
 
 

 

 

 

1. CALL TO ORDER 

 

2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

 

3. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

 

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

A. Call Up Items: Highland School Bridge Replacement; Floodplain Development Permit (LUR2016-

00067); Wetland Permit (LUR2016-00068). This decision may be called up before Planning Board on or 

before November 4, 2016. 

 

B. Call-Up Item: SITE REVIEW AMENDMENT: To amend the approved plans for Block 3 within the 

Dakota Ridge Village Subdivision for a 2,513 square foot community center with a community pool and 

16 condominium units in two buildings. A similar proposal was approved in 2007 but the approval has 

since expired. Case no. LUR2015-00113. This approval is subject to potential call-up on or before 

November 4, 2016. 

 

C. Call Up Item: Use Review for a residential use in an industrial zoning district.  Proposed are a total of 70 

residential units along with on-site amenities at 3289 Airport Road, VeloPark Apartments, LUR2016-

00020. This approval is subject to potential call-up on or before November 4, 2016. 

 

5. PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS 

A. AGENDA TITLE: Public hearing for consideration of a Concept Plan proposal (LUR2016-00070) to 

redevelop the site at 1600 Broadway, an approximate 0.54 acre-property, involving removal of two 

commercial buildings, development of a new 41,606 square-foot hotel building with approximately 73 

hotel rooms, and installation of an underground parking structure. Preliminary consideration of a 

rezoning from Business – Transitional 2 (BT-2) to Downtown – 3 (DT-3) is also proposed. 

 

B. AGENDA TITLE:  Consideration of a motion to amend the Annexation Agreement for the Crestview 

East Neighborhood for the property located at 2010 Upland Avenue in order to remove the requirement 

to construct an access lane known as N. 20th Street. Motion includes an amendment to the North 

Boulder Right-of-Way Plan in the North Boulder Subcommunity Plan for the deletion of the connection. 

 

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

ATTORNEY 

 

7. DEBRIEF MEETING/CALENDAR CHECK 

 

8. ADJOURNMENT 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 

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

 
CITY OF BOULDER 
PLANNING BOARD MEETING AGENDA  
DATE: November 3, 2016  

TIME: 6 p.m. 

PLACE: 1777 Broadway, Council Chambers 
 
 

http://www.bouldercolorado.gov/


CITY OF BOULDER PLANNING BOARD 

MEETING GUIDELINES 

 

CALL TO ORDER 

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

 

AGENDA 

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

 

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

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

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

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

and admission into the record. 

 

DISCUSSION AND STUDY SESSION ITEMS 

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

 

PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS 

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

 

1. Presentations 

a. Staff presentation (10 minutes maximum*) 

b. Applicant presentation (10 minute maximum*). Any exhibits introduced into the record at this time must be provided in quantities of ten 

(10) to the Board Secretary for distribution to the Board and admission into the record. 

c. Planning Board questioning of staff or applicant for information only. 

 

2. Public Hearing 

 Each speaker will be allowed an oral presentation (3 minutes maximum*). All speakers wishing to pool their time must be present, and 

 time allotted will be determined by the Chair. No pooled time presentation will be permitted to exceed ten minutes total.  

 Time remaining is presented by a Green blinking light that means one minute remains, a Yellow light means 30 seconds remain, and a 

Red light and beep means time has expired. 

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

state that for the record as well. 

 Speakers are requested not to repeat items addressed by previous speakers other than to express points of agreement or disagreement. 

Refrain from reading long documents, and summarize comments wherever possible. Long documents may be submitted and will become 

a part of the official record. 

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

 Any exhibits introduced into the record at the hearing must be provided in quantities of ten (10) to the Secretary for distribution to the 

Board and admission into the record. 

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

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

 

3. Board Action 

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

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

additional information). 

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

only if called upon by the Chair. 

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

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

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

 

MATTERS FROM THE PLANNING BOARD, DIRECTOR, AND CITY ATTORNEY 

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

agenda. 

 

ADJOURNMENT 

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

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

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

 



 M E M O R A N D U M 
 

 

TO:   Planning Board 

 

FROM: Jessica Stevens, Floodplain and Wetland Administrator 

 

DATE:  October 21, 2016 

 

SUBJECT: Call Up Items: Highland School Bridge Replacement 

 Floodplain Development Permit (LUR2016-00067) 

 Wetland Permit (LUR2016-00068) 

  

This decision may be called up before Planning Board on or before November 4, 2016. 

  
 

A floodplain development permit and wetland permit were approved by Public Works 

Development Review staff on October 21, 2016 for the replacement of the Highland School 

bridge at 885 Arapahoe Avenue.   

   

The City of Boulder Public Works Department has applied for a floodplain development permit 

and a standard wetland permit for the replacement of an existing 42-inch private driveway 

culvert with a new free span bridge over Gregory Creek.  The new bridge will provide an 

increased conveyance capacity for flows within Gregory Creek and be placed in the same 

location as the existing driveway access.  In addition, the new free span bridge will improve 

wildlife habitat and connectivity by allowing wildlife to move more freely along the Gregory 

Creek drainage corridor. 

 

The applicant has demonstrated compliance with the City’s floodplain regulations.  The project 

will not adversely impact nearby properties. A copy of the floodplain development permit and a 

vicinity map showing the location of the improvements is attached.   

 

The construction of the new bridge will temporarily impact 904 square feet of the buffer zone 

and 236 square feet within the regulatory wetland.  Permanent impacts include 159 square feet 

within the buffer area and 36 square feet of shading impacts within the wetland.  The Public 

Works Department has proposed to mitigate the impacts through the removal of the current 

crossing structure and the restoration of 606 square feet of the Gregory Creek channel through 

the planting of native trees, shrubs and seed mixes in accordance with the City of Boulder 

Wetland Protection Program Best Management Practices Revegetation Rules.  

 

The floodplain development permit and wetland permit were approved by Public Works 

Development Review staff on October 21, 2016 and the decision may be called up before 

Planning Board on or before November 4, 2016.  There will be one Planning Board meeting 

within the 14 day call up period on November 3, 2016.   

 

Questions about the project should be directed to the Floodplain and Wetlands Administrator, 
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Jessica Stevens at 303-441-3121 or by e-mail at stevensj@bouldercolordo.gov. 

 

Attachments: 

A. Floodplain Development Permit 

B. Vicinity Map - Floodplain 

C. Wetland Permit  

D. Vicinity Map - Wetland 
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CITY OF BOULDER
Planning and Development Services

1739 Broadway, Third Floor  •  P.O. Box 791, Boulder, CO  80306-0791

phone  303-441-1880  •  fax  303-441-4241  •  web  boulderplandevelop.net

Land Use Review Floodplain Development Permit

Date Issued: Expiration Date:  October 22, 2019

(Pursuant to Subsection 9-3-6(e), B.R.C. 1981)

October 21, 2016

Permit Number: LUR2016-00067

KATIE KNAPP

1739 BROADWAY SECOND FLOOR

BOULDER, CO 80302

Contact Information

Project Information

Location: 885 ARAPAHOE AV

Legal Description: OUTLOT 8 WILLOW PARK & PT VAC 9TH STREET ADJ PER VO 1265566 

2/93 & LESS SELY TRIANGLE TO C ITY PER 1276394 3/93 36-1N-71

Description of Work: FLOODPLAIN DEVELOPMENT PERMIT:  Replacement of driveway and 

existing culvert over Gregory Canyon Creek with new driveway and covered 

bridge.

Type of Floodplain Permit: Floodplain Review W/ Analysis

Creek Name: Gregory

Flood Protection Elevation: Not applicable

Conditions of Approval

The proposed project/activity is approved on the basis that it satisfies applicable requirements of Chapter 

9-3-3, "Floodplain Regulations," Boulder Revised Code 1981.  Other floodplain requirements as set forth in

Chapter 9-3-3 which are not specifically outlined in the conditions of approval below remain applicable to this

project/activity.

·

Improvements shall be constructed in accordance with the plans submitted as part of the floodplain 

development permit application.
·

The applicant shall obtain a site inspection and approval from the City of Boulder Floodplain and Wetlands 

Coordinator upon completion of the projects.
·

A licensed professional engineer shall confirm in writing that all improvements have been completed in 

conformance with this Floodplain Development Permit.
·

Once the proposed work is completed, the applicant shall submit final as-built drawings to Planning and 

Development Services and shall apply for and receive approval of a Letter of Map Revision (LOMR) to 

modify the regulatory floodplain in accordance with Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 

requirements or shall cause such application and approval to occur as part of or in coordination with a 

LOMR application for later phases of the Gregory Creek flood mitigation project.

·

Final Floodplain Inspection·

Inspections

To schedule an inspection, call 303-441-3280 and refer to your permit number (LUR2016-00067).

ATTACHMENT A
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CITY OF BOULDER
Planning and Development Services

1739 Broadway, Third Floor  •  P.O. Box 791, Boulder, CO  80306-0791

phone  303-441-1880  •  fax  303-441-4241  •  web  boulderplandevelop.net

Wetland Permit

Date Issued: Expiration Date:  October 21, 2019

(Pursuant to Subsection 9-3-9(k), B.R.C. 1981)

10/21/2016

Permit Number: LUR2016-00068

KATIE KNAPP

1739 BROADWAY SECOND FLOOR

BOULDER, CO 80302

Contact Information

Project Information

Location: 885 ARAPAHOE AV

Legal Description: OUTLOT 8 WILLOW PARK & PT VAC 9TH STREET ADJ PER VO 1265566 

2/93 & LESS SELY TRIANGLE TO C ITY PER 1276394 3/93 36-1N-71

Description of Work: WETLAND PERMIT:  Replacement of driveway and existing culvert over 

Gregory Canyon Creek with new driveway and covered bridge.

Conditions of Approval

The proposed project/activity is approved on the basis that it satisfies applicable requirements of Chapter 

9-3-9, "Wetlands Protection," Boulder Revised Code 1981.  Other wetland requirements as set forth in

Chapter 9-3-9 which are not specifically outlined in the conditions of approval below remain applicable to this

project/activity.

·

The improvements shall be constructed to minimize and mitigate impacts to the existing wetlands in 

conformance with the conditions of the City of Boulder Wetland Permit issued for this project .
·

Best management practices shall be applied to all phases of the project and shall conform to the 

requirements of the "City of Boulder Wetlands Protection Program: Best Management Practices" adopted 

July, 1995; and "City of Boulder Wetlands Protection Program: Best Management Practices - 

Revegetation Rules" adopted July, 1998.

·

The applicant shall obtain a site inspection and approval from the City of Boulder Floodplain and Wetlands 

Coordinator upon completion of the projects.
·

The wetland mitigation site shall be monitored annually for three years.  Monitoring reports shall be 

submitted to the city of Boulder Planning and Development Services prior to September 1st of each year.  

If it is determined that the mitigation is not successful, then corrective measures will need to be 

established and implemented to ensure a successful wetland mitigation project.

·

The following success criteria shall be used for the wetland mitigation:

At least 80% native vegetative cover

Invasive species on the Colorado Noxious Weed Inventory list -A shall be 100% eradicated.

Invasive species on the Colorado Noxious Weed Inventory list -B shall encompass no more than 10% of 

the total cover of the restoration area.

Tree and shrub survival shall be 100%.

·

ATTACHMENT C
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Wetland Mitigation Inspection·
Wetland Mitigation 2nd Year·
Wetland Mitigation 3rd Year·
Final Wetland Mitigation Insp·

Inspections

To schedule an inspection, call 303-441-3280 and refer to your permit number (LUR2016-00068).
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MEMORANDUM 
 

TO: Planning Board  
FROM: Karl Guiler, Case Manager 
DATE: October 21, 2016 
SUBJECT: Call-Up Item: SITE REVIEW AMENDMENT: To amend the approved plans for Block 3 within the 

Dakota Ridge Village Subdivision for a 2,513 square foot community center with a community pool 
and 16 condominium units in two buildings. A similar proposal was approved in 2007 but the 
approval has since expired. Case no. LUR2015-00113. This approval is subject to potential call-up 
on or before November 4, 2016. 

 
 

Attached is the disposition of the conditional approval (see Attachment A) of an amendment to a previously 
approved Site Review within the Dakota Ridge development to permit 16 condominium units in two buildings, a 
community center with a community pool within the RM-1 (Residential – Medium 1) zoning district. The 
amendment has been processed pursuant to Section 9-2-14(m), B.R.C. 1981 (see Attachment B for the 
Approved Plans) 
 
Background.  The subject property is 54,801 square feet in size (1.25 acres) and is part of the Dakota Ridge 
Village development (#SI-98-25, #UR-98-18). The site has remained undeveloped since the original approval 
and is one of the last sites left for development within the Dakota Ridge neighborhood.  
 

 
Figure 1- Site location within Dakota Ridge Village. 

 

The original approval described the development of the site as a civic use, church, senior center, museum, 
school, community center or similar use. The intent of the original approval was to develop a self-sufficient 
neighborhood including housing, neighborhood commercial services, office space, neighborhood parks and 
community services as anticipated in the North Boulder Subcommunity Plan (NBSP). The NBSP indicates that a 
civic use should be included in the area as follows, “Preserve a site for civic use at the northeastern portion of 
the neighborhood (Lee Hill Road Area). It should be visible from US 36 and house a civic building or three-
dimensional feature. The civic use could be a place of worship, a school, a park with a plaza, or a public meeting 
place.” 
 

 BLUEBELL A
V 
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In 2007, a Site Review Amendment (LUR2005-00066) was reviewed and approved to permit the construction of 
a new community building of 2,000 square feet on the property given complications in securing other civic uses 
like a church or school etc. as well as the addition of 18 dwelling units to the site vis-à-vis the original approval 
which did not include residential uses. This application has since expired requiring the applicant to resubmit a 
new application for 16 dwelling units, a community building of roughly 2,500 square feet and a community pool 
open to a limited membership of Dakota Ridge residents. 

The subject property is zoned RM-1, which is defined as “medium density residential areas which have been or 
are to be primarily used for attached residential development, where each unit generally has direct access to 
ground level, and where complementary uses may be permitted under certain conditions. ” (section 9-5-
2(c)(1)(C), B.R.C. 1981). The RM-1 zone has a 3,000 square foot open space requirement per dwelling unit and 
no floor area ratio (FAR) limit. In this case, the site has 28,028 square feet of open space, which adds to the 
aggregated open space within the greater Dakota Ridge development, which includes over an acre more open 
space as a whole than the minimum requirements.  

Parking is calculated by number of bedrooms and the proposed development would meet the minimum 
requirement of 28 parking spaces. Parking is not required for the community center and pool, because the uses 
are accessory to the residential use and would rely predominantly on pedestrian and bike access within the 
neighborhood however, on-street parking is available in the area. The proposal would meet parking needs with 
the provision of more bike parking than required, two required accessible spaces for the community center and 
on-street parking around the entire block face of the development. 

Public Comment.  Required public notice was provided in the form of written notifications to adjacent property 
owners of the subject property. In addition, a public notice sign was posted on the property. Therefore, all public 
notice requirements of section 9-4-3, “Public Notice Requirements,” B.R.C. 1981 were met. Several 
neighborhood comments have been received during the review and are attached in Attachment D. Neighbors 
have also been notified of the staff approval. 

 
Conclusion.  Staff finds that this application meets the Site Review criteria set forth in section 9-2-14(h), B.R.C. 
1981 and has approved the application with conditions. Refer to Attachment A for the Notice of Disposition and 
to Attachment C for staff analysis of the land use code criteria. 
 
This application was approved by Planning and Development Services staff on October 21, 2016 and the 
decision may be called-up before Planning Board on or before November 4, 2016. One Planning Board 
meetings occurs within the 14-day call-up period on November 3, 2016 and staff will be available should there be 
any questions. Questions about the project or decision should be directed to Karl Guiler at 303-441-4236 or via 
email at guilerk@bouldercolorado.gov. 
 
Attachments. 
Attachment A: Disposition of Approval 
Attachment B: Approved Plans 
Attachment C: Analysis of City Code Criteria 
Attachment D: Public comments 
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FRAMING

ACCEPTABLE SHEATHING

MINIMUM GRADE D BUILDING PAPER

OR AS REQUIRED BY CODE

SENERGY STUCCOBASE

MIN. 10 mm (3/8") - MAX. 19 mm (3/4")

SENERGY PRIMER

(OPTIONAL)

SENERGY FINISH COAT

MIN. 20 GAUGE 1" GALVANIZED STEEL WOVEN

WIRE FABRIC OR 2.5 lb/sq yd EXPANDED METAL

LATH

FRAMING

ACCEPTABLE SHEATHING

MIN. 20 GAUGE 1" GALVANIZED STEEL WOVEN

WIRE FABRIC OR 2.5 lb/sq yd EXPANDED METAL

LATH

SENERGY STUCCOBASE

MIN. 10 mm (3/8") - MAX. 19 mm (3/4")

SENERGY FINISH COAT

(SENERGY PRIMER OPTIONAL)

MINIMUM GRADE D BUILDING PAPER

OR AS REQUIRED BY CODE

CASING BEAD OR WEEP SCREED

TYPICAL CLAD WINDOW JAMB 

FRAMING

ACCEPTABLE SHEATHING

MINIMUM GRADE D BUILDING PAPER

OR AS REQUIRED BY CODE

MIN. 20 GAUGE 1" GALVANIZED STEEL WOVEN

WIRE FABRIC OR 2.5 lb/sq yd EXPANDED METAL

LATH

SENERGY STUCCOBASE

MIN. 10 mm (3/8") - MAX. 19 mm (3/4")

FASTENER

SENERGY FINISH COAT

CASING BEAD

BOND BREAKER OR BACKER ROD

AND SEALANT

CLAD WINDOW

(PLAN VIEW)

WRAP OPENING WITH MINIMUM GRADE D

BUILDING PAPER OR AS REQUIRED BY CODE

TYPICAL CLAD WINDOW HEAD

SENERGY STUCCOBASE

MIN. 10 mm (3/8") - MAX. 19 mm (3/4")

ACCEPTABLE SHEATHING

FRAMING

MINIMUM GRADE D BUILDING PAPER

OR AS REQUIRED BY CODE

MIN. 20 GAUGE 1" GALVANIZED STEEL WOVEN

WIRE FABRIC OR 2.5 lb/sq yd EXPANDED METAL

LATH

SENERGY FINISH COAT

FASTENER

CASING BEAD

CLAD WINDOW

FLASHING

SEALANT

SWS-11

FLOOR LINE WOOD FRAME CONSTRUCTION

TYPICAL HORIZONTAL EXPANSION JOINT AT 

FRAMING

ACCEPTABLE SHEATHING

MINIMUM GRADE D BUILDING PAPER

OR AS REQUIRED BY CODE

MIN. 20 GAUGE 1" GALVANIZED STEEL WOVEN

WIRE FABRIC OR 2.5 lb/sq yd EXPANDED METAL

LATH

SENERGY STUCCOBASE

MIN. 10 mm (3/8") - MAX. 19 mm (3/4")

FASTENER

SENERGY FINISH COAT

"DEEP V" CONTROL JOINT OR

BACK TO BACK CASING BEAD

WITH BACKER ROD AND SEALANT

TYPICAL TERMINATION AT SOFFIT/GABLE ENDSWS-12

FRAMING

ACCEPTABLE SHEATHING

BLOCKING

SOFFIT

TRIM

FRIEZE BOARD

CASING BEAD

MINIMUM GRADE D BUILDING PAPER

OR AS REQUIRED BY CODE

MIN. 20 GAUGE 1" GALVANIZED STEEL WOVEN

WIRE FABRIC OR 2.5 lb/sq yd EXPANDED METAL

LATH

SENERGY STUCCOBASE

MIN. 10 mm (3/8") - MAX. 19 mm (3/4")

SENERGY FINISH COAT

FASTENER

TERMINATION AT FOUNDATIONSWS-17

FRAMING

ACCEPTABLE SHEATHING

MINIMUM GRADE D BUILDING PAPER

OR AS REQUIRED BY CODE

MIN. 20 GAUGE 1" GALVANIZED STEEL WOVEN

WIRE FABRIC OR 2.5 lb/sq yd EXPANDED METAL

LATH

SENERGY STUCCOBASE

MIN. 10 mm (3/8") - MAX. 19 mm (3/4")

FASTENER

WEEP SCREED

SENERGY FINISH COAT

SENERGY FINISH COAT

NOTE:

TERMINATE STUCCO SYSTEM MIN. 203 mm (8")

ABOVE GRADE

SWS-20 TYPICAL METAL COPING DETAIL

METAL COPING

SEALANT

FASTENER

FRAMING

ACCEPTABLE SHEATHING

MINIMUM GRADE D BUILDING PAPER

OR AS REQUIRED BY CODE

MIN. 20 GAUGE 1" GALVANIZED STEEL WOVEN

WIRE FABRIC OR 2.5 lb/sq yd EXPANDED METAL

LATH

CASING BEAD

SENERGY STUCCOBASE

MIN. 10 mm (3/8") - MAX. 19 mm (3/4")

SENERGY FINISH COAT
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Land Mark Design Inc.

landscape architects

1027 Pontiac Street

Denver, Colorado 80220
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www.landmarkdesigninc.com
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landscape architects

1027 Pontiac Street

Denver, Colorado 80220
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CRITERIA FOR REVIEW 

V. CITY CODE CRITERIA CHECKLIST

Section 9-2-14(m) Amendments to Approved Site Plans: 
(1) No proposal to modify, structurally enlarge, or expand any approved site review, other than

a minor modification or minor amendment, will be approved unless the site plan is
amended and approved in accordance with the procedures prescribed by this section for
approval of a site review, except for the notice and consent provisions of this subsection.

