Statement of Vision
Lafayette’s panoramic view of the Rocky Mountains inspires our view into the future. We value our
heritage, our unique neighborhoods, a vibrant economy and active lifestyles. We envision a future
that mixes small-town livability with balanced growth and superior city services.

NOTICE OF PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
This meeting will be conducted by electronic and telephonic means in order to protect the public
health and safety according to a Declaration of Local Disaster Emergency issued by the
Mayor of the City of Lafayette on March 17, 2020; and City of Lafayette Resolution No. 2020-23,
extending the Mayor’s declaration until terminated by Council.
SEE BELOW THE AGENDA FOR MEETING ACCESS AND PARTICIPATION OPTIONS

JANUARY 27, 2021

AGENDA
6:00 PM PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
I.

OPENING OF MEETING
Call to Order
Pledge of Allegiance
Roll Call

II.

ITEMS FROM THE PUBLIC NOT ON THE AGENDA

III.

MINUTES FOR SEPTEMBER 22, 2020, NOVEMBER 24, 2020, AND WORKSHOP MINUTES
FOR OCTOBER 27, 2020

IV.

REGULARLY SCHEDULED ITEMS
A. BLACK DIAMOND CENTER NORTH, LOT 2, ASPEN DENTAL
(SE ¼, SW ¼ Section 34, T1N R69W)
1. SITE PLAN/ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW
B. MEDTRONIC PRELIMINARY PLAN/PUD REVIEW – Public Hearing
(W/2, SW/4 AND NE/4, SEC. 14, T. 1. S., R. 69 W., 6TH P.M.)
1. REZONING
2. PRELIMINARY PLAN/PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT REVIEW
3. SITE PLAN/ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW

C. SOLAR AND ELECTRIC VEHICLE READY BUILDING CODE REGULATION OVERVIEW

D.

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN SCHEDULE UPDATE

V.

OTHER BUSINESS
A. COMMISSION COMMENTS
B. DEPARTMENT COMMENTS

VI.

ADJOURN

OPTIONS FOR ACCESSING THE MEETING
•

Tune to Comcast Channel 8 or HD Channel 881.

•

View the meeting on your computer at https://www.lafayetteco.gov/627/Streaming-Video To
provide comments during the meeting please connect via videoconference.

•

Listen to the meeting by calling 253-215-8782. Once connected, you will be asked for the
meeting number. The meeting number for January 27, 2021 is 894 0788 6519. Then press
# after entering the number.
OPTIONS FOR PARTICIPATING IN THE MEETING

•

Submit written comments to Planning Commission Secretary. If your remarks are received by
3:00 p.m. on January 27, 2021 they will be read into the record at the meeting.

•

Participate on your computer via videoconference.

•

Use the “Raise Hand” icon during Public Input to request to speak. When it is your turn to
speak, we will unmute your microphone.

•

When listening over the phone, press *9 during Public Input to raise your hand to request to
speak. When it is your turn, we will unmute your microphone.
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Planning Commission Meeting Minutes
Tuesday, September 22, 2020
City of Lafayette
Virtual Meeting
Chair Viers called the meeting to order at 6:15 pm. Those in attendance included: Chair
Viers, Vice Chair Thomas, and Commissioners Fischer, Godfrey, Phillips, and Smith.
Absent: Commissioner Stephens
Staff Present: Interim Planning & Building Director Jana Easley, Planner II Jon Hoffman, and
Recording Secretary Michelle Verostko
Items from the Public
None.
Meeting Minutes August 25, 2020
Commissioner Godfrey moved to approve the meeting minutes for August 25, 2020,
seconded by Vice Chair Thomas. All voted in favor of the motion.
Scheduled Items
Indian Peaks Filing No. 18 Rezoning
Planner II Jon Hoffman entered the staff report into the record. He stated this is a request to
Rezone the South Parcel of Indian Peaks Filing No. 18 Commercial (Indian Peaks
Marketplace) from Developing Resource (DR) to Community Service Business (B1). The
rezoning is to allow the south parcel of Indian Peaks Marketplace to develop a 3.55-acre
office/retail project pursuant to the approved Sketch Plan.
Mr. Hoffman presented a vicinity map showing the location of the South Parcel which is in
the northwest corner of Highway 42 (N. 95th Street) and Paschal Drive. The property is
zoned DR (Developing Resource) and has a Comprehensive Land Use Map Designation of
Commercial.
Mr. Hoffman reviewed the application against the zoning code criteria and discussed how
the application meets Criterion §26-16-8(c).
Jeff Wingert, WW Reynolds, Boulder, stated they agreed with staff’s recommendation and
would be available for questions.
Chair Viers opened the public hearing at 6:25 p.m.
Sally Hurand, 156 Haystack Way, Lafayette, asked the Planning Commission if they or staff
could provide a short history of the project being reviewed.
Chair Viers closed the public hearing at 6:28 p.m.
The Planning Commission clarified with staff that the north parcel is currently zoned B1
(Community Service Business). Other questions included whether this review should wait
until after the appeal and how did it get missed during the Preliminary Plan/Planned Unit
Development (PUD) review. Other questions of staff focused on some background regarding
the southern parcel and what the Planning Commission was reviewing.
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Mr. Hoffman responded to the questions and gave a brief history of the project.
The Planning Commission asked what some of the benefits would be by zoning the property
B1 (Community Service Business) instead of C1 (Regional Business) or T1 (Transitional
Business District) zoning.
Motion
Commissioner Phillips moved the Planning Commission recommend approval of this
rezoning request, finding the rezoning complies with Section 26-16-8(c) of the
Development and Zoning Code and the rezoning is necessary to comply with the
Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map. Commissioner Smith seconded the motion. The
Planning Commission clarified that the northern section was already zoned, and the
rezoning was only for the southern parcel. All voted in favor of the motion. The motion
passed 6 in favor, 1 absent.
287 Commercial Center, Lot 7 (Front Range Engineer), Special Use Review and Site
Plan/Architectural Review
Planner II Jon Hoffman entered the staff report into the record. He stated this application is
a request from Front Range Engineering for approval of a Site Plan/Architectural Review and
Special Use Review to allow a fabrication shop in association with their office space. The
project is in the southwest corner of Aspen Ridge Drive and Harvest Drive. The street
address is 725 Aspen Ridge Drive. Mr. Hoffman presented a vicinity map to help illustrate
the location of the property and the surrounding uses which include commercial uses to the
south and east and residential uses to the west. He showed pictures of the site and
surrounding areas as it exists today.
Mr. Hoffman explained that the proposal includes a 9,500 square foot building, of which
6,000 square feet will be office use and 3,500 square feet will be a fabrication shop. The
applicant is proposing to use one-third of the office space and full use of the fabrication area
for their Engineering company. The remaining two-thirds of the office space will be leased to
other office users.
Mr. Hoffman explained the property is zoned C1 (Regional Business) and the Comprehensive
Plan Land Use Map Designation for the property is Commercial. Office use is permitted in
the C1 zone and the fabrication shop area requires a Special Use Review application. He
discussed how the code defines fabrication and how it applies to this application.
Mr. Hoffman presented the site plan and discussed some of the site challenges including
the piped Davidson Highline Ditch that traverses the southeast corner of the property as well
as topographical constraints, and two front yard setbacks. He reviewed the site layout,
setbacks, and trail connections.
Mr. Hoffman presented the Special Use Review and discussed staff’s analysis of the review
criteria and how the application complies with the criteria. He reviewed the residential
neighborhood’s concerns about lighting, noise, and traffic, and how the applicant has
addressed those concerns.
Mr. Hoffman presented the Site Plan/Architectural Review and discussed access, setbacks,
topography, and landscaping. He reviewed the building’s architecture and discussed the
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proposed building materials, colors, elevations, and architectural elements. He reviewed
the building height, solar panels installation, trash enclosure location, and the overhead
doors. He presented renderings of the building.
Staff recommended approval of the Front Range Engineering Special Use Review and Site
Plan/Architectural Review applications subject to the fourteen (14) recommended
conditions outlined in the staff report.
Mr. Hoffman gave a summary of the timeline for this project including the neighborhood
meeting, formal submittal, and the multiple meetings staff and the applicant had reviewing
related issues to their project.
Commissioner Fischer disclosed that she resides in Anna’s Farm but is not within 750 feet
of the property and did not receive a public hearing notice. She stated she believes she can
be unbiased in the review of this project and that she does not have any financial interest in
the project.
The Planning Commission took a five-minute recess at 7:10 p.m. and reconvened at 7:15
p.m.
Paul Hendershott, Front Range Engineering, gave a brief background of their company. He
explained that the plan allows them to meet their current needs as well as allow for future
growth. He noted they plan to lease the two additional spaces to other tenants.
Mr. Hendershott presented their proposal and discussed their design, building height,
elevations, floor plans, and site layout.
Chair Viers opened the public hearing at 7:25 p.m.
Susan LaHoda, Anna’s Farm United, 616 Mills Street, Lafayette, and Sally Hurand, 1506
Haystack Way, Lafayette. Ms. LaHoda stated they have concerns about the compatibility of
the light industrial use next to residential and would like the building setbacks increased
and the building height reduced or moved further away from the residential homes. They
also expressed concerns about noise, lighting, and fencing.
Chair Viers closed the public hearing at 7:35 p.m.
Planning Commission questions to the applicant focused on lighting and light spillage on to
surrounding areas, particularly the residential neighborhood. The Commission asked about
the height of the light poles, any recessed lighting near the west side of the building, parking
lot lighting, emergency lighting, and whether there are interior lights left on after hours.
Other questions focused on the landscaping on the western edge of the site, spacing of the
proposed trees and bushes, and whether there were any concerns about the berm washing
out. The Planning Commission asked the applicant how they would address the blank wall
on the lower western elevation and whether they will have solar panels and Electric Vehicle
Charging Stations. The applicant responded to the Planning Commission questions.
The Planning Commission asked staff whether the ditch will be piped, how the detention
pond would be maintained, and to clarify what the setbacks were from the applicant’s
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property line to the residential property line. Staff answered the Planning Commission
questions.
The Planning Commission discussed the landscaping, recessed lighting, parking lot lighting,
light pole heights, and the architecture for the western elevation of the building. The
Planning Commission reviewed the conditions of approval and amended Site
Plan/Architectural Review Condition No. 6 regarding landscaping to provide more variety of
evergreen trees along the west property line so that it is more diverse, and to be approved
by staff. The Planning Commission added the following additional Site Plan/Architectural
Review conditions of approval:
•
•
•

