE

FINISH GRADE

PLANTED POND BOTTOM**

BOTTOM OF WALL
FINISH GRADE

SIDEWALK

W g

POND SECTION B-B

N.T.S.

NEV@\NE
IARCHITECTURE
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DRAINAGE BASIN BOUNDARY
ESTABLISHED AT EXISTING
PROPERTY LINE

EXISTING
BUILDING

WATER LINE EASEMENT

(WIDTH VARIES)
FILM 1313
REC. NO. 635554

PROPERTY LINE

]

|
|
|
|
w S

e —

LANDSCAPED
AREA

\

‘ PROPERTY
LINE

LANDSCAPED

CANYON BOULEVARD
(PRMARY STREET)

PROPERTY LINE

FLOOD ZONE
BOUNDARY LINE

FLOOD ZONE X A FLOOD ZONE AE

—_—
—_—— —

ASPHALT
PAVEMENT \

’ LANDSCAPED
AREA —‘

91.7%

1.41 )
B4

EXISTING
STORM INLET —
LANDSCAPED /
AREA
f LANDSCAPED
AREA

LANDSCAPED
P /— AREA  ——_

e —
N — =T
—_—
—_—

LANDSCAPED
AREA

. REC. NO. 637600

ACCESS EASEMENT
(WIDTH VARIES)
FILM 1314

F“‘
|
|

20' RIGHT-OF-WAY
EASEMENT
FILM 1607

REC. NO. 10185§0

DRAINAGE BASIN BOUNDARY
ESTABLISHED AT EXISTING
PROPERTY LINE

R
—_
—_
—_

DRIVE

R

PRIVATE ACCESS

|

PROPERTY LINE

|
|
|
|

|
ACCESS EASEMENT
(WIDTH VARIES)
FILM 1314
REC. NO. 637600

HC

I

|

0.10

47.5%
0.8

|

EXISTING
STORM INLET

/

0

LEGEND
m A = BASIN DESIGNATION
B = AREA (ACRES)
B C C = BASIN IMPERVIOUSNESS
D D = 100YR DESIGN STORM RUNOFF (CFS)

# = DESIGN POINT

— FLOW DIRECTION

I DRAINAGE BASIN BOUNDARY

PCC SIDEWALK AND BASE MATERIAL

RIPRAP AND BASE MATERIAL

PAVERS

7 N
%

GRAPHIC SCALE IN FEET
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LEGEND

m A = BASIN DESIGNATION
B = AREA (ACRES)
C ’
D

B C = BASIN IMPERVIOUSNESS

D = 100YR DESIGN STORM DIRECT RUNOFF (CFS)
PUMPED STORMWATER

g&%ﬁ[ﬁ@ TURE

Lo

MRS

28

Z

DISCHARGE FROM Te)
UNCOVERED 'S' BASIN OS] <>E O ©
AREAS ’—PROPERTY LINE =589
b~ AN
SIDEWALK EASEMENT — - = 0.09 59% # = DESIGN POINT Q 8 N
(WIDTH VARIES) S . S N~
FILM 1038 S \ S'| — 4 (— —— — PROPOSED 15 — | ——~ /+1 |t o6 L — — — A N i E S-O\
REC. NO. 310914 SIDEWALK ~——— —eb AN N 3
(90
003 96% EASEMENT —_— FLOW DIRECTION S 3o

S S — - 003/ — T = | n = S| J—— \ L teR
‘ /4;ng& ’ = 941 944F \ P N / —— DRAINAGE BASIN BOUNDARY oo ® 2014
-
St ] / __z _____ =2 052"\ |
- !