(2) No proposal to modify, structurally enlarge, or expand that portion of a building over the
permitted height will be approved unless the site plan is amended and approved in
accordance with the procedures prescribed by this section for approval of a building above
the permitted height.

(3) If an applicant requests approval of an amendment to an approved site plan, the city
manager shall provide public notice pursuant to Section 9-4-3, "Public Notice
Requirements," B.R.C. 1981.

(4) The owners of all property for which an amendment is requested shall sign the application.

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

(1) Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan:

    (A) The proposed site plan is consistent with the land use map and the service area map 

and, on balance, the policies of the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan. 

Staff finds that the development proposal, on balance, is consistent with the goals and 
intent of the BVCP and Site Review criteria. The proposal is found to be generally 
consistent with the zoning and the BVCP land use designation densities. The project 
supports opportunities for a variety of housing types and is generally consistent with 
established neighborhood character. 

Specifically, the project has been found to meet the following BVCP policies: 

 1.19  Jobs:Housing Balance

 2.03  Compact Development Pattern

 2.09  Neighborhoods as Building Blocks

 2.10  Preservation and Support for Residential Neighborhoods

 2.14  Mix of Complimentary Land Uses

 2.30  Sensitive Infill and Redevelopment

 2.31  Design of Newly-Developing Areas

 2.37  Enhanced Design for Private Sector Projects

 7.06  Mixture of Housing Types

 7.09  Housing for Full Range of Households

Staff finds that the general layout of the development is appropriate in that it qualifies as 
an infill development that is sensitive to the surrounding development.  

Refer to checklist below for analysis regarding consistency with the North Boulder 
Subcommunity Plan. 

Case #:  LUR2015-00113 

Project Name:  Dakota Ridge 

Village, Phase 1, Block 3 

Date:   Oct. 11, 2016 

ATTACHMENT C
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    (B) The proposed development shall not exceed the maximum density associated with the 

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

 

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

 
The site is designated for a Medium Density Residential land use and the density 
is not permitted to exceed 14 dwelling units per acre.  At 12.7 dwelling units per 
acre, the project would conform to this density.  

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

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

 

    (C) The proposed development’s success in meeting the broad range of BVCP policies 

considers the economic feasibility of implementation techniques require to meet other site 
review criteria. 

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

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

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

playgrounds: 
 

    (i) Useable open space is arranged to be accessible and functional and 

incorporates quality landscaping, a mixture of sun and shade and places to 
gather; 

 
  The site includes greenspace, landscape areas and a community pool, which will 

provide accessible and function open space for residents and visitors to the site. 
 
N/A  (ii) Private open space is provided for each detached residential unit; 
 

The project does not contain any detached units.  However, private open space 
will be provided for each dwelling unit. 

 

     (iii) The project provides for the preservation of or mitigation of adverse impacts to 

natural features, including, without limitation, healthy long-lived trees, significant 
plant communities, ground and surface water, wetlands, riparian areas, 
drainage areas and species on the federal Endangered Species List, "Species 
of Special Concern in Boulder County" designated by Boulder County, or prairie 
dogs (Cynomys ludiovicianus), which is a species of local concern, and their 
habitat; 

 
There are no identified natural features or species of concern on the property. 
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    (iv) The open space provides a relief to the density, both within the project and from 

surrounding development; 
 
Landscape areas around the buildings, open space around the swimming pool and an 
adjacent grass outlot will provide relief to the density of the development. 

  

 (v) Open space designed for active recreational purposes is of a size that it will be 

functionally useable and located in a safe and convenient proximity to the uses 
to which it is meant to serve; 

 
The proposed swimming pool is large and will be open to residents of the site and to a 
membership of 30 individuals within the Dakota Ridge area shown within the approved 
plans. 
 

 (vi) The open space provides a buffer to protect sensitive environmental features 

and natural areas; and 
 
No environmental features or natural areas exist on the property. 
 

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

 
Public sidewalks will be built around the perimeter of the development and will connect to 
existing sidewalks in the Dakota Ridge neighborhood. 
 

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

 

  (C) Landscaping 

 

 (i) The project provides for aesthetic enhancement and a variety of plant and hard 

surface materials, and the selection of materials provides for a variety of colors 
and contrasts and the preservation or use of local native vegetation where 
appropriate; 

 
The landscape plan includes a variety of plantings that will provide color and 
contrast to the hard surface areas of the pool and along the walkways on the site. 

 

  (ii) Landscape design attempts to avoid, minimize or mitigate impacts on and off 

site to important native species, healthy, long lived trees, plant communities of 
special concern, threatened and endangered species and habitat by integrating 
the existing natural environment into the project; 

 
There are no identified important native species, healthy, long lived trees, plant 
or animal species of concern on the site. 

 

 (iii) The project provides significant amounts of plant material sized in excess of the 

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

 
The proposed plantings exceed the minimum requirements of the landscaping 
regulations consistent with this criterion. 
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 (iv) The setbacks, yards and useable open space along public rights of way are 

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

 
Ornamental and evergreen trees as well as ground plantings are proposed along 
all adjacent roadways and will provide for attractive streetscapes enhancing the 
architectural features of the buildings that face the street. 

 

  (D) Circulation: Circulation, including, without limitation, the transportation system that 

serves the property, whether public or private and whether constructed by the developer 
or not: 

 

 (i) High speeds are discouraged or a physical separation between streets and 

the project is provided; 
 

Aside from a small parking area and drive to access structured parking beneath 
the structures, there is little circulation on the site that could be conducive to high 
speed travel. 

 

 (ii) Potential conflicts with vehicles are minimized; 

 
Vehicular areas on the site are minimized and designed for enhanced visibility 
and traffic calming to reduce the potential for any vehicular conflicts. 

 

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

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

 
The site was originally approved as part of the Dakota Ridge development and 
does not include any requirements for bikeways, pedestrianways etc. It would 
nevertheless include pedestrian walkways on the site and sidewalks at its 
perimeter that would connect to the existing sidewalks within Dakota Ridge. 

 

  (iv) Alternatives to the automobile are promoted by incorporating site design 

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

 
Walkabilty on the site will be supported by pedestrian walkways and sidewalks 
and long term and short term bicycle parking are positioned in convenient 
locations for residents and visitors to the development. 

 

  (v) Where practical and beneficial, a significant shift away from single-occupant 

vehicle use to alternate modes is promoted through the use of travel demand 
management techniques; 

 
A Transportation Demand Management (TDM) plan is required as part of the 
development and includes bicycle parking in excess of requirements and 
participation within the NECO bus pass program. 

 

 (vi) On-site facilities for external linkage are provided with other modes of 

transportation, where applicable; 
 

Agenda Item 4B     Page 44 of 62



See (iv) above. 

 

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

 
Other than a small surface parking area and a short drive to access parking under the 
buildings, the amount of land devoted to vehicles or streets is greatly minimized. 
 

 (viii) The project is designed for the types of traffic expected, including, without 

limitation, automobiles, bicycles, and pedestrians, and provides safety, 
separation from living areas, and control of noise and exhaust. 

 
The site will accommodate parking beneath the building, bike parking in the garage and 
at surface level and includes pedestrian pathways through the site. The garages are 
confined to the lower levels of the buildings and will thus confine the impacts of noise and 
exhaust. 

 

 (E) Parking 

 

 (i) The project incorporates into the design of parking areas measures to 

provide safety, convenience, and separation of pedestrian movements from 
vehicular movements; 

 
Internal stairwells into the structured parking spaces will provide convenient 
access to parking and vehicular areas while also providing appropriate 
separation for safety and aesthetic reasons. 

 

 (ii) The design of parking areas makes efficient use of the land and uses the 

minimum amount of land necessary to meet the parking needs of the project; 
 

The majority of parking areas on the site are confined to two nearly subterranean 
parking garages which greatly minimize the amount of land devoted to parking 
purposes. 

 

 (iii) Parking areas and lighting are designed to reduce the visual impact on the 

project, adjacent properties, and adjacent streets; and 
 

As stated above, most of the parking areas on the site are not visible at surface 
level and the parking area that is provided for the community building is 
minimized to necessary accessible parking spaces and is well landscaped to 
enhance its appearance. 

 

 (iv) Parking areas utilize landscaping materials to provide shade in excess of the 

requirements in subsection 9-9-6(d), and section 9-9-14, "Parking Lot 
Landscaping Standards," B.R.C. 1981. 

 
See (iii) above. 

 

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

Surrounding Area 
 

  (i) The building height, mass, scale, orientation, architecture and configuration 

are compatible with the existing character of the area or the character 
established by adopted design guidelines or plans for the area; 
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In all, the proposed project represents infill development that is compatible 
with the surrounding low and medium density residential in the area.   
 
Mass and Scale: The buildings range from one-story to three-story and are 
articulated to reduce any sense of mass. The massing and scale will be 
compatible with the existing character of the area as a result. 
 
Orientation: The buildings will orient to the north and south and to adjacent 
streets which matches the majority of buildings within the Dakota Ridge 
development. 

 
Architecture: The Dakota Ridge development is a mix of contemporary and 
traditional architecture that blend together with common elements and color. 
The proposed project will be predominantly contemporary, but will fit in well 
with the surrounding architecture. 
 
Configuration: The configuration of buildings on the lot are appropriate with 
buildings addressing the street and framing open spaces within the site. 
 
Height: The buildings are proposed at 35-feet and will match the allowable 
height of other buildings the neighborhood and will, thus be compatible with 
the character of the area. Also see discussion below under criterion (ii). 
 

 (ii) The height of buildings is in general proportion to the height of existing 

buildings and the proposed or projected heights of approved buildings or 
approved plans or design guidelines for the immediate area; 

 
The buildings will comply with the 3-story and 35-foot limit of the zoning 
district and will match the height of existing buildings of the area. 

 

 (iii) The orientation of buildings minimizes shadows on and blocking of views 

from adjacent properties; 
 

With the exception of an undeveloped outlot to the south, the property 
includes the entire block and will not have any shadow impacts on adjacent 
properties. 

 

  (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 project will be compatible with its surroundings with its use of stone 
veneer, board and baton, and stucco accents and will be attractively 
landscaped to blend into the neighborhood. Signage and lighting will be 
evaluated at later permit stages, but will be required to be consistent with the 
land use code.  

 

   (v) Projects are designed to a human scale and promote a safe and vibrant 

pedestrian experience through the location of building frontages along public 
streets, plazas, sidewalks and paths, and through the use of building 
elements, design details and landscape materials that include, without 
limitation, the location of entrances and windows, and the creation of 
transparency and activity at the pedestrian level; 
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The project includes high quality materials and window glazing on every level 
including the garage level, which with attractive perimeter landscaping will be 
conducive to the pedestrian experience consistent with this criterion. 

 

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

public facilities; 
 

Public facilities or amenities are not required for the site. A community pool 
for Dakota Ridge members would be a key component of the project.  

 

 (vii) For residential projects, the project assists the community in producing a 

variety of housing types, such as multifamily, townhouses and detached 
single family units, as well as mixed lot sizes, number of bedrooms and sizes 
of units; 

 
The Dakota Ridge neighborhood contains single-family homes, townhomes 
and apartments and has a high percentage of different housing types. The 
proposed stacked flats in the subject location will add to this diversity. 

 

 (viii) For residential projects, noise is minimized between units, between buildings, 

and from either on-site or off-site external sources through spacing, 
landscaping, and building materials; 

 
Construction plans will be required at time of building permit to demonstrate 
that building codes are met with respect to noise minimization. The 
arrangement of units at this stage is determined to be appropriate to ensure 
livability. 

 

  (ix) A lighting plan is provided which augments security, energy conservation, 

safety, and aesthetics; 
 

A detailed lightning plan will be required at time of Technical Documents and 
will be required to meet section 9-9-16, “Outdoor Lighting,” B.R.C. 1981. 

 

  (x) The project incorporates the natural environment into the design and avoids, 

minimizes, or mitigates impacts to natural systems; 
 

The project will be compatible with its surroundings with its use of stone 
veneer, board and baton, and stucco accents and will be attractively 
landscaped to blend into the neighborhood. 

 

 (xi) Buildings minimize or mitigate energy use; support on-site renewable energy 

generation and/or energy management systems; construction wastes are 
minimized; the project mitigates urban heat island effects; and the project 
reasonably mitigates or minimizes water use and impacts on water quality. 

 
The applicant has indicated intent to do a Net-Zero Community building, 
utilizing solar hot water to heat the pool, around 20% of the monthly BTU’s 
and conserving water through a drip system to individual plants and a rain 
sensor.  
 

 (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; 
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The project will present a sense of permanence and will include appropriate 
detailing with its use of stone veneer, board and baton, and stucco accents 
and will be attractively landscaped to blend into the neighborhood. 

 

  (xiii) Cut and fill are minimized on the site, the design of buildings conforms to the 

natural contours of the land, and the site design minimizes erosion, slope 
instability, landslide, mudflow or subsidence, and minimizes the potential 
threat to property caused by geological hazards; 

 
  The site has a mild slope on it and descends from west to east. The buildings 

would conform to the natural contours of the land and cut and fill is the 
minimum necessary to minimize cut and fill. 

 
N/A  (xiv) In the urbanizing areas along the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan 

boundaries between Area II and Area III, the building and site design provide 
for a well-defined urban edge; and 

 
N/A  (xv) In the urbanizing areas located on the major streets shown on the map in 

Appendix A of this title near the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan 
boundaries between Area II and Area III, the buildings and site design 
establish a sense of entry and arrival to the City by creating a defined urban 
edge and a transition between rural and urban areas. 

 

 (G) Solar Siting and Construction: For the purpose of ensuring the maximum potential for 

utilization of solar energy in the City, all applicants for residential site reviews shall place 
streets, lots, open spaces, and buildings so as to maximize the potential for the use of 
solar energy in accordance with the following solar siting criteria: 

 

 (i) Placement of Open Space and Streets: Open space areas are located 

wherever practical to protect buildings from shading by other buildings within 
the development or from buildings on adjacent properties.  Topography and 
other natural features and constraints may justify deviations from this 
criterion. 

 
The primary open space of the project is located south of the proposed 
residential buildings and will minimize the possibility of buildings being 
located to the south such that shading of the subject buildings would occur. 

 

  (ii)  Layout and Building Siting: Lots are oriented and buildings are sited in a way 

which maximizes the solar potential of each principal building.  Lots are 
designed to facilitate siting a structure which is unshaded by other nearby 
structures.  Wherever practical, buildings are sited close to the north lot line 
to increase yard space to the south for better owner control of shading. 

 
The lot is not proposed for reconfiguration or subdivision. 

 

  (iii) Building Form: The shapes of buildings are designed to maximize utilization 

of solar energy.  Buildings shall meet the solar access protection and solar 
siting requirements of section 9-9-17, "Solar Access," B.R.C.  1981. 

 
The majority of rooflines of the building are either flat or slope to the south. 
This form would be conducive to solar panel installation on the buildings. 

 

 (iv) Landscaping: The shading effects of proposed landscaping on adjacent 

buildings are minimized. 
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The landscape plan takes into account potential for shading in the future with 
its positioning larger trees along the streetscapes away from the buildings 
and placing ornamental trees closer to the buildings. 

 
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 
 

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

(a) The density of a project may be increased in the BR-1 district through a 
reduction of the lot area requirement or in the Downtown (DT), BR-2, or MU-3 
districts through a reduction in the open space requirements. 
 
(b) The open space requirements in all Downtown (DT) districts may be reduced 
by up to one hundred percent. 
 
(c) The open space per lot requirements for the total amount of open space 
required on the lot in the BR-2 district may be reduced by up to fifty percent. 
 
(d) Land use intensity may be increased up to 25 percent in the BR-1 district 
through a reduction of the lot area requirement. 
 

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

 
N/A (J) Additional Criteria for Floor Area Ratio Increase for Buildings in the BR-1 District 
 
N/A (K) Additional Criteria for Parking Reductions: The off-street parking requirements of 

section 9-7-1, “Schedule of Form and Bulk Standards,” B.R.C. 1981, may be modified as 
follows: 

 
N/A (L) Additional Criteria for Off-Site Parking: The parking required under section 9-9-6, 

"Parking Standards," B.R.C. 1981, may be located on a separate lot if the following 
conditions are met: 

 
NORTH BOULDER SUBCOMMUNITY PLAN 

Development Guidelines for All Neighborhoods 

Building and Site Design 

  Locate compatible building types to face one another across streets. Change design 

rules at rear or side property lines rather than down the middle of the street. 

  Position houses so that their front doors and front yards face the street. 

  Leave front yards open wherever possible. When front yard fences are provided, they 

should be low and open. 

 Design houses so that garage doors do not dominate the front facade. Locate garage 

doors no less than 20' behind the principal plane of the front of the houses; detached 
garages are preferred. 
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 Except in areas recommended for low density rural-type character, position buildings 

close to the street to create a more pedestrian friendly atmosphere. Rather than a 
conventional "setback", create a "build-to" line. Provide high quality building design with 
attention to detail. Avoid monotonous building designs: include human scale features 
such as porches, varied building elevations, and varied sizes and styles. 

 Plant street trees along all streets at the time of development or redevelopment of any 

property. 

N/A Design streets to be as narrow as possible. 

 In higher density areas where parking lots are needed, design the lots so that they are 

small and clustered. Locate parking in the back of buildings, not in the front. 

 Use alleys wherever possible to provide a "service" side to properties. Reduce curb cuts 

and sidewalk interruptions on the "public" side of lots. 

Transportation Connections 

N/A Comply, at a minimum, with the Transportation Plan in section 8. 

N/A Design streets to be multi-purpose public spaces--comfortable for the pedestrian and 
bicyclist--not just asroads for cars. 

N/A Avoid using flag lots or culs de sac. 
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From: Polly Jessen
To: Walbert, Sloane
Subject: 650 Terrace Ave.
Date: Sunday, December 06, 2015 3:48:30 PM

I am interested in receiving notice and more information regarding the amendment to approved site
plans for this location.  A map would be most helpful and the program for the building.  For example,
what is the size and configuration of the pool area.  Indoor or out?  Average size of condos?  Thank
you!

Polly Jessen
Kaplan Kirsch & Rockwell LLP
1675 Broadway #2300
Denver, CO 80202
pjessen@kaplankirsch.com
303.825.7000 
http://www.kaplankirsch.com

Confidentiality Notice:  The information contained in this e-mail  message is  intended only  for the personal and confidential use of the recipient
named above. Any metadata contained in this message or attachments is  not intended for disclosure to the recipient or anyone else.  This  message
may be an attorney-client communication and/or confidential work product. If the reader of this message is  not the intended recipient,  you have
received this document in error. Any review, dissemination, distribution, or copying of this message is  strictly prohibited. If you have received this
communication in error, please notify us immediately by e-mail, and delete the original message.

LeafPlease consider our environment before printing this email

ATTACHMENT D
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12/10/15  650 Terrace Ave. 

Call with Julie Conagan 

Concerns 

Developer is building community center, pool is managed and funded by master association. 

Concerns about method of funding and plans for pool. Noise and traffic from pool. Liability insurance, 

upkeep, maintenance of pool – how this will be managed. Concerned about use of the reserves. Have 

they anticipated change orders in estimate? Cost of construction is always higher than the estimate. Are 

they leaving themselves in solid financial standing? Not totally against project but has concerns.  

Groundwater was on site after flood. 

Subsidization of affordable home owners by master’s association. Is this ethical?  

Lives in large condo association, this association ends up contributing a large amount to the master 

HOA. Have own costs on top of the master’s association. Should have input in master HOA’s costs. 

Just wants to make sure that the project is successful. 
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From: Alan Dale
To: Walbert, Sloane
Subject: Comments/Questions re: Project name: Dakota Ridge Village
Date: Tuesday, December 08, 2015 11:43:02 AM

RE: LUR2015-00113

To Whom It May concern:

Regarding the above proposed development in Dakota Ridge Village--

 I urge the City to stay with the original "civic use" zoning for this property and not open the property to
a swimming pool/community house/condominium development that would benefit relatively few people
while asking area homeowners to pay for the upkeep/maintenance via HOA dues. My understanding is
that a separate location  has been identified for a Dakota Ridge specific community center/clubhouse
and that the property in the proposal is intended for a "civic use."

Question: What population is the purposed pool and community center intended to benefit?  It does not
appear that it will benefit the North Boulder community.

When homeowners purchased homes in the Dakota Ridge Community the marketing materials
distributed by the developer (Markel Homes) stated that this property was set aside for a civic or
community use (meaning North Boulder or Boulder generally).

