
 

  
BOULEVARD ONE DESIGN REVIEW COMMITTEE  

November 1, 2018  
 
 
Attendees 
Committee: Jamie Fogle, Monty Force, Jim Hartman, Carla McConnell, Chuck Woodward and Kevin 

Yoshida 
Kelmore: Bob Koontz, H McNeish, Chris McGranahan 
Wall: Beata Chudobinska  
Audience: Lee Kellar, Michele Wiseman, Dee Wisor 
 
The meeting convened at 8:00 a.m.  
 

● Minutes Approval (10/4/18) 

A motion by Chuck Woodward and seconded by Carla McConnell was passed to approve the minutes of 
the October 4th BDRC meeting as presented.  
 

● Kelmore 
Quebec Mixed-Use  
Parking Variance Hearing 

The committee chair, Monty Force explained the procedure to be followed for the hearing: 
1. Presentation from the applicant 
2. Questions from the committee 
3. Questions from the audience 
4. Deliberations by the committee 
5. Decision to approve, table or disapprove 

Monty introduced Lee Kellar, with Matrix Design Group, who produced an independent parking analysis for the 
site, which had been provided to the committee in advance of the meeting. 
 
Applicant: 
 
H McNeish, with Confluent Development introduced Bob Koontz, with Kelmore and Chris McGranahan with LSC 
Transportation Consultants. 
 
H said that the application for fewer parking spaces than the Design Guidelines requirement applies to Lots 6, 7 
and 9 within the mixed-use parcels west of Quebec between Lowry Blvd and 1st Ave.  H provided a packet of 
tables with information showing: 

1. “State of the practice” adjustments to parking ratios to account for alternative modes of travel and 
internal capture.  

2. Shared Parking Analysis breakdown for mixed-uses, which when standards are applied, shows a surplus 
in parking provided relative to peak demands.  Peak demands of 433 spaces, plus 43 spaces (10% 
adjustment factor for inefficiencies), plus 25 library spaces equals 501 spaces required with 553 spaces 
being provided. 

1 
   



 
3. The last table conveys up-to-date traffic generation calculations, which are consistent with projections 

during the general development planning process. 

 
There was a summary by the Applicant of all the numbers contained in the tables leading to questions and 
comments from the Committee members: 
 
Committee Comments/Q & A: 
 
Jim Hartman – Alternative modes of transportation are coming but are probably 5 years out before readily in 
use, but good to be in the plan.  Evenings, when the neighbors are at home would be of concern.  Chris 
responded that the shared parking scenario of office and theater are a good example of one being busy 
when the other is not as a balance of usage of shared parking.  Bob added that the original plan was for 
stacked multi-use that would have put more demands on the parking than these uses split over two 
parcels. 
 
Chuck Woodward – There are only two days during the week that the library is open past 6:00 p.m.  Carla added 
that the library staff would have to be required to use the designated parking.  Monty commented that there is 
also the desire for Lucky’s patrons to have convenient parking outside their main door.  Discussions with CCD 
include a crosswalk at Pontiac.  Jim suggested that perhaps there could be reserved signage for the library with 
hours so that others could use those spaces outside of library hours.  
 
Monty Force – The design guideline parking ratios go back some 20 years and without consideration at that 
time of shared parking situations.  Lee Kellar was asked if current studies for demand account for the internal 
capture.  Yes, they do at a 25% reduction.  CCD requires fewer spaces as a ”minimum that can be lived 
with” philosophy of encouragement for walking, biking, shared rides, etc. that would require only 319 
spaces for this mixed-use development. 
 
Kevin Yoshida – As a history lesson, there was a committee that spent 6-9 months formulating the design 
guidelines that had to look beyond opinions to set some sort of parking standard.  They had to at least use a 
substantiated reference and used a 1980s standard that was widely used at that time, knowing that there would 
be changes to the standards with likely newer demands. 
 
Carla McConnell – Will on-street parking be allowed?  Monty responded that yes, there will some along Lowry 
Blvd along where the park and theater are located and on Pontiac north and south of Lowry Blvd.  
 
Monty Force - Plans for a mobility hub will be on the site, but the location has not been determined.  There are 
also changes coming that will minimize the barrier of pedestrian crossing of Quebec.  Those changes involve 
widening the median to create a safety zone, eliminate non-used bus pull-out area, etc.  H added that there will 
be valet service provided at peak times. 
 
Carla McConnell -  The cinema count in the chart for 8:00 p.m. on a weeknight seems very low.   Chris 
responded that most theaters are not fully packed all the time.  Both peak and non-peak hours and days 
have been taken into account.  Only the peak hour usage is included in the packet.  Additional analysis of 
the other 23 hours was conducted. 
 
Audience Comments/Q & A: 
 
Michelle Wiseman – lives on Oneida Ct and is concerned about parking on Oneida Ct and wanted to know about 
the plan for preventing that and what will be across the street from her.  Monty pointed out on the aerial map 
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the area for a residential  buffer between the west side of Oneida Ct and the theater location. 
Residential parking only along the north section of Oneida Ct has been proposed to Denver.  Michelle said 
that her preference would be for residential only signage all along Oneida Ct and stop signs at every intersection 
along Lowry Blvd.  She does a lot of walking through the neighborhood and fears that traffic on Lowry Blvd will 
speed as they currently do on 1st Ave.  Monty said that the decision for stop signs is ultimately up to 
Denver, but doubts that they would approve any on Lowry Blvd.  However, there will be a signalized 
intersection at Lowry and Pontiac.  He also pointed out that 1st Ave will be restriped for two auto lanes 
(one in each direction) with bike lanes added on the curb lanes.  
 