a condition requiring the exterior wall pack lighting to be replaced with
ornamental wall fixtures to be approved by staff,
a condition requiring the parking lot pole lights to be no taller than twelve feet
in height, and
a condition requiring the upper windows on the west elevation to be a dark
tint to mitigate glare on adjacent properties to be approved by staff.

The Planning Commission discussed the Special Use Review application and concerns about
noise from the business and the building material the applicant has proposed that would
address that concern.
Special Use Review Motion
Commissioner Godfrey moved the Planning Commission recommend approval of the Special
Use Review, subject to the conditions of approval, finding the use meets the criteria of
Section 26-15-4; the proposal complies with the Municipal Code, is compatible with the
surrounding area, presents no potential for adverse environmental impacts, and it is
compatible with the Comprehensive Plan. Commissioner Phillips seconded the motion. All
voted in favor of the motion. The motion passed 6 in favor, 1 absent.
Site Plan/Architectural Review Motion
Commissioner Phillips moved the Planning Commission recommend approval of the Site
Plan/Architectural Review, subject to the recommended conditions as amended, finding the
plan complies with the criteria of Section 26-16-7.1; the submittal requirements of Section
26-17-9 have been met; and the architecture promotes transition in scale and character in
the neighborhood and will complement the existing area. Commissioner Godfrey seconded
the motion. The Planning Commission clarified the amended conditions. Vote: All voted in
favor of the motion. The motion passed 6 in favor, 1 absent.
Special Use Conditions of Approval:
1. No outdoor storage of pallets, shipping containers, or equipment is allowed.
2. The overhead door shall be kept closed except to accept or provide deliveries.
3. The Special Use approval shall be restricted to the specific type of fabrication that
Front Range Engineering does. Any other type of fabrication would require new
Special Use approval.
Site Plan and Architectural Conditions of Approval:
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4. The applicant shall work with staff to increase the amount of vertical Tigerwood at
appropriate locations on each elevation of the building. Appropriate locations may
include entrances, blank wall, corners, or other transition locations.
5. The building shall include solar panels, the applicant shall work with staff on location
and number of panels.
6. Evergreen variety along the west property line shall be more diverse, to be approved
by staff.
7. The applicant shall provide an annual water budget worksheet that details the annual
water usage meeting the Code requirement prior to the project review by City Council.
8. Reflective window glazing is prohibited.
9. All wall mounted equipment shall be painted to match field/background color and
ground mounted mechanical shall be screened via plantings where possible.
10. All lighting temperature shall be 3000K temperature to be within the “warm”
temperature level.
11. Exterior wall pack lighting shall be replaced with ornamental wall fixtures, to be
approved by staff.
12. Parking lot pole lights shall be no taller than twelve (12) feet in height.
13. The upper windows on the west elevation shall be a dark tint to mitigate glare onto
adjacent properties, to be approved by staff.
14. The trash enclosure shall be sized to include trash, recycle, and compost containers.
15. The applicant shall obtain approvals from Davidson High Line Lateral Ditch Company
and Xcel prior to submitting for building permit.
16. Engineering comments and clarifications shall be addressed before the applications
being brought before City Council.
17. Site Plan/Architectural Review is contingent on approval of the Special Use Review.
Commission Comments
Commissioner Smith gave an update on the September Lafayette Open Space Advisory
Committee (LOSAC) meeting. He stated he is still interested in being appointed as liaison to
LOSAC.
The Planning Commission discussed with staff whether they had to make a recommendation
to City Council for the liaison appointments.
The consensus of the Planning Commission was to have Commissioner Smith serve as the
Planning Commission liaison to LOSAC.
Commissioner Phillips expressed interest in serving as the liaison to the Historic
Preservation Board. The consensus of the Planning Commission was to have Commissioner
Phillips serve as the Planning Commission liaison to the Historic Preservation Board.
Commissioner Godfrey asked if staff could provide more information in the staff report on
the engineering for the project being reviewed.
Chair Viers stated he would like the Planning Commission to have more time to discuss
items such as standards for reports, formalizing reports, other changes, and strategies on
how to get things started so the city is getting the best community we can. An example
would be a discussion of what is good architecture.
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Commissioner Godfrey suggested they have more workshops and would like to keep track of
what development code items they want to change.
Chair Viers suggested they have books and/or articles to pursue. He suggested the
Commission provide staff with workshop agenda items they want to discuss. Some of the
suggested topics included how to work together better, open space versus density, and
pros/cons of taller buildings.
Department Comments
Interim Planning & Building Director Jana Easley discussed some ideas she has for possible
workshops which included process training, reviewing their bylaws, parliamentary
procedures, goals and objectives for Planning Commission, and code of conduct.
Ms. Easley stated that they would have a workshop in October to review the Comprehensive
Plan Draft Outline.
Ms. Easley gave the Planning Commission an update on what was happening in the City
regarding the Cyber event, open space program, and the review of outdoor tents for
restaurant spaces.
The Planning Commission asked whether the city has looked at making some of the outdoor
tent spaces permanent or closing off streets. Ms. Easley discussed with the Commission
what the city is doing to assist restaurants during COVID. She discussed some of the
concerns they have run into with outdoor tents such as wind load and snow load.
Ms. Easley noted the City Council would be having a workshop on the city budget on
September 29, 2020.
Adjourn
Commissioner Godfrey moved to adjourn the meeting, seconded by Chair Viers. All voted in
favor of the motion. The meeting adjourned at 9:20 pm.
City of Lafayette
__________________
Anthony Viers, Chair
Attest:
___________________________________
Michelle Verostko, Recording Secretary
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Planning Commission Workshop Minutes
Tuesday, October 27, 2020
City of Lafayette
Virtual Meeting
Chair Viers called the workshop meeting to order at 6:00 pm. Those in attendance included:
Chair Viers, Vice Chair Thomas, and Commissioners Fischer, Godfrey, Phillips, Smith, and
Stephens
Staff Present: City Attorney Mary Lynn Macsalka, Economic Development Manager and
LURA Executive Director Brigid Keating, Interim Planning and Building Director Jana Easley,
Senior Planner Greg Thompson, Planner II Jon Hoffman, Transportation Engineer Joliette
Woodson, and Recording Secretary Michelle Verostko
Interim Planning and Building Director Jana Easley introduced Economic Development
Manager and LURA Executive Director Brigid Keating. Ms. Keating updated the Planning
Commission on some of the projects she is working on.
Summary of Indian Peaks Filing No. 18 Appeal
City Attorney Mary Lynn Macsalka gave a summary of the City Council’s decision on the
Indian Peaks Filing No. 18 Appeal. Ms. Macsalka explained that the City Council reviewed
the appeal of the Planning Commission decision on the Indian Peaks Filing No. 18
Preliminary Plan/Planned Unit Development (PUD). The Council approved the Indian Peaks
Filing No. 18 Preliminary Plan/PUD finding the plan complies with the requirements for
Preliminary Plan, the Planned Unit Development criteria, and complies with the
Comprehensive Plan’s Goals and Policies, and Land Use Map with one condition regarding
the potential drive-through lane. The condition states that if the Special Use Review
application for the drive-through use is denied by City Council (at the time of Final Plan), the
Final Plan site plan shall show the lane around Building 2 (on the North Parcel) removed and
the buildings and landscaping reconfigured appropriately, such as shifting Building B to the
east to provide more patio area on the west and/or providing landscaping in the area where
the lane was removed.
The Planning Commission asked why they could not base their decision on the PUD mixed
used criteria.
Ms. Macsalka confirmed that the staff report had a recommendation based on general
Preliminary Plan/PUD criteria. Ms. Easley explained the project was not a mixed used
building complex, as defined by City Code.
Ms. Macsalka explained the Planning Commission considers the criteria in the Code that
apply to commercial development. The Planning Commission also needs to consider the
purpose of a Sketch Plan and Preliminary Plan. The staff report has a review of the criteria
and staff makes a recommendation. Planning Commission bases their decision based on
the Code Criteria.
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Planning Commission discussed the review process and how to move forward. They also
discussed the need for the City’s development code to be updated and asked how that gets
started.
Ms. Macsalka noted the Planning Commission could initiate changes and cited the Code
section for amending the Code.
The Planning Commission asked Ms. Macsalka about the City Council’s decision to deny the
caretaker unit and fueling station for Concrete Works which overturned the Planning
Commission’s recommendations.
Ms. Macsalka explained that Council found that the fueling station was too close to
residents and the caretaker unit did not meet the hardship criteria. She noted this was one
of the first hardship cases for a residential unit. She added that Council is planning to review
the criterial for hardship and may make some changes to the criteria.
Workshop on Comprehensive Plan Draft Outline
Interim Planning & Building Director Jana Easley introduced the consultants.
Britt Palmberg and Brian Mooney with Rick Community Planning gave a brief presentation.
Mr. Palmberg updated the Planning Commission as to where they were in the process and
where to find all the information on the comprehensive plan website. He reviewed the
mapping tool and framework map. He gave a summary of the recent meeting with property
owners and reviewed some of their concerns.
The Planning Commission gave the consultant and staff feedback as well as discussed
various aspects of the Comprehensive Plan Draft Outline, definitions, and mapping tools.
The Planning Commission wanted more time to review and digest the material and agreed to
provide staff additional feedback by November 12.
Below is a list of some of the comments Planning Commission provided on the
comprehensive plan draft outline:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