Sincerely,

Alan Dale
Dakota Ridge Village
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From: Jim Heuck
To: Walbert, Sloane
Subject: DAKOTA RIDGE VILLAGE-Review# LUR2015-00113
Date: Friday, December 04, 2015 8:10:59 PM

Dear Ms. Walbert, 

I am writing to you concerning the application for the the Dakota Ridge Village
community center. I believe the city should not approve this project because the
Dakota Ridge Master HOA does not realize the financial impact this development will
have on residents living in in the Dakota Ridge condos. As a current resident living in
one of the affordable units our family pays $330.00 in HOA dues a month. With this
proposed community center it will eventually put us close to or over $400 in HOA
fee's a month in the next couple years. I feel additional living units would be a better
choice for Dakota Ridge residents. I also feel Boulder has plenty of quality pools and
recreation centers for Dakota Ridge residents to use and enjoy.

Sincerely, 

Jim Heuck
979 Laramie Blvd. 
Unit G 
Boulder, CO 80304
720.217.4721
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From: ron rovtar
To: Walbert, Sloane
Subject: LUR2015-00113
Date: Monday, November 30, 2015 4:59:53 PM

Hey Sloane:

The Map of Development Review Cases shows 
that a community center and 16 condos have 
been proposed for Dakota Ridge.  However, when
I click on the accompanying documents, I get 
a "Forbidden" message. Is it possible for me 
to get at least the Site Development Plans and 
the Architectural Plans?

Kind regards,
Ron Rovtar
Front Range Real Estate, Ltd
  

Website
Cherry Creek Properties
303.981.1617
ron@rovtar.com 
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From: Linda F Toukan
To: Walbert, Sloane
Subject: NO on LUR2015-00113
Date: Thursday, December 03, 2015 6:50:35 PM

NO on LUR2015-00113

instead would prefer garden area for meditation
and 'spiritual' bldg, such as a church because:

1. already have several areas for kids - would
like to see area, such as gardens, for adults

2. w/all the hate and terrorism in the world, it
would be nice to have a spiritual center/area
teaching and inspiring non-violence and
outside area for peaceful
meditation/contemplation

3. church would be far less costly in terms of
maintenance, reserves, mgmt, etc. and cause
less upward pressure on HOA fees  since not
owned by Master HOA - we have  20% as
Affordable Housing units, many are already
burdened w/HUGE and out-of-control HOA
fees ($300 - $400+ unit) and so far it's cost
us over $130,000 even before anything has
been built
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From: Linda F Toukan
To: Walbert, Sloane
Subject: Re: NO on LUR2015-00113
Date: Monday, December 07, 2015 11:55:39 AM

I'd also like to add the smell of chlorinated water as another negative and
reason for voting NO - unnatural, chemical smell, unfitting w/foothills
backdrop

thank you

From: "Walbert, Sloane" <WalbertS@bouldercolorado.gov>
To: Linda F Toukan <LToukan@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, December 7, 2015 11:45 AM
Subject: RE: NO on LUR2015-00113

Will do. Thanks Linda.
 
Sloane Walbert
Planner I, Department of Community Planning and Sustainability
City of Boulder
1739 Broadway, 3rd Floor
P.O. Box 791
Boulder, CO  80306-0791
(303) 441-4231  Direct
WalbertS@bouldercolorado.gov
 

From: Linda F Toukan [mailto:ltoukan@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Monday, December 07, 2015 11:15 AM
To: Walbert, Sloane
Subject: Re: NO on LUR2015-00113
 
Please include these addt'l points for my voting NO on a Club House
w/pool:
 

The developer is marketing these condos for seniors/retirees/older
people (e.g. elevators in bldgs), so a peaceful, more serene
adjacent setting is more inline w/developer's target mkt instead of a
club house & pool filled w/screaming kids and all the extra traffic
these types of bldgs will generate
the City already has a recreation center w/pool on Broadway, just a
couple of miles south of Dakota Ridge 
a church or spiritual center usually is constructed w/rooms,
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classrooms, where we could hold our annual mtgs at minimal cost,
in addition to other community activities
church/spiritual center w/meditative gardens is more greatly
needed, far more sustainable, far less costly and far less of a
burden on the 20% of our affordable housing segment than costs
associated w/clubhouse & pool - maintenance, reserves,
operational expenses - clubhouse w/pool  has already cost us
over $130,000 and ground has not yet even been broken ...
what does this portend for future
far less lighting and noise pollution w/church & gardens, more
synergistic w/surroundings of foothills as a backdrop to our
community
far less traffic, less parking congestion

 
 
Thank you
 

From: "Walbert, Sloane" <WalbertS@bouldercolorado.gov>
To: Linda F Toukan <LToukan@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, December 7, 2015 10:47 AM
Subject: RE: NO on LUR2015-00113
 
Dear Linda,
 
Thank you for the feedback. Your comments will be taken into consideration during staff’s
review and will be forwarded to the Planning Board. I will also be sure to keep you updated
of the project’s progress.
 
Sloane Walbert
Planner I, Department of Community Planning and Sustainability
City of Boulder
1739 Broadway, 3rd Floor
P.O. Box 791
Boulder, CO  80306-0791
(303) 441-4231  Direct
WalbertS@bouldercolorado.gov
 
From: Linda F Toukan [mailto:ltoukan@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Thursday, December 03, 2015 6:50 PM
To: Walbert, Sloane
Subject: NO on LUR2015-00113
 
NO on LUR2015-00113
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instead would prefer garden area for meditation and 'spiritual' bldg,
such as a church because:

1.  already have several areas for kids - would like to see area,
such as gardens, for adults
2.  w/all the hate and terrorism in the world, it would be nice to
have a spiritual center/area teaching and inspiring non-violence
and outside area for peaceful meditation/contemplation

 

3.  church would be far less costly in terms of maintenance,
reserves, mgmt, etc. and cause less upward pressure on HOA
fees  since not owned by Master HOA - we have  20% as
Affordable Housing units, many are already burdened w/HUGE
and out-of-control HOA fees ($300 - $400+ unit) and so far it's
cost us over $130,000 even before anything has been built
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From: Linda F Toukan
To: Walbert, Sloane
Subject: Re: NO on LUR2015-00113
Date: Monday, December 07, 2015 11:17:11 AM

Please include these addt'l points for my voting
NO on a Club House w/pool:

The developer is marketing these condos for
seniors/retirees/older people (e.g. elevators in
bldgs), so a peaceful, more serene adjacent
setting is more inline w/developer's target mkt
instead of a club house & pool filled
w/screaming kids and all the extra traffic
these types of bldgs will generate
the City already has a recreation center
w/pool on Broadway, just a couple of miles
south of Dakota Ridge 
a church or spiritual center usually is
constructed w/rooms, classrooms, where we
could hold our annual mtgs at minimal cost, in
addition to other community activities
church/spiritual center w/meditative
gardens is more greatly needed, far more
sustainable, far less costly and far less of a
burden on the 20% of our affordable housing
segment than costs associated w/clubhouse &
pool - maintenance, reserves, operational
expenses - clubhouse w/pool  has already
cost us over $130,000 and ground has
not yet even been broken ... what does
this portend for future
far less lighting and noise pollution w/church
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& gardens, more synergistic w/surroundings
of foothills as a backdrop to our community
far less traffic, less parking congestion

Thank you

From: "Walbert, Sloane" <WalbertS@bouldercolorado.gov>
To: Linda F Toukan <LToukan@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, December 7, 2015 10:47 AM
Subject: RE: NO on LUR2015-00113

Dear Linda,
 
Thank you for the feedback. Your comments will be taken into consideration during staff’s
review and will be forwarded to the Planning Board. I will also be sure to keep you updated
of the project’s progress.
 
Sloane Walbert
Planner I, Department of Community Planning and Sustainability
City of Boulder
1739 Broadway, 3rd Floor
P.O. Box 791
Boulder, CO  80306-0791
(303) 441-4231  Direct
WalbertS@bouldercolorado.gov
 
From: Linda F Toukan [mailto:ltoukan@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Thursday, December 03, 2015 6:50 PM
To: Walbert, Sloane
Subject: NO on LUR2015-00113
 
NO on LUR2015-00113
 
instead would prefer garden area for meditation and 'spiritual' bldg,
such as a church because:

1.  already have several areas for kids - would like to see area,
such as gardens, for adults
2.  w/all the hate and terrorism in the world, it would be nice to
have a spiritual center/area teaching and inspiring non-violence
and outside area for peaceful meditation/contemplation
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3.  church would be far less costly in terms of maintenance,
reserves, mgmt, etc. and cause less upward pressure on HOA
fees  since not owned by Master HOA - we have  20% as
Affordable Housing units, many are already burdened w/HUGE
and out-of-control HOA fees ($300 - $400+ unit) and so far it's
cost us over $130,000 even before anything has been built
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SITE 

Boulder 
County 

Jail 

Addiction 
Recovery Center 

Valmont Park 
Bike Park 

Hayden Lake 

Vista Village 
Mobile Home 

Park 

Warehouse 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Planning Board  
FROM: Elaine McLaughlin, Case Manager 
DATE: October 21, 2016 
SUBJECT: Call Up Item: Use Review for a residential use in an industrial zoning district.  Proposed are a total of 70 

residential units along with on-site amenities.    
ADDRESS:  3289 Airport Road 
PROJECT NAME: VeloPark Apartments 
CASE NUMBER:  LUR2016-00020 

Background  
The triangular shaped, 2.7-acre project site is located approximately 
one quarter mile north of Valmont Road in northeast Boulder within 
the Industrial - General (IG) zoning district. The site is undeveloped.  
The land use code section 9-6-1, B.R.C. 1981 requires that residential 
uses within industrial zoning districts must be evaluated in a Use 
Review process. 

Contextually, the surrounding uses to the north include an industrial 
hanger building that currently houses a drone technology facility for 
agricultural uses; further to the north and east is the Boulder Municipal 
Airport (the site is located outside of any Airport Overlay Zone). 
Directly east of the site is the Boulder County Jail along with the 
Boulder County Public Health Addiction Recovery Center.  To the 
northwest is the Hayden Lake, a man-made reservoir which is owned 
by Boulder & Left Hand Ditch Company where water is stored and 
then released later in the season into Boulder & Left Hand Ditch. To 
the west is the Vista Village Mobile Home Park and the Valmont City 
Park is located approximately one-quarter mile to the south.  The 
context is illustrated to the right.  

Proposed Project 
The applicant is proposing five buildings: four of the buildings are 
proposed as stacked flats of one, two and three- bedroom units with 
tuck under parking.  The fifth building is planned as five live/work 
units.  The average unit size is 848 square feet.  There are several 
amenity spaces planned within the apartment complex including a 
small “micro market” to serve the residents; a dog and bike washing 
facility; a bike repair room outfitted with tools and a workbench; and a 
co-working space with multiple Wi-Fi enabled work stations and a 
private conference room.  The center of the site has a small open 
space area that opens to the live work units and provides a variety of 
seating and sun/shade options.  There is also a walking path that 
circumnavigates the site and connects to the detached walkway 
planned along Airport Road.  
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Analysis 

The application was found to meet the Use Review Criteria and the criteria for a Residential Use within an Industrial Zoning District 
(refer to Attachment B for the consistency analysis).  The Use Review criteria relates primarily to compatibility in the context and 
transitioning from higher intensity to lower intensity uses.  As noted in the analysis, the proposed two- to three-story apartment use 
can serve as a transition from both the uses on the east and north (the existing Boulder County Jail and the industrial manufacturing 
facility respectively) to the existing residential to the west.  Similarly, the well-designed residential use is arguably a lower intensity use 
than could be built by right on the Industrial – General (IG) zoned site such as: a brewery <15,000 sf; an animal kennel; a building 
material sales <15,000 sf; an auto parking garage; a vehicle sales facility; a vehicle service station; cleaning and laundry plants; or 
other industrial and manufacturing uses.  In addition, to help transition the new buildings planned at three stories, to the single story 
mobile home park to the west, the applicant designed the building to set back the third story of units on the west side of the.  The 

Open 
Space & 

Play Area 
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applicant is also proposing a landscape screen between the proposed project and the existing residential to serve as a transition 
between the two residential uses and help maintain greater sense of privacy from the back yards of the existing residential.    

Public Comment. Required public notice was given in the form of written notification mailed to all property owners within 600 feet of 
the subject property and a sign posted on the property for at least 10 days. All notice requirements of section 9-4-3, “Public Notice 
Requirements,” B.R.C. 1981 have been met. Staff received a number of emails, provided in Attachment C.  On April 11, 2016, the 
applicant hosted a Good Neighbor Meeting at staff’s request.  There were approximately 15 attendees, mostly residents of the Vista 
Village Mobile Home Park to the west of the site.  At the time, concerns included traffic and overflow parking, along with concerns 
about privacy for residents of Vista Ridge who back up to the site.  As a result, the applicant redesigned the nearest buildings to set 
back the third story units, and to step the building down with the topography.  The applicant also worked with adjoining neighbors to 
proposing screening along the west property line.   

With regard to traffic, the trip generation analysis provided by the applicant indicated that the project would likely generate morning 
peak-hour traffic, which generally occurs for one hour between 6:30 and 8:30 a.m., of approximately six vehicles entering the site and 
about 23 vehicles exiting the site.  During the afternoon peak hour, which generally occurs for one hour between 4:00 and 6:40 p.m., 
about 22 vehicles would enter and about 12 vehicles would exit the site.  The neighbors noted that on bike event days at Valmont 
Park, there is congestion and parking along Airport Road which makes ingress/egress to the Vista Village Mobile Home Park 
challenging.  However, the proposed project would not affect the existing bike event traffic. The applicant also met at Vista Village with 
several neighbors to go over changes.  They also met on-site and walked the perimeter with several neighbors to look at screening 
options.  The minutes of the meetings are provided in Attachment C.     

Conclusion.  The proposal was approved by staff on October 21, 2016 and the decision may be called up before Planning Board on or 
before Nov. 4, 2016 and there is one Planning Board hearing scheduled during the required 14 day call-up period on  
Nov. 3, 2016. Questions about the project or decision should be directed to the Case Manager, Elaine McLaughlin at (303) 441-4130 or 
at the following email address:mclaughline@bouldercolorado.gov. 

Attachments 

A. Signed Disposition
B. Use Review Criteria
C. Neighbor Comments and Meeting Notes
D. Project Plans/Written Statement
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Attachment A: Signed Disposition
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Address: 3289 Airport Road Page 1 

VI. Conditions on Case
Use Review Criteria for Review: No use review application will be approved unless the approving agency finds all
of the following:

√ (1) Consistency with Zoning and Non-Conformity: The use is consistent with the purpose of the zoning
district as set forth in Section 9-5-2(c), "Zoning Districts Purposes," B.R.C. 1981, except in the case of a non-
conforming use; 

The property is zoned Industrial – General (IG) defined in the city’s Land Use Code as “General industrial areas where a 
wide range of light industrial uses, including research and manufacturing operations and service industrial uses, are located. 
Residential uses and other complementary uses may be allowed in appropriate locations.”  Given the context, away from 
the airport and adjacent to other residential, this location is considered a good location for residential uses. 

√ (2) Rationale: The use either:

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

The provision of a micro-market neighborhood amenity at the project entrance to include coffee and locally
sourced baked goods would serve as a convenience to the surrounding uses and neighborhood.

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

An attached residential apartment use can serve as a transition from the existing Boulder County Jail on
the east and the industrial manufacturing (drone) facility on the north to the existing residential to the west.
Similarly, a well-designed residential use is arguably a lower intensity use than those that could be built by
right on the Industrial – General site such as: a brewery <15,000 sf; animal kennel; building material sales
<15,000 sf; auto parking garage; vehicle sales; vehicle service; cleaning and laundry plants; or other
manufacturing uses.

In addition, to help transition from a three story building to the single story mobile home park, the applicant
redesigned the building to set back the third story of units on the western property.  The applicant is also
proposing a landscape screen between the proposed project and the existing residential to serve as a
transition between the two residential uses.

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

not applicable 

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

not applicable 

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

Attachment B: Use Review Criteria
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Address: 3289 Airport Road   Page 2 

development reasonably mitigates the potential negative impacts from nearby properties; 
 
The proposed attached residential, is located between existing residential; industrial uses; and the county jail. As such it is 
considered a compatible use in the context.  Similarly, the size of the buildings at three stories and a maximum 35 feet, is in 
keeping with the anticipated height of the area where up to a 40 height for industrial buildings is permitted by right.  The 
proposed development as a residential use in an industrial zoning district mitigates potential negative impacts from the 
nearby industrial property to the north by providing landscape screening.  In addition, reference the following consistency 
analysis for the criteria for Residential Development in Industrial Zoning Districts [section 9-6-3(g), B.R.C. 1981]. 

      √      (4) Infrastructure: As compared to development permitted under Section 9-6-1, "Schedule of Permitted 
Uses of Land," B.R.C. 1981, in the zone, or as compared to the existing level of impact of a non-conforming use, 
the proposed development will not significantly adversely affect the infrastructure of the surrounding area, 
including, without limitation, water, wastewater, and storm drainage utilities and streets; 

There is existing infrastructure available to serve the site that is zoned industrial but will be residential. 

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

The predominate character of the surrounding area is varied: from residential on the west, to industrial on the north and 
east.  While the site is undeveloped today and the appearance will change with the proposed development, the attractively 
designed buildings will upgrade the existing setting. 

      n/a     (6) Conversion of Dwelling Units to Non-Residential Uses: There shall be a presumption against 
approving the conversion of dwelling units in the residential zoning districts set forth in Subsection 9-5-2(c)(1)(a), 
B.R.C. 1981, to non-residential uses that are allowed pursuant to a use review, or through the change of one non-
conforming use to another non-conforming use. The presumption against such a conversion may be overcome by 
a finding that the use to be approved serves another compelling social, human services, governmental, or 
recreational need in the community including, without limitation, a use for a day care center, park, religious 
assembly, social service use, benevolent organization use, art or craft studio space, museum, or an educational 
use. 
 
Not applicable: not a conversion of dwelling units to non-residential uses. 
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Address: 3289 Airport Road   Page 3 

      Residential Development in Industrial Zoning District Criteria 
 
 
 

(g) Residential Development in Industrial Zoning Districts: The following standards and 
criteria apply to any residential development including attached or detached dwelling units, 
custodial care units, residential care units, congregate care units, boarding and rooming 
houses, cooperative housing units, fraternities, sororities, dormitories and hostels proposed 
to be constructed in the IG or the IM zoning district classifications: 
 
(1) Application Requirements: An applicant for a dwelling unit in an IG or IM zoning district 

shall apply on forms provided by the city manager showing how and in what manner 
the standards and criteria of this subsection have been met. In addition to any 
information required by sections9-2-2, "Administrative Review Procedures," and 9-2-15, 
"Use Review," B.R.C. 1981, the applicant shall provide the following information: 
 
(A) Environmental Assessment: A report that addresses each of the items required 

by the American Society for Testing and Materials Standards (ASTM) E-1527 and 
E-1528. The report shall be current and with a completion date within five years of 
the date of application. 
The applicant prepared a Phase I assessment and the results have identified no 
environmental concerns for the site. 
 

 
(B) Contiguity Map: A map that demonstrates that the proposed residential 

development meets the contiguity requirements of paragraph (g)(2) of this 
section. 

 The applicant provided a contiguity map that demonstrates requirements. 
 
 

(2) Location Within the Industrial Districts: Dwelling units within the IG or IM zoning 
district classifications may be constructed if located on a parcel that has not less than 
one-sixth of the perimeter of the parcel contiguous with the residential use that 
includes one or more dwelling units or contiguous to a residential zone or to a City- or 
county-owned park or open space. Contiguity shall not be affected by the existence of 
a platted street or alley, a public or private right of way or a public or private 
transportation right of way or area. If a parcel meets this standard, the approving 
authority shall presume that the standard in paragraph 9-2-15(e)(5), B.R.C. 1981, has 
been met. 

  
The site has one-sixth of the perimeter of the parcel contiguous with the residential use that 
includes is the Vista Village Mobile Home Park. 
 

 
(3) Requirement for Certain Residential Uses: The following uses shall also meet the 

requirement for such uses in sections 9-6-2 through 9-6-9, B.R.C. 1981: custodial care 
units, residential care units, congregate care units and cooperative housing units. 
 
Not applicable  

 

Criteria  Criteria 
  Met      Not Met 
 

 

 

   n/a      _______ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

    √       _______ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

    √       _______ 

 

 

 

 

 

    √       _______ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

    n/a       _______ 
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Address: 3289 Airport Road   Page 4 

 
 

 
(4) Residential and Nonresidential Uses Within a Project: If residential uses are to be 

placed on the property, the entire property shall be used exclusively for residential 
purposes except as otherwise provided in this paragraph. Nonresidential uses are 
permitted, provided that site design is approved pursuant to the site review criteria 
in section 9-2-14, "Site Review," B.R.C. 1981, in order to ensure that the site design and 
building layout will result in compatibility among uses or to mitigate potential impacts 
between such uses. 
 