- PRELIMINARY
‘ PROPOSED SAND OIL INTERCEPTOR - i 0.1 25% ’
| K (REFER TO MEP PLANS FOR GARAGE = \ ' : 0.6 _ FOR REVIEW ONLY
Vo DRAINAGE COLLECTION LAYOUT)  _ —— R1 \ 1 NOTES:
PROPOSED WATER LINE ‘ / - X NOT FOR
! FLOOD ZONE X 1. REFER TO DRAINAGE REPORT FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION.
EASEMENT TO TOTAL ‘ 7 FHoCDAehBAE 90% ‘ B ’ CONSTRUCTION
25' IN WIDTH ‘ | A ¢) cemA 0.18 /( / S 2. DETAILED DESIGN/CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION TO BE PROVIDED AT TIME OF TECHNICAL ]
‘ 1.6
‘ e} = COD TORE \ ! | DOCUMENT REVIEW. [
EXISTING 13.7' PROPOSED : ) | Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc
BOUNDARY LINE 20" RIGHT-OF- ) » INC.
WATER N 0.06 |-2°% STORM INLET PROPOSED STORM ou - | \ e Agl-IMS\TT WAY
EASEMENT 0.5 TRENCH DRAIN NORTH GARAGE / N FILM 1607 Site Runoff Summary Direct Flows Cummulative Flows
R1 , (FLOOD PROOFED TO ELEVATION 95.50) { REC. NO. 1018580
/ A 4 Pansa 052 DESIGN DRAIN AREA Qs Qi00 Qs Quo0 S
89 / - POINT BASIN Ac CFS CFS CFS CFS 5 8
B g R1 Basin R1 0.18 0.8 1.6 0.8 1.6 S
90 e O o [ce)
1 1% P R2 Basin R2 0.36 15 3.1 2.6 5.7 I=rF
A g —
0.07 —= \N[E- S2 S3 | R3 Basin R3 0.26 1.1 2.3 5.3 11.4 .-
. L —_— — — _ Z
N— B T — 1 / 0s1 Basin 0S1 0.09 0.2 0.6 0.2 0.6 — %; A9
= 2 N 88% 96% — ~ 052 Basin 052 0.11 0.2 0.6 0.2 0.6 e
| l - 004 | S Q-
- 0.5 ' 0.03 RD x 0S3 Basin 0S3 0.06 0.2 0.5 0.6 1.5 m - R g
- | = - / 054 Basin 0S4 0.06 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 N
‘ AUTOMATIC HYDRAULIC FLOOD YV A Basin A 0.06 03 05 1.3 2.7 — = ] o
| BARRIER TO PROTECT TO FLOOD > 0.3 930? } E / asin = 27
PROOFING ELEVATION OF 95.50 . B Basin B 0.07 0.3 0.7 1.7 34 X ©O3 S
PROPOSED STORM AT ENTRY TO RAMP ! _/ ) : i
TRENCH DRAIN % C Basin C 0.27 1.2 2.3 4.2 9.1
o, J FrolzoriE sl ML= | D Basin D 0.06 0.1 0.4 5.4 12.0
\ 94— ry PROPOSED ROOF DRAIN CONNECTION ol PROPERTY LINE E Basin E 0.06 0.1 0.3 0.1 0.3
\‘\T l . [ PROPOSED SAND OIL INTERCEPTOR / EIRNCI;PE(?ASSIEDM\I,EVNA;ER S1 Basin S1 0.003 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.03
1 PROPOSED STORM TRENCH DRAIN ~ (REFER TO MEP PLANS FOR GARAGE S2 Basin S2 0.06 0.3 0.5 0.3 0.6
WATER LINE EASEMENT ) X DRAINAGE COLLECTION LAYOUT) / il
(WIDTH VARIES) } s3 Basin S3 0.004 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.03 Z
FILM 1313 | C R 11 | T1 Basin T1 0.02 0.1 0.2 0.2 03
REC. NO. 635554 / Tz asin : : : : : Z
4 C 0.02 |.96% / T2 Basin T2 0.01 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1
1 . i - D
* 86% = N 0.2 0.01 L96% — | ]
0.27 A 5 , ACCESS EASEMENT
. 0.1 (WIDTH VARIES) | | I
2-3 o oo 0
PROPERTY LINE ~_ o | FILM 1314
S REC. NO. 637600 ( }
Fog0 G50 650 | ‘
T1 \ 2 L 7N\ = ’ Z (Lﬁ
[@)]
T/ Nz
9a%a - { . PROPOSED WATER LINE <E O
| \ — o
EASEMENT TO TOTAL
|
PROPOSED PRIVATE 4 PROPOSED || s & 25' IN WIDTH L]
STORM SEWER (TYP) 7 PROPOSED o R3 o 9 S | 0S3 | TOTAL VOLUME REQUIRED 2,373 CF N =
SOUTH GARAGE
ORAINAGE EASEMENT | 1 DRAIN o Lo TOTAL VOLUME PROVIDED AT 5292.50 2,431 CF L1 O v
BOUNDARY FOR POND AND . o 82% ] Dﬁ ( ) 0
WATER QUALITY UNIT PROPOSED STORM 23 o) N 0.06 % TOTAL RELEASE RATE OFF-SITE 5.20 CFS =
FLARED END SECTION = \ 0.5 "N ¢
PROPOSED STRUCTURED Z ’ 0o )
WATER QUALITY UNIT N | L ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ B DRAINAGE || - m > a O o
(CDS3035 UNIT) RJ3 95 SWALE : - o e
~ PROPOSED STORM OUTLET ‘ I I I 0N o =9
] I F R
I~ N/ 1 zZ
- e = " G N3s 2 -
toe / < Q —
DRAINAGE ESMT - L ‘\97 Ce— g (S / /o — E 2R U
(6" FROM FACE OF BLDG 1 - EXISTING Y ~
| | | R DRAINAGE FACILITY S 904 = —

