
 

 BOULEVARD ONE DESIGN REVIEW COMMITTEE  
November 7, 2019  

 
 
Attendees 
Committee: Jamie Fogle, Monty Force, Steve Lane, Carla McConnell, Chuck Woodward, Kevin 

Yoshida  
Confluent/Kelmore (Parcel 6):   John Bauknight, Roman Gershkovich, David Lane, Bob Koontz, H McNeish  
(Parcel 9):   Ken Andrews, Kimble Hobbs, Nick Kitaeff, Bob Koontz, H McNeish 
 
The meeting convened at 10:15 a.m.  
 

● Minutes Approval (10/17/19)  

Carla McConnell made several clarification additions to the minutes that will be made in the official approved copy. 
 

● Public Comment (to be taken after each presentation) - No one from the public was in attendance. 

 
A motion by Carla McConnell and seconded by Steve Lane was passed to approve the minutes of the October 
17th BDRC meeting as corrected. 
 

● CK Lowry 
Parcel 6 (N of Lowry Bvd, W of Pontiac) 
Office Building 
Lot Line 

Discussion was conducted about the various site configuration options provided for the townhomes that will 
be located to the west of the office building on Parcel 6.  There was also discussion of some of the potential 
technical impacts or opportunities to the TH configuration.  The consensus was for Option E with a suggested lot 
line. Monty will discuss the configuration and tentative lot line with the townhome developer and get a lot line 
determination to CK.  Easement, maintenance, ownership and other details will be worked out as contract 
negotiations and closing documents are formulated. 

 
● CK Lowry 

Parcel 9 (S side of Lowry Blvd/Pontiac) 
Restaurant 

Pre-Design 

H McNeish said that there is a new lens on the project with Arch 11 as the architects for the restaurant parcel 
on the community park edge.   This is a ½ acre site that will contain a 5,600 S.F building that can be designed 
for either one or two tenant use.  Part of that ½ acre will be for outdoor dining space, 17 surface parking 
spaces and the trash enclosure.  The balance will be the marketable portion of the site for the building.  
 
Challenges are to find satisfactory design solutions that meet CCD and BDRC requirements.  Ken Andrews 
and Kimble Hobbs were introduced to present the reasoning and initial concept for the design.  
 
Applicant: 
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o Understanding of the context by walking the surroundings and working through all the issues 

and recognizing opportunities from the beginning.  This a rare opportunity with the park being 
an amenity to the restaurant. 

o Desire is for urban design interface with Lowry Blvd yet blending with the park.  The challenge is 
to address the massing of an urban design yet be iconic to the park “in the round” environment 
and still optimize tenant spaces.  This is a “5-sided” project as the roof is also visible. 

o Not true EW orientation so high sun on east in the summer and breeze from the south 

o Zoning requirements from CCD vary with Boulevard One Design Guidelines to be addressed 
through the design review process. 

o There are CCD standards for landscape screening and transparency and active zones. 
o Using brick to create a strong urban edge. 
o Would suggest consideration of a 21’ height rather than 33’ urban height requirement in DGs that 

would create an obstruction from the park.  The taller height would not be relevant to the tenant. 
o Building layouts were shown for either single or double tenancy. 
o Usage of building is geared to the ground plane conditions. 
o Interior structure of the building can incorporate the mechanical units that can add character of 

an older building. 
o A transparent building wrapper would allow the building to act as a lantern for both the park and 

urban edge along Lowry Blvd.  Use of materials that honor both edges of street and “in” the park. 
o Some options for patio screening were shown. 

Committee: 
o The height seems to be one of the bigger issues to resolve.  Kevin added that he has no problem 

supporting the lower height in the context, but the extra height on a 2nd level could also provide 
an attractive gathering space with views down Lowry Blvd.  Response would be to find an 
operator who wanted to use the upper level space.  Gathering space can still be found in 
the outdoor space adjacent to the park. 

o Is there an opportunity for office space above if there is the 33’ height?  The cost of the 2nd level 
is too expensive to support office use. 

o Has there been much tenant interest?  Most restaurants are shrinking in size due to costs, so 
the challenge is to find a strong anchor tenant and a secondary tenant.  The draw would be 
spending the money now to create the best park setting amenity. 

o The terrace is an exciting concept with the only concern of the “lantern” effect and any impact to 
the neighbor’s (who face the park) perspective.  The light would not be overbearing, with a 
dim glow in the evenings and dark after closing of the business.  This is also a location that 
is not surrounded by residential.  There would be sensitivity to how bright the lighting 
would be.  Consensus was that the BDRC liked the concept of the “lantern” with a caution on how 
it is done. 

o Kimble Hobbs commented that they want to bring elements of the traditional blended with 
“modern”.  Kevin responded that he would appreciate an historical connection, perhaps to some 
use of the Lowry blonde brick.   Applicant responded that materials is an ongoing study for 
creating a presence with transparency.  The whole project is about edges, landscaping and 
opportunities. 

o Need more discussion about the edges.  Kevin is not convinced yet and perhaps it just needs more 
development of the hard edges.  
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o Treatment of the parking surface needs to be addressed for drainage impacts due to the 

grade/slope of the site.  Potential for pavers?  Could the parking lot be designed as an “auto 
court” that could also serve for special events? 

o  Jamie asked for an off-line discussion to coordinate on integration of the landscaping edges on 
the park and thought that some 3D perspectives on Arch 11 ideas would be helpful. 

o After so many years of working on the overall development plans it is easy to have some 

pre-conceived expectations of what this restaurant could be.  The entries don’t seem to be 

celebrated.  Once it is known if there will be one or two tenants the entry/ies can be developed 

with main and/or secondary entries.  Also, the type of user impacts the placement and how they 

are treated.  The portal can be modest and open to a wow surprise on the interior.  

o A notion of “place” in the metrics of “experience” has always been a part of the Boulevard One 

planning.  This needs to be intentional rather than accidental. 

o Placement of the dumpster is important to both the entry and the views from the park.  Screening 

and enclosure materials can be helpful to hide or disguise.  There will be people coming from all 

directions so that is the key to locations of entries, delivery zones and the dumpster.  
 

● Metropolitan 
Site wall modification 
West end of N building 

Monty explained that Metropolitan contacted him with a request for consideration of eliminating the site 
wall or a portion of the wall on the west end of the north building.  There are some fire connections that 
cause a gap in the wall.   Brick would be continued to ground level on the portion of the foundation that 
would be exposed with the elimination of the site wall.  Enhanced landscaping would be added.  
 
The committee reviewed the drawings and after discussion concluded that it would be advisable to see the 
actual conditions before a decision could be made.  
 
Editor’s Note:  Jamie did a site visit and sent photos to the committee.  Based on email responses it 
was decided that it would be appropriate to eliminate the portion of the wall to the east of the fire 
connections.  Monty notified Metropolitan of that decision.   Metropolitan pointed out that the same 
condition would exist on the west end of the south building (not currently in place, but foundation 
wall will be cored for the installation of connections) and requested the same consideration of 
eliminating a portion of the site wall.  Monty did agree to the elimination of the portion of the wall 
east of the fire connections on the south building also.  
 

Adjournment was at 11:45 a.m. 
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