
 

BOULEVARD ONE DESIGN REVIEW COMMITTEE 
December 17, 2020 

Video/Audio E-Conference  
 

Attendees: 
Committee: Jamie Fogle, Monty Force, Steve Lane, Carla McConnell, Kevin Yoshida 
CK Tesla team: David Lane, H McNeish, Bonnie Niziolek, Bill Wells 
CK Signage Team: Brandon Bird, Mike Doody, Craig Lawson, H McNeish, Donna Tripp 
Developer: Nick Kitaeff, Bob Koontz, Celeste Tanner 
 
The meeting convened at 8:30 a.m. 
 

● Minutes Approval (11/19/20)  
 

A motion by Steve Lane and seconded by Carla McConnell was passed to approve the minutes 
from the November 19, 2020 meeting as presented.  
 
Editor’s note:  Amendments for clarification were provided by Carla McConnell as shown in 
red and approved for inclusion at the January 7th BDRC meeting. 
 

● CK Development 
Block 7 Tesla Charging Stations 

Bonnie Niziolek said that Tesla is the fastest growing provider of charging stations for their 
e-vehicles.  The plan for Block 7 proposes to include 16 parking stalls dedicated to Tesla 
charging stations near the western entry point from Pontiac.  Nick Kitaeff added that Tesla has 
name familiarity and recognition.  These super charging stations can fully charge the vehicle in 1 
hour.  Tesla stations are becoming more available around the country and becoming a 
dominant leader in Colorado.  Fifteen of the stations will be head-in parking with one back-in 
space.  
 
Power will be provided through Xcel from four 8’ high white boxes.  Each box will serve four 
charging posts.  
 
David Lane reported on adjustments to the landscape plan to the interior island that was 
previously mostly Grama grass near the stair structure. The charging station infrastructure will 
be located near the stair structure to help with screening.  More densely layered plantings will 
be added to the pocket park for seasonal color and interest. A crusher fines pathway will 
provide an access lane for maintenance.  
 
Committee comments/questions: 
 
Monty – How do the inclusion of the charging stations impact the parking analysis ratio from 
several years ago under the ULI mixed-use model?  Nick responded that they do not remove 
any parking spaces and the total remains at 486 spaces.  
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Carla – Her concerns/questions are that 1) only Tesla vehicles being accommodated; 2) 
potential of traffic congestion in front of Kiddie Academy, 3) open to any parking, and 4) 
potential of using solar power for the charging stations.  There will also be non-Tesla charging 
stations at grade located generally at the eastern edge of the pocket park and in the below 
ground garage.  Solar is not feasible with the infrastructure required.  Tesla is “best in class” 
and a good choice to promote the retail project that will bring Tesla drivers on a more regular 
basis for a retail draw. 
 
Monty interjected that there have been conversations with Councilwoman Sawyer and 
subsequent analysis with CCD Transportation Dept. due to the perception of increased traffic 
due to Target and specialty grocer.  That analysis concluded that there are no additional trips 
over the original projections.  Nick said there will be no additional trips due to Tesla stations. 
(Tesla does not provide information on # of daily uses of their stations.) 
 
Carla and Kevin – What about congestion in front of Kiddie Academy and the potential of a 
coming problem with parents?  Nick responded that each tenant is informed of the Tesla 
charging stations and are excited about having them.  He can get a letter of support from 
Kiddie Academy if that will alleviate the DRC’s concern.  Monty opined that if Kiddie Academy 
is ok with the configuration it is not the job of the DRC to protect them during their peak times. 
Monty said he has not seen the traffic load study but guessed if a problem occurs it would be at 
the p.m. peak rather than the a.m. time.  Jamie agreed that any problem would be in the p.m. 
There is also the point that Kiddie Academy is a quick turnover for short term parking demand 
that does not occur all at once.  Kevin asked for a support letter from Kiddie Academy for the 
DRC file.    (This letter was provided on Dec 21st.) 
 
Kevin and Steve – The bright red signs of “Tesla Only” seems overdone.  It seems the posts with 
the Tesla name should be enough.  Nick will see if that is negotiable with Tesla.  H added that 
the exclusivity is with the charging, not the parking.  There will probably be times of 
non-charging vehicles using these spaces.  
 
Carla – 1) The charging stations are not on the CSP and 2) can some stations be moved into the 
underground parking? to east of the stairs?  Nick said moving some into the underground 
parking to the east is not possible due to the structure for the below grade garage.  H directed 
to Page 6 of the CSP with language for more general signage.  
 