In terms of level of specificity provided by the Comprehensive Plan, the Planning
Commission would prefer a document that is “lower to the ground”,
Have a comprehensive list of comments made on the mapping tool to date
Affordable Housing needs to be addressed
Affordable Housing needs to be defined. Do we mean affordable housing or
attainable housing?
Need to update the City’s development code
Have language that speaks to a gradation of change and transitions between open
space areas and areas of density
Tradeoffs between density and open space – needs to be discussed
Community wants a higher percentage of dedicated open space than what is
currently required
Provide developers with incentives for density – needs to be discussed
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Plan should start with identifying key metrics on various planning frameworks. What
are the four to eight things we want as metrics
Have various elements on the framework map broken out into a series of maps, layer
by layer, within the plan document.
Comprehensive Plan serves as our foundation for other efforts. The goals and metric
should tie back to this foundation. Spend more time on the wheel diagram, than the
actual map.
Connect land use back to a water budget.
Plan should outline which of the scenarios outlined in the Community Assessment for
population growth the City is pursuing
Plan should speak to thresholds that may be crossed and how they will impact the
overall transportation system and compare to eventual build-out of community
Need more detailed approval processes for key gateway areas such as design
standards, materials standards, and other details
Integrate planning for education and schools
Promote diversity in all aspects of the plan including diversity in terms of education
and housing
Review process for design of activity centers and gateways in key locations within
plan
Spread theme of diversity throughout document
Review of gateways and activity centers may involve additional criteria for review
Pursue a “specific plan” for the key focus areas in the plan
Plan needs to acknowledge wrongs inflicted on underrepresented and marginalized
populations in Lafayette’s past
Plan needs a historically based statement of where we have come from as a
community and that Lafayette seeks to repair damage to the community going
forward

