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BOULEVARD ONE DESIGN REVIEW COMMITTEE  

July 7, 2016 

 

 

Attendees 

Committee:  Monty Force, Jim Hartman, Steve Lane, Dick Marshall, Chuck Woodward and Kevin Yoshida 

KUH: Scott Chomiak, Beata Chudobinska, Kevin Kiernan, Michael Noda, Peter Benson 

DHA/VOA:  Mark Howard, Harsh Parikh, Doug Snyder  

Public: 2 

 

The meeting convened at 10:00 a.m.  

 

 Minutes Approval (6/16/16) 

A motion by Dick Marshall, seconded by Chuck Woodward was passed to approve the minutes of the June 16th 

BDRC meeting as presented. 

 

 KUH 

1
st
 Ave. Rowhomes 

Schematic 

Applicant: 

o The site plan has not had any changes since the last review 

o Materials and floor plans have undergone more detailed planning 

o Landscaping plans are also developing 

o Site grading has been coordinated around the detention pond  

o Constraints of the site shape dictates the layout of three zones comprising a total of 29 units 

o Alleys will go BOCA so there is coordination of those plans for ease of long-term maintenance 

o Have put more emphasis on the alley side for a stronger four-sided architectural approach 

o Individual porch walls used to block headlight glare 

o South room of central courtyard will provide a seating area with pedestrian light bollards 

o Timeless simple dormer form for balconies using horizontal siding for the balcony walls 

o Brick is used in a contemporary manner with stucco accents.  Currently the gables are stucco, but would 

prefer to use horizontal cementitious siding on the gables.  (Without the stucco the masonry calculation is 

still very close to meeting the 60% requirement.)  With the enhancement of the rear for the four-sided 

approach there will be more masonry on the rear than is typical.  Is there any latitude for less than the 60% 

masonry?  Not opposed to a less than 60% with a good design but it would entail a variance request, 

notification of surrounding property owners, and a hearing.   

o End units use a hint of wood to tie into the wood used in the dormers 

o Trying to keep these units at a starting price point of $500,000 (lower than the units on Lowry Blvd)  

Committee: 

o  Need to soften the view of garages at either end of the central pedestrian path.  Could enhance the 

junctures at those 2 locations with perhaps a pergola or other landscaping feature. 

o Consider garage doors that enhance themselves, especially at the ends of the pedestrian path, through their 

surface design or pattern 

o Enhance the porch walls with some greenery 

o Suggested change from Magnolia to Chanticleer Pear tree in central courtyard 

o Suggested light poles in the courtyard rather than pedestrian bollards 
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o Caution of the appearance of the downspouts on the end units.  That design element is still in discussion. 

o The garage portal appears odd with the use of two materials.  Consider using the same material on a portal 

and alternating materials every other portal.  With a good design and keeping the two materials on the 

same plane it could be a very attractive and unique design with a tie in to the overall masonry.  

Provide a 3-D image next time for a better perspective on what it would look like. 

o For the next review show the grading plan in relation to the detention pond. 

o Doesn’t have to be species specific, but tie the landscape into the 3-D image for the next review. 

A motion by Jim Hartman seconded by Steve Lane was passed to approve the Schematic plans for KUH 1
st
 Ave rowhomes 

with the comments from the Committee. 

 

 Affordable Housing Partners (DHA/VOA) 

Apartments 

Parking Variance Request Hearing 

Introduction: All of the various elements for a parking variance request have been submitted by the Applicant.  The referenced 

property is on the southern border on the west side of the Boulevard One site. 

 

The amount of parking required for this site under the Boulevard One Design Guidelines would be 108 spaces for 72 units at a 1.5 

per unit ratio.  There has been a lot of discussion over the years for a desire to maintain a higher parking standard than Denver’s 

zoning requirement.  A higher parking requirement was included in initial zoning applications but Denver would not allow so the 

higher parking requirement was incorporated into the Boulevard One Design Guidelines.    

 

The Committee reviewed the requirements and process for a variance. 

 

Applicant: 

o The site plan shows 82 parking spaces of surface parking with 2 curb cuts for access points. 

o The Community Land Trust property is to the east and will be granted an access easement via DHA/VOA 

property in exchange for six designated parking spaces on the CLT site.  With these six spaces and the 82 

on the DHA-VOA site there would be 88 spaces provided.  In addition the site plan will provide for the 

conversion to 20 additional spaces if that becomes necessary, which could bring the parking capacity up to 

108 spaces. 

o The CCD parking standard is for folks making more than 40% AMI.  20% of this project will be for folks 

making less than 40% AMI. 

o Experience at other mixed income projects shows that a more accurate parking demand is at .4 per unit 

o Examples from six similar sized projects around Denver.  When there are income restricted units parking 

is usually at .7 per unit and jumps to 1.0 when there is mixed income including some market rate. 

o This site plan gives greater latitude for green space and also offers the ability to add parking if it is needed. 

o Total of 111 bedrooms in the 72 units. 