Not applicable – there is a small retail space along with a dog and bike washing area and a 
co-working space that are all intended as accessory uses to the apartments, and not within 
separate buildings. 

 
 
(5) Limited Retail Uses Permitted: Convenience store, personal service or restaurant uses 

may be permitted as accessory uses to a residential development permitted by this 
subsection if all of the following standards are met: 
(A) Each convenience store, personal service or restaurant use does not exceed two 

thousand five hundred square feet in floor area, and in the case of restaurants, 
such restaurants shall close no later than 11:00 p.m. unless otherwise approved 
in a city review process. 
The applicant is illustrating a “micro market” to be provided for residents of the property 

 
 
(B) The total amount of floor area used for all of the convenience store, personal 

service or restaurant uses does not exceed five percent of the total residential 
floor area of the development. 
Floor area for the “micro market” is planned at 800 square feet where there is a total 
residential floor area of _____ 

 
 
(C) The uses are permitted only if development is located no closer than one 

thousand three hundred twenty feet from another property that is described as a 
business district in section 9-5-2, "Zoning Districts," B.R.C. 1981, or another 
convenience store, personal service or restaurant use in another development 
created pursuant to this subsection. 

 
(6) Bulk and Density Requirements: All residential development shall be subject to the 

bulk and density standards set forth in section 9-7-1, "Schedule of Form and Bulk 
Standards," B.R.C. 1981, and the landscaping for the underlying zoning district, except 
as modified by the following: 
(A) Lot Size: The minimum lot size shall be at least two acres. Projects over five acres 

shall also be required to complete a site review pursuant to section 9-2-14, "Site 
Review," B.R.C. 1981. 
 
The size of the lot is 2.6 acres. 

 

Criteria  Criteria 
  Met      Not Met 
 

 

 

   n/a      _______ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

    √       _______ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

    √       _______ 

 

 

 

 

 

    n/a       _______ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

    √       _______ 

 

 

 

 

 

    √       _______ 
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Address: 3289 Airport Road   Page 5 

(B) Side Yard Adjacent to a Street: The minimum side yard landscaped setback from 
a street for all buildings that contain residential uses shall be twenty feet. 
 
The Site Yard Adjacent to a street is along the south property line, and the setback is 
approximately 195 feet – with the buildings separated from the property line by a 
required detention pond located in the lowest corner of the site. 

 
 
(C) Interior Side Yard: The minimum side yard setback from an interior lot line for all 

principal buildings and uses shall be twenty feet. If an existing building is 
converted to residential uses, the side yard setback may be reduced to twelve 
feet for the existing portion of the building. 

  
The interior Site Yard Setback is along the west property line and the principal buildings 
have a range from 20 to approximately 26 feet. 

 
 
(D) Floor Area Ratios: The floor area regulations for the underlying zoning district 

classification shall only apply to the nonresidential floor area on the site. 
 
Not applicable, no non-residential floor area. 

 
(E) Open Space: If the site is not located within the service area of a neighborhood 

park, as identified in the Parks and Recreation Master Plan, a minimum of forty 
percent of the required usable open space shall be configured as a common 
contiguous area that will provide for the active and passive recreational needs of 
the residents. 
 
The site is located within the service area of a neighborhood park as identified in the 
Parks and Recreation Master Plan, with the Valmont City Park located ¼ mile to the 
south.   
 

 
(7) Buffers From Adjacent Land Uses: The applicant shall provide visual screening, which 

may include, without limitation, walls, fences, topographic changes, horizontal 
separation or plantings for those areas that are adjacent to loading docks, truck or 
other delivery vehicle ingress or egress areas, dumpsters or other recycling vessels 
and outdoor storage areas. 

 
 At the time of building permit application, the applicant shall provide visual screening for the 

northeast corner of the site, for buffering from the adjacent property to the north a portion of 
which has a loading area that is not screened from this site.  

 
 
(8) Environmental Suitability: The applicant shall demonstrate that the proposed use will not be 

affected by any adverse health or safety impacts associated with potential on-site pollution or 
contamination beyond that which is customarily acceptable for land that is used for residential 
purposes. This shall be demonstrated through the use of the environmental assessment 
required to be submitted with the application. If such environmental assessment identifies any 
potential adverse health or safety impacts on future residents of the site, the applicant shall 
also be required to submit further assessments that demonstrate that such concerns are not 

Criteria Criteria 

  Met     Not Met 

 

 

   n/a      _______ 

 

 

 

 

 

    n/a       _______ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

    n/a      _______ 

 

 

 

     √                

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

    √       _______ 
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Address: 3289 Airport Road   Page 6 

present or submit a plan for the mitigation measures that are necessary to alleviate any 
adverse impacts to public health, safety and welfare. 
 

The applicant prepared a Phase I assessment and the results have identified no 
environmental concerns for the site. 

 
 
 
 
 
(9) Construction Standards for Noise Mitigation: The applicant shall utilize construction 

standards that will achieve an interior day-night average noise level of no more than 
forty-five decibels, anticipating potential exterior day-night average industrial noise 
levels of seventy-three decibels measured at the property line. Such standards shall be 
in compliance with chapter 10-5, "Building Code," B.R.C. 1981. Noise shall be measured 
in a manner that is consistent with the federal Housing and Urban Development's 
standards in sections 24 CFR §§ 51.100 to 106 for the "measure of external noise 
environments," or similar standard adopted by the city manager in the event that such 
rule is repealed. The applicant shall provide written certification prior to the issuance of 
a certificate of occupancy that the sound abatement and attenuation measures were 
incorporated in the construction and site design as recommended by a professional 
engineer. 

 
To be completed prior to issuance of a building permit. 

 
 

 
(10) Declaration of Use Required: Before receiving a building permit, all owners shall sign a 

declaration of use, including all the conditions for continued use, to be recorded in the 
office of the Boulder County Clerk and Recorder to serve as actual and constructive 
notice to potential purchasers and tenants of the owner's property status as a 
residential use within an industrial zoning district classification. 
 
A condition of approval is added to the notice of disposition that will require the declaration of 
use. 

 
 
(11) Modification of Standards: The approving authority is authorized to modify the 

standards set forth in section 9-2-14, "Site Review," B.R.C. 1981, or paragraphs (g)(6), 
(g)(7), (g)(8) and (g)(9) of this section, upon finding that: 
(A) The strict application of these standards is not possible due to existing physical 

conditions; 
(B) The modification is consistent with the purpose of the section; and 
(C) The modification is the minimum modification that would afford relief and would 

be the least modification of the applicable provisions of this chapter. 
The city manager shall require that a person requesting a modification supply the 
information necessary to substantiate the reasons for the requested modification. 

      
      No modifications are proposed 
 

Criteria Criteria 

  Met     Not Met 

 

 

 

   √        _______ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

    √        _______ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

    √        _______ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

    n/a       _______ 
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---------- Forwarded message ---------- 

From: Renee Hummel <renee.hummel@yahoo.com> 

Date: Wednesday, August 10, 2016 

Subject: 3289 Airport Rd proposed development updates 

To: Kyle McDaniel <kmkylemcdaniel@gmail.com> 

Cc: Cynthia Holappa <cynthiaholappa@gmail.com> 

Dear Kyle, 

I appreciate that you and your team have done so much in consideration of the residents of Vista 
Village.  Naturally, no one wants a development next door when they've been used to peaceful open 
space.  Personally, I'm not looking forward to construction noise and the change in view.  But change 
happens.  The only sure way to keep vacant land from being developed is to own it oneself.   

I believe your care and attention in the process has been exemplary and that many people are 
grateful for the opportunity to be heard and to have their feedback incorporated into your planning to 
the degree that is possible.  It pains me to see some of the comments in the letter to which you 
replied.   

Perhaps you sent it to me because of my past interest, or because of my role as president of the 
Vista Village HOA.  If the latter, please know  that I stepped down from that position, and from the 
Board of Directors, as of the end of July.  I am copying Cynthia Holappa, our new president, on this 
reply. 

Warm regards, 

Renée Hummel 

Attachment C: Neighbor Comments 
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From: Kyle McDaniel <kmkylemcdaniel@gmail.com> 
To: judyb.found@yahoo.com  
Cc: "McLaughlin, Elaine" <mclaughline@bouldercolorado.gov>; Lisa Morzel / City Council 
<morzell@bouldercolorado.gov>; Danica Powell <danicas@gmail.com>; Daniel Rotner 
<dan@rhaparch.com>; Ryan Hanneman <ryan@rhaparch.com>; renee.hummel@yahoo.com 
Sent: Tuesday, August 9, 2016 5:38 PM 
Subject: Re: 3289 Airport Rd proposed development updates 

Hi Judy: 
Thank you for your email today. I wanted to respond to each of your points, so that we can continue 
to work together on improving the project, and to avoid any misunderstandings. 

First, I am glad you appreciate the change in the parking scheme to remove cars from near your 
home. It was not an insubstantial change, and required quite a bit of re-design over the whole site. To 
your point about car headlights shining into your home, we will screen the low retaining wall near the 
west property line so that car lights do not shine into your home.  

Second, I fully understand your concern for the existing trees, and I am happy to do a walking tour 
with a landscape architect, an arborist, and perhaps even the City's landscape planner. We have no 
desire to remove healthy trees, and if it is possible, we will preserve them. If the trees are diseased, 
damaged, or not likely to survive construction activity, we would like to work with you on choosing 
replacement trees, shrubs, and other plantings that will renew this area, and provide equivalent 
habitats and screening.  

Third, I am sorry that you are not interested in the micro-market convenience store. We included it 
solely in response to the neighbors' request for such a neighborhood amenity. To clarify, it is not an 
"automated food outlet"; it is a fully stocked (and if necessary, fully staffed) convenience store which 
will carry basic everyday necessities, as well as many local brands of natural foods, including Spruce 
Confections, Justin's Nut Butter, and other local Boulder brands. Our hope is that this will be not only 
a convenience for our residents and residents of Vista Village, but will also reduce the need for car 
trips to other stores several miles away.  

Fourth, I understand that you do not agree with the number of units we are proposing. However, we 
are not requesting any variances or increases in density on the site, and have worked very hard on 
making our project as compatible as possible with both the residential neighborhood to our west, and 
the industrial neighborhood to our east. Rather than creating fewer, more expensive, and over-sized 
units which will serve fewer residents, we have designed modestly sized units to serve more 
individuals and families. We have increased third floor setbacks and moved density to the middle of 
our site in direct response to your earlier concerns about the facade of our western buildings. None of 
our traffic will go through Vista Village, but instead will be carried on Airport Rd., which was designed 
for heavier traffic flows, and through a signalized intersection at Valmont Rd., which already has turn 
lanes in place. In addition, our traffic will run counter to most Airport Rd. business traffic, with 
residents leaving the area in the morning and returning in the evening, rather than vice versa. We 
have completed traffic impact studies and have a traffic demand management plan in place, and will 
have unbundled parking on site, all in order to minimize the use of cars by our residents.  
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Fifth, I am sorry that you feel the gravel path is an "affront." In fact, it was another change which was 
in direct response to other neighbors' requests for a low impact pedestrian connection between our 
sites, and to the north and the south. We have spent a great deal of time and effort working on the 26' 
wide landscaped interface between our project and Vista Village, and we incorporated the gravel path 
when neighbors brought up the potential for skateboarding noise on a concrete sidewalk. Our first 
floor units will all have fenced private yards, just as each of the mobile homes has, so this will not be 
a "public park" overrun with foot and dog traffic. We have intentionally placed our common gathering 
area close to the center of our site, so that any impacts would be borne solely by our own residents.  

Sixth, regarding the height of our buildings, we feel we have made every effort to reduce the visual 
impact of the third floor. Removing the top floor units would not only be an unnoticeable change from 
Vista Village, given the current setbacks, but given the sloping grade, it would also create very odd 
one story facades on the eastern side of those buildings. We are below the code requirements for 
height on all our buildings, and are not proposing any variances, which is in marked contrast to many 
other new developments in Boulder.  

Seventh, we are aware of the impact of the airport, and its potential for noise will of course be made 
known to our residents. However, we are out of the airport influence zone, and are well to the south of 
the east/west runways. We are happy to look at planting more trees along the north property line, but 
I am not sure why the presence of the airport is a rationale for reducing the number of units. There 
are hundreds of homes in Vista Village, and removing some of those units would not mitigate airplane 
noise.  

Finally, and perhaps most importantly, your allegation that "it has been said at the Neighborhood meetings that

people who live in mobile home parks should expect less than ideal conditions, and living next to airports and other busy, noisy 
places is expected more often than not" is not only incorrect and unfair, but is in its own way, deeply insulting to our design and 
development team. No one in our group has ever voiced such a comment or held such an attitude. Claiming that "it has been 
said" is a cheap way to incite ill will and divisiveness. I cannot image how our team  is "taking advantage" of anyone in Vista 
Village, when in fact, we have committed substantial time, effort, and money to revising and refining the project over the past 5 
months, primarily in response to comments and requests from the residents of Vista Village. 

We intend to continue to work with the residents of Vista Village to improve this project as much possible, and I hope that 
unsubstantiated claims like this will have no place in that process. 

Sincerely, 

Kyle McDaniel

On Tue, Aug 9, 2016 at 1:23 PM, <judyb.found@yahoo.com> wrote: 
Dear Elaine McLaughlin, Lisa Morzel, and Kyle McDaniel, 

In response to Kyle's letter and attachment of July 22nd, and the discussions at the most recent 
neighborhood meeting prior to that, I am writing to you in the sincere hope that you will reconsider 
several points and make some alterations to these buildings and plans. 

I believe that the two parking spaces at the west end of the driveway that points directly at my house 
have been moved.  I appreciate that very much, but find it unacceptable that car headlights will still be 

Agenda Item 4C     Page 14 of 39

javascript:_e(%7B%7D,'cvml','judyb.found@yahoo.com');


directed into 3 main rooms in my home: a main bedroom, bath and dining room, according to the way 
the layout looks to me.  There will be a window installed in that bath within the next few months, it has 
just been delayed in recent weeks, or you would have seen it.  There are no trees or wall at that drive 
to allow for sunlight. which is mandatory, as I understand it. But there will still be traffic in and out of 
that end of the drive. 

I am very upset that there are no provisions to keep and care for the existing trees that were planted 
25 - 30 years ago.  The City and/ or the Airport had them planted, then failed to provide adequate 
watering and care for them all these years.  They are survivors, and are well established.  Many times 
I have watered them from my own sprinklers when we have had fire danger and drought, and have 
mowed under them every spring and summer, rather than allow waist-high grass and weeds to grow, 
which has been the case this summer.  Also leaving the lower branches in place has provided shade 
and sound buffering, and shelter for small animals.  They provide fantastic shade for my yard and 
house, and are used all year for shelter and food by at least a dozen bird species, including hawks 
and large owls.  Some are here year-round and others are migratory, and of course, squirrels make 
use of them.  It may be the case that the City considers Russian olive trees to be 'trash' trees, but 
these are fine trees, and badly need some care and pruning for damaged and dead branches, but 
leaving lower branches in place.  There are at least 5 Russian olives and 5 or 6 evergreens that line 
my lot and just past it - the most of any yard that this abominable project borders of all the lots in Vista 
Village - and I am outraged that you consider it acceptable to take them all down.  There are 2 
evergreens that show signs of distress recently by dropping needles, but so does the similar very 
large long-needle pine in my yard.  It drops a large amount of needles at times of drought stress, plus 
an annual drop.  I hope these do not have pine beetles, but need professional advice on that.  These 
trees are one of the best features of my location, plus a valuable sound barrier to traffic on Airport 
Road and Airport air traffic noise.  They would be even more critical for sound protection and 
buffering from the 80 to 100 or more new neighbors you expect to allow to live next to me.  Please 
hear me on this matter and allow them to stay and be cared for.  Old trees are hard to come by and 
are never replaced the same.  I respectfully ask to 'grandfather' them in to the space. 

I request a scheduled time to walk this lot and do some measuring and accounting for these trees and 
others along that property line.  Kyle McDaniel has indicated he would be willing to do this and take 
these concerns into account and hopefully make some physical changes. 

I do not care for the automated convenience food outlet.  I will find no value in it, and would rather 
decrease the number of tenants and units you plan to build.  

In fact, I request to significantly decrease the number of units.  I do not believe that Boulder needs to 
be developed with block style apartments and crowded little houses in every available space.  I am 
privileged to have been born and raised here, and find that more and more projects like these, 
created by various developers and the City Council, are making Boulder's assets, streets and facilities 
overcrowded, and are taking away our Blue Line and other features that have always made Boulder 
unique and special. The traffic is becoming so much more congested than ever, and will continue to 
get worse as so many streets are not designed to handle thousands more vehicles in the city.  The 
impact of this overrun development is completely detrimental to the quality of life we have here, in my 
view. 

I appreciate a crushed gravel path in lieu of pavement or concrete, but it is another affront to have it 
just on the other side of my fence, in fact, in the place of these beloved trees, putting people, children 
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and pets directly outside my private yard.  You are taking away the quiet and privacy in this side of 
our cul-de-sac, allowing more foot traffic and dogs to further ruin what I and my neighbors find 
valuable here. I am completely opposed to this path the way it has developed.  I never volunteered to 
live next to a busy public park, and that is what this is becoming.  Please remove it, or move it 
adjacent to the apartments. 

Not to broadcast the fact, but as a single woman living alone, I find privacy more important than 
others may feel is needed.  I do not want dozens more people potentially aware of my comings and 
goings. 

The height of these buildings takes away the openness and cuts out the sunrises and views of the 
sky, and the artificial lighting will interfere with the night sky darkness.  Again, ruining a valuable 
amenity of this space.  Please drop the height of them, again, building fewer units, without an 
additional floor, to reduce the overall height on this side of the project.  I thank you for setting back the 
upper floors to cut off the direct line of sight into my home and yard and living spaces, and those of 
my neighbors.  

It is my understanding that the apartment tenants will be required to acknowledge they will be living 
directly next to an airport.  I question if you are fully aware of the use of this Airport, including the 
frequent helicopter traffic in relationship to the Boulder Community Health hospital directly south-
southwest of us.  This Airport is the staging ground for many of their maintenance and flight 
requirements, as well as for emergency services during times of crises, wild fires and other service 
needs.  I question if adequate sound testing has been performed during those exercises and during 
the general use of the airport and maintenance on engines, planes and small jets.  There must be 
equipment available and arrangements could be made to coordinate tests during those times, I 
believe, should that be given the priority it deserves.  It may be of use to determine a more accurate 
picture of the impact on the new tenants, but also more reason to scale the number of units back, and 
plant more trees along the north property line as an additional buffer.  And back to the row of trees 
along my lot, again, they provide a tremendous buffer for the Airport noise! 

It has been said at the Neighborhood meetings that people who live in mobile home parks should 
expect less than ideal conditions, and living next to airports and other busy, noisy places is expected 
more often than not.  Myself and my neighbors enjoy a small but quiet and agreeable, more 
affordable part of Boulder, and are not 'less than' residents of this City.  Most of us have chosen to 
live here for many, many reasons and by various circumstances that find us here, but we are a 
community who care about what we have.  I find the ways we are taken advantage of in this proposed 
development are deeply insulting and egregious.  

Thank you very much for your time and efforts to have changed the plans from the originals.  I 
request that you give my concerns and what I have voiced  further serious consideration for 
implementation, and will be willing to work with me. 

Sincerely, 

Judy Bashor 
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________________ 
From: Cynthia <nutrilicious2016@gmail.com> 

Date: Wed, Aug 17, 2016 at 1:03 PM 

Subject: Re: 3289 Airport Rd proposed development updates 

To: Renee Hummel <renee.hummel@yahoo.com> 

Cc: Kyle McDaniel <kmkylemcdaniel@gmail.com> 

Hi Kyle and Renee - 

Yes, the HOA has agreed not to take a stance on this issue. 

Thank you, Kyle, for your respectful, kind, and informative replies to the residents of Vista Village.  We appreciate, too, how 

available and receptive you have been. 

It means much that you are listening and addressing our concerns. 

With appreciation, 

Cynthia Holappa 

VV HOA, President 

#30 
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AirportCommunity Meeting| April 11, 2016
 address the following; Sewer connection,e, Utilities in airport road, Electric service, Gas linesA: All the infrastructure will come off of Airport Road and will be new.Q: Floodplain – is the property in the floodplain?  There was flooding on the western edgeof property. Vista Village owners are required to pay flood insurance.A: The property is not in the floodplain.  Will double check.Q: What about the ditch? didn’tpick up debris after they cleaned out the Boulder DitchA: We’re not sure what the Ditch Company’s responsibilities are along Airport Rd.Q: Transportation/Traffic.