10.0' WATER — — TO PROPERTY LINE)  ams —Fr | ~C ~ "/ STORM INLET ) EE) w 2 O 8
LINE EASEMENT 52 0S4 = — E——— e 7 9 O =
REC. NO. 1275290 Y/ O o ) I L~

Y ‘ ‘ ‘ PROPERTY _/ e / m O 505
0S4 D e 2y M n
N m O L~

A S L R

CHECKED BY: RJP

0.07 96% o 0.06 19% F ACCESS EASEMENT 0.06 32% /
' 0.8 ' 0.4 (WIDTH VARIES) ) 03/ PROJECT# 096327000
VERUEENIN FILM 1314 — DRAWN BY: JRH
— — | 25.0' WATER REC. NO. 637600 — PROPOSED WATER

— I B —
— LINE EASEMENT N \ = LINE EASEMENT ISSUE DATE: 11/4/2013
. (I::II;\II\/(I) 12;2554 | /} REVISION 1: 2/18/2014
— RS ’ ‘\ f / o e REVISION 2: 4/7/2014
! (ﬁ 303 REVISION 3: 5/12/2014
7 / DISCHARGE FROM POND TO BE CONVEYED ‘ \ N ; REVISION 4: 8/15/2014
v y SOUTH TO EXISTING PRIVATE STORM MAIN i
(REFER TO UTILITY PLAN) \ ’ \ \_ / \
> CONNECT TO EXISTING TG 1 LAY PRELIMINARY

A § | O o STORM LINE W DRAINAGE PLAN

GRAPHIC SCALE IN FEET
| \ o 10 20 40
:!d .

k:\den_civil\096327000\cadd\327000dr_d.dw:!

Agenda ltem 5A~ Page 61 of 100

SITE REVIEW RE-SUBMITTAL - 8/15/2014



p.dwg

k:\den_civi\096327000\cadd\327000I

PROPERTY LINE

PROPERTY LINE

NORTH GARAGE
FFE = 85.83
FLOOD PROOFING ELEVATION = 95.50

— |
MAIN BUILDING AREA AND 1ST LEVEL ROOMS
FFE = 95.50 (MAX. BUILDING HEIGHT ALLOWED: 49.41)
(MAX. BUILDING HEIGHT PROPOSED: 49.25)
L1
-
‘ 1 [ ] I 1
<L —_— -

PROPERTY
LINE

,}2@1

PROPERTY LINE

0

SURVEY NOTE

SURVEY SOURCE: DREXEL, BARRELL & CO.
SURVEY DATE: SEPTEMBER 24, 2013

LEGEND
LOWEST POINT OF EXISTING
x89.91 SURFACE WITHIN 25' OF BUILDING
PERIMETER. ADD 5200' TO ALL
ELEVATIONS.
NOTES

1. MAX. BUILDING HEIGHT INDICATED BASED ON 55' FROM
LOW POINT ELEVATION AND DOES NOT NECESSARILY
REFLECT ROOF APPURTENANCES.