Commission Comments
Commissioner Smith thanked staff for providing him the opportunity to attend the recent
American Planning Association (APA) training for Planning Commissioners.
Adjourn
Chair Viers adjourned the workshop at 9:30 p.m.
City of Lafayette
__________________
Anthony Viers, Chair
Attest:
___________________________________
Michelle Verostko, Recording Secretary
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Planning Commission Meeting Minutes
Tuesday, November 24, 2020
City of Lafayette
Virtual Meeting
Chair Viers called the meeting to order at 6:00 pm. Those in attendance included: Chair
Viers, Vice Chair Thomas, and Commissioners Fischer, Godfrey, Phillips, Smith, and
Stephens
Staff Present: Planning and Building Director Jeff Brasel, Planning Manager Jana Easley,
City Attorney Mary Lynn Macsalka, City Engineer Matt Knight, Transportation Engineer
Juliette Woodson, and Recording Secretary Michelle Verostko
INTRODUCE NEW PLANNING & BUILDING DIRECTOR
Planning Manager Jana Easley introduced the City’s new Planning & Building Director Jeff
Brasel.
Items from the Public
None.
Scheduled Items
A.
MEDTRONIC Sketch Plan Review
Planning Manager Jana Easley entered the staff report into the record. She stated this
application is a request for Sketch Plan review for a 600,000 square foot office campus on
a 42-acre site for Medtronic, an international medical device manufacturing company. The
project would be developed into a corporate office campus, with laboratory and training
space, to be built in two phases. The first phase would include two five-story buildings. The
second phase would include a third five-story building and a three-level parking structure.
The primary buildings would be linked by three-story connector buildings.
Ms. Easley explained that the application includes several code modifications which require
a Planned Unit Development (PUD) process. She reviewed the review process for this
application which includes Sketch Plan, Preliminary Plan/PUD, Rezoning, Site
Plan/Architectural Review, Preliminary Plat Review, and Final Plan Review. The Final Plan
would be reviewed by City Council and will include Rezoning, Site Plan/Architectural Review,
and Final Plat.
Ms. Easley reviewed the purpose of the sketch plan which is to allow a review of the concept
and the appropriateness of the proposed development, identify major problems which must
be resolved, and to assess the overall feasibility of the request. She reviewed the
application requirements due at sketch plan.
Ms. Easley presented an aerial map of the area which illustrated the location of the property.
She reviewed the surrounding properties and their uses. She provided an overlay vicinity
map to show the layout of this project and the Sundar Apartment projects and the future
location of the traffic signal.
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Ms. Easley presented the Medtronic site plan and reviewed access to the site, the location
of the Phase I offices, Phase II offices, the parking structure, delivery areas, the public art
location, and the Rock Creek Regional Trail.
Ms. Easley explained that Broomfield has completed a 10-foot wide, multi-modal sidewalk
along the north side of Dillon Road that connects on the east to the Rock Creek Regional
Trail. As part of the Medtronic project, the Applicant will install a 10-foot wide, multi-modal
sidewalk along the east side of US Highway 287 that will connect to the Broomfield sidewalk
to complete this regional connection from Lafayette to Broomfield and the greater regional
trail system.
Ms. Easley presented the proposed building elevations and noted the materials would be
pre-cast concrete, accent metal, and glazing. The proposed colors are grey and coral. Ms.
Easley reviewed the landscaping plan and discussed the tree and shrub requirements and
water usage. She reviewed the proposed sustainable features such as 16 electric vehicle
(EV) charging stations, commitment to provide Photovoltaic (PV), lower water plantings,
locally sourced building materials, and Low-E (low-emissivity) glass.
Ms. Easley reviewed the Public Art requirements and explained that the Applicant is
proposing one percent (1%) of the site (12,000 square feet) for public art at the southwest
corner of their site. She explained that the applicant would work with City staff to develop
an outreach process for the public art project. The Public Art Committee (Pac) would review
the public art proposal and make a recommendation.
Ms. Easley reviewed the city’s Public Land Dedication (PLD) requirements for commercial
sites. She explained the option of offsetting all or a portion of the PLD requirements if
recreational opportunities would be provided for employees. The Applicant is requesting a
50% reduction in the PLD for providing recreational facilities for their employees. The
recreational facilities would include gym and shower/locker room facilities, outside green
space including individual and group seating, areas for team activities, secure inside bicycle
storage, and a network of sidewalks connecting the buildings within the campus. In
addition, they will install a 10-foot wide, multi-modal sidewalk along the east side of US
Highway 287 and connect to the Broomfield sidewalk to complete a regional trail
connection. Ms. Easley presented a slide showing the sidewalk trail connection. She
explained that as part of the process, Lafayette Open Space Advisory Committee (LOSAC)
will review the PLD at Preliminary Plan and make a recommendation.
Ms. Easley reviewed the Comprehensive Plan Policies and noted that generally the sketch
plan application is in conformance with the Comprehensive Plan and complies with 66
policies.
Ms. Easley discussed the Code modifications the applicant proposes which include increase
building height from 35 feet to 92 feet, reduce the size of the parking spaces, change the
location of parking, reduce the drive aisle width, increase the amount of freestanding
signage, and increase the wall sign height. She gave an example of other height increases
in the immediate area such as the hospital and Kaiser office buildings. She reviewed the
Code criteria for PUDs and discussed how the application meets the criteria.
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Ms. Easley reviewed the city’s Sketch Plan Review procedure. She reviewed the proposed
conditions of approval and explained that Condition No. 3 regarding adding parking to the
code modification table is no longer needed and has deleted that condition.
Staff recommended approval of the Sketch Plan/Planned Unit Development (PUD) subject to
the four recommended conditions. Staff found that the proposal complies with the
requirements for Sketch Plan submittal; complies with the PUD criteria; and generally,
complies with the Comprehensive Plan’s goals and policies. The plan is in the best interest
of the City; and the proposed code modifications are in the best interest of the City and the
neighborhood.
Molly Carson, Ryan Companies US, Inc., 3900 E. Camelback Road, Phoenix, Arizona,
introduced their team.
Jim Driessen, Vice President, Medtronic, Boulder, reviewed the company’s mission
statement and gave a general overview of their company.
Ms. Carson gave a brief overview of the Medtronic Office Campus proposal which includes
phased office campus that totals approximately 42 acres of land, 550,000 square feet of
offices, three connected five-story buildings and a parking structure. The buildings will
house office space, research and development space, and training space for over 2,000
employees. They anticipate starting construction in Spring 2021 and reach their phased
occupancy by December 2022.
Christine Yarbrough, Architect, MOA Architecture, 414 14th Street, Denver, reviewed the site
layout and discussed how they chose their design. She presented the illustrative plan and
discussed the land dedication for public art. She reviewed the existing wetlands on the site
and the proposed enhancement to the existing drainage way to Rock Creek. She presented
the building design and architecture. She presented 3-D views of the site as well as views of
the buildings along Highway 287. She discussed access to the major highway, public
transportation, bicycle access and pedestrian access. She presented views of the buildings
so one could visualize what one would see at they are driving by the buildings, the view from
Maple Road, view of the campus from Maple Grove, and the parking structure view along
Highway 287. She reviewed the architecture of the buildings, the building orientation and
configuration, the proposed materials and color, how they optimized for mountain views and
daylighting, and will provide open spaces for employee gatherings.
Matt Small, Norris Design, 1101 Bannocks Street, Denver, presented the landscape plan
and discussed some of the sustainable design features they are proposing such as water
conservation measures, natural native grasses, pollinator gardens, naturalized buffers and
open spaces, and an enhanced riparian area by the channel.
Mr. Driessen reviewed the campus employee amenities they will have such as full-service
cafeteria with indoor seating, gym and shower/locker room facilities, outdoor open space
including individual and group seating; areas for team activities, secure indoor bicycle
storage, access to trails, network of sidewalks connecting to buildings within the campus,
and an employee wellness program. He reviewed some of the sustainability features their
plans includes such as stormwater management, reduced irrigation demand, full cutoff site
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lighting, alternate transportation, solar component, Xcel-Energy Design Assistance, program,
energy efficient building systems, low water use faucets and toilets, occupancy sensors, and
LED lighting.
Chair Viers opened the public hearing at 7:10 p.m.
Planning Manager Jana Easley read two letters into the record.
Charles L. Cavness, 1660 17th Street, Denver, Attorney at Law representing mineral owners
Magnolia Minerals Trust, LLC. Mr. Cavness’ letter expressed concern about the possible
violation of Magnolia’s property rights, and they oppose any surface development through
the permitting process and would seek compensatory damages through litigation from
involved parties if the development moved forward.
Vicki Trumbo, Executive Director, Lafayette Chamber of Commerce, Lafayette, letter spoke in
support of the project and asked the Planning Commission to recommend approval of the
sketch plan review.
Jim Williams, Principal, Magnolia Minerals Trust LLC, 1616 17th St. #572, Denver, stated
they are working with the applicant to address their mineral right concerns.
Ms. A. Meirs, 10926 Maple Road, Lafayette, expressed concern about public safety issues
from the increased traffic this development would bring to this area.
Chair Viers closed the public hearing at 7:30 p.m.
The Planning Commission asked the applicant where they plan to install the Solar
Photovoltaic (PV) systems and whether they would go on rooftops or in the grassy areas.
Other questions focused on the parking and whether they plan a mix of parking lots and
parking structures, what is the distance from the handicapped parking spaces to the
buildings, how the parking lots would be sized and screened, how did they determine their
parking needs, and whether they can minimize the visibility of the parking lots through
additional screening.
The Planning Commission noted to the applicant that at preliminary plan they would like to
see cross sections of the site along Highway 287 and interior to the site. They also expect to
see how the parking would be screened when they review the project at preliminary plan.
The Planning Commission asked about the number of electric vehicle charging stations they
propose and whether they need all the parking spaces before full buildout or could the
parking be phased.
The Planning Commission asked the applicant to review what methods they have used to
promote alternative transportation.
The Planning Commission asked the applicant to review their circulation plan for pedestrian
access and traffic access for their project.
The Planning Commission asked how the parking lot for Building No. 3 would drain and
whether the ditch shown on the plan could be diverted or used for anything else. City
Engineer Knight pointed out the ditch was a drainageway that could not be diverted or used.
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The Planning Commission asked about trail access and whether there was a pedestrian
path that goes to Crescent Drive to the Coal Creek Trail.
Other questions to the applicant included where deliveries would be made, what type of
signage they are proposing, and what is their phasing schedule.
The Planning Commission asked staff whether a pedestrian overpass or underpass could be
placed somewhere along Highway 287 to allow safer pedestrian access to the Medtronic
building and existing trail corridor. Staff discussed possible conflicts with utility, drainage,
expense, and right-of-way needed for that type of connection.
The Planning Commission asked about the mineral rights concern and whether the City
could still proceed with a review of this development. City Attorney Macsalka explained that
the City and applicant will work with the mineral rights owner and will come to a resolution.
The Planning Commission asked staff whether accel/decel lanes will be provided. The
Planning Commission asked whether an underpass could be installed at the culvert near the
Maple Grove Subdivision. City Engineer Knight explained the drainage there is very shallow.
Staff discussed the need for more study before moving forward on an overpass/underpass.
It was noted that the developer was providing a multi-modal connection that would complete
some trail connections between Lafayette, Broomfield, and Boulder County.
Other Planning Commission questions to staff focused on the electric vehicle charging
stations and PV solar component. Director Brasel discussed the upcoming future EV/PV
ordinance that City Council would be reviewing in January 2021.
The Planning Commission asked staff what was Sundar’s and Medtronic’s schedule, what
commitment each of those developments would have with the future traffic signal, and how
would the U-turn work at Dillon Road. City Engineer Knight responded to the questions and
explained that Maple Grove residents would be allowed to make a U-turn at Dillon Road.
The PIanning Commission asked about the rezoning request, what the potential sales tax for
a retail site such as a Target store might be, and what happened that the Target
development did not move forward. Planning Manager Easley discussed the comprehensive
plan land use map designation for the site and the future rezoning of the property. City
Administrator Sprague addressed some of the reasons the Target retail store did not move
forward on this site.
The Planning Commission had questions about the proposed PUD modification for building
height and asked whether the hospital went through a PUD process for building height.
Other questions included whether a traffic demand management plan was done for this
project.
The Planning Commission discussed vehicular and pedestrian traffic throughout the site.
They discussed the need for additional screening of the parking lots such as providing
berms and landscaping. The Planning Commission noted that at Preliminary Plan review
they would like to see cross sections from Highway 287 into the site parking lot area, plans
that show where the pedestrian circulation is, show where the Solar PV locations would be,
and the public art location.
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The Planning Commission discussed adding conditions that would address pedestrian and
trail access, the architecture for the parking garage, site design that would address
additional screening along Highway 287 that would use art, berms, carports, landscaping
and other treatments, and a condition regarding ensuring the Solar PV installations would
happen.
The Planning Commission continued to discussed landscaping within the parking lot and
screening of the parking lots. The Planning Commission reviewed the conditions again
regarding parking lot screening, pedestrian connections, solar PV installation, and
integrating art so it can be used for screening and provide a pedestrian experience.
Planning & Building Director Brasel asked whether the condition about public art might be
more appropriate at Preliminary Plan. City Attorney Macsalka expressed concern that the
Planning Commission was getting too specific with the conditions and the conditions being
discussed were site plan/architectural review conditions and not sketch plan review
conditions.
The Planning Commission expressed concern that they did not want to miss an opportunity
to give direction to the developer/applicant on items they feel were important and made the
project better. They asked when they were supposed to make these suggestions.
City Attorney Macsalka recommended the Planning Commission provide guidance to the
developer.
The Planning Commission discussed art as a design element.
The Planning Commission reviewed a possible condition that stated the Applicant shall work
with staff to ensure the Preliminary Plan/PUD and Site Plan/Architectural Review
applications considers and reflects the Planning Commission and other City Boards to
address:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Visual impacts of parking
Creative design elements that contribute to city’s placemaking goals
Safe and efficient pedestrian and micro-mobility access
The use and installation of PV and EV
Landscape designs the supports healthy and long-term tree growth.
Parking structure design and
The overall trip generator and parking demand.

