
 

  
BOULEVARD ONE DESIGN REVIEW COMMITTEE  

July 20, 2017  
 
 
Attendees 
Committee: Jamie Fogle, Monty Force, Jim Hartman, Steve Lane, Chuck Woodward and Kevin Yoshida 
East West: Chris Frampton, Matt McHugh, Ryan Stone 
CCLT: Matt Davis, Chris Jahn, Sean Smith 
Metropolitan: Nicholas Elster, Craig Karn, Peter Kudla, James Ronczye, Nathan Sciarra, Chauncey 

Staples, Michael Warren 
Public: 0 
 
The meeting convened at 8:00 a.m.  
 

● Minutes Approval (7/6/17) 

A motion made by Chuck Woodward and seconded by Steve Lane was passed to approve the minutes of 
the July 6th BDRC meeting as presented.  
 

● East West 
Lowry Boulevard Rowhomes 
Materials Violation 

 
Applicant response to violation and remedy:  (A letter had been received from East West a day or two prior to 
meeting and distributed to the BDRC stating that they are at 54.1% of the masonry requirement and requesting 
that the BDRC consider granting a waiver to the violation.) 
 

o Mr. Frampton stated that he has experience of 15 years on design review for CCD so does 
understand the process and the predicament they have created.  They are very embarrassed that 
there was a failure to schedule a review of a request to make a material change prior to making that 
change.  They were not trying to hide; they just messed up on following the process.  They have been 
having problems with cracking of stucco at other projects around town so were excited when the 
Hardie siding option was suggested within their contractor group. 

o Matt McHugh presented their reasoning that the substitution of the siding provided clean transitions 
and maintaining the rhythm of the design with its crisp lines.  There was thinking that the Hardie 
would add a different/unusual, but unified element to the design by carrying the accent material 
from the front to the ends and rear.  The Hardie creates shadow lines, articulation, and plays with 
the light changes on the façade.  

o Mr. Frampton added that after the Notice was received the thinking was focused on how to fix the 
problem without major impact to construction and the owners.  They explored how to address the 
façade corners and installation on the rear.  All solutions created challenges to design continuity and 
to changes that would only be seen from the alley.  The East West team likes the look created with 
the Hardie siding and the quality of the material. 

Committee: 
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o Monty reiterated that the process was violated by not constructing what East West submitted and 
what the BDRC approved, and thus not meeting the masonry requirement.  As has been pointed out 
at a previous meeting a variance cannot be granted after the fact of a violation and a waiver is only 
given at the initiative of the BDRC if they deem it to be appropriate to a situation. 

o Upon the formal Notice of Violation time was given for East West to respond with a remedy and an 
extension of that time was granted.   The BDRC members expressed their disappointment that the 
only remedy presented was the letter seeking a waiver and the calculations of the masonry were 
provided only upon request the day before this meeting. 

o Kevin suggested that there needs to be some dialogue about the 54.1% calculation to understand 
and verify how East West arrived at that calculation.  There has been a lot of community backing in 
the formulation of the design guidelines and they need to be honored. 

o Monty stated that he has a clear hesitancy to even suggesting a waiver that might present a 
precedent for other builders to rely on if they want to just make a change to their approved plans 
without following the proper procedure.  There is also an opening for criticism from the community 
that the BDRC does not enforce the guidelines, on which they depend. 

o Jim held up a drawing of the approved rear building material and a photo of what is there.  He 
stressed that the point is being missed that this was a total change of material.  If a change of this 
magnitude were to take place to approved plans with Denver, they would require a total rip out and 
redo.  It needs to be recognized that the BDRC is not asking for that, but are requiring that the 60% 
masonry be met and that those calculations be verified.  He does appreciate the quality of East West 
product but they do need work on a remedy that is satisfactory to the committee. Mr. Stone asked if 
a specialty material is ok on the front, why does that not carry around to the rear.  Kevin and 
Steve responded that accent use of a material is very different than a total wall application for a wall 
that extends through eight units.  Use in that context cannot be supported.  Could the definition of 
acceptable materials be changed?  Not without a public meeting with full input from the 
community and approval of the Boulevard One Community Association board. 

o Committee appreciated the additional information from East West and the options they explored 
that were not explained in the letter.  Now need to move on to the next steps of a remedy: 

o Matt and Kevin will work off-line for understanding and verification of the masonry 
calculations. 

o East West will have a plan on how to meet the 60% masonry requirement for 
presentation at the 8/10 BDRC meeting. 

 
● Colorado Community Land Trust 

For-Sale Affordable Townhomes 
Schematic 

Applicant: 
o Updated drawings were handed out for the committee to view. 