Committee:  

o What was the context of the six examples to services and transit?   They were similar in context.  

Boulevard One has the advantage with the number of businesses and access to bus routes. 

o The request letter is a bit misleading with the statement of providing the required parking would result in a 

loss of dwelling units. 

o The site plan seems to encourage street parking especially for the six units facing Archer rather than using 

the parking spaces and walking around to the front door. 

o This site backs to the Lex parking lot.  While not within the notification boundaries for the variance 

request, is there potential of shared or bleed over parking between the two properties?  The south 

boundary will be fenced so there will be no common access between the two properties. 
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o Will there be a larger pool of clients coming to use the services provided at this location?  No.  However 

there might be other agency personnel coming to this location and the parking provided adequately 

accounts for that. 

o There should be convenient pedestrian pathway to the west for transit access on Monaco. 

o There might be a zoning code issue with cross utilization of the CLT parking spaces and how will 

residents and other visitors know they are allocated for use by the DHA/VOA residents?  What 

enforcement mechanism would there be if CLT residents use the six allocated spaces?  There have been 

discussions with CLT to create a document clarifying and stipulating the easement, shared 

maintenance cost and parking allocation.  There could be signage designating those six parking 

spaces as reserved. 

o Need a comfort level of who would enforce and what would be the trigger when the 20 additional spaces 

are needed and will be built? 

o The 82 provided + the 20 additional spaces = 102 onsite parking, which equates to a 1.41 per unit ratio.  

The additional parking needs to be a condition of any variance approval. 

o The assurance of the additional parking and the mechanism of enforcement need to be stronger.  Suggest 

that BOCA have the enforcement of assuring the additional parking is provided when/if needed, that 

management encourages or require that residents use the lot and reserve Archer on-street parking for 

guests, deliveries, etc. 

o Cross reference the 20 transitional units with number of bedrooms. 

Public Comment: 

o Matt Mahoney and Adam Huff with BuildMark who has an LOI for the mixed use property to the north of 

the DHA/VOA property stated that they are attending to observe and hear the discussion since they have 

not seen the plan. 

Background: 

o Requirement of base closure to provide homeless assistance. 

o Transitional housing is provided to formerly homeless families with services and programs to stabilize the 

situation to help the family move forward. 

o VOA is an experienced provider who will maintain on-site management and provide the services for the 

transitional program. There will be lease standards with which the residents will have to comply. 

A motion by Kevin Yoshida seconded by Dick Marshall was passed to table the vote on the variance request until July 21
st
 

in order to review the following contingencies: 

1. An MOU or similar agreement between BOCA and Lowry Affordable Housing, LLC (DHA/VOA) as to 

the trigger that would require the 20 additional parking spaces to be built. 

2. An LOI between CCLT and Lowry Affordable Housing, LLC as to the nature of that agreement for the 

intent and allocation of six parking spaces in exchange for access easement. 

3. The letter of request needs to more fully support the parking variance application, also clarify and 

include types of housing and number of bedrooms included in the samples.  

4. Cross reference the number of bedrooms for the 20 transitional units. 

 

 Affordable Housing Partners (DHA/VOA) 

Apartments 

Pre-Design 

Applicant: 

o There will be two curb cut access points (East one to be shared access with CCLT) 

o Leasing and services on the west end of the site 
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o West entry will drive under a span of units that will provide an area for handicap parking 

o Community party room, work out area and bathrooms, play area and roof-top deck provided within the 

west end 

o Elevator and stair access to upper level units  

o Glass provides natural light into the corridors  

o Oversize storage area via a walk-in pantry that includes washer and dryer space in the 2 & 3 bedroom 

units 

o Materials to be brick in two colors, stucco in two colors and natural look artificial wood 

o A community garden (raised planter beds); lawn area bike racks and storage lockers will be on the 

south side. 

Committee: 

o Does a G zone district require a loading area?  Don’t think so but will verify. 

o Suggest some hardscape in a seating area on the south. 

o Consider including a basketball court in the option area for future parking. 

o What is the lighting plan for exterior parking?  Low level pedestrian bollards, poles in the parking 

lot and in the car ports. 

o The massing and level of detail is good, but could use more color. 

o Suggest doing landscape plan within the context of the LRA plans for the SW drainage area and the 

pocket park to the north. (LRA will provide those plans) 

o Is there any potential of obtaining bus passes for use by the residents?  Doubt that RTD will provide 

free passes but will contact them to see if discount passes are possible. 

There was consensus and encouragement from the Committee to move to the next level of design contingent upon the 

clarifications requested and outcome of the tabled parking variance request.  

 

 Miscellaneous 

Several of the custom builders have been approached by potential buyers questioning if ranch style homes on Archer is acceptable.   

 

The committee members agreed that there would be no objections to ranch-style homes.  It is all about having a good 

design and that it fits within the parameters of the lot. 

 

Adjournment was at 12:20 p.m. 