The Planning Commission asked about a workshop with the developer to discuss their
design. City Attorney Macsalka clarified with the Commission that was not appropriate.
The Planning Commission recessed at 10:30 p.m. and reconvened at 10:40 pm.
Planning Manager Easley reviewed the intent of the PUD and the Sketch Plan Review code
criteria.
City Attorney Macsalka suggested the Planning Commission offer guidance to the developer.
She reviewed the PUD code criteria and sketch plan criteria.
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The Planning Commission reviewed the application against the PUD code criteria and sketch
plan review criteria.
Motion
Commissioner Smith moved the Planning Commission approve the Sketch Plan/Planned
Unit Development (PUD), subject to the four (4) recommended conditions, finding that the
proposal complies with the requirements for Sketch Plan submittal; complies with the PUD
criteria; and generally, complies with the Comprehensive Plan’s goals and policies. The plan
is in the best interest of the City, and the proposed code modifications are in the best
interest of the City and the neighborhood. Commissioner Phillips seconded the motion. All
voted in favor of the motion.
Proposed Conditions of Approval:
1. The Sketch Plan shall be subject to the successful Rezoning to C1/M1 (Regional
Commercial/Industrial).
2. Typographical errors in the Sketch Plan shall be corrected.
3. Meet with the Crime Prevention Officer at Preliminary Plan.
4. The Applicant shall address all comments in the City Engineer’s memo dated
November 18, 2020.
Commission Comments
Commissioner Phillips gave an update on the Historic Preservation Board joint meeting with
Lafayette Urban Renewal Authority (LURA).
Commissioner Godrey stated he felt like the Planning Commission was reprimanded during
the discussion phase of the previous meeting item. He stated wants to get the best product
for the community and does not feel appreciated.
Commissioner Thomas stated she feels frustrated with the process and is not interested in
rubber stamping projects.
Commissioner Smith stated the Planning Commission can request “X” and we might not get
“X” or what we want but agreed that the Planning Commission does need to follow
procedures.
Commissioner Phillips thinks the Commission was clear on what they are expecting at
preliminary plan and the applicant heard what their interests are, and they will be attentive
to that.
Commissioner Godfrey asked if they do not have some of the discussions like they were
having this evening at sketch plan, when should the Planning Commission be having them?
Chair Viers expressed frustration and stated he feels like they have “no teeth” with the
current code and process.
City Administrator Sprague addressed the Planning Commission concerns.
Commissioner Smith gave an update on the November 5 Lafayette Open Space Advisory
Committee meeting he attended where they discussed a public art piece location and the
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cleanup of hazard materials at the Centennial Farm, the future development of the
Centennial farm, and trail connectivity.
The Planning Commission continued to discuss process improvements. Chair Viers stated
the Planning Commission needs more time to review the staff report, the plans, public
comment as well as time to get responses back from staff on questions they have. He
asked if starting in January 2021 whether the Planning Commission could get the agenda
packet a week before the meeting.
Department Comments
Planning Manager Easley discussed possible meeting dates in January as follows:
January 14 - CAC Meeting
January 25 - Joint City Council Workshop
January 26 - Planning Commission Meeting
Director Brasel discussed opportunities for how the City does project review. He stated staff
believes the work the Planning Commission does is important and both staff and the
community value the work they do.
Adjourn
Commissioner Godfrey moved to adjourn the meeting, seconded by Chair Viers. All voted in
favor of the motion. The meeting adjourned at 11:34 p.m.
City of Lafayette
__________________
Anthony Viers, Chair
Attest:
___________________________________
Michelle Verostko, Recording Secretary

PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA MEMO
MEETING DATE:

January 27, 2021

AGENDA TITLE:

Aspen Dental / Site Plan and Architectural Review

PREPARED BY:

Jon Hoffman, AICP, Planner II

Executive Summary
This is a request from Aspen Dental for review of a Site Plan/Architectural Review for a dental
office at Lot 2, Black Diamond Center North Subdivision (569 N. Highway 287). The proposed
building is a 3,515 square foot rectangular, one-story building (50’ by 70’) with the front
entrance oriented to the east facing Highway 287.
Applicant/Owner:
Location:
Land Use:
Zoning:
Total Area:
Proposed Use:
Recommendation:

Read King/Aspen Dental
569 N. Highway 287 – Lot 2, Black Diamond Center North Subdivision
Commercial
Regional Business (C1) / Planned Unit Development
1.5 acres / 65,467 square feet
Dental office
Approval of the Site Plan/Architectural Review application with
recommended conditions.

Per Section 26-16-7 of the Development and Zoning Code (DZC), the Planning Commission
shall review the site plan and architectural application against criteria provided in section 2616-7.1 of the Development and Zoning Code and recommend approval, approval with
conditions or denial of the application to City Council.
Medical or dental office is a use by right in the Regional Business (C1) zoning classification.
The applicant is not requesting any Code modifications and a Neighborhood Meeting is not
required with a Site Plan/Architectural Review application.
Background Information
This section of the staff report provide background on the proposal. Analysis is contained in
the next section.
Location and Site Conditions
569 N. Highway 287 is near the southwest corner of the intersection of Highway 287 and
Diamond Circle. To the north of the site is Chili’s restaurant that shares a vehicular access
into the site and a cross access parking agreement.
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The lot is located between two throughfares; State Highway 287to the east and Black
Diamond Drive to the west. Chili’s Restaurant is immediately to the north, Black Diamond
commercial center that includes Baseline Chiropractic, Baseline Dental, Big Daddy Bagels,
Black Diamond Liquor, Eric Olson Jewelry, Protos Pizza, The Frame Shop, Salon Picasso Hair,
and other tenants, is located to the south. To the west is 1200 Diamond Circle Business Park,
and industrial commercial complex.
•

Link to Location Map

Site Constraints
There is a large, shared Utility, Drainage, and Detention Pond Easement (Reception 1701556)
and the piped Goodhue Ditch the runs southwest/northeast through the southern portion of
the site. The detention pond and ditch located on the property are significant site constraints
that limit siting of the building. Additionally, significant utility easements along Highway 287
hinder the placement of street trees for the development.
•

Link to Site Encumbrances

There are a small prairie dog colony at the southern edge of the subject property adjacent to
and east and south of the detention pond. The applicant has been working with a member of
the Lafayette Prairie Dog Advisory Working Group (PDAWG) on passive relocation of the small
number of prairie dogs. The building, parking lot, and landscaping proposed will not affect the
colony.
•

Link to Prairie Dog comments

Zoning and Previous Approvals
The property was platted in June 2006 as part of the two-lot, 2.8-acre 287 Black Diamond
North Subdivision. The 287 Black Diamond North Subdivision created this site and the Chili’s
restaurant property immediately to the north of this lot. No development has occurred on the
subject property, Lot 2.
•

Link to Black Diamond North Subdivision Plat

The Black Diamond Subdivision was rezoned from Industrial (M1)/Planned Unit Development
(PUD) to Regional Business (C1) /Planned Unit Development (PUD) in 1997. The property was
part of original Black Diamond Subdivision approved in 1984. Site-specific Black Diamond
Subdivision PUDs contain cross parking agreement and a parking reduction for McDonalds,
Walgreens, and Black Diamond commercial center. The Black Diamond commercial center lot
has a PUD approval for an increased height for the freestanding sign and offsite sign
allowance for the fuel station. The existing PUD provisions have no impact on this site
development.
Site Design Summary
The building meets the Code criteria regarding height, setbacks, and lot coverage.
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Measurable standards
Setbacks
Required
Front E (Highway 287)
20’
Side (north)
0'
Side (south)
0'
Rear
10'
Height
Max
35’

Provided
49’
42’
100’
150’
Provided
25.5’

Layout, circulation, and parking
The building is located on the northern section of Lot 2. The Aspen Dental front door entrance
oriented to Highway 287 with the vehicular entrance from Diamond Circle.
Parking is provided on three sides of the building with open area and detention to the south
of the building. The number of parking spaces meets the minimum required in DZC Section
26-20 Off-street Parking Requirements. Traffic circulation is simple and efficient given the site
constraints.
An existing 5-foot-wide detached sidewalk exists along Black Diamond Drive. A detached 8foot sidewalk will be constructed along Highway 287, the new sidewalk will connect with an
existing sidewalk at the Chili’s lot.
•