2. REFER TO ARCHITECTURAL ELEVATIONS FOR
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION.

7 N
%

GRAPHIC SCALE IN FEET
10 20 4|O

%@@ ITECTURE

9220 W 20th AVENUE
LAKEWOOD, CO 80215
(303) 877-2306

Copyright © 2014

PRELIMINARY

FOR REVIEW ONLY

NOT FOR
CONSTRUCTION

4 A

Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.

tes, Inc.

14 KIMLEY—=HORN AND ASSOCIATES, INC.

la

Kimley-Horn

990 South Broadway, Suite 200
Denver, Colorado 80209 (303) 228—2300
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PROJECT #: 096327000

DRAWN BY: JRH

CHECKED BY: RJP
ISSUE DATE: 11/4/2013

REVISION 1: 2/18/2014
REVISION 2: 4/7/2014

REVISION 3: 5/12/2014
REVISION 4: 8/15/2014

BUILDING LOW POINT
PLAN

C8.0
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\ <~> + ’9 Eﬁﬂ+ [ PAVING MATERIALS
\ |

7\ NATURAL GRAY CONCRETE PAVEMENT - BROOM FINISH, SAW

N / N / CANYON BLVD. RE-LOCATED TRANSIT STOP CONCRETE PAD, RE: CIVIL CUT JOINTS
AN S/ EXISTING TREE TO REMAIN @ INTEGRAL COLORED CONCRETE - SAND TEXTURE FINISH, SAW
~ _ — ~ - ~ 7 & BE PROTECTED\ ‘\ / CANYON BLVD. CUT JOINTS

MATERIAL KEYNOTES

e —— PROPERTY LINE @
@ PRECAST CONCRETE PAVERS, PATTERN & TYPE - T.B.D.

EXISTING TREE TO REMAIN BN

& BE PROTECTED
@ ASPHALT PAVING, RE: CIVIL

E -
MONUMENT SIGN
@ @ \’L PLANTING
— g A z —— [ il . I
N N\ \ \ \ \ ¢ AN . , / L g e —— _ —F £ (3.1) DECIDUOUS TREE: 2.5' CALIPER, B&B
- . . : - . c Ay AAW 4 c . . .
. . o o 0 = % :

EXISTING LANDSCA
TO REMAIN

S I~

BL

Xy % 57 @ St e e e e (3.2) ORNAMENTAL TREE PLANTING: 2' CAL.
g :

/
]
/ %
// 7 ;Zé// | ;é//?_ SHRUB BED PLANTING IN WASHINGTON CEDAR MULCH (TWICE
ot ) GROUND, AKA: 'GORILLA MULCH))

(3.4) 2'-4' RIVER STONE COBBLE ON WEED BARRIER FABRIC - 4' DEPTH
(3.5 IRRIGATED TURFGRASS SOD, RE: PLANT LEGEND
(3.6) 3'-6" WASHED ROUND RIVER COBBLE

V4
4

<

i e Y e
7 AN S KT T X s
/7 /// 7 //7//////2//;4 /////7 // 42//%/// // 7 q //// 77 //// SITE AMENITIES

e G S sC GING (12 GA. x 4' Z
ALVANIZED STEEL LANDSCAPE EDGING (12 GA DEEP)

(4.2) 5" WIDE x 12" DEEP C.I.P. RAISED CURB, RE: 1/L4.0
(4.3) TRASH RECEPTACLE, T.B.D.