Monty concluded the discussion by asking that there be another look at the numbers to verify 
that parking stalls are still sufficient with known tenants Target, the specialty grocer, Kiddie 
Academy, and the charging stations.  This can either be reported at a future meeting if there 
are updates or via letter from traffic engineers if there are no changes. 
 
Carla noted that as long as the BODG parking requirements are met without the Tesla spaces 
then Tesla is simply another tenant and our guidelines do not address tenant selection. 
 
The only item needing action is for the landscaping modifications. 
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A motion by Steve Lane and seconded by Jamie Fogle was passed to approve the 
modifications to the pocket park near the Tesla stations and the stair structure.  
 
The first portion of the meeting adjourned at 9:12 a.m. and resumed at 9:30 for the next 
session. 
 

● CK Development 
Office Signage 
CSP Pending Items 
 

H McNeish began the presentation by saying that he appreciates the approval of the CSP in 
August 2020 relevant to Target with the condition for white Target logos, also conditional upon 
the review of renderings of the ground signs and more detail of the office tenant wall signs. 
The G.1 ground signs were approved in November 2020, except for two G.1 ground signs 
located in the Quebec ROW, which will require CCD and BDRC variance.  H wanted it 
understood that the two G.1 signs in the Quebec ROW are shown on the plan being presented 
today as they relate to the CCD review process and the request for the two G.1 signs to be 
allowed in the Quebec ROW.  They could not be erected until and if approved through a 
variance process through BDRC. 
 
The cover letter outlined four things to achieve today:  approval for a revised signage program 
for Kiddie Academy NW Building and Office signage for the SE Building, decision on colored 
office tenant signs, information on sign illumination in late evenings and consideration of an 
administrative process for individual signs after the CSP is approved. 
 
Illumination Dimming: 
 
Mike Doody referred to language on page 51 regarding the dimming of sign illumination that 
covers the entire project.  Councilwoman Sawyer requested that the 2nd paragraph be added 
that was modeled upon the 9th and Colorado CSP: 
  

Signs located above the second floor as defined by the architectural fenestration on the              
exterior of each respective building and visible from any point 5’0” above the boundary              
line of a protected (zone) district within 500 feet of the sign location shall be dimmed or                 
turned off after 11:00 p.m. to avoid objectionable brightness or glare on residential uses              
in those protected districts. 

 
Monty pointed out that adjacent residential is not likely a “protected zone” as defined in zoning                
code.  H agreed and will look at adjusting the language appropriately.  
 
NW Building (Kiddie Academy): 
 
There have been some architectural changes (to be presented by Kiddie Academy at the Jan.7, 
2021 meeting) since the Nov. 19th meeting regarding signage.  The previous CSP proposed three 
W.2 Office Signs on the 2nd floor, plus one Canopy and one Arcade sign at the entrance.  For 
uniformity with the rest of the project, particularly the 2-story SW Building, it is appropriate for 
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the NW Building to utilize the W.1 Retail signs on the 2nd floor rather than the W.2 Office signs. 
Additionally, the canopy and arcade signs are no longer viable due to the architectural changes.  
 
As a result, the CSP now identifies sign locations on the four building elevations for W.1 
signage, but also limits to three signs from the four locations.  There is also a reference with 
additional language on page 7 about sign types. 
 
Kevin – His recollection was for a recommendation for only two wall signs for Kiddie Academy 
and feels that generally fewer signs is the better practice. 
 
Carla – Where will addressing be located?  Mike responded that they will probably be close to 
the entrance.  The discussion today is only dealing with the proposed change to W.1 wall 
signage.  H added that they are striving for consistency with the other 2-story building (SW) 
and signage at the upper level.  Regarding addressing, it is usually the fire department that 
rules on that placement. 
 
Monty – Are there any differences in the overall spacing or size limitation on allowable signage 
for this building that would mitigate the stated BDRC desire of two rather than three signs? 
Developer showed that sign area for each W.1 sign is less than shown on renderings and 
previously shown when signs were W.2.  Overall, less sign area than previously shown with 
arcade and canopy signs.  
 
  
SE Building (corner of Quebec/Lowry Blvd) 
 
H said that they strongly think a color component is necessary.  There are only five W.2 wall 
signs on a 3-story six-sided building.  They have real feedback from the signed tenants and feel 
some color is appropriate.  Since there will be colored retail signage throughout the site, these 
five office tenant signs will be of little effect to the visual experience of the overall project and 
not stand out.  Color throughout will support conformity and a unified aesthetic in compliance 
to Section 3.31 of the Boulevard One Design Guidelines.  
 