 People park on airport road during events.  Bike park traffic and impacts toneighborhood. People park along Airport Road – there aren’t “no parking” signs”.During special events, they put up cones and constrict traffic.  Nobody follows rules.Most significant traffic concern was the bike park events during the Summer season.
 Airport Road is a dead end road/box canyon – what happens in emergency?President arrives, fire?
 High travel speeds – don’t obey speed limit. Would like to know actual speed thatpeople are traveling.A: Traffic study will be required. David Thompson with the City of Boulder will

determine what is required in the traffic study. Will look at the requirements of the
existing traffic signal and turning movements. Can do Speed studies, capacity studies.
Residential traffic is off peak to the traffic that is currently on Airport Road
(employment traffic) and will be going the opposite direction. City measures traffic in
Level of Services (LOS A-D). Has to be above D, and require mitigation if it worsens.
Can include weekend or special event on traffic counts to provide data to community
and City.

Q: Land Uses
 What is the proposed mix of units?
 Would like to see live/work units to reduce traffic impacts and Boulder doesn’t havevery much Live/Work.
 How will you accomplish your affordable housing requirement? Live/Work – couldyou trade off garages?
 Could you include a coffee shop, small industrial space, retail or deli?
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Q: Infrastructure – how will yAntiquated/aging infrastruct s linesA: All the infrastructure will come off of Airport Road and will be new.Q: Floodplain – is the property in the floodplain?  There was flooding on the western edgeof property. Vista Village owners are required to pay flood insurance.A: The property is not in the floodplain.  Will double check.Q: What about the ditch? didn’tpick up debris after they cleaned out the Boulder DitchA: We’re not sure what the Ditch Company’s responsibilities are along Airport Rd.Q: Transportation/Traffic.
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AirportCommunity Meeting| April 11, 2016
Q: Infrastructure – how will you address the following; Sewer connection,Antiquated/aging infrastructure, Utilities in airport road, Electric service,Q: Infrastructure – how will youou address the following; Sewer connection, Antiquated/aging infrastructure in Vsta Village.A: All the infrastructure will come off of Airport Road and will be new.Q: Floodplain – is the property in the floodplain?  There was flooding on the western edgeof property. Vista Village owners are required to pay flood insurance.A: The property is not in the floodplain.  Will double check.Q: What about the ditch? didn’tpick up debris after they cleaned out the Boulder DitchA: We’re not sure what the Ditch Company’s responsibilities are along Airport Rd.Q: Transportation/Traffic.

 People park on airport road during events.  Bike park traffic and impacts toneighborhood. People park along Airport Road – there aren’t “no parking” signs”.During special events, they put up cones and constrict traffic.  Nobody follows rules.Most significant traffic concern was the bike park events during the Summer season.
 Airport Road is a dead end road/box canyon – what happens in emergency?President arrives, fire?
 High travel speeds – don’t obey speed limit. Would like to know actual speed thatpeople are traveling.A: Traffic study will be required. David Thompson with the City of Boulder will

determine what is required in the traffic study. Will look at the requirements of the
existing traffic signal and turning movements. Can do Speed studies, capacity studies.
Residential traffic is off peak to the traffic that is currently on Airport Road
(employment traffic) and will be going the opposite direction. City measures traffic in
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 Would like to see live/work units to reduce traffic impacts and Boulder doesn’t havevery much Live/Work.
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 Could you include a coffee shop, small industrial space, retail or deli?
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A: Haven’t decided whether it will be Rental or for sale. Will serve middle class
incomes. 1, 2, 3, bedroom units = 850 SF average. Although FAR is not capped, we’ve
limited size of units to make more affordable. For rent would mean cash in lieu. For
sale – affordable units on site=14 unit requirement. We’re open to incorporating other
uses on the site, but think it could create traffic and parking issues.jacent to single story homes.  Impacts privacy and qualitys.  Not compatible.A: Will look at stepping back 3rd floor on units and creating compatible interface.
Provided landscape and fencing examples for transition/buffer between uses. Private
yards at grade for west facing apartments have low fences for more separation from
the neighbors. Sections show 20’-50’ of separation between mobile homes and
proposed buildings.Other Comments:

 Other Impacts. Noise from sirens. Noise from airport. Forest fires/floodingA: Acknowledged .
 Sale of Land?A: Property was purchased after being marketed to the public on MLS (actual days on

market was 113 days).
 Wildlife Geese – migration?A: We’d guess that Hayden Lake is probably the real draw for the geese, rather than

our property.

 Play areas for children?A: There is a playground directly adjacent to the mobile homes that border our
western side. There are also many acres of public parks in close proximity to Vista
Village and our site.

 If the property is going to be fenced along the west property line, can the fence beinstalled prior to development?A: Possibly, pending final site layout and utility easements in this area.

A: Haven’t decided whether it will be Rental or for sale.  Will serve middle class
incomes. 1, 2, 3, bedroom units = 850 SF average. Although FAR is not capped, we’ve
limited size of units to make more affordable. For rent would mean cash in lieu. For
sale – affordable units on site=14 unit requirement.  We’re open to incorporating other
uses on the site, but think it could create traffic and parking issues.Q:  Concerns about the height  and qualityof life.3 story balconies facingQ:  Concerns about the height a ad djacent to single story homes.  Impacts privaacycy and quality of life.  3 story balconies facing home homes.  Not compatible.A: Will look at stepping back 3rd floor on units and creating compatible interface.
Provided landscape and fencing examples for transition/buffer between uses. Private
yards at grade for west facing apartments have low fences for more separation from
the neighbors. Sections show 20’-50’ of separation between mobile homes and
proposed buildings.Other Comments:

 Other Impacts. Noise from sirens. Noise from airport. Forest fires/floodingA: Acknowledged .
 Sale of Land?A: Property was purchased after being marketed to the public on MLS (actual days on
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 Wildlife Geese – migration?A: We’d guess that Hayden Lake is probably the real draw for the geese, rather than
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western side. There are also many acres of public parks in close proximity to Vista
Village and our site.

 If the property is going to be fenced along the west property line, can the fence beinstalled prior to development?A: Possibly, pending final site layout and utility easements in this area.

A: Haven’t decided whether it will be Rental or for sale. Will serve middle class
incomes. 1, 2, 3, bedroom units = 850 SF average. Although FAR is not capped, we’ve
limited size of units to make more affordable. For rent would mean cash in lieu. For
sale – affordable units on site=14 unit requirement. We’re open to incorporating other
uses on the site, but think it could create traffic and parking issues.Q:  Concerns about the height adjacent to single story homes.  Impacts privof life.3 story balconies facing homes.  Not compatible.A: Will look at stepping back 3rd floor on units and creating compatible interface.
Provided landscape and fencing examples for transition/buffer between uses. Private
yards at grade for west facing apartments have low fences for more separation from
the neighbors. Sections show 20’-50’ of separation between mobile homes and
proposed buildings.Other Comments:

 Other Impacts. Noise from sirens. Noise from airport. Forest fires/floodingA: Acknowledged .
 Sale of Land?A: Property was purchased after being marketed to the public on MLS (actual days on

market was 113 days).
 Wildlife Geese – migration?A: We’d guess that Hayden Lake is probably the real draw for the geese, rather than

our property.

 Play areas for children?A: There is a playground directly adjacent to the mobile homes that border our
western side. There are also many acres of public parks in close proximity to Vista
Village and our site.

 If the property is going to be fenced along the west property line, can the fence beinstalled prior to development?A: Possibly, pending final site layout and utility easements in this area.
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VeloPark	  	  -‐	  Project	  Walk	  with	  Neighbors	  on	  September	  7,	  2016	  
Project	  Team:	  Sandi	  Gibson,	  outsideLA,	  Danica	  Powell,	  Trestle	  Strategy	  Group	  
Vista	  Village	  Neighbors:	  Sunny	  Brown,	  Judy	  Bashor,	  Jim	  Yenson,	  Randall	  Schroth	  

The	  Project	  Team	  and	  Vista	  Village	  Neighbors	  met	  at	  
5pm	  on	  Wednesday,	  September	  7th	  to	  discuss	  the	  
edge/buffers	  of	  the	  proposed	  development	  to	  
understand	  how	  this	  would	  relate	  to	  Vista	  Village,	  
the	  neighborhood	  located	  directly	  to	  the	  west.	  As	  a	  
group,	  we	  walked	  the	  western	  edge	  of	  the	  site	  to	  
measure	  out	  where	  the	  setbacks	  and	  buildings	  will	  
be	  located	  in	  relation	  to	  their	  existing	  homes	  and	  
property	  line	  and	  look	  at	  existing	  and	  proposed	  
vegetation,	  utility	  easements,	  property	  lines,	  and	  
setbacks.	  	  We	  had	  the	  site	  plans	  on	  a	  large	  tablet	  to	  
review	  the	  details,	  setbacks	  and	  property	  lines.	  

During	  our	  walk,	  we	  discussed	  the	  following:	  
• The	  neighbors	  would	  like	  to	  preserve	  as	  much	  of	  the	  existing	  vegetation	  as	  possible	  to

protect	  their	  privacy	  and	  views	  out	  their	  windows	  as	  well	  as	  have	  access	  to	  an	  informal
pedestrian	  path.	  	  This	  informal	  walk	  is	  currently	  used	  by	  the	  VV	  Neighbors,	  and	  is	  located	  on
the	  VeloPark	  project	  site.	  	  This	  path	  does	  not	  connect	  to	  any	  other	  existing	  paths/sidewalks,
but	  is	  used	  to	  access	  the	  private	  properties	  located	  north	  of	  the	  site,	  including	  city	  owned
airport	  property	  and	  Hayden	  Lake,	  which	  is	  a	  private	  lake	  owned	  by	  the	  Left	  Hand	  Ditch
Company.	  Some	  pruning	  and	  limbing-‐up	  of	  existing	  vegetation	  would	  be	  required	  to	  make
the	  trail	  passable.

• The	  neighbors	  would	  like	  the	  Russian	  Olives	  to	  remain	  because	  they	  provide	  a	  buffer	  along
their	  edge,	  and	  the	  birds	  love	  them.	  	  We	  are	  aware	  that	  the	  City	  typically	  doesn’t	  allow
these	  trees,	  as	  they	  are	  a	  state	  listed	  invasive	  species,	  but	  we	  said	  we	  would	  work	  with	  the
City	  since	  to	  see	  what	  can	  be	  accommodated,	  especially	  as	  many	  of	  them	  are	  in	  the	  future
utility	  easement	  (which	  contains	  Vista	  Village	  utilities).

• The	  Project	  Team	  identified	  the	  future	  10’	  utility	  easement	  along	  the	  western	  edge	  (which
will	  accommodate	  existing	  Vista	  Village	  dry	  utilities).	  	  This	  easement	  will	  provide	  a	  buffer
between	  the	  two	  properties	  (no	  structures,	  no	  yards,	  etc),	  and	  create	  a	  space	  for	  a	  simple
trail,	  as	  requested	  by	  the	  neighbors.

• With	  a	  25-‐foot	  tape,	  we	  measured	  the	  setbacks	  and	  distances	  between	  existing	  and
proposed	  structures,	  which	  helped	  understand	  the	  dimensions	  on	  the	  site	  plans.

• We	  identified	  the	  location	  of	  the	  detention	  area,	  which	  would	  create	  a	  large	  open	  space
along	  the	  southern	  end	  of	  the	  property.

• We	  discussed	  revisions	  to	  the	  path/sidewalk	  connection	  along	  the	  north	  to	  reduce	  impacts
to	  the	  neighbors	  located	  adjacent	  to	  the	  proposed	  project.

• One	  neighbor	  was	  concerned	  about	  headlight	  glare	  as	  it	  currently	  occurs	  from	  cars	  exiting
MHP	  site	  and	  heading	  west.	  	  With	  the	  new	  buildings,	  this	  glare	  should	  be
reduced/eliminated.

• The	  Project	  Team	  explained	  that	  in	  the	  next	  stage	  of	  design	  and	  engineering,	  we	  will
conduct	  detailed	  surveying	  to	  locate	  the	  dry	  utilities	  are	  within	  the	  future	  easement	  and	  the
exact	  location	  of	  existing	  trees.	  	  Once	  we	  have	  that	  information	  we	  will	  work	  to	  preserve
existing	  vegetation	  to	  the	  extent	  possible.

• The	  Project	  Team	  will	  be	  strategic	  about	  what	  type	  and	  where	  new	  trees	  are	  planted	  in
order	  to	  reduce	  impacts	  from	  the	  neighbors’	  windows	  into	  the	  proposed	  project	  and
maximize	  the	  efficacy	  of	  the	  buffer/setback	  area.

• The	  Project	  Team	  is	  committed	  to	  continuing	  to	  work	  with	  the	  neighbors	  on	  these	  details
once	  we	  get	  to	  that	  level	  of	  design/engineering.
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August 11, 2016

Attachment D: Project Plans
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BUILDING "A"
1 BEDROOM UNITS 11
2 BEDROOM UNITS 3
3 BEDROOM UNITS 0
TOTAL UNITS 14
GARAGES 14 GARAGES

BUILDING "B"
1 BEDROOM UNITS 0
2 BEDROOM UNITS 15
3 BEDROOM UNITS 2
TOTAL UNITS 17
GARAGES 18 GARAGES

(INCL. 1 HC)
BUILDING "C"
1 BEDROOM UNITS 18
2 BEDROOM UNITS 0
3 BEDROOM UNITS 0
TOTAL UNITS 18
GARAGES 17 GARAGES

BUILDING "D"
1 BEDROOM UNITS 12
2 BEDROOM UNITS 3
3 BEDROOM UNITS 1
TOTAL UNITS 16
GARAGES 0 GARAGES

BUILDING "E"
1 BEDROOM UNITS 0
2 BEDROOM UNITS 3
3 BEDROOM UNITS 2
TOTAL UNITS 5
GARAGES 17 GARAGES

UNIT TOTALS PARKING RQD.
1 BEDROOM UNITS 41 x1 =41  SP.
2 BEDROOM UNITS 24 x1.5 =36  SP.
3 BEDROOM UNITS  5 x2 =10  SP.
TOTAL UNITS 70 =87   SP.

PARKING PROVIDED
GARAGES  69 SP.
HANDICAPPED GARAGES   1 SP.
STANDARD 9'x19' PARKING SPACES  14 SP.
COMPACT PARKING SPACE   1 SP.
H.C. PARKING SPACES      3 SP.
TOTAL VEHICLE PARKING SPACES 88 SP.

AT-GRADE BICYCLE PARKING SP. 32 SP.

TOTAL SITE AREA  113,380 SF
"USEABLE" AT GRADE OPEN SPACE 46,553 SF
AT GRADE OPEN SPACE WITH STEEP GRADES   2,655 SF
UPPER LEVEL PRIVATE DECKS    4,661 SF
OPEN SPACE (NOT INCL. STEEP GRADES) = 45% OF SITE AREA

SCALE: 1"=20'-0"
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711 Walnut Street,
Carriage House
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C

SHEET INDEX:

ARCHITECTURAL
A1 SITE / LEVEL ONE PLAN
A1.1 VICINITY MAP (PREVIOUSLY SUBMITTED)
A1.2 GRADE LEVEL CONTEXT MAP

/ AERIAL OVERLAY (PREVIOUSLY SUBMITTED)
A2 SITE / WALKOUT LEVEL PLAN
A3 SITE / LEVEL TWO PLAN

& OPEN SPACE EXHIBIT
A4 SITE / LEVEL THREE PLAN
A5 BEFORE AND AFTER

SITE SECTIONS & UNIT PLANS
A6 BEFORE AND AFTER

SITE SECTIONS & UNIT PLANS
A7 BEFORE AND AFTER

SITE SECTIONS & UNIT PLANS
A8 UNIT PLANS
A9 RENDERED 3D VIEWS
A10 RENDERED 3D VIEWS

CIVIL
C1.0 PRELIMINARY UTILITY PLAN
C2.0 PRELIMINARY GRADING PLAN
C3.0 PRELIMINARY ACCESS PLAN

SURVEYOR
SITE SURVEY (PREVIOUSLY SUBMITTED)

OWNER
KYLE McDANIEL
MANAGER, AIRPORT ADVENTURES LLC
C/O FOUR STAR REALTY
1938 PEARL STREET
BOULDER, CO 80302
303-478-1854
kmkylemcdaniel@gmail.com

ARCHITECT
RHAP ARCHITECTURE & PLANNING
RYAN HANNEMAN & DAN ROTNER
711 WALNUT STREET, CARRIAGE HOUSE
BOULDER, CO 80302

RYAN 720-985-9527
ryanhanneman@gmail.com

DAN 720-530-5901
mail@danielrotner.com

CIVIL
THE SANITAS GROUP
CURTIS STEVENS
801 MAIN STREET, SUITE 210
LOUISVILLE, CO 80027
OFF. 720-346-1656
cstevens@thesanitasgroup.com

SURVEYOR
BOULDER LAND CONSULTANTS, INC.
JASON EMERY
950 LARAMIE BLVD., UNIT D
BOULDER, CO 80304
303-443-3616
jason@blcsurveyors.com

PROJECT TEAM:

D
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SCALE: 1"=20'-0"
SITE / WALKOUT LEVEL PLAN

NORTH

8-11-2016
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SCALE: 1"=20'-0"
SITE / LEVEL 2 PLAN

NORTH

8-31-2016
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VELO PARK

TOTAL SITE AREA = 113,380 SF

"USEABLE" AT GRADE OPEN SPACE 46,553 SF

AT GRADE OPEN SPACE WITH STEEP GRADES   2,655 SF

UPPER LEVEL PRIVATE DECKS    4,661 SF

TOTAL "USEABLE" OPEN SPACE PROVIDED = 51,214 SF
OPEN SPACE (NOT INCL. STEEP GRADES) = 45% OF SITE AREA

OPEN SPACE REQUIRED = 15% OF SITE AREA PER 9-9-11(c)(2) = 17,007 SF
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SITE / LEVEL 3 PLAN
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SCALE: 1"=20'-0"
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BLDGS. C&D SECTION #1
SCALE: 1/8"=1'-0" 2-16-2016
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BUILDING 'A' LEVEL 3 WEST UNIT

NORTH

NORTH

SCALE: 1/8"=1'-0"
BUILDING 'D' LEVELS 1&2 SOUTHWEST UNIT

897 GROSS SF
2 BED, 1 BATH
(2 UNITS)

SCALE: 1/8"=1'-0"
BUILDINGS 'C'&'D' LEVEL 3

NORTH

1 BED, 1 BATH
692 GROSS SF

(10 UNITS)

LINEN

ROOF

DECKROOF

SCALE: 1/8"=1'-0"
BUILDINGS 'C'&'D' LEVEL 2

NORTH

706 GROSS SF
1 BED, 1 BATH
(10 UNITS)

SCALE: 1/8"=1'-0"
BUILDING 'D' LEVEL 3 SOUTH UNIT

NORTH

1,102 GROSS SF
2 BED, 2 BATH
(1 UNIT)

SCALE: 1/8"=1'-0"
BUILDINGS 'C'&'D' LEVEL 1

NORTH

1 BED, 1 BATH
706 GROSS SF

(10 UNITS)

764 GROSS SF
1 BED, 1 BATH
(10 UNITS)

SCALE: 1/8"=1'-0"

NORTH

BUILDING 'A' LEVELS 2&3 1BED

DW

REF.

PANTRY

U
P

18 R
IS

E
R

S

LANDING

BUILDING 'A' LEVELS 2&3 2BED AT STAIRS
NORTH

2 BED, 2 BATH
(3 UNITS)

SCALE: 1/8"=1'-0" 1,005 GROSS SF

D
N

.
22

 R
.

DW

REF.

SCALE: 1/8"=1'-0"
TYPICAL UNIT 2ND FLOOR

NORTH
BUILDING 'E'

1,061 GROSS SF
2 BED, 2 BATH
(3 UNITS)

UP
22 R.

NORTH

EAST UNIT, 1ST FLOOR
SCALE: 1/8"=1'-0"

BUILDING 'E'

661 GROSS SF
(1 UNIT)

DW

REF.

DN.
22 R.

NORTH

EAST UNIT, 2ND FLOOR
SCALE: 1/8"=1'-0"

BUILDING 'E'

1,164 GROSS SF
3 BED, 2 BATH
(1 UNIT)

D
N

.
22

 R
.

DW

REF.

SCALE: 1/8"=1'-0"
2ND FLOOR, WEST UNIT

NORTH
BUILDING 'E'

1,283 GROSS SF
3 BED, 2 BATH
(1 UNIT)

SCALE: 1/8"=1'-0"
TYPICAL UNIT 1ST FLOOR

NORTH

BUILDING 'E'

U
P

22
 R

.

762 GROSS SF
(4 UNITS)

VELO PARK, UNIT PLANS
8-11-2016

A8

711 Walnut Street,
Carriage House

Boulder, co 80302
720-530-5901
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SOUTHWEST CORNER OF BUILDING 'D'

BUILDING 'D' FROM ENTRY DRIVECOMMON AREA FROM SOUTHEAST

VIEW FROM SOUTH
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BUILDING 'D' FROM SOUTHWEST

VIEW FROM COMMON AREA LOOKING NORTHVIEW FROM SOUTHEAST

BUILDING 'C' FROM NORTHWEST
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C I T Y  O F  B O U L D E R 
PLANNING BOARD AGENDA ITEM 
MEETING DATE: November 3, 2016 

 

 
AGENDA TITLE: 

Public hearing for consideration of a Concept Plan proposal (LUR2016-00070) to redevelop the site at 

1600 Broadway, an approximately 0.54 acre-property, involving removal of two commercial buildings, 

development of a new 41,606 square-foot hotel building with approximately 73 hotel rooms, and 

installation of an underground parking structure. Preliminary consideration of a rezoning from Business – 

Transitional 2 (BT-2) to Downtown – 3 (DT-3) is also proposed.  