Committee: 
o It is understood that the site plan is pretty well set through Denver reviews.  However, there is an 

awkward situation that isn’t ideal for a smooth transition from building to building, such as the front 
of units facing the sides of other units that might need some enhanced treatment. 
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o Need to be sensitive to the SF home to the east with fencing and landscaping coordination. 
o A “gift to the street” could be done through larger front porches on the units numbered 6-10 with 

plantings tied into the greenspace to the north. 
o The parallel sidewalks shown on the north and east ends need some attention. 
o Unit 11 and the unit on the NW corner have the meter in the public realm.  Look at moving them to 

the rear. 
o Link the dumpster enclosure and the fence to avoid the space between becoming a maintenance 

issue.  If the fence cannot be taken to the western edge of the parking lot it should return to the trash 
enclosure for a more deliberate visual termination. 

o On the next review show the placement of the mechanical units and site lighting. 
o The color of the 2nd story material is foreboding and needs to be lightened. 
o There is a struggle to understand the materiality and massing and the tie into the design guidelines. 
o This appears more commercial than residential.  This is a transitional parcel from the DHA/VOA 

apartments to SF homes so there needs to be more thought to the context, making them look good 
and staying within budget.  

A work session was scheduled for August 1 at 1:00 at the LRA office. 
 

● Metropolitan 
Monaco Condominiums 
Preliminary Pre-Design 

Applicant: 
o The site plan has been to CCD for comment and responses to those comments have been 

incorporated into the plan presented. 
o Metropolitan is currently working with the LRA on contract terms that include timing of the 

improvements along Lowry Boulevard.  Comments from CCD on the concept plan have been 
incorporated for a future BDRC review.  

o Soil sampling has been done and waiting on those reports.  
o Based on BDRC comments they will be able to move to a schematic review with CCD. 
o Underground parking with access off Archer and Niagara. 
o There are “build to” requirements that are back of easement (public utility) that will allow more 

room for landscaping along Lowry Blvd.  A larger tree lawn can be done in relationship to the 
expanded easement. 

o A new TEP plan has been submitted for on-street parking via a bulb-out for six spaces on the north 
and four on the south. 

o Originally designed with paseo pedestrian pass-through that created problems with a tunnel effect 
and promotion of mid-block crossings that CCD does not allow, so that pass-through have been 
eliminated. 

o The bedroom mix is not final but it will be in the realm of 60% 2; 40% 1 + den and 1 

Committee: 
o Show detailing of the architecture and landscaping for the garage ramps.  
o Would it be advisable for a public/private involvement for the art plaza with a community 

committee?  Not inclined for others telling Metropolitan how or on what to invest funds.  
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o Without the paseos how will the design make up the pizazz that was in the RFP plan?  The paseo 
locations are still designed as engagement areas and will continue to be enhanced to have 
special treatment.  A break up of the massing along Lowry Blvd is still desirable and strongly 
encouraged. 

o Give attention to the operational logistics of visitor parking and making the entry inviting. 
o What are the parking standards?  The LRA board has strong opinions on the parking standards and 

conforming to the design guidelines.  Mr. Kudla said that he is prepared to properly justify if 
they use tandem parking in the space count.  But, however parking is provided it will meet or 
go beyond the design guideline requirement.  

o Tie Metropolitan landscaping in with the berm and existing plantings and work cooperatively with 
the LRA design team on monumentation on Monaco.  Jamie will provide the berm landscaping 
plan for access to Metropolitan. 

o (Three comments submitted by out of town BDRC member) Can space for a community garden be 
allocated? 

o Is there direct access for the 1st level units to the north or south sides of the buildings or to Lowry 
Blvd.? 

o Explain the intended function of the loading area adjacent to the vehicular access.  Could this 
function be accommodated in the parking level of the building 

Metropolitan will prepare for Schematic review and notify Jean when they are ready to be on the schedule. 
 

● DHA/VOA 
Door Design 

The circular motif on the doors of units with exterior access was approved. 
 

● Misc. Discussion 

It has been noted that some street trees are missing or are at less than the 3” caliper requirement for some lots 
that should have been provided by the builder. 
 
That led to a discussion of the compliance process and the responsibilities of the BDRC.  A rotational plan was 
put forth for BDRC members to divide up streets or builder groupings for inspection.  Reporting of the 
inspection results will be discussed at an executive session at the August 10th meeting and determination of a 
need for any compliance advisories to be sent out. 
 
Adjournment was at 11:30 a.m. 
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