What about during special events such as the one this week for Halloween?  Will there be shuttles available?  H 
said that parking count is not designed for peak special events that must rely on valet parking 
arrangements at other locations. 
 
There seems to be a gap between 4:30 and 6:30 when people are gathering here to eat out.  Bob Koontz said 
that those hours have been taken into account on the 24 tables of backup information leading to what is 
shown in the calculations. 
 
Dee Wisor – The calculations are for the current uses.  What if changes take place down the road, i.e. the theater 
goes out and a 24-hour fitness facility moves in?  He goes along with the parking request and moved here to be 
able to walk to the available amenities.  Monty responded that the proposal is for a pretty aggressive use 
and parking demand.  Kevin pointed out that if changes in uses were to take place, Denver zoning, the 
design guidelines and community opinions would be in place and would trigger jurisdictional controls 
on many fronts.  Bob added that from his perspective as a developer it is hard to imagine a more 
aggressive use that would take up all of the 52 surplus spaces. 
 
Committee Deliberation: 
 
Monty Force  –  He said that he is comfortable with the data, but asked Lee Kellar if his analysis tracked with the 
LSC report.  Lee concurred that these are appropriate calculations and are consistent with accepted 
transportation planning principles and practices. 
 
There was a review of the Standards for Granting a Waiver or Variance: 
 

A. The Applicant has requested in writing the granting of a waiver or variance 
to a specific requirement imposed by the Design Guidelines.  Forms for  
requesting a waiver or variance may be obtained from the BDRC; and 

 
B. Strict application of the Design Guideline requirement would be impossible, 

unduly harsh, or unnecessary in light of either: 
 
(1) physical conditions or physical restraints such as topography, natural 

obstructions, or aesthetic or environmental considerations are present 
on the Applicant’s property to the proposed Development, or 

 
(2) the presence of an extreme and unjustified economic hardship to the 

Applicant under the circumstances particular to the proposed Develop- 
ment; or 

 
(3) the Applicant’s proposal, although not meeting the requirements of the 

Design Guidelines, directly and substantially advances the stated intent 
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Of the Design Guidelines; and 

 
C. The waiver or variance would not unreasonably burden other property within the 

Lowry Community or an adjacent property; and 
 

D. The waiver or variance granted is the minimum possible to alleviate the physical 
condition or relieve the hardship; and 

 
E.       The waiver or variance requested is not the result of or made necessary by actions 

or activities of the Applicant 
 
The Applicant shall bear the burden of establishing the standards justifying the waiver or variance and shall present 
sufficient information justifying the granting of any requested waiver or variance.  The BDRC may impose reasonable 
conditions on such waiver or variance as are necessary or desirable to advance the intent or goals of these Design 
Guidelines.  Evidence that the proposed Development will exceed other standards or requirements or where the 
proposed Development significantly advances the goals and policies of the Boulevard One Development Plan and/or 
these Design Guidelines, may be favorably considered by the BDRC in the determination of the granting or denial of a 
waiver or variance. 
 
 
Monty Force asked for any further discussion and said that Sections B1 or alternatively B3 are met.  In addition, 
the criteria contained in paragraphs C, D and E are met.  In regard to Section E, it is the master developer that is 
imposing a more intensive use of the property. 
 
Kevin Yoshida – Looking at the context of approvals and what might still be needed for review or not: 

o Pedestrian master plan 
o The 24 sheets of back up 
o Other similar developments and parking counts 
o Holistic multi-modal plan 

Carla McConnell – Should a decision be delayed to get assurance from Denver for pedestrian improvements? 
Monty said that the LRA is working with Denver on several transportation issues and one of them is a 
crossing at 1st and Pontiac, but that should not impact the decision on a variance. 
 
Jim Hartman – Appreciated the amount of work to gather the data that was presented and felt it is sufficient to 
take a  vote now.  
 
A motion by Jim Hartman and seconded by Carla McConnell was passed to approved the requested 
variance to the required parking by the Boulevard One Design Guidelines with application of alternative 
mode, internal capture, and shared parking efficiency adjustments for the mixed-use parcels west of 
Quebec between Lowry Blvd and 1st Ave.  
 
(Note:  There was a break from 9:15 to 10:45 for the LDRC meeting.  BDRC resumes at 10:45.)  
 

● Wall  
Archer Customs 
Lot 1, Filing 8 (7126 E Archer) 
Pre-Design 

Applicant: 
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o Simple, modest, clean approach to the design. 
o Materials are natural stone, stucco and wood. 
o Outdoor space and windows take advantage of view to the park and the wide green belt to the west 

of this lot. 
o The garage is set back from the front of the house by 12’.  Side set-backs of 5’ and 5.5’. 
o 4,500 SF including the basement. 

Committee: 
o The entry seems set back too far and will be dark on the north side.  
o Encourage usability of the front patio.  
o Like the durability of the materials, but needs more residential feel.  The design team felt the wood 

touches added to the residential appeal.  It was mentioned that landscape plantings can also 
soften the look. 

o Shadow lines around the openings were suggested. 
o The second floor seems heavy over the front door and patio and to open up the entry it might work 

to move the wing wall to the west and give the wall a wider mass. 

The Applicant said they should be ready to return for Schematic review at the November 15th meeting and will 
contact the BDRC coordinator to schedule a combined Design Development and Final review when ready. 
 
Adjournment was at 11:15 a.m. 
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