 

Applicant:      Julie Eck, Davis Partnership Architects          

Property Owner:   Stephen D. Tebo 

 

 
REQUESTING DEPARTMENT: 

Planning, Housing & Sustainability  

David Driskell, Executive Director 

Susan Richstone, Deputy Director 

Charles Ferro, Land Use Review Manager 

Shannon Moeller, Planner II 

 
 

 

  

 
 
OBJECTIVE: 

1. Hear applicant and staff presentations 

2. Hold public hearing 

3. Planning Board to ask questions of applicant, the public and staff 

4. Planning Board discussion of Concept Plan.  No action is required by Planning Board. 

 
SUMMARY: 

Proposal: Concept Plan review and comment for the proposed redevelopment of the site at 

1600 Broadway, an approximate 0.54 acre-property, involving removal of two 

commercial buildings, a new 41,606 square-foot hotel building with approximately 

73 hotel rooms, and installation of an underground parking structure. Preliminary 

consideration of a rezoning from Business – Transitional 2 (BT-2) to Downtown – 

3 (DT-3) is also proposed.  

Project Name:  Boulder University Inn Expansion 

Location:  1600 Broadway  

Size of Property  0.54 acre 

Zoning:    BT-2 (Business – Transitional 2)  

Comprehensive Plan: Transitional Business 
 
 

 
 

I.  INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 
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PROCESS 

Per Section 9-2-14, B.R.C. 1981, the project requires Concept Plan review and comment, because the 

project exceeds 30,000 square feet of floor area. The Concept Plan is an opportunity for the applicant to 

receive comments from the community about the proposed plan before moving forward. “Concept Plan 

Review and Comment” requires staff review and a public hearing before the Planning Board. Planning 

Board, staff and neighborhood comments made at public hearings are intended to be advisory comments 

for the applicant to consider prior to submitting any detailed Site Review documents.  

 
BACKGROUND 
 
Site Context 

As shown in Figure 1, the site is roughly 

.54 acres in size and is located at the 

northeast corner of Broadway and Marine 

Street. The site is developed with existing 

structures containing Khow Thai Café and 

DP Dough. Demolition of the two buildings 

was approved by the Landmarks Design 

Review Committee (LDRC) in 2016. The 

remainder of the site consists largely of 

paved areas and some vegetation. The 

site generally slopes downward to the 

northeast toward Boulder Creek and backs 

to an alley, a multi-use path, open space, 

and Boulder High School fields to the east; 

and is bordered by other commercial 

properties to the north. As shown in the 

context photos in Figure 2, buildings in the  

 

Figure 2 – Context Photos 

Figure 1 - Vicinity Map 
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immediate vicinity on the east and west 

side of Broadway are generally one and 

two story, with the exception of the nearby 

nonconforming four story apartments on 

the west side of Broadway. 

The site is located outside of the Central 

Area Improvement District (CAGID) and is 

not subject to the Downtown Design 

Guidelines. A portion of the northern lot is 

impacted by the 500-year floodplain, as 

shown in Figure 3.  
 
BVCP Land Use Designation 
 

The Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan 

(BVCP) designates the site as Transitional 

Business (see Figure 4). Per the BVCP 

Land Use Map description: “The 

Transitional Business designation is shown 

along certain major streets. These are 

areas usually zoned for less intensive 

business uses than in the General 

Business areas, and they often provide a 

transition to residential areas.” 
 
Zoning 
 

The project site is zoned BT-2, Business - 

Transitional 2 (see Figure 5). Section 9-5-

2(c)(2)(E), B.R.C. 1981 describes the 

district as “transitional business areas 

which generally buffer a residential area 

from a major street and are primarily used 

for commercial and complementary 

residential uses, including without 

limitation, temporary lodging and office 

uses.” Motels and hotels require a Use 

Review in this zoning district. 

 

The applicant is proposing to rezone the 

site to DT-3, Downtown - 3. Section 9-5-

2(c)(3)(A), B.R.C. 1981 describes the DT-3 

district as “a transition area between the 

downtown and the surrounding residential 

areas where a wide range of retail, office, 

residential, and public uses are permitted. 

A balance of new development with the 

Figure 3 – BVCP Land Use Map 

Figure 3 – Floodplain Map 

Figure 4 – BVCP Land Use Map 
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maintenance and renovation of existing 

buildings is anticipated, and where 

development and redevelopment 

consistent with the established historic and 

urban design character is encouraged.” 

Motels and hotels require a Use Review in 

this district, as well. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 

The applicant is requesting feedback on the 

following proposal: 

 Construction of a 41,606 square-foot 

hotel with 73 rooms and underground 

parking; 

 Modification to the permitted height and 

number of stories for a proposed 48-

foot, four story building; 

 Modification to the setbacks, including 

a proposed 5’ front yard setback from 

Broadway and a 20’ rear yard setback; 

 An overall proposed 1.74 FAR (Floor 

Area Ratio); 

 Preliminary consideration of a rezoning 

from Business – Transitional 2 (BT-2) to 

Downtown – 3 (DT-3). 

 

A conceptual site plan showing the building 

location, site circulation, and nearby 

transportation connections is shown in 

Figure 6.  

 

II.  PROJECT DESCRIPTION SUMMARY 

Figure 5 – Zoning Map 

Figure 6 – Conceptual Site Plan 
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Conceptual site sections are shown 

in Figure 7 demonstrating the 

proposed height and scale of the 

building in relation to the site 

topography and existing Boulder 

University Inn building. 

 

The architecture of the project is 

shown in Figure 8. The proposed 

building includes four stories (one 

parking level and three hotel levels) 

using a mix of materials including 

steel panels, composite wood-look 

panels, red and buff stacked 

sandstone veneer, and brick 

veneer. 

 

See Attachment A for the 

applicant’s written description and 

Attachment B for the conceptual 

plans. See Attachment C for staff’s 

development review comments 

dated September 28, 2016. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 

Figure 7 – Site Sections 

Figure 8 – Architectural Renderings 
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CONCEPT PLAN REVIEW AND COMMENT 
Section 9-2-13 

 
(g) Guidelines for Review and Comment: The following guidelines will be used to guide the 
planning board's discussion regarding the site. It is anticipated that issues other than those listed 
in this section will be identified as part of the concept plan review and comment process. The 
planning board may consider the following guidelines when providing comments on a concept 
plan: 

 
 
1) Characteristics of the site and surrounding areas, including, without limitation, its location, 

surrounding neighborhoods, development and architecture, any known natural features of the 
site including, without limitation, mature trees, watercourses, hills, depressions, steep slopes 
and prominent views to and from the site; 

The overall site contains two parcels and is approximately 0.54 acres. The site is developed with 

existing structures containing Khow Thai Café and DP Dough. Demolition of both buildings was 

approved by the Landmarks Design Review Committee (LDRC) by HIS2016-00174 and HIS2016-

00175. The remainder of the site consists largely of paved areas and some vegetation. 

 

The site is located immediately east of Broadway and approximately 250 feet south of Arapahoe 

Avenue. It is surrounded by Marine Street to the south; an alley, multi-use path, open space, Boulder 

Creek, and Boulder High School fields to the east; and other commercial properties to the north 

(Boulder University Inn, Massage Specialists, South Mouth Wings). 
 

The site generally slopes downward to the northeast toward Boulder Creek. Portions of the site slope 

steeply downward to the east and northeast toward the multi-use path and the existing inn. Several 

mature trees exist on the site, particularly along both sides of the alley and the multi-use path, and 

south of the inn. 

 

The site lies along prominent transportation corridors, including fronting Broadway and backing the 

multi-use path that links downtown to the University of Colorado.  

 

The site backs to a large open area containing Boulder High School fields and Boulder Creek. 

 

Views from the site westward are largely obstructed by existing structures and trees. There are some 

partial mountain views along Marine Street and from the southwest corner of the site toward the 

intersection of Arapahoe and Broadway. The property to the east of the site lies at a lower elevation 

and the topography, existing structures, and trees on the site also largely obstruct mountain views from 

those properties. 

 

2) Community policy considerations including, without limitation, the review process and likely 
conformity of the proposed development with the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan and 
other ordinances, goals, policies, and plans, including, without limitation, subcommunity and 
subarea plans; 

III.  Concept Plan Review Criteria for Land Use Code Section 9-2-13(e), B.R.C. 1981 
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The current proposal to rezone the property to DT-3 would result in a higher FAR (floor area ratio) than 

is allowed by the existing BT-2 zoning.  

 

Currently, the BVCP designates the majority of the site as Transitional Business. Per the BVCP Land 

Use Map description: “The Transitional Business designation is shown along certain major streets. 

These are areas usually zoned for less intensive business uses than in the General Business areas, 

and they often provide a transition to residential areas.” The site has a corresponding zoning 

designation of Business - Transitional 2 (BT-2) which is defined in the city’s code as “transitional 

business areas which generally buffer a residential area from a major street and are primarily used for 

commercial and complementary residential uses, including without limitation, temporary lodging and 

office uses.” 

 

A comparison of the proposal to the existing BT-2 zoning is provided below. 

 
 BT-2  Proposal Comparison 

Setback and Separation Requirements 

Minimum front yard 

landscaped setback 

20' 5' to Broadway Non compliant. Requires modification through Site 

Review 

Minimum front yard 

setback for all covered 

and uncovered parking 

areas 

20' Underground 

parking garage 

accessed from 

alley 

Complies 

Minimum side yard 

landscaped setback 

from a street 

15' 20' to Marine 

Street 

Complies 

Minimum side yard 

setback from an 

interior lot line 

10' 3' to north 

property line 

Non compliant. Requires modification through Site 

Review. 

Minimum total for both 

side yard setbacks 

20' > 20' Complies 

Minimum rear yard 

setback 

25' 20' Non compliant. Requires modification through Site 

Review 

Principal Building Height 

Maximum Height 35' 48' Does not comply; an ordinance is necessary for 

height modification per Ordinance 8028 (height 

moratorium). 

Maximum Stories 3 4 Non compliant. Requires modification through Site 

Review. 

Intensity Standards 

Maximum FAR 0.5 1.74 Exceeds Maximum FAR for BT-2. The maximum 

FAR cannot be modified through Site Review. A 

rezoning to a district with a greater FAR would be 

necessary. 

Minimum Lot Area 6,000 23,884 Complies 

Minimum Open Space  10-20% depending 

on height. 48' 

building requires 

20% open space. 

Not specified To be evaluated through Site Review. 

 

Outside of the periodic updates of the BVCP, there is an ability to request a change with a concurrent 
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rezoning and land use map change. Changes outside of the regular BVCP are rare. In this case, the 

property is located in an area of transition located between downtown and University Hill. It is not 

considered a part of the downtown area. The transitional nature of the area lends itself to a lower scale 

and intensity of development than that of downtown.  Conceptually, staff does not find that a map 

change or a rezoning would be consistent with the criteria for a Land Use Change is found in the 

Comprehensive Plan in Chapter II Amendment Procedures below which states: 

 

The Land Use Map is not intended to be a zoning map. It is intended to provide policy 

direction and definition for future land uses in the Boulder Valley. Thus, a change to the land 

use designations may be considered at any time if it is related to a proposed change in zoning 

or proposed annexation and meets all of the following criteria:  

 

(a) The proposed change is consistent with the policies and overall intent of the 

comprehensive plan. 

(b) The proposed change would not have significant cross-jurisdictional impacts that may 

affect residents, properties or facilities outside the city. 

(c) The proposed change would not materially affect the land use and growth projections that 

were the basis of the comprehensive plan. 

(d) The proposed change does not materially affect the adequacy or availability of urban 

facilities and services to the immediate area or to the overall service area of the City of 

Boulder. 

(e) The proposed change would not materially affect the adopted Capital Improvements 

Program of the City of Boulder. 

(f) The proposed change would not affect the Area II/Area III boundaries in the 

comprehensive plan. 

 

Similarly, staff doesn’t find that a rezoning would be consistent with the criteria for a rezoning is found 

in section 9-2-18 of the Boulder Revised Code, 1981, which states:  

 

(e) Criteria: The city's zoning is the result of a detailed and comprehensive appraisal of the city's present 

and future land use allocation needs. In order to establish and maintain sound, stable and desirable 

development within the city, rezoning of land is to be discouraged and allowed only under the limited 

circumstances herein described. Therefore, the city council shall grant a rezoning application only if 

the proposed rezoning is consistent with the policies and goals of the Boulder Valley Comprehensive 

Plan, and, for an application not incidental to a general revision of the zoning map, meets one of the 

following criteria:  

(1) The applicant demonstrates by clear and convincing evidence that the proposed rezoning is 

necessary to come into compliance with the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan map;  

(2) The existing zoning of the land was the result of a clerical error;  

(3) The existing zoning of the land was based on a mistake of fact;  

(4) The existing zoning of the land failed to take into account the constraints on development created 

by the natural characteristics of the land, including, but not limited to, steep slopes, floodplain, 

unstable soils and inadequate drainage;  

(5) The land or its surrounding environs has changed or is changing to such a degree that it is in the 

public interest to encourage a redevelopment of the area or to recognize the changed character 

of the area; or  
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(6) The proposed rezoning is necessary in order to provide land for a community need that was not 

anticipated at the time of adoption of the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan.  

 

While a BVCP land use map change and a rezoning appear preliminarily inconsistent with the criteria 

above, staff finds the proposed project preliminarily consistent with the following Boulder Valley 

Comprehensive Plan policies: 

 

2.03 Compact Development Pattern 

2.21 Commitment to a Walkable and Accessible City 

2.23 Trail Corridors/Linkages 

 

The following Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan policies should be used to guide the proposal as it 

moves into Site Review: 

 

2.14 Mix of Complementary Land Uses 

2.30 Sensitive Infill and Redevelopment 

2.32 Physical Design for People 

2.34 Importance of Street Trees and Streetscapes 

2.37 Enhanced Design for Private Sector Projects 

a) The context 

b) The public realm 

c) Human scale 

d) Permeability 

e) On-site open spaces 

f) Buildings 

 

With regard to increased building height, on March 31, 2015, City Council approved Ordinance 8028, 

which establishes a two-year period during which modifications to the by-right height for new buildings 

will only be considered through the Site Review process in specific parts of the city or in particular 

circumstances. The project is not included in the list of exempted areas or circumstances; therefore, a 

request to exceed the 35-foot height limit for the zone district would require that Ordinance 8028 be 

amended by City Council.  Preliminarily, staff doesn’t find that a proposed increase in building height 

would be consistent with the context of the area or with the Site Review criteria found in Section 9-2-

14(h)(2)(F), B.R.C. 1981 related to site context and building design. 

 
3) Applicable criteria, review procedures, and submission requirements for a site review; 

As stated above, a Site Review application would be required and would be subject to all the criteria in 

Section 9-2-14(h) of the Land Use Regulations. Submission requirements would be the same as any 

other Site Review and would have to satisfy the requirements of sections 9-2-6 and 9-2-14(d). 

Development of the site would also have to be found consistent with the Design and Construction 

Standards (DCS).  

Applications for Site Review are submitted to the Planning and Development Services Center and are 

reviewed through the Land Use Review process. Ultimately, if the project is designed to include a 

height modification request, a public hearing and recommendation by the Planning Board followed by 

approval of an ordinance by City Council would be required.  
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  4)  Permits that may need to be obtained and processes that may need to be completed 

prior to, concurrent with, or subsequent to site review approval; 

  

 In addition to the required Concept Plan, the applicant will be required to complete the following 

processes: 

 Rezoning/Land Use Map Change – to rezone the property from BT-2 to DT-3 and change the 

BVCP land use designation for the site from Transitional Business to Downtown – 3. These 

processes may be run concurrently and follow the standard land use review process. A rezoning 

requires a recommendation by the Planning Board followed by approval of an ordinance by City 

Council.  

 Site Review - Per Section 9-2-14, B.R.C. 1981, the project requires Site Review because the 

project exceeds 30,000 square feet of floor area. Additionally, a number of modifications to the 

city’s development standards have been identified, including: 

 

 Section 9-7-1 - Maximum height for principal buildings and uses - Request to build up to 

48 feet where 35-feet is the maximum. 

 Section 9-7-1 - Maximum number of stories for a building - Request for four stories where 

three stories is the maximum. 

 Section 9-7-1 - Minimum front yard landscape setback - Request for a 5’ front yard 

building setback from Broadway where 20’ is the minimum. 

 Section 9-7-1 - Minimum rear yard setback - Request for a 20’ rear yard setback where 25’ 

is the minimum. 

 

These modifications would need to be considered through the Site Review process.   

 

Additionally, the Boulder University Inn parcel at 1632 Broadway would be need to be included 

in the overall Site Review of this proposal per 9-2-14(b)(1)(C) which states that “contiguous 

lots or parcels under common ownership or control, not subject to a planned development, 

planned residential development, planned unit development, or site review approval, shall be 

considered as one property” for the purposes of determining which development is eligible or 

other required to complete the site review process.” 

 

 Subdivision – a subdivision is required in order to consolidate the two existing properties into one 

property to allow for the proposed development. The subdivision process follows the standard land 

use review process and is a staff-level subject to call-up by the Planning Board. A subdivision must 

be completed prior to approval of a building permit application.  

 Height Ordinance – to request a height modification to allow for the proposed building to exceed 

the 35-foot height limit for the BT-2 zone. The ordinance does not have a separate review process 

and must be requested through the Site Review process. Approval of an ordinance requires a 

recommendation by Planning Board followed by two readings at City Council. 

 Technical Document Review – following Site Review and Rezoning approval, if approved, the 

applicant is required to submit an application for Technical Document (TEC doc) Review prior to 

application for building permit. The intent in the TEC doc review is to ensure that technical details 

are resolved such as drainage and transportation issues that may require supplemental analyses. 
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 Building Permits 

 
5) Opportunities and constraints in relation to the transportation system, including, without 

limitation, access, linkage, signalization, signage, and circulation, existing transportation 
system capacity problems serving the requirements of the transportation master plan, possible 
trail links, and the possible need for a traffic or transportation study; 

 Numerous opportunities exist to enhance the transportation system in this location, including: 

improvements to Broadway, Marine Street, and the alley to reduce vehicular access points and provide 

adequate sidewalks and landscaping at appropriate locations; linkages to the existing multi-use path at 

the rear of the site; provision of short- and long-term bicycle parking; improvements to the existing bus 

stop at the front of the site; and consideration of measures such as a vehicle or bicycle sharing 

program as part of an overall TDM plan.  

 

 Portions of the existing alley and Marine Street are located in a city-owned parcel, rather than right-of-

way. Generally, staff is supportive of the proposed access from the alley, although additional 

evaluation is necessary to determine if access should be provided through this public land to new 

developments. Additionally, the existing alley is currently one-way southbound from Arapahoe and is 

constrained in its location and alignment by the adjacent multi-use path and bridge over Boulder 

Creek. Additional right-of-way dedication may be necessary where the alley intersects Marine Street to 

accommodate two-directional traffic. Finally, careful attention to the building design will be critical in 

addressing how the building will interface with adjacent multi use path. 

 
6) Environmental opportunities and constraints including, without limitation, the identification of 

wetlands, important view corridors, floodplains and other natural hazards, wildlife corridors, 
endangered and protected species and habitats, the need for further biological inventories of 
the site and at what point in the process the information will be necessary; 

 The site is part of a developed commercial property. The proposed structure is impacted by the 500-

year floodplain of Boulder Creek. Lodging facilities are considered a critical facility and must comply 

with the development requirements of Section 9-3-2(i) of the Boulder Revised Code, 1981, including 

review and approval of an Emergency Management Plan prior to issuance of a Floodplain 

Development Permit. 

7)    Appropriate ranges of land uses; and 8) The appropriateness of or necessity for housing. 

 The proposal is limited to a singular land use, hotel, which would extend along a significant portion of 

the Broadway block frontage. Additional land uses such as storefront uses should be considered in the 

first-floor of the proposal along Broadway and at the corner of Broadway and Marine Street to provide 

a richer mix of land uses in the area. 

 Housing is not a part of this proposal. 

PUBLIC COMMENT AND PROCESS: 

 

Required public notice was given in the form of written notification mailed to all property owners 

and renters within 600 feet of the subject site and a sign was posted on the property for at least 10 
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days. All notice requirements of Section 9-4-10(g), B.R.C. 1981 have been met. Staff has not 

received any public comments on the proposal. 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

 
No action is required on behalf of the Planning Board. Public comment, staff, and Planning 

Board comments will be documented for the applicant’s use. Concept Plan Review and 

comment is intended to give the applicant feedback on the proposed development plan and 

provide the applicant direction on submittal of the site review plans.   