7

~

LAKEWOOD, CO 80215

9220 W 20th AVENUE
(303) 877-2306

@.4) & WIDE BENCH, T.B.D. Copyright © 2014
4.5) BIKE RACKS, RE: L4.0

EXISTING TREES ‘TO REMAIN

/ &BE PROTECTE'ID MATERIAL LEGEND

STRUCTURE RE: ARCH STRUCTURE
EDGEF OF GARAGE —/] BELOW GRADE BELOW GRADE
STRUCTURE

B‘ELOW GRADE

3.4

W 2 -
1 L TRANSF 7 EDGE OF GARAGE ENTRANCE, EDGE OF GARAGE
-l

GRADE PARKING

s/ O NORTH GARAGE BELOW

LINE OF EXISTING CURB
TO BE REMOVED

\ ’ DECIDUOUS SHADE TREE PLANTING
\ 2.5"CAL., B&B
|

O]
Z
()]
-
D
m
/O
Z
'_
(2]
>
L

\
/ EXISTING TREE TO REMAIN EVERGREEN TREE PLANTING
& BE PROTECTED 6'- 8 HEIGHT, B&B

T —— T ////////// EERe
! -1 T XV 7.7 35 |
% o EA TS T IS4 | T 7 oumemes
@ ﬁ //5/%/7 | //‘/// Dk N A BRS LINE OF EXISTING CURB : & ARSOCVATES
: YN A s _ T TOBEREMOVED GALVANIZED STEEL LANDSCAPE
< L l

- LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURH
// EDGING (12 GA. x 4" DEEP) ,
I

"| z LINE OF OVERHEAD / 605 ITHACA DRIVE BOULDER, CO 80305
—_ I 1] | a a
— | | B
| | (i2) - ——
I ' B |
| COVERED PATIO, RE: ARCH 4‘ .
J @/

A0 N0 D00

/ :] CANOPY NATURAL GREY CONCRETE PAVEMENT
PEDESTRIAN GRADE - BROOM FINISH

SAND TEXTURE FINISH, COLOR: T.B.D.

AN

|

|
1 PROPERTY LINE / -1~ 1 -7 | INTEGRAL COLORED CONCRETE PAVEMENT -
|

|

A SHRUB BED PLANTING IN WASHINGTON CEDAR
////////////7/// MULCH (TWICE GROUND - AKA: 'GORILLA MULCH'

n
N

| 2"4"RIVER STONE COBBLE ON WEED BARRIER
| | FABRIC-NON IRRIGATION ZONE

L _

2.1

'''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''' IRRIGATED SOD GRASS AREA -

/ '''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''' BLUEGRASS BLEND

STING BUILDING

\ / PRECAST CONCRETE PAVERS

R
(@/////f/é// Zf/// | = )) v |'J RESIDENCE INN

MAIN ENTRY, RE: ARCH

—| PRECAST CONCRETE PAVERS

26TH STREET

\

T
—
_
- ____
(VAR VWA R VA N VAL N W W VAN

Jo a8 45 3 - 6" WASHED RIVER COBBLE

LANDSCAPE NOTES

N
_

EGRESS PATH FROM
ADJACENT BUILDING

O

/ 1. ALL PLANT MATERIAL SHALL MEET THE SPECIFICATIONS OF THE AMERICAN STANDARD
FOR NURSERY STOCK (ANSI Z60.1-2004).

L - ]

- 7]
FIRE HYDRANT|

|
5
N
W)
|

2. REQUIRED MINIMUM SOIL AMENDMENT FOR ALL LANDSCAPE AREAS = 4 CY/1,000
SQUARE FEET TILLED TO A MINIMUM OF 6” DEPTH. SOIL TESTS FROM THE PROJECT SITE
LANDSCAPE AREAS WILL BE UNDERTAKEN BY LANDSCAPE CONTRACTOR TO DETERMINE
ADDITIONAL AMENDMENTS.

TRASH ENCLOSURE

’ 3. PRIOR TO INSTALLATION OF LANDSCAPING, ALL AREAS COMPACTED BY CONSTRUCTION
TR ACTIVITIES SHALL BE THOROUGHLY LOOSENED TO A MINIMUM DEPTH OF 12" AND

’ A ~ AMENDED WITH ORGANIC COMPOST INCORPORATED AT A MINIMUM OF 4 CY/1,000

’ TR SQUARE FEET OF LANDSCAPE AREA.

N

3.1

I

) pEnE 4. TREES SHALL NOT BE PLANTED CLOSER THAN 4' TO ANY GAS OR ELECTRICAL LINE AND
ol NO CLOSER THAN 10' FROM ANY WATER OR SEWER LINE. LOCATIONS OF ALL UTILITIES
Ce — SHALL BE VERIFIED IN THE FIELD PRIOR TO PLANTING/IRRIGATION INSTALLATION.