Link to Aspen Dental Site Plan

Landscaping
The landscape plan meets the site, parking lot, and street trees and shrubs required by the
Code. The plan includes five street trees along Black Diamond Drive (two catalpa and three
oak). Due to existing wet utility and ditch easements along Highway 287, no street trees can
be provided along Highway 287. The required number of street trees have been integrated
into the overall landscape plan so that the overall number of trees (street/parking lot/site) is
met. Existing trees that were approved with the Chili’s restaurant along the north property line
with that development are to remain.
A mixture of deciduous and evergreen trees and shrubs are used throughout the site. The
annual water budget meets the requirements detailed in the Code.
•

Link to Landscape Plan

Building Architecture
The building architecture includes stone (Dutch quality), capstone sill (stonecast), Hardie
panel EIFS, fiber cement siding, fiber cement trim, standing seam metal (blue), and metal
coping materials.
The building form reflects a commercial building with similar quality treatment on all four sides
of the building. This includes changes to the wall plane with multiple materials, pilasters,
adequate transparency, and post supported freestanding awnings to temper the massing,
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provide shadow lines, and promote the blue corporate color. The color palette consists of
beige, blue, portobello, limestone and timber framing wood material.
•
•
•

Link to Elevation Plans
Link to Building Rendering
Link to Materials Board

Lighting
The building will have exterior wall-mounted, full cut-off LED fixtures on all elevations. The
parking lot will include three full cut-off LED pole lights. Staff recommends that all lighting
temperature be 3000K temperature to be within the “warm” temperature level. They are
currently proposing to utilize 4000K sources. The photometric plan indicates very low light
levels at the property lines, zero at the west property line, and maximum light levels at the
main entrance into the building and appears to meet all foot-candles level outlined in the
Code.
•

Link to Plan Set

LAFAYETTE DEVELOPMENT AND ZONING CODE ANALYSIS:
The following review criteria are provided in Section 26-16-7.1 of the Development Zoning
Code for review of all site/architectural plans.
The applicant has provided a narrative detailing how they believe they meet the Code criteria
including the Design Guidelines.
•

Link to Aspen Dental project narrative

Staff’s analysis is provided below under each criterion.
Site Plan and Architectural Review
Sec. 26-16-7.1 - Site plan/architectural review criteria.
a. The scale is appropriate to the site and function of the project and/or building.
The proposed Aspen Dental development includes a 3,515 square-foot, one-story building,
which is 5% of the 65,467 square foot lot. The existing detention pond and significant
various easement encumbrances impact the size of the building that could be
constructed. The building is 25.5 feet in height at the tallest point. The height of the
building is comparable to the Chili’s restaurant and the Black Diamond Commercial
buildings adjacent to the site. The scale of the Aspen Dental building is slightly smaller
than the other commercial users along Highway 287 but not out of context.
b. The architecture promotes a harmonious transition in scale and character of the proposed
building to surrounding land uses.
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The appearance and building size are similar to the adjacent Chili’s restaurant and
consistent with corporate architecture found along Highway 287. The building materials
attempt to adhere to the Black Diamond Subdivision theme to pay homage to the historic
Black Diamond Mine via use of timber frame elements in the awnings. The materials and
building size are in scale and harmonious with the adjacent land uses and commercial
corridor.
Staff would like to see additional wood timber aspects further added to the building’s
Highway 287 facade to further emphasize Black Diamond Mine that was located near the
property, and to better tie into adjacent development that incorporates these elements.
Staff recommends that the east elevation standing seam awning be replaced with a gable
style awning with heavy timber exposed trusses. The change is a recommended condition
of approval to be material and design be approved by staff prior to building permit
submittal. The wood material will help accentuate this as the focal entry point of the
building. This design can be seen at the Black Diamond commercial center immediately
to south at the Protos Pizza and Frame Shop.
Black Diamond Subdivision architecture

c. The quality and overall design is compatible with the location and proposed use as
demonstrated by building elevations.
The Black Diamond Subdivision and Highway 287 commercial corridor area includes a mix
of agrarian and mining architecture, corporate architecture, and corporate architecture
that incorporate timber and wood elements. The Aspen Dental building continues this
architecture and design. The quality of materials and overall design is compatible with the
location and proposed use.
d. Any diverse architectural treatments are integrated into the overall architectural theme in
order to avoid a cluttered appearance.
Architectural treatments include vertical stacked stone veneer and EIFS capped elements
with fiber cement trim and metal coping. Horizontal fiber cement siding creates a wood
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like appearance that accentuates the upper half of building facades. Blue metal awnings
and fiber cement trim create a horizontal transition between materials. Wood timber posts
incorporated into the awning design are integrated on each elevation. The varied
materials, surface relief, and color help break up the building form. The architectural
materials and treatments are integrated on all elevations. The overall architectural theme
combines materials but avoids a cluttered appearance.
e. The landscape design has been incorporated into the plan and takes into consideration
the function and use of open areas and buffering.
The overall site landscape plan meets the required trees and shrubs required by the Code.
The design includes the use of open area along the south with the subdivision detention
pond area. The required number of street trees have been integrated into the overall
landscape plan so that the overall number of trees (street/parking lot/site) is met.
f. The overall landscape treatment of exterior spaces enhances the quality of the project
and creates usable open areas.
The landscape plan enhances the Highway 287 commercial corridor and is compatible
with the character of the surrounding area. The treatment for the development adds to the
quality of the overall project site design with the site trees and shrubs helping to
accentuate the development. Chili’s landscape plan design is continued through the site
to achieve consistency for the area.
g. The traffic and pedestrian circulation system, including parking lots, contributes to the
orderly and aesthetic quality of the site.
Primary vehicular access is from Black Diamond Drive with the business parking on the
north, west, and east sides of the building. Traffic circulation is simple yet effective
creating an orderly design of the site.
The existing 5-foot-wide detached sidewalk exists along Black Diamond Drive. Connects
into the site for an efficient and orderly design. A detached 8-foot sidewalk will be
constructed along Highway 287 and will continue the Highway 287 pedestrian
improvements along this corridor.
h. The screening of service yards, rooftop mechanical equipment and other items which tend
to be unsightly has been accomplished through the placement of walls, fences, plantings,
or a combination thereof; further, the screening is effective during all seasons of the year.
Trash enclosures are located at the back of the building and away from roadways.
The rooftop mechanical systems are screened with parapets on all elevations. The trash
collection bin is in an enclosure is located immediately southwest of the building adjacent
to the rear parking area away from Highway 287. It is in an appropriate location and should
not impact adjacent properties in the area and will be screened from public view.

6

•
i.

Link to Rooftop Mechanical Line-of-Sight Section Rendering

Monotony of design within a project has been avoided by providing variation of detail, form
and siding that provides visual interest.
The applicant has provided a diverse set of materials that complement each other. The
building design and changes in materials attempt to provide visual interest and avoid
monotony. Rooflines are limited but offer some parapet deviations. offers recesses. The
wood and color accents along the awnings help alleviate repetitiveness.

j.

The building materials are suitable to the type of building and design for which they are to
be used. The building exteriors have the same materials, or those which contrast as to be
architecturally harmonious. Metal materials as a primary architectural feature have not
been used.
The fiber cement siding, EIFS, stone veneer, metal coping, timber accents, a fiber cement
trim to meet intent of the Commercial Design Guidelines and are suitable for a Dental
office building. The metal awnings and wood timber frames material changes create depth
to the building. Metal materials are not used as a primary architectural feature.

k. The materials selected are of a durable quality and offer protection from rot and/or
corrosion through the use of commonly accepted maintenance procedures.
Material samples have been provided and are believed to be durable for the Colorado
climate.
l.

For any design in which the structural frame is exposed to view, the structural materials
are durable and compatible within themselves and harmonious to their surroundings.
The building’s architecture does not contain exposed structural materials.