H outlined what the developer is seeking from today’s meeting: 

o Approval of the change for the NW Building to W.1 signage with a limit of three from 
the four opportunities 

o Total of five W.2 signs on the SE Building with allowance for some color 
o Added language for illumination dimming standards 
o Permitting and fabrication of CSP compliant signs with no requirement for further 

DRC review and approval 
  
Committee Comments/Questions with developer responses/questions in bold:  
 
Carla – It seems better to have “Exchange”on the upper façade as the primary project identity 
on the exterior signage and a tenant directory on the interior.  Her major concern is a cluttering 
of signs if there is a subdivision with more tenants in the future.   H said he understands her 
point, but consideration must also be given to the competitive component of the tenants and 
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their desire for exterior identification.  Nick added that the “Exchange” moniker is a 
placemaking tool that applies to the entire center.  In response to Carla’s question does more 
tenants = more clutter on signage, H said that the CSP prevents that.  There are limitations on 
those five opportunities even if there are more tenants in the future.  There is a hierarchy 
created by the CSP of signage for tenants and is key for the leasing team to convey that to 
prospective office tenants.  Monty, Kevin, and Steve all agreed that they did not see a problem 
with the prescribed W.2 signage and understand it is a departure from legacy Lowry.  There are 
different design guidelines and design review committees (with some overlap) even though the 
public might see legacy Lowry and Boulevard One as the same.  Kevin stated that he is ok with 
the W.2 signage as proposed even if it is a departure from the established standards for legacy 
Lowry.   It is always the goal to limit signage as much as possible in either area. 
 
Carla requested that the design team provide a perspective looking south along Quebec to 
better understand the impact of the proposed office tenant signage. This request was also 
made at a previous meeting. 
 
There was further discussion and clarification of the differences and limitations within the CSP 
of W.1 and W.2 signs and how they apply to retail vs office tenants.  The understanding is that 
W.2 signs apply to office tenants for placement on upper elevations and limited to one tenant 
per sign with five signs allowed on the SE Building.  
   
Steve – His big concern is number of window signs and allowable content.  H pointed out that it 
is limited to only 20% of the glass so it not overwhelming. 
 
Monty – Not comfortable with no return to DRC for approval of signs prior to fabrication.  There 
could be unintended consequences if there is no early monitoring of compliance to the CSP. 
What would be grounds for disapproval if within the CSP guidelines.  Kevin responded that 
that is why committees are in place to catch potential problems early and to meet the 
expectations of the community, CCD, tenants, and the developers.  All have the same goal of 
shared understandings to avoid confusion.  The developer wants to be able to provide comfort 
to the leasing team that there won’t be a rejection due to some subjective review criteria and 
that there is consistency of reviews by CCD and BDRC are based on the same criteria.  H 
confirmed that both review processes would be based on compliance to the approved CSP. 
Nick said that some of the tenants are ahead of the CSP in their planning so are close to 
needing a review.  Would the developer or tenant bring to the BDRC?  The developer, as 
co-applicant and familiarity with the BDRC, would be the appropriate presenter. Also, bundling 
of applications at one time and sooner rather than later would lead to expediency for all 
concerned.  Discussion concluded with the understanding that all signs will have to be approved 
by BDRC and that review would not be delegated to the developer.  
 
Motions were presented for the various requests by the developer: 
 
A motion by Carla McConnell and seconded by Steve Lane was passed to approve the 
language of limiting illumination during nighttime hours. 
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A motion by Kevin Yoshida and seconded by Steve Lane was passed approve the proposal of 
four opportunities of W.1 signs on the NW Building (Kiddie Academy) with a maximum of 
three utilized.  
 
Several motions were attempted to address remaining concerns relevant to the W.2 signage on 
the SE Building.  Further discussion resulted in these outstanding issues: 

o Quantifying the allowable space used within the sign area of the W.1 signs on the 
NW Building and the W.2 signs on the SE Building either by percentage or square 
footage. 

o The proposed language for color on the W.2 signs still seems contradictory, to 
encourage color when black/white preferred.  Concern of quantity of color that 
might degrade the collective impact.  Want to prevent signs on upper level being 
garish against the white background and adding to visual clutter in context of the 
whole.  

 
H offered thanks to the committee for the two approvals and the team will get to work on the 
two outstanding items with usable, predictable, descriptive criteria. 
 

● Adjournment  
The meeting adjourned at 12:40 p.m. 
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