&

w
w

Sy

W

-4. R 5. LANDSCAPE EDGING IS GALVANIZED STEEL EDGING, 12 GA. x 4" DEEP WITH
MANUFACTURER'S RECOMMENDED STAKES AND ACCESSORIES MANUFACTURED BY
DURA EDGE OR EQUAL APPROVED.

— SIGH|T TRIANGLES

6. AUTOMATIC IRRIGATION SYSTEM: PERMANENT, UNDERGROUND IRRIGATION WILL BE
PROVIDED TO ALL LANDSCAPE AREAS. TURF AREAS WILL BE ZONED SEPARATELY FROM
BED AREAS; THE CONTROLLER WILL INCLUDE A RAIN SHUT-OFF SYSTEM; IRRIGATION
ZONES WILL BE DESIGNED BASED ON HYDRO ZONES ACCORDING TO WATER-DEMAND.

SOUTH GARAGE AT
GRADE PARKING

\ ALV N WAV

4.5

T O O
3 <
I - - n " 1 n

/DRAIN CHANNEL, RE: CIVIL

D

7. THE PROPERTY OWNER WILL MAINTAIN ALL LANDSCAPED AREAS WITHIN THE PROPERTY
BOUNDARY, INCLUDING ANY ADJACENT ROW LANDSCAPE.

@S
wn
wn
wn

8. REFER TO THE CITY OF BOULDER'S STREETSCAPE DESIGN STANDARDS AND PARKING
LOTS DESIGN STANDARDS FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION.

9.  REFER TO THE CIVIL ENGINEER'S DRAWINGS FOR GRADING AND UTILITY INFORMATION.

BOULDER RESIDENCE INN

2550 CANYON BLVD.

BOULDER, CO 80302
StoNEBRIDGE COMPANIES

9100 EAST PANORAMA DRIVE, SUITE 300

ENGLEWOOD, CO 80112

(303) 785-3199

10. ALL EXISTING AND NEW TREES IN LAWN AREAS TO RECEIVE A 5' DIAMETER CEDAR MULCH
RING.

 — — F —

11.  ALL SHRUB BEDS TO RECEIVE 3" DEPTH WASHINGTON CEDAR MULCH, TWICE GROUND, PROJECT #: 102-2013
A KA. "GORILLA MULCH" DRAWN BY: JO

12. THERE ARE SOME ASH TREES ON SITE WHICH ARE INDICATED AS "TO BE REMOVED" OR CHECKED BY:  JO
"PRUNED". DUE TO EMERALD ASH BORER IN THE CITY THERE IS A MANDATORY STATE AND ISSUE DATE:  11/4/2013
FEDERAL QUARANTINE THAT RESTRICTS THE MOVEMENT OF ALL ASH PRODUCTS AND ALL REVISION 1: 2/18/2014
HARDWOOD FIREWOOD. SINCE THIS SITE IS LOCATED WITHIN THE QUARANTINE AREA, REVISION 2: 41712014
ONLY A CITY OF BOULDER CERTIFIED ARBORIST MAY PRUNE OR REMOVE ASH TREES TO REVISION 3: 5/12/2014
ENSURE PROPER WOOD DISPOSAL. A LIST OF LICENSED CERTIFIED ARBORIST IS REVISION 4- 8/15/2014
AVAILABLE ON THE CITY'S WEBSITE AT:

. ) r r
4 L > 7 { ——_——_——_——_——_——___:—;_;I_____________:——— I—— — . g 4 /I— ’*///"'I/// ////////7
4 | ; = / /7%{/ {7
| 4 - //1// /// //
% 1‘15&\
- '~1-4-rl_r;~-'- =
btk

<L
/

e — AU i AN ok ALY (o él/ O/
E TR L T T I_Eligl f

<5 G
7

SN B -

B "/ 7 77, % f/ 7
[
\— DETENTION POND BASIN \ m_ﬂ
PROPERTY LINE (NO MULCH) \_@ CANTILEVERED WALKWAY, Rﬁ o
! W W W - Iri=

HTTPS://BOULDERCOLORADO.GOV/PLAN-DEVELOP/TREE-CONTRACTOR-LICENSE MATERIALS

FOR MORE INFORMATION ON EAB, PLEASE VISIT WWW.EABCOLORADO.COM PLAN

SCALE: 1/16" = 1'-0" @ 24x36 I I - O

% H —

0 8 16' 32 48 NORTH
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PERENNIALS: 16 @ 18" O.C.