 

 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
  

A: Applicant’s written statement dated August 12, 2016 

B: Proposed plans dated August 12, 2016 

C: Development Review Committee comments dated September 28, 2016 
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is a major transportation route with bus stops directly in front of the proposed 
addition. 
 
The  site drops  steadily 14’  from  the  south  to  the northeast, with 10’ of  the drop 
occurring  in an area  less  than 23’ off of  the northeast corner of  the  site. The  site 
grades  are  consistent  through  the  site except  in  this  location.   The  grade  change 
happens on less than 12% of the lot.  Based on the layout of the site and location of 
this  grade drop,  it  is not  visible  from  the  surrounding uses.  The  significant  grade 
drop in a small area of the site is not consistent with the surrounding developments. 
 
There are no known wetlands, view corridors, or other natural hazards, wildlife 
corridors, endangered and protected species and habitats associated with this site. 
The two lots to be developed are out of the existing floodplain. 
  
Project Design Intent 
The design intent is to provide a 73 key standalone expansion to the existing 
University Inn and use architecture that is complementary to the existing building 
and the surrounding architecture but updated.  The target is to maximize the room 
count and provide a three story building if building heights can get resolved with 
Staff and City Council.  All parking will be onsite in an underground structure that is 
accessed from the alley.  The front of the building will align with the existing 
structure approximately 6’ off of the property line.  The existing buildings to be 
demolished sit closer to the property line than what is proposed.    
 
The concept plan maximizes the room capacity with 3 stories, which is allowed by 
zoning.  The addition is separated from the existing building along the Broadway 
side with minimal distance (3’ off of the side interior property line).  The 
architecture is compatible with the existing building but with updated detailing for a 
modern look.   The floor to floor is dimension is planned at 10’.  The average 
building height along Broadway is 32.5’.  The Marine Street side average height is 
33’.  The alley side building height averages 38’.  In this location in the northeast 
property corner the site has a significant drop in grade to the low point of the site.  
Keeping the alley edge consistent sets the northeast corner of the building at a 
height of 41’ at the highest.  This is the only location on the building where the 
project exceeds the current zoning building height of 35’ and is not visible from the 
surrounding street network.    The elevator overrun will extend beyond the 35’ as 
well as some mechanical appurtenances. The location of these will be made to be 
placed on the portion of the roof that is least visible from adjacent streets.   
 
The project intends to work with the setbacks as defined by the new zone 
classification as determined as we move forward with the project.  The following 
setbacks are shown of the current concept; align the Broadway face with the 
existing Inn, 20’ along Marine Street, 20’ along the back alley and 3’ at the side 
interior.  Modifications to setbacks that do not conform to propose zoning will be 
modified as described above through the site plan process.     
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Access to an underground parking structure will from the alley.  Parking ratios will 
be that as required by zoning, 1 space per guest room, plus required space for 
nonresidential at 1 space per 300 sf.  
 
Conformance to the Municipal Code 
The proposed site plan does not conform to the existing zone within the municipal 
code for the BT‐2 zone in two areas.  One specifically that cannot be resolved 
through the Site Development process, but would require a rezone is the F.A.R. 
 

1. Building Size and Coverage Limitations ‐ F.A.R.  
Per BRC Title 9 – Land Use Code,  

Principal and Accessory Building Height, section 9‐7‐1 “Schedule of Form 
and Bulk Standards,” maximum floor area of any principal building 
permitted by Chapter 9‐8‐2 for BT‐2 zone.   
 
Request: 
The development is proposed to be an addition to the existing Boulder Inn.  
The three story project exceeds the allowable F.A.R.  To fit within the 
confines of the existing zoning F.A.R. the expansion could only be 5,468 sf, 
which is not a feasible or worthwhile expansion effort.     
 
The Base F.A.R. for the BT‐2 zone is 0.5, but maximum total F.A.R. additions 
are listed as not applicable.  The developer considers this an addition, but 
would like to get approval for a 1.7 over both lots. The existing University 
Inn has a 1.0 F.A.R.      
 
The  sites  for  development  are  adjacent  to  each  other  and  combined  are 
surrounded by streets  (Arapahoe, Broadway, Marine and  the public alley). 
The existing use of a hotel and proposed expansion  is not a use  that  can 
conform to a 0.5 F.A.R. within  this blocks depth and width  for this type of 
development expansion proposed.    
 
The sites surrounding the site, including the existing Boulder University Inn 
do not conform to the 0.5 F.A.R. and are more in line with the proposed 
expansion with the building ratios as existing. The property cannot 
reasonably be used for hotel expansion at a 0.5 F.A.R. due to the building 
coverage needed for an expansion of a use this type.  The parcel would 
need to be significantly bigger to get an expansion that conforms.    

 
The applicant sees a rezone/land use map amendment as the only feasible 
way to allow the building expansion. The applicant is considering DT‐3 
zoning and 1.7 F.A.R. 

 
2. Maximum Building Height  
Per BRC Title 9 – Land Use Code,   
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Per Principal and Accessory Building Height, section 9‐7‐1 “Schedule of Form 
and Bulk Standards,” maximum height for principal buildings and uses in the 
BR‐2 zone is 35’ and 3 stories.   
 
The development is proposed to have a 35’, 3 story building height for 3/4th 
of the building footprint.  There is a significant grade (10’) difference within 
a 23’ area in the northeast corner of the site that creates the lowest 
elevation to measure the height from.  The proposed variance request is to 
allow this corner of the building to maintain 3 stores but increase the height 
to 48’, keeping the 3 story building configuration consistent throughout the 
building.    
 
The site grades are consistent through the site except in a 23’ location in the 
northeast quadrant where the site drops 10’.  The grade change happens on 
less than 12% of the lot, but causes a significant reduction in building height 
on one side of the proposed building.  The side in question is on the back 
side, adjacent to the existing Boulder University Inn along the alley and 
across the Christian Recht Field open space and tree coverage.  Based on 
the layout of the site and location of this grade drop, it is not visible from 
the surrounding uses.   
 
The significant grade drop  in a small area of the site  is not consistent with 
the surrounding developments.   The adjacent properties are built out and 
have  manipulated  grades  around  developments  that  are  not  in 
conformance with the existing BT‐2 zone.   
 
Due to the grade change  in the back corner only, the development cannot 
utilize what  is  allowed  in  the  code  for  a 3  story building.    The  significant 
grade  drop would  cause  the  reduction  of  an  entire  story  due  to  the  one 
corner in order to keep circulation routes.    

 
The  applicant  is  going  forward  with  the  3  story  option  with  the  height 
request per  the adopted ordinance no 8028 Building Height, within 9‐2‐14 
Site Review,  

2. The maximum height or conditional height  for principal buildings or 
uses may    be modified in any of the following circumstances: 

C)  In  all  zoning districts,  if  the height modification  is  to  allow  the 
greater of two stories or the maximum number of stories permitted 
in  section  9‐7‐1  in  a  building  and  the  height  modification  is 
necessary because of the topography of the site. 

 
The applicant sees this being resolved by the approval from City Council to 
allow  the preferred  concept  to be  constructed and would  like  to pursue 
this option.    If this option  is denied then the applicant will go with the 2 
story option per the City Councils decision.  
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Conformance with the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan    
The applicant understands they have missed the 5‐year update to the Boulder Valley 
Comprehensive Plan (BVCP) and would need to pursue an independent rezone in 
order to increase the F.A.R. as demonstrated above.  The proposed project fits 
within the existing goals of the BVCP and would plan on exhibiting how this project 
will follow these guiding documents throughout the entitlement process. Below are 
some of the initial correlations between the proposed project and the BVCP. 

1. Core Values, Sustainability Framework and General Policies: 
‐Compact, continuous development and infill that supports evolution to a 
more sustainable urban form  

  ‐ Vibrant economy based on Boulder’s quality of life and economic strengths 
  1.03 Principles of Economic Sustainability 

‐Promoting a qualified and diversified work force that meets employers’ 
needs and supports a range of jobs 
1.15 City’s Role in Managing Growth and Development 
1.16 Adapting to Limits on Physical Expansion 
1.17 Growth Projections 
1.20 Definition of Comprehensive Panning Area I, II and III (Area I) 
1.22 Definition of New Urban Development 
1.29 Channeling Development to Areas with Adequate Infrastructure 

     2. Built Environment: 
  2. Individual Character Areas 

3. Activity Centers (University of Colorado and Federal Labs, just south of 
Downtown Historic Core) 
4. Mobility Grid (University of Colorado) 
2.13 Protection of Residential Neighborhoods Adjacent to Non‐residential 
Zones 

  2.14 Mix of Complementary Land Uses 
2.15 Compatibility of Adjacent Land Uses 
2.30 Sensitive Infill and Redevelopment 
2.33 Environmentally Sensitive Urban Design 
2.34 Importance of Street Trees and Streetscapes 
2.35 Outdoor Lighting/Light Pollution 
2.37 Enhanced Design for Private Sector Projects 

     3. Natural Environment: 
  3.09. Management of Wildlife‐Human Conflicts 
     4. Energy and Climate: 
  4.03. Energy Conservation and Renewable Energy 
  4.04 Energy‐Efficient Building Design 
     5. Economy: 
  5.01. Revitalizing Commercial and Industrial Areas 
  5.03 Diverse Mix of Uses and Business Types 
  5.05 Support for Local Business and Business Retention 
  5.08 Role of Tourism in the Economy 
  5.14 Employment Opportunities 
     6. Transportation: 
  6.10 Managing Parking Supply 
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Cc: File, Tebo Properties 
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CITY OF BOULDER 
LAND USE REVIEW RESULTS AND COMMENTS 

DATE OF COMMENTS: September 28, 2016 
CASE MANAGER:  Shannon Moeller 
PROJECT NAME:  Boulder University Inn Expansion 
LOCATION:  1600 BROADWAY 
COORDINATES: N02W06 
REVIEW TYPE:  Concept Plan Review & Comment 
REVIEW NUMBER:  LUR2016-00070 
APPLICANT: CHANCE REESER 
DESCRIPTION:  CONCEPT PLAN REVIEW AND COMMENT:  Expansion of the University Inn 

involving removal of two commercial buildings, a new 41,606 square feet building 
with approximately 48 additional rooms, and installation of an underground 
parking structure.  

IDENTIFIED MODIFICATIONS FROM THE LAND USE REGULATIONS (EXISTING BT-2 ZONING): 

 Section 9-7-1 - Maximum height for principal buildings and uses - Request to build up to 48 feet where 35-feet is
the maximum (note that the site is not eligible for the identified height modification as discussed below).

 Section 9-7-1 - Maximum number of stories for a building - Request for four stories where three stories is the
maximum.

 Section 9-7-1 - Minimum front yard landscape setback - Request for a 5’ front yard building setback from
Broadway where 20’ is the minimum.

 Section 9-7-1 - Minimum side yard landscaped setback from a street - Request for parking in the side yard
setback from Marine Street where a 15’ landscaped setback is required.

 Section 9-7-1 - Minimum side yard setback from an interior lot line - Request for a 3’ north side yard setback
where 10’ is the minimum.

 Section 9-7-1 - Minimum rear yard setback - Request for a 20’ rear yard setback where 25’ is the minimum.

 Section 9-8-2 - Maximum floor area ratio - Request for a 1.74 FAR where the maximum permitted is 0.5.

I. REVIEW FINDINGS

Generally, staff finds that the proposal would not conform to either the existing BT-2 or the proposed DT-3 zoning in 
several significant aspects which cannot be modified through the Site Review process, including the FAR and height. 

Upon review of the comments herein, the applicant may decide to proceed forward with a public hearing before the 
Planning Board, or may submit a revised Concept Plan in response to these comments that better conforms to the zoning. 

If the applicant chooses to move forward with the Planning Board hearing tentatively scheduled for November 3, 2016, 
there are no expectations for revisions based on these comments, although there are minor corrections under ‘Plan 
Documents’ section that should be clarified on the plans before they are routed to the board. The comments found herein 
will be the basis for the staff memo to the board in which Key Issues for discussion will be presented. 

If a revised Concept Plan is submitted, a new round of comments will be provided by staff and a new Planning Board date 
will be scheduled. Hourly billing rates would apply. 

If desired, the Case Manager can set up a meeting with relevant staff to discuss these comments. 

II. CITY REQUIREMENTS

CITY OF BOULDER 
Planning and Development Services 

1739 Broadway, Third Floor  •  P.O. Box 791, Boulder, CO  80306-0791 
phone  303-441-1880  •  fax  303-441-3241  •  email plandevelop@bouldercolorado.gov 
www.boulderplandevelop.net 

ATTACHMENT C
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Access/Circulation, David Thompson 303-441-4417 
1. Staff supports the closure of the existing access point (curb-cut) off Broadway as shown on the concept plan and 

taking access to the underground parking from the back of the lot.   
2. The applicant should consider a parking reduction for the proposed land uses given the location of the site adjacent to 

Broadway which is a major transit corridor and the site’s close proximity to the downtown area.  Please be aware 
though any request for a parking reduction will require a parking study to support the requested reduction.  The 
parking study can be included in the project’s Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plan.   

3. In accordance with Section 9-9-8 of the Boulder Revised Code, 1981 and the City’s Design and Construction 
Standards (DCS), the development project is responsible for the dedication of right-of-way and constructing the 
following public improvements along Broadway and Marine Street:     

Broadway 

 Lengthening the existing southbound left-turn lane if warranted by the Traffic Impact Study 

 Providing an eight-foot wide landscape strip behind the roadway curb-and-gutter 

 Constructing a twelve-foot wide detached sidewalk 

 Reconstructing the existing transit stop to accommodate the eight-foot wide landscape strip and detached 
sidewalk.  The transit stop layout must follow RTD standards with respect to the layout of the boarding area 
and the concrete pad to accommodate the existing amenities at the stop.  These existing amenities include 
two inverted “u” bicycle racks, a bench and two trash receptacles.    

Marine Street 

 11’ wide travel lane (should the existing travel lane be less than eleven feet) 

 8½’ width for on-street parking and concrete curb-and-gutter 

 8-foot wide landscape strip 

 8-foot wide detached sidewalk 
4. Pursuant to Section 9-9-8(g) of the B.R.C. 1981 the applicant will be responsible for reconstructing the pavement 

section of Marine Street adjacent to the site with a 2-inch mill of the pavement coupled with a 2-inch asphalt overlay to 
support the increase in traffic on Marine Street generated by this project.   

5. At time of Site Review: 

 A TDM plan consistent with section 2.03(I) of the DCS and section 9-2-14(h)(2)(D)(iv) and (v) of the B.R.C. is 
required to be submitted which outlines strategies to mitigate traffic impacts created by the proposed 
development and implementable measures for promoting alternative modes of travel.  The TDM plan must be 
submitted as a separate document with the Site Review submittal.  In support of meeting the site review 
criteria for circulation the applicant should consider providing a transit shelter for the existing transit stop on 
Broadway and providing customers with access to a vehicle and bicycle sharing program.      

 Pursuant to Section 2.02 of the DCS, a Traffic Impact Study is required to assess the impacts of the 
development proposal at the intersection of Broadway and Marine Street and at the intersection of Arapahoe 
and the alley.  The transportation consultant preparing the Traffic Impact Study must contact David Thompson 
after the project is heard by Planning Board and possibly City Council to discuss the study parameters prior to 
initiating the study.      

 Please show on the site plans the location and number of short-term and long-term bicycle parking spaces to 
be provided on the site, meeting the requirements found in section 9-9-6(g), B.R.C. 1981 to include the 
parking/storage specifications for the long-term parking spaces.    

 Per section 9-9-9 of the B.R.C. 1981, show on the site plans the location and layout of the off-street loading 
area that will support the site and how trucks will access the site and turnaround.  

 Show the appropriate sight triangle on the civil and landscape plans pursuant to section 9-9-7 of the B.R.C. 
1981. 

 Show and label on the site review plans the public improvements to be constructed along with the right-of-way 
to be dedicated in conjunction with the site’s development. 

 
Flood Control, Jessica Stevens, 303-441-3121 
1. The proposed structure is impacted by the 500-year floodplain of Boulder Creek.  Lodging facilities located in the 500-

year floodplain must comply with the development requirements of Section 9-3-2(i) of the Boulder Revised Code, 
1981 (BRC). 

2. An Emergency Management Plan must be provided for review and approval prior to issuance of a Floodplain 
Development Permit.  

3. The application materials reference the project as an expansion/addition of the University Inn.  The existing structure 
at 1632 Broadway is located in the 100-year floodplain of Boulder Creek.  If the structures are connected, the entire 
structure will be required to comply with the requirements of Section 9-3-3 of the BRC.  An addition of this size would 
be a substantial modification, requiring the existing lodging units to be elevated to a minimum of two feet above the 
base flood elevation.   
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Fees  Shannon Moeller, 303-441-3137 
Please note that 2016 development review fees include a $131 hourly rate for reviewer services following the initial city 
response (these written comments).  Please see the P&DS Questions and Answers brochure for more information about 
the hourly billing system. 

     
Land Uses  Shannon Moeller, 303-441-3137 
Please see Section V. City Code Criteria Checklist, Guidelines 2 and 7, for a summary of the proposed land uses and the 
Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan policies and land use designation. 

 
Landscaping  Elizabeth Lokocz, 303-441-3138 
The application does not appear to include the entire project area. If the existing hotel site is under common ownership 
and included for FAR purposes, it also is subject to all Site Review criteria. Consider the following comments as the 
design develops: 
1. Large maturing street trees in an eight-foot landscape strip is the minimum standard. Given the lack of on street 

parking on Broadway, selecting low water and salt tolerant shrubs and perennials is preferred over turf. On Marine 
Street, the design should incorporate pedestrian connections to avoid long term maintenance issues.  

2. The curb cut, parking in the landscape setback, and lack of any parking lot screening must be addressed at the 
existing hotel if it is part of the project. Its current condition is not supportable through the Site Review process. 
Review all Criteria with particular attention to open space, landscape circulation, parking and building design.  

3. Given the potential alley use and adjacent multi-use path, careful attention is needed on how this space 
accommodates different users and presents an attractive building façade. Consider incorporating alley trees and 
pedestrian circulation.  

4. It’s not clear how water quality is incorporated into the design. Consider low impact techniques such as pervious 
paving systems, porous landscape detention and green roofs. 

5. Provide a tree inventory prepared by a licensed arborist at the time of Site Review submittal including all trees with a 
diameter of six inches or great measured 54” above the ground regardless of the intention of preservation. 

6. Modifications: please be aware that per the Site Review criteria, this project should exceed the by-right landscaping 
standards of section 9-9-12, “Landscaping & Screening” and section 9-9-13, “Streetscape Design,” B.R.C. 1981, in 
quantity and size.  Any requested modifications should be called out and an explanation of how the project continues 
to meet the Site Review criteria included.   

7. Include a general landscape plan at the time of initial submission to be followed by a detailed landscape plan prior 
approval, showing the spacing, sizes, specific types of landscaping materials, quantities of all plants and whether the 
plant is coniferous or deciduous. Refer to section 9-9-12(d) B.R.C. 1981 for a list of what is typically included. 

 
Neighborhood Comments          Shannon Moeller, 303-441-3137 
Staff has not received any comments as of the date of this correspondence.  

    
Plan Documents     Shannon Moeller, 303-441-3137      
1. Sheet A-5 Site Sections: The low point appears to be greater than 25’ from the proposed building. To identify the 

correct low point, find the lowest exposed point on the proposed building and draw a 25’ radius. The lowest point 
within 25’ is the low point. This point may or may not be within the property boundary. If this affects the resulting 
“height” of the proposed building, revise the site sections accordingly. 

2. Sheet A-6 Massing Diagrams 
a. Sheet states that 73 keys are added, but the application form states that 48 rooms will be added. Please clarify. 
b. FAR calculations must include the parking facility floor area because the parking facility is not located completely 

below grade on all sides of the structure (refer to the definitions of “Floor area” and “Uninhabitable space” in 
section 9-16-1 General Definitions). Please update FAR information accordingly.  

 
Review Process     Shannon Moeller, 303-441-3137 
The project requires Concept Plan review and comment per Section 9-2-14, B.R.C. 1981 because it exceeds 30,000 
square feet of floor area. The Concept Plan is also an opportunity for the applicant to get comments from the community 
about the proposed plan before moving forward. “Concept Plan Review and Comment” requires staff review and a public 
hearing before the Planning Board. Planning Board, staff and neighborhood comments made at public hearings are 
intended to be advisory comments for the applicant to consider prior to submitting any detailed plan documents. 

 
Please see Section V. City Code Criteria Checklist, Guidelines 3 and 4, for a summary of additional required review 
processes. 
 
Zoning  Shannon Moeller, 303-441-3137 
The site is currently zoned BT-2, Business - Transitional 2. Section 9-5-2(c)(2)(E), B.R.C. 1981 describes the district as 
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“transitional business areas which generally buffer a residential area from a major street and are primarily used for 
commercial and complementary residential uses, including without limitation, temporary lodging and office uses.” Motels 
and hotels require a Use Review in this district. 
 