EXISTING TREE TO
REMAIN

6 SPK
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PERENNIAL: 16 @ 18" O.C.

3 JHB
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CANYON BLVD.
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3 JHB

10 SPK
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|
_ EXISTING TREE TO REMAIN EXISTING TREE TO REMAIN
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|
PERENNIAL MIX: 90 @ 18" O.C. 2B 22VMB x N\ )\ ~ 1or A/ \// izs\g\éB 5 RAG
11 SPK 10 RAG . . e
TIR%‘TPi \ \ /  PERENNIALS:3@ 18'O.C.
. = | . N \ % | A
ConMSCR N\ e\ e ‘ e e B e + T 30 J
et Y 17 RAM" RV ' il y oy AT +
B P S R =X 7 1 —L—_E_ _@_4 OO
. 1 AP o I\ A —=\ |-\ LT o T T T T . 2 : T ““ ‘.'“ i T 7 T T T T e i i
” s SHADE PERENNIAL MIX: — /— SHADE PERENNIAL MIX
1.0 = s A\A* N 33@18'0.C. N /I /\1¢C 33 @ 18'0.C. — Vs
a.
7 S Sl nnne i vae Ny y ikl wiliiseell 7 gualll 125 <0 eyttt FoN A Vet L A W A S i PSR A il Ry et L e it = B = st sty densdlions” dandiinn " (onaline: T e e
/ """"" — 30030002000 Y e T T
\ ) e
o AN Y. D) N N s AN e 00T an 0L an 000 6 e 00 50 LI e INI=IEREBLT000V0N0 0T g
ey e s e X WL e —
/ \—;j/” ’///:\IQ/\////“ 7 \;;\I/%\\Ii: \ s il cheb Shbebiil b o) chCEReM I o it s e e T i e : ey
B N ee|eee @ @@ \ \ """"" b DA L Y
NS 1\\L SleIg e e0®® 12 HSE 8 HME 8 DBC 24 DBC CON =) I ........... P
\\\Z \;'”/ " | 5 HSR 8 DBC 18 HGU RAQAEN . - AT iy -
USIANE 3 SPN 18 RAG 9 HME B RIN PERENNIAL MiX
6POS 10 RAM 18 HGU ARy KL
1 22 VI 1SVR/';Q
| ] | L O 3AP/,’:,,
! \ ‘ " I — O 1 SVR
‘ =
L‘ | 10 SPK —
| 5 LLA —
: 1 SVR —1 \
: | 4 HSR — .
: - \
:i | i._ — _lJ g
28 ||
i | 1111 — _
e = f
i & |
/ nl | I / L
A | — =
/'i 2 L / | 6 PFJ /
4 * * . . . . / 1 —l 2CC |
’ 1 | e L 14 HSB
/ r | 1 9 RAM
1 I 4 HME |
o | | PERENNIAL MIX
n | | 36 @ 18" O.C.
. r |
. | | 61GC
1 | I
1 I I
e I |
2z | -
Ve |
i I L
j wl - _||
AL | :
7 | | !
/] | I
/] | |
/] J
| - r
I I
I L
F> : |
I
| |
~ |
I I
I | 4
| — o
* T
&3 &5 _ e
j -
|
r & Fé- El -
— 4
— h
K L
! :
1
1
' g
1
1
| | A g
I
DY |
‘ | 3SR *) | 18 LLA 2PC—
I 2 SNB )| —15VR ki
i 2 SVK 2 CAS 2 CAS 3 HSR L=
65JS ZAAS T \ \ \ — /—2 R
Cas / 6 RAG ) | — U S s e | i B
4 | —— Ay, — — NG — == =
s g / r\ TQ(:@}@I 4 RAG —— * NI : 7
2O '
e O | = e S I :
N ') \ss-o- : @ ‘ @ O 0 /
i T =R
N A S el o s o o it o RIS e , , g
o — il e ) — I —— /
] L-N\< 6 P 6 PFJ g 16 SPK|
— T = A
2CAS— 5 SNUJ 24 PVIJ 24 SNUJ — i

L~

1AG

13 RAM

ﬂ 4 ~ __.au. a “ 'j' .lld' < .
e a T o 2,
- <,n\\‘ 044 ] . )
— = ; _
\
| ]
o |
y I
/
|
/ E)éllal\llll\\IlG TREES TO
\

|

EXISTING TREES TO REMAIN

e LINE OF EXISTING CURB
j TO BE REMOVED

|

\
26TH STREET

A AR L RN R S SR AVAN VAV WAV WA VA WA}

|
|

=
\X\i_
|

K

] N

| ST

e ] W]
1PC AR Bl
= N il
8 SJS | T nlly

- | @ HH
6 RAM | HH
| P
5 JSM H

AVA VAW WL

57 JSM

PLANT LEGEND

%

Ze

LAKEWOOD, CO 80215

9220 W 20th AVENUE
(303) 877-2306

Copyright © 2014

/\

{

605 ITHACA DRIVE BOULDER, CO 80305

OUELLETTE &
ASSOCIATES

LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURH

2,363 SF

QTY: 104

ABBR. QTY BOTANICAL NAME/COMMON NAME SIZE COMMENTS

DECIDUOUS TREES

AG 1 ACER GINNALA FLAME 3'CAL.  B&B
AMUR MAPLE 15°0.C.  STAKE + GUY

AP 4 ACER PLATANOIDES 'CRIMSON SENTRY' 3'CAL.  B&B
CRIMSON SENTRY NORWAY MAPLE 12°0.C.  STAKE & GUY

cC 5  CERCIS CANADENSIS 25'CAL. B&B
EASTERN REDBUD 2000.C.  STAKE + GUY

QR 3 QUERCUS ROBUR 3'CAL.  B&B
ENGLISH OAK 350.C.  STAKE + GUY

PC 9  PYRUS CALLERYANA ‘CHANTICLEER 3'CAL.  B&B
CHANTICLEER PEAR 15°0.C.  STAKE + GUY

PA 3 PYRUS CALLERYANA 'AUTUMN BLAZE' 3'CAL.  STAKE & GUY
AUTUMN BLAZE PEAR 250.C. B&B
EVERGREENS

JSM 23 JUNIPERUS SCOPULORUM 'MEDORA' #15 CONTAINER
MEDORA JUNIPER 4-0'0.C.

JHB 11 JUNIPERUS HORIZONTALIS 'BLUE CHIP' #5 CONTAINER
BLUE CHIP JUNIPER 6-0'0.C

EFE 13  EUONYMUS FORTUNEI'EMERALD & GOLD' #2 CONTAINER
EMERALD & GOLD EUONYMUS 30"
DECIDUOUS SHRUBS

AAS 4 AMELANCHIER ALNIFOLIA 6 CLUMP B&B
SASKATOON SERVICEBERRY 80.C

CCB 25  CARYOPTERIS X CLANDONENSIS 'BLUE MIST #5 CONTAINER
BLUE MIST SPIREA 36' O.C.

DBC 68  DAPHNE X BURKWOODII 'CAROL MACKIE' #5 CONTAINER
CAROL MACKIE DAPHNE 36' O.C.

CAS 6  CARAGANA ARBORESCENS #5 CONTAINER
SIBERIAN PEASHRUB g8 0.C.

HSR 12  HIBISCUS SYRIACUS 'RED HEART #5 CONTAINER
SINGLE WHITE RED CENTER ALTHEA 72'0.C.

HME 47  HYDRANGEA ARBORESCENS 'ANNABELLE' #5 CONTAINER
ANNABELLE SMOOTH HYDRANGEA 36' O.C.

IGC 16  ILEX GLABRA NORDICA' #5 CONTAINER
NORDIC INKBERRY HOLLY 36' O.C.

MAC 12 MAHONIA AQUIFOLIUM COMPACTA #5 CONTAINER
OREGON GRAPE HOLLY 30" O.C.

PFJ 58  POTENTILLA <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>