The applicant is proposing to rezone the site to DT-3, Downtown - 3. Section 9-5-2(c)(3)(A), B.R.C. 1981 describes the 
district as “a transition area between the downtown and the surrounding residential areas where a wide range of retail, 
office, residential, and public uses are permitted. A balance of new development with the maintenance and renovation of 
existing buildings is anticipated, and where development and redevelopment consistent with the established historic and 
urban design character is encouraged.” Motels and hotels require a Use Review in this district. 

 
III. INFORMATIONAL COMMENTS  
 
Area Characteristics and Zoning History  Shannon Moeller, 303-441-3137 
See Section V. City Code Criteria Checklist, Guideline 1. 

  
Building and Housing Codes Jim Gery 303-441-3129  
1. While it is understood that the plans presented are conceptual in nature, it appears that projections and openings into 

exit courts may be too close to property lines.  
2. The grade of the site as shown may present challenges for proper grading of accessible routes.   
 
Building Design           Shannon Moeller, 303-441-3137 
Below is a summary of staff analysis of the building design: 
1. The FAR calculations do not appear to include the parking facility. The parking facility floor area would be included as 

currently proposed because it is not located completely below grade on all sides of the structure (refer to the 
definitions of “Floor area” and “Uninhabitable space” in section 9-16-1 General Definitions). In order for this space to 
not impact the proposed FAR, the entire parking facility must be below grade on all sides regardless of the topography 
of the site. 

2. The proposal consists of four stories, including the parking facility, per the definition of “story” in section 9-16-1 which 
states: “Story means that portion of a building included between the surface of any floor and the surface of the next 
floor above it, or if there is no floor above it, then between the floor and the ceiling next above it. A basement is a story 
if any portion of the space included between the surface of the floor and the surface of the ceiling above it extends 
more than two feet above the natural grade around the perimeter.” A four-story proposal exceeds the maximum 
number of stories permitted in both the existing BT-2 zone (3 stories) and proposed DT-3 zone (2 stories) per section 
9-7-1. The proposal would not qualify for the exemption of 9-2-14(c)(2)(C) created by Ordinance 8028 and a height 
modification could not be considered at this time. The provisions of Ordinance 8028 will expire on April 19, 2017. The 
council intends that the ordinance will expire, be amended, or replaced with subsequent legislation after further study 
of appropriate building heights in the city. 

9‐2‐14 Site Review 
(c) Modifications to Development Standards: The following development standards of B.R.C. 1981 may be 
modified under the site review process set forth in this section:  

(1) 9-7-1, "Schedule of Form and Bulk Standards" and standards referred to in that section except for the 
floor area requirements and the maximum height or conditional height for principal buildings or uses, 
except as permitted in paragraph (c)(2) below.  

(2) The maximum height or conditional height for principal buildings or uses may be modified in any of the 
following circumstances:  
(A) For building or uses designated in Appendix J “Areas Where Height Modifications May Be 

Considered.”  
(B) Industrial General, Industrial Service, and Industrial Manufacturing districts if the building has two or 

fewer stories.  
(C) In all zoning districts, if the height modification is to allow the greater of two stories or the maximum 

number of stories permitted in Section 9-7-1 in a building and the height modification is necessary 
because of the topography of the site.  

(D) In all zoning districts if at least fifty percent of the floor area of the building is used for units that meet 
the requirements for permanently affordable units in Chapter 9-13, “Inclusionary Housing,” B.R.C. 
1981.1 

3. Much of the first-floor space fronting Broadway and Marine Street are private hotel room spaces. The building design 
should provide additional street-facing first floor uses along Broadway that will allow for activation and transparency of 
the façade, such as storefront uses. Such uses should anchor the corner of Broadway and Marine Street. 

4. Similarly, consider how active first-floor uses can be provided along the east (trail facing) façade. 
5. Material choices seem to be fitting. 
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6. The first floor should have a substantial floor-to-floor height and currently appears truncated. The proposed first floor 
use and appearance is not compatible with the desired character along Broadway. Additionally, locating hotel rooms 
with window wells and egress windows creates possible conflicts with the sidewalk, landscaping, and other 
improvements along Broadway. 

 
Drainage: Kyle Birch, 303-441-3273   
1. Detention ponding for storm water shall be provided for all new development or redevelopment where the runoff 

coefficient for the site is increased, unless runoff for the initial and major storm events from the entire tributary basin 
can be conveyed directly to the major drainage system without adverse impact on upstream, surrounding, or 
downstream properties and facilities and storm water detention to meet water quality mitigation measures is not 
required.  

2. Storm water runoff and water quality treatment are issues that must be addressed during the Site Review Process.  A 
Preliminary Storm Water Report and Plan in accordance with the City of Boulder Design and Construction Standards 
(DCS) must be provided by the applicant at time of Site Review application.  The required report and plan must also 
address the following issues: 

 Water quality for surface runoff using "Best Management Practices" 

 Minimize Directly Connected Impervious Areas (MDCIA) 

 Detention ponding facilities 

 Water Quality Capture Volume (WQCV) 

 Storm sewer construction 

 Groundwater discharge 

 Erosion control during construction activities 
3. It is not clear on the plans where a detention/water quality pond could be located.  Based on the proposed added 

impervious area to the site, a detention/water quality pond may be required if runoff for the initial and major storm 
events cannot be conveyed directly to Boulder Creek. 

Groundwater: Kyle Birch, 303-441-3273   
1. Groundwater is a concern in many areas of the City of Boulder.  Please be advised that if it is encountered at this site, 

an underdrain/dewatering system may be required to reduce groundwater infiltration, and information pertaining to the 
quality of the groundwater encountered on the site will be required to determine if treatment is necessary prior to 
discharge from the site.  City and/or State permits are required for the discharge of any groundwater to the public 
storm sewer system.   

 
Legal Documents     Julia Chase, City Attorney’s Office, Ph. (303) 441-3020 
A lot line elimination or the equivalent would be requirement of site review, if approved. 
 
Parking     David Thompson, 303-441-4417 
If the site to the north is included into the site review staff would require the applicant to close the curb-cuts, move the 
associated parking to the new garage and looking for opportunities to replace the parking lot with landscaping and other 
hotel amenities.    
 
Site Design    Shannon Moeller, 303-441-3137 
1. The Boulder University Inn parcel would be need to be included in the overall Site Review of this proposal per 9-2-

14(b)(1)(C) which states that “contiguous lots or parcels under common ownership or control, not subject to a planned 
development, planned residential development, planned unit development, or site review approval, shall be 
considered as one property” for the purposes of determining which development is eligible or other required to 
complete the site review process. 

2. The Boulder University Inn parcel lies within the boundaries of the Non-Historic Area of the Downtown Historic District 
as shown in Fig. 1, page 5 of the Downtown Urban Design Guidelines. Please review the applicable guidelines: 
Downtown Urban Design Guidelines. The Design Advisory Board (DAB) reviews projects valued over $25,000 located 
in the Non-Historic Area and Interface Area.  

3. Below is a summary of staff analysis of the site design and land use layout: 
a. The relationship with the existing Boulder University Inn and the new development should be further clarified; 

considerations include pedestrian connections, shared outdoor spaces, and shared parking. Additionally, the 
proposed building is shown very close to the existing inn; potential impacts of this narrow gap should be 
considered including solar access and snow/ice buildup. 

b. Staff appreciates that an effort is being made to maintain the historic setback line in relationship to the existing 
inn. 

c. Quality outdoor spaces such as outdoor seating, dining, and other amenities should be provided on the trail side 
of the hotel to take advantage of proximity to the adjacent open space. Additionally, balconies could take 
advantage of views. Open space locations and total percentage of useable open space should be documented on 
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the Site Review. The height of the building determines the percentage of required useable open space per 9-9-
11(c).  

d. Site circulation should be further considered to evaluate if areas for vehicular circulation could instead provide 
amenities or open space. 

e. Consider how the improvements to the alley can enhance the overall site design.  
f. Enhance and provide additional pedestrian connections from the site to the adjacent multi-use path. 
g. Exterior lighting will be an important aspect of the site design, particularly on the trail side of the building to 

provide adequate light for safety and security and to enhance open spaces. 
h. Consider how the site can take advantage of any views. Although mountain views are largely obstructed, there 

are some mountain views from the southwest corner of the site. Additionally, consider how the site design can 
cultivate unique streetscape scenes along Broadway or scenic views eastward across the open space. 

i. Per the definition of yard, front, rear, and side in section 9-16-1, the applicable yards and setbacks under the 
existing BT-2 zoning would be: 

 Broadway: Front yard – 20’ minimum. 

 Marine Street: Side yard landscaped setback from a street – 15’ minimum. 

 North – Side yard setback from an interior lot line – 10’ minimum. 

 East/alley – Rear yard setback – 25’ minimum.  

 Setbacks can be modified through Site Review. 
j. Parking appears to be shown in the side yard landscaped setback from Marine Street, which is prohibited. This 

parking should be relocated and screened.  

 
Utilities: Kyle Birch, 303-441-3273   
1. A water system distribution analysis will be required at time of Site Review in order to assess the impacts and service 

demands of the proposed development. Conformance with the city’s Treated Water Master Plan, October 2011 is 
necessary. 

2. A collection system analysis will be required at time of Site Review to determine any system impacts based on the 
proposed demands of the development. The analysis will need to show conformance with the city’s Wastewater 
Collection System Master Plan, March 2009. 

3. The applicant is notified that, though the city allows Xcel and Qwest to install their utilities in the public right-of-way, 
they generally require them to be located in easements on private property. 

4. The applicant is advised that any proposed street trees along the property frontage may conflict with existing or 
proposed utilities, including without limitation: water, wastewater, storm drainage, flood control, gas, electric, 
telecommunications, drainageways, and irrigation ditches, within and adjacent to the development site. It is the 
applicant’s responsibility to resolve such conflicts with appropriate methods conforming to the Boulder Revised Code 
1981, the City of Boulder Design and Construction Standards, and any private/franchise utility specifications. 

5. The landscape irrigation system requires a separate water service and meter. A separate water Plant Investment Fee 
must be paid at time of building permit. Service, meter and tap sizes will be required at time of building permit 
submittal. 

6. All proposed public utilities for this project shall be designed in accordance with the City of Boulder Design and 
Construction Standards (DCS).  A Utility Report per Sections 5.02 and 6.02 of the DCS will be required at time of Site 
Review application to establish the impacts of this project on the City of Boulder utility systems. 

7. Fire hydrants will need to be installed to meet the coverage requirements outlined in Section 5.10 of the City of 
Boulder Design and Construction Standards.  Per the standards, no portion of any building shall be over 175 feet of 
fire access distance from the nearest hydrant.  Fire access distance is measured along public or private (fire 
accessible) roadways or fire lanes, as would be traveled by motorized fire equipment.  All fire hydrants and public 
water lines will need to be located within public utility easements. 

    
IV.  NEXT STEPS 
 
If the applicant chooses to move forward with the Planning Board hearing scheduled for November 3, 2016, there are no 
expectations for revisions based on these comments, although there are minor corrections under ‘Plan Documents’ 
section that should be clarified on the plans before they are routed to the board.  
 
If a revised Concept Plan is submitted, a new round of comments will be provided by staff and a new Planning Board date 
will be scheduled. Hourly billing rates would apply. 
 
V. CITY CODE CRITERIA CHECKLIST 
 
Guidelines for Review and Comment 
 

Agenda Item 5A     Page 33 of 36

https://www.municode.com/library/co/boulder/codes/municipal_code?nodeId=TIT9LAUSCO_CH9DEST_9-9-11USOPSP
https://www.municode.com/library/co/boulder/codes/municipal_code?nodeId=TIT9LAUSCO_CH9DEST_9-9-11USOPSP


The following guidelines will be used to guide the Planning Board’s discussion regarding the site. It is 
anticipated that issues other than those listed in this section will be identified as part of the concept plan review 
and comment process. The Planning Board may consider the following guidelines when providing comments on 
a concept plan. 
 

(1) Characteristics of the site and surrounding areas, including, without limitation, its location, surrounding 
neighborhoods, development and architecture, any known natural features of the site including, without 
limitation, mature trees, watercourses, hills, depressions, steep slopes and prominent views to and from 
the site; 
 
The overall site contains three parcels and is approximately 46,368 square feet in area per GIS records. The site 
is developed and contains three existing structures containing the Boulder University Inn, Khow Thai Café, and 
DP Dough. Demolition of the latter two buildings was approved by the Landmarks Design Review Committee 
(LDRC) by HIS2016-00174 and HIS2016-00175. The remainder of the site consists largely of paved areas and 
some vegetation. 
 
The site is located immediately east of Broadway and approximately 100 feet south of Arapahoe Avenue. It is 
surrounded by Marine Street to the south; an alley, multi-use path, open space, Boulder Creek, and Boulder High 
School fields to the east; and other commercial properties to the north (Massage Specialists, South Mouth 
Wings). 
 
The site generally slopes downward to the northeast toward Boulder Creek. Portions of the site slope steeply 
downward to the east and northeast toward the multi-use path and the existing inn. Several mature trees exist on 
the site, particularly along both sides of the alley and the multi-use path, and south of the inn. 
 
The site lies along prominent transportation corridors, including fronting Broadway and backing the multi-use path 
that links downtown to the University of Colorado.  
 
The site backs to a large open area containing Boulder High School fields and Boulder Creek. 
 
Views from the site westward are largely obstructed by existing structures and trees. There are some partial 
mountain views along Marine Street and from the southwest corner of the site toward the intersection of Arapahoe 
and Broadway. The property to the east of the site lies at a lower elevation and the topography, existing 
structures, and trees on the site also largely obstruct mountain views from those properties. 
 

(2) Community policy considerations including, without limitation, the review process and likely conformity 
of the proposed development with the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan and other ordinances, goals, 
policies, and plans, including, without limitation, sub-community and sub-area plans; 
 
The current proposal includes a higher FAR (floor area ratio) than is allowed by the existing zoning.  
 
Currently, the BVCP designates the majority of the site as Transitional Business. Per the BVCP Land Use Map 
description: “The Transitional Business designation is shown along certain major streets. These are areas usually 
zoned for less intensive business uses than in the General Business areas, and they often provide a transition to 
residential areas.” The site has a corresponding zoning designation of Business Transitional – Two (BT-2).  
 
Outside of the scheduled updates, there is an ability to request a change with a concurrent rezoning and land use 
map change. Changes outside of the broader scheduled updates are held to a very high standard. Staff does not 
find that a rezoning would be consistent with the criteria for a Land Use Change is found in the Comprehensive 
Plan in Chapter II Amendment Procedures, which states: 
 

The Land Use Map is not intended to be a zoning map. It is intended to provide policy direction and 
definition for future land uses in the Boulder Valley. Thus, or proposed annexation and meets all of the 
following criteria: 

 
(a) The proposed change is consistent with the policies and overall intent of the comprehensive plan. 
(b) The proposed change would not have significant cross-jurisdictional impacts that may affect 

residents, properties or facilities outside the city. 
(c) The proposed change would not materially affect the land use and growth projections that were the 

basis of the comprehensive plan. 
(d) The proposed change does not materially affect the adequacy or availability of urban facilities and 
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services to the immediate area or to the overall service area of the City of Boulder. 
(e) The proposed change would not materially affect the adopted Capital Improvements Program of the 

City of Boulder. 
(f) The proposed change would not affect the Area II/Area III boundaries in the comprehensive plan. 

 
Similarly, staff doesn’t find that a rezoning would be consistent with the criteria for a rezoning is found in section 
9-2-18 of the Boulder Revised Code, 1981, which states:  

 
(e) Criteria: The city's zoning is the result of a detailed and comprehensive appraisal of the city's present 

and future land use allocation needs. In order to establish and maintain sound, stable and desirable 
development within the city, rezoning of land is to be discouraged and allowed only under the limited 
circumstances herein described. Therefore, the city council shall grant a rezoning application only if 
the proposed rezoning is consistent with the policies and goals of the Boulder Valley Comprehensive 
Plan, and, for an application not incidental to a general revision of the zoning map, meets one of the 
following criteria:  

(1) The applicant demonstrates by clear and convincing evidence that the proposed rezoning is 
necessary to come into compliance with the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan map;  

(2) The existing zoning of the land was the result of a clerical error;  

(3) The existing zoning of the land was based on a mistake of fact;  

(4) The existing zoning of the land failed to take into account the constraints on development created 
by the natural characteristics of the land, including, but not limited to, steep slopes, floodplain, 
unstable soils and inadequate drainage;  

(5) The land or its surrounding environs has changed or is changing to such a degree that it is in the 
public interest to encourage a redevelopment of the area or to recognize the changed character 
of the area; or  

(6) The proposed rezoning is necessary in order to provide land for a community need that was not 
anticipated at the time of adoption of the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan.  

The proposed project is preliminarily consistent with the following Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan policies: 

2.03 Compact Development Pattern 
2.21 Commitment to a Walkable and Accessible City 
2.23 Trail Corridors/Linkages 
 

Additionally, the following Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan policies should be used to guide the proposal as it 
moves into Site Review: 

 
2.14 Mix of Complementary Land Uses 
2.30 Sensitive Infill and Redevelopment 
2.32 Physical Design for People 
2.34 Importance of Street Trees and Streetscapes 
2.37 Enhanced Design for Private Sector Projects 
 a) The context 

b) The public realm 
c) Human scale 
d) Permeability 
e) On-site open spaces 
f) Buildings 

 
(3) Applicable criteria, review procedures, and submission requirements for a site review; 

 
The project requires Site Review per Section 9-2-14, B.R.C. 1981 because the project exceeds 30,000 square 
feet. The process reviews for conformance with the proposed zoning district and land use designation of the 
BVCP along with policies of the BVCP and the Site Review criteria of the Land Use Code. 
 

(4) Permits that may need to be obtained and processes that may need to be completed prior to, concurrent 
with, or subsequent to site review approval; 
 
In addition to a Site Review, the proposal would require: 
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 Design Advisory Board (DAB) review may be required for the Boulder University Inn parcel if exterior work on 
the property exceeds $25,000. 

 Use Review for a hotel use in BT-2 zoning that would take place concurrent with the Site Review.  

 Preliminary Plat (generally at the time of Site Review) and Final Plat (Technical Document review after Site 
Review) to create a platted lot, dedicate any new public rights-of-way, and grant any required easements.  

 Technical Documents after Site Review. Dedications of any right-of-way would be required at that time.  

 Building permits following approval of Technical Documents and any applicable Final Plat approvals. 
 

(5) Opportunities and constraints in relation to the transportation system, including, without limitation, 
access, linkage, signalization, signage, and circulation, existing transportation system capacity problems 
serving the requirements of the transportation master plan, possible trail links, and the possible need for 
a traffic or transportation study; 
 
Numerous opportunities exist to enhance the transportation system in this location, including: improvements to 
Broadway, Marine Street, and the alley to reduce vehicular access points and provide adequate sidewalks and 
landscaping at appropriate locations; linkages to the existing multi-use path at the rear of the site; provision of 
short- and long-term bicycle parking; improvements to the existing bus stop at the front of the site; and 
consideration of measures such as a vehicle or bicycle sharing program as part of an overall TDM plan.  
 
Portions of the existing alley and Marine Street are located in a city-owned parcel, rather than right-of-way. 
Generally, staff is supportive of the proposed access from the alley, although additional evaluation is necessary to 
determine if access should be provided through this public land to new developments. Additionally, the existing 
alley is currently one-way southbound from Arapahoe and is constrained in its location and alignment by the 
adjacent multi-use path and bridge over Boulder Creek. Additional right-of-way dedication may be necessary 
where the alley intersects Marine Street to accommodate two-directional traffic. 
 

(6) Environmental opportunities and constraints including, without limitation, the identification of wetlands, 
important view corridors, floodplains and other natural hazards, wildlife corridors, endangered and 
protected species and habitats, the need for further biological inventories of the site and at what point in 
the process the information will be necessary; 
 
The site is part of a developed commercial property. The proposed structure is impacted by the 500-year 
floodplain of Boulder Creek. Lodging facilities are considered a critical facility and must comply with the 
development requirements of Section 9-3-2(i) of the Boulder Revised Code, 1981, including review and approval 
of an Emergency Management Plan prior to issuance of a Floodplain Development Permit. 
 
The existing Boulder University Inn lies within the 100-year floodplain of Boulder Creek. If the proposed structure 
is connected to the existing inn, the entire structure must comply with the requirements of Section 9-3-3 
Regulations Governing the One Hundred-Year Floodplain.  The size of the proposal would be a substantial 
modification, and if the structures were connected, would require the existing lodging units to be elevated to a 
minimum of two feet above the base flood elevation.   
 

(7) Appropriate ranges of land uses; and (8) The appropriateness of or necessity for housing. 

 
The proposal is limited to a singular land use, hotel, which would extend along a significant portion of the 
Broadway block frontage. Additional land uses such as storefront uses should be considered in the first-floor of 
the proposal along Broadway and at the corner of Broadway and Marine Street to provide a richer mix of land 
uses in the area. 
 
Housing is not a part of this proposal. 

 

VI. Conditions On Case 
 
None.
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