m. Building articulation and rooflines are varied by the use of architectural and site design.
The Aspen Dental building provides offset to the building façade through the use of
pilasters and change in material at the base of the building on the building on each
elevation. The roofline is flat but includes a parapet that varies on each elevation with the
highest parapet on the eastern and western facades, stepping down in height on the
northern and southern facades.
n. Building components such as windows, doors, eaves, and parapets are visually attractive
in proportion, scale, and relationship to one another in each building.
The proposed window plan details a combination of spandrel glazing and insulated glazing
finish on the windows. The applicant has confirmed the insulated glazing glass will be
clear glazing glass and not reflective. The Commercial Design Guidelines allow for
reflective glass (exceeding a visible light reflectivity factor of .19 with a light transmittance
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factor of less than 60%), glass block, and obscure glass as a primary glazing material, but
only in a limited detail. Reflective glazing, glass block and obscure glass shall be
permissible for limited detail and aesthetic effect. For the most part, this standard is being
achieved, they are proposing the use of opaque spandrel glass in lieu of actual
transparency on portions of the northern, and southern, and western facades. However,
the use of spandrel glass breaks up the consistency of the proposed glazing on the
facades. Any privacy needed can be obtained through interior devices such as blinds or
window shades. Staff recommends the spandrel glass be replaced with transparent clear
glass to match the adjacent glass design.
o. The colors, including accents, are harmonious and compatible.
The building color palette is comprised of beige, blue, portabella (brown), limestone and
timber framing natural material color. The proposed main color pallet of wood and earth
tones is compatible with other muted colors in the area, while the blue accents will add
inserts of color.
p. The materials used to buffer mechanical equipment, electrical equipment or other utility
hardware on the roof, ground, or building, are harmonious with the building.
The proposed wall mounted equipment color is not detailed in the plans. Staff
recommends all wall mounted equipment be painted to match field/background color and
that ground mounted mechanical be screened via plantings where possible.
q. Exterior lighting, which is a part of the architectural concept, is harmonious with the
building design, and does not shine directly on adjacent properties.
The Aspen Dental building will have exterior wall-mounted, full cut-off LED fixtures on all
elevations. The parking lot will include three full cut-off LED pole lights. Staff recommends
that all lighting temperature be 3000K temperature to be within the “warm” temperature
level that staff and Planning Commission encourage. They are currently proposing to utilize
4000K sources. The photometric plan indicates very low light levels at the property lines,
zero at the west property line, and maximum light levels at the main entrance into the
building and appears to meet all foot-candles level outlined in the Code.
r. Service yards, storage yards and exterior work areas are buffered from view from any
public street, public pedestrian access or other public way, and from adjacent properties
with less intensive uses through the placement of the building or buildings on the site or
with the use of screening walls or enclosures constructed with materials that are
harmonious to the building to which it is associated.
No service yards, storage yards, or exterior work areas are part of this application.
s. Refuse, waste, and recycling collection areas shall be enclosed and screened from view
from any public street, public pedestrian access or other public way, and from adjacent
properties. The enclosure shall be constructed of materials harmonious to the building to
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which it is associated. Gates on the enclosure shall be of metal or some other comparable
durable material and shall be finished to match the enclosure.
The applicant has proposed the enclosure walls to be CMU material painted beige. Staff
recommends the enclosure walls be the Dutch quality stone veneer, sienna dry stack
color, which is the same material used in the base of the building to accentuate the stone
look of the development. Staff recommends the trash enclosure be sized to include, trash,
recycle, and compost containers.
t. Drive-up restaurants, and restaurants that include an outdoor eating area, shall develop
a litter collection plan, and submit such plan as part of the site and architectural plan
review. Such plan shall obligate the restaurant operator to keep the area immediately
surrounding said restaurant free of restaurant litter.
As the project is a medical office, this criterion does not apply.
Other Information
Engineer Review – The City Engineer provided comments to the applicant. The applicant
responded to comments and has amended to the plans accordingly. The November 30, 2020
memo from City Engineer Matt Knight is attached.
•
•

Link to Engineer Memo
Link to Engineer Documents (Drainage, Geotech, Utility, Subsidence)

Miscellaneous - The site plan and architecture, including site plan, grading, drainage, utilities,
erosion control, building elevations, site details, landscaping, irrigation, and lighting, have
been reviewed by City staff from Planning, Engineering, Fire, Police, Building; the City Attorney;
and relevant outside agencies, such as Xcel and the ditch company. The plans have been
found to meet all applicable City codes and regulations subject to staff recommended
conditions.
Next Steps
Using the criteria set forth in the Code of Ordinances and the Comprehensive Plan, the
Planning Commission is charged with recommending approval, approval with conditions, or
denial of the applications for Site Plan/Architectural Review. City Council will take the Planning
Commission’s recommendation into consideration when making their final decision on the
application.
Recommendation
Staff recommends approval of the Site Plan/Architectural Review application subject to the
seven (7) recommended conditions.
Proposed Conditions of Approval:
1. The east elevation standing seam awning shall be replaced with a gable style awning
with heavy timber exposed trusses to continue to Black Diamond Mine them
architecture, material and design be approved by staff.
2. Spandrel glass shall be replaced with transparent clear glass to match the adjacent
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3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

glass design.
All wall mounted equipment shall be painted to match field/background color and that
ground mounted mechanical be screened via plantings where possible.
All lighting temperature shall be 3000K temperature to be within the “warm”
temperature level.
The trash enclosure walls shall be the Dutch quality stone veneer, sienna dry stack
color.
The trash enclosure shall be sized to include, trash, recycle, and compost containers.
The applicant shall address all outstanding issues detailed in the Engineer memo
dated November 30, 2020 prior to submittal of a building permit.

Proposed Motion Language
The Planning Commission recommends approval of the Site Plan/Architectural Review,
subject to the recommended conditions, finding the plan complies with the criteria of Section
26-16-7.1; the submittal requirements of Section 26-17-9 have been met; and the
architecture promotes transition in scale and character in the neighborhood and will
complement the existing area.
Proposed Motion for Denial:
The Planning Commission recommends denial of the Site Plan/Architectural Review finding
that the plan does not comply with the criteria of Section 26-16-7.1 [insert specific Code
sections it does not meet]; or the submittal requirements of Section 26-17-9 [insert specific
Code sections it does not meet] have not been met; or the architecture is incompatible with
the neighborhood.
Attachments
1. Location Map
2. Zoning Map
3. Aspen Dental Site Plan
4. Site easement and utility encumbrances
5. Prairie Dog Information
6. Black Diamond Subdivision
7. Architectural plan set
8. Materials Board
9. Building Rendering
10. Landscape Plan
11. Full set of Plans
12. Application process chart
13. Lafayette Code Sections 26-16-7.1 and 26-17-9
14. Lafayette C1 Commercial Design Guidelines
15. Lafayette Development and Zoning code - Aspen Dental analysis
16. Engineer Memo
17. Engineer Documents (Drainage, Geotech, Utility, Subsidence)
18. Rooftop Mechanical Line of Sight Section
19. Aspen Dental Dumpster Enclosure Elevations

Staff Presentation – Aspen Dental – 1-27-21
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PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA MEMO
MEETING DATE:

January 27, 2021

AGENDA TITLE:

Medtronic - Rezoning (Public Hearing), Preliminary Plan/Planned Unit
Development (Public Hearing), Preliminary Plat, Site Plan/Architectural
Review

PREPARED BY:

Jana Easley, AICP, Planning Manager

Executive Summary
Ryan Companies, on behalf of Medtronic, is proposing to construct a new corporate campus
on 42 acres generally located at the northeast corner of S. Highway 287 and Dillion Road. The
campus will consist of 600,000 square feet of office to be built within three, five-story
buildings connected by two, three-story connector buildings. The project will be constructed in
two phases.
Applicant/Owner:
Location:
Land Use:
Current Zoning:
Proposed Zoning:
Total Area:

Ryan Companies/Medtronic
Northeast corner of S. Highway 287 and Dillon Road
Commercial
Developing Resource (DR)
Regional Commercial (C1) / Planned Unit Development (PUD)
42.2 acres

The Sketch Plan/Planned Unit Development (PUD) for Medtronic was approved by Planning
Commission on November 24, 2020. The applications before Planning Commission consist
of:
-

Rezoning request from Developing Resource (DR) to Regional Commercial/Industrial
(C1/M1)
Preliminary Plan/Planned Unit Development (PUD) Plan and Preliminary Plat
Site Plan and Architectural Review

Planning Commission is the deciding body on the Preliminary PUD Plan and Preliminary Plat
and makes a recommendation to City Council on the Rezoning and the Site/Architectural
Plan.
City Council Strategic Priority: Economic Prosperity
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Proposal Summary and Background Information
This section of the staff report provides background information and project description for
each application type being reviewed by the Commission; Rezoning, Preliminary PUD
Plan/Preliminary Plat, and Site Plan/Architecture.
Rezoning
The applicant is requesting to rezone the property from Developing Resource (DR), which is
a holding zone established when the parcel was annexed into the City, to Regional
Commercial/Industrial (C1/M1) with uses modified as part of the PUD application. The dual
zoning is to allow the site to accommodate laboratory uses and high-tech assembly, which is
not permitted under a C1 zone district, and the requested PUD modifications are proposed
to eliminate most other industrial uses in the M1 zone district. The laboratory use will
account for approximately 10% of the gross building square footage.
The Preliminary PUD Plan lists the following uses that would be allowed in the proposed
C1/M1 zone if the rezoning is approved.
PERMITTED USES
1. Any use permitted by right in the C1 zone district.
2. The following uses permitted by right in the M1 zone district:
2a. office.
2b. parking lot or structure, in association with a primary use.
2c. research, testing, and laboratory facility, or facility for
manufacturing,
fabrication, processing or storing of product.
2d. electrical parts and similar high-tech assembly.
USES REQUIRING SPECIAL USE REVIEW APPROVAL BY THE CITY OF LAFAYETTE
1. Any use in the C1 zone district requiring special use review.
PROHIBITED USES
1. Any use allowed in the M1 zone district, either by right or special use
review,
unless such use is specifically listed under permitted uses herein.
2. Marijuana/hemp extraction.
Preliminary PUD Plan/Preliminary Plat
The applicant is requesting Preliminary PUD Plan and Preliminary Plat approval. The
Preliminary PUD Plan is the second step in the City’s three-step Planned Unit Development
process. PUDs are used as an overlay to the underlying zoning to allow for flexibility in the
underlying zoning standards in exchange for a higher level of design and creativity in the
building and site design.
The site has not previously been platted and the plat is for a one lot subdivision with utility
and drainage easements to be dedicated to the City for maintenance purposes.
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As part of the Sketch Plan, the site plan, building elevations, landscaping, and preliminary
grading and utility plans were included. As the design work has evolved, the applicant has
identified further code modifications related to landscaping. The applicant has withdrawn
their request for a larger freestanding sign.
Except specified as a Code modification below, the application meets all technical Code
requirements. The applicant is requesting eight (8) modifications as shown in the table
below:

Building Height
The maximum allowable building height in C1 and M1 zones is 35 feet. The Applicant is
requesting a Code modification to allow the parapet to be 77 feet and the rooftop screen
wall to be 92 feet.
Parking Space Size
The Applicant is requesting a reduction in parking stall size from 9’ x 19’ (with allowance for
1.5’ overhang into landscaping and sidewalks) to 8.5’ x 17.5’ to ensure the quantity of
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parking spaces needed can be met. Their justification is based on the National Parking
Association’s, “Dimensions of Parking – Fifth Edition,” published by the Urban Land Institute.
Drive Aisle Width
The Applicant is requesting a reduction of non-fire access drive aisles within the parking lot
from 24 feet to 23 feet.
Location of Parking
Section 26-20-13 of the Lafayette Development and Zoning Code (LZC) requires parking be
located within 300 feet of the front entrance of a building. The applicant is requesting a
modification for the southern auxiliary parking lot, which cannot meet the standard due to
the size of the property.
Wall Sign Height Above Grade
The Applicant intends to locate their wall signage at the top floor of their building, two feet
below the top of the parapet at 75 feet. The zoning standard is 25 feet.
Service Yard Wall Height (condition of Sketch Plan to add this modification)
There is a small area at the service yard that contains a fence and wall for security purposes
and screening. The applicant is requesting an allowance for a 10-foot-tall fence and wall,
whereas the Code allows fences up to six feet in height.
Transition Landscaping (new modification)
The applicant is requesting parking lot trees not be planted within parking garage and solar
canopy footprints. They are asking for shrubs and ornamental grasses be planted within the
future parking structure footprint. There is no proposed landscaping under the car canopies
due to inadequate sunlight for landscaping.
Street Tree Placement (new modification)
The applicant is requesting an allowance from the required 10 feet from back of curb for
street trees to be 85 feet. This is due to utility easements just within the parcel lines along
US Hwy 287 that preclude trees from being planted in that area. Additional landscaping,
including evergreen trees, has been added along the perimeter of the site where feasible to
increase screening of the parking areas. Refer to the section diagrams in the site plan set
for visual reference.
Site Plan and Architecture
The project will consist of a new corporate campus on 42 acres. The buildings will total
600,000 square feet of office to be built within three, five-story buildings connected by two,
three-story connector buildings. The project will also include 2,393 parking spaces, 700 of
which will be in a new three-level parking structure. The project will be constructed in two
phases. The first phase consists of two of the five-story buildings and two of the three-story
connector buildings plus 1,693 parking spaces, all site landscaping, infrastructure, and
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solar car canopies, Changes to the site and landscape plans since Sketch Plan are as
follows:
•
•
•
•

•

The south parking lot is being deferred and will only be built if needed at either phase.
With that, further detention has been anticipated in the design to accommodate the
impervious surface run-off.
Solar carports will be installed in a large portion of the parking lot. Therefore, that area of
parking lot will not be landscaped according to the City’s parking lot landscaping
requirements. This is reflected in the requested code modifications.
Parking lot trees will not be planted in the future parking structure area, as they would
have to be removed later. This is reflected in the requested code modifications.
The drainageway must be rehabilitated to meet Mile High Flood District (MHFD)
maintenance standards, which the City must follow for MHFD to maintain the
drainageway. Therefore, this tributary will be redesigned, including removal of existing
vegetation, realigned into a meandering configuration, and re-landscaped. New
landscaping will include native seed mix and willow shrubs.
The south parking lot will be deferred until it is needed, which may occur in either phase.
There is the possibility it is not needed depending on future remote working
opportunities.

History of Site
The property was annexed in 1999 and subsequently zoned Developing Resource (DR),
which is a holding zoning until development is proposed. The site has served as active
agricultural land since annexation. In 2006, a Sketch PUD Plan was approved for a Target
store and associated development; however, due to the economic downturn in the late
2000s, the retailer changed course and abandoned its plans. The City has informally had
discussions with other developers over the years, but no formal applications have been
submitted.
Surrounding Area and Uses
Directly to the west, across US Highway 287, is the Sundar Apartment project that was
approved in 2018 (not yet built), Maple Grove subdivision, a rural residential neighborhood
in unincorporated Boulder County, and South Pointe residential neighborhood. To the north
are the Ball Campus and Exempla medical center. To the east is a Burlington Northern
railroad spur that serves the industrial development near 120th Street and, beyond that,
Boulder County Open Space. To the south is Dillon Road and the Northwest Parkway.
Environmental and Cultural Studies
The applicant submitted a Phase I environmental study and a cultural resource study. The
environmental study indicates no environmental concerns to warrant a Phase II study. The
cultural resource study states, “[T]here are no known, documented resources within the
project area beyond the historic unnamed ditch. However, should project work result in the
discovery of previously unidentified cultural resources, particularly prehistoric/Native
American resources, [the author] recommends that a qualified archaeologist examine the
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discovery to assess NRHP [National Register of Historic Places] eligibility and recommend
any mitigating measures, if deemed necessary.”
Upon a site visit, staff saw no indication of prairie dogs; however, it if prairie dogs are found
on the site, the applicant will be required to follow the City’s prairie dog management
ordinance.
City Utilities
The overall water and wastewater mains needed to serve this development are being
installed as part of the Sundar City Provided Public Infrastructure project. The internal water
mains needed to serve the new buildings and the site are being installed as a looped system
within the site and connect into the to be installed mains in Crescent Drive and State
Highway 287.
Adequate fire hydrants are being provided to serve the site. Wastewater mains are to be
installed within the site and will connect to the to be installed main within Crescent Drive.
Per City Code, the applicant will be required to provide adequate water rights to serve their
development or provide a cash-in lieu fee for the City to provide the needed water
rights. The development will be required to provide full spectrum detention in accordance
with City of Lafayette and Mile High Flood District criteria.
Transportation
The subject property is located at the intersection of two highways – US Highway 287 and
the Northwest Parkway toll road.
Vehicular Access – Primary
Directly to the west, across US Highway 287, is the Sundar Apartment project that was
approved in 2018. The Sundar project will be constructing a new access point on Hwy 287
just south of existing Maple Road. Primary access to the Medtronic site aligns at this
intersection. This intersection was approved by CDOT and the City with the Sundar
Apartment project and it was anticipated that the project would be signalized in phase 2.
However, the Medtronic traffic study states that a traffic signal will be warranted with build
out of the first phase of development. Since Medtronic will warrant the signal first, they will
be required to install this traffic signal and may be able to seek future reimbursement for a
portion of this signal from the Sundar Apartment project.
Vehicular Access – Secondary
Secondary access to Medtronic will be provided to the north from Crescent Drive and by a
right-in, right-out access from US Highway 287 between the main access and Campus Drive
to the north. Medtronic will also have deliveries coming and going throughout the day that
will primarily use the Crescent Drive access point.
The Medtronic traffic report states that use of the Crescent Drive will be minimal and is not
anticipated to have a significant impact on the existing office development.
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Sidewalks and Trails
Existing pedestrian infrastructure includes 10-foot multi-modal sidewalks to the north along
Highway 287 and to the south along Dillon Road. The project will construct a missing gap
between the two existing multi-modal sidewalks. This will connect the site and broader
community to the Rock Creek regional trail located just to the east past the rail spur. The
site is also approximately a mile south of the Coal Creek regional trail.
The applicant will install a 10-foot multi-modal sidewalk along the east side of US Highway
287 that will complete the connection from the sidewalk north of the Medtronic site to
connect to Broomfield’s newly installed multi-modal sidewalk along Dillon Road to the south
that further connects to the regional Rock Creek trail system.
Transit
The RTD “LD” bus line runs north and south along Highway 287 from Longmont to
Broomfield. From Broomfield, a rider can transfer to take a route into the Denver Metro
area. The LD also makes connections to the JUMP and DASH lines into Boulder. Plans are
underway for a future Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) line along Highway 7 that would extend east
to Brighton.
The northbound “LD” RTD stop is currently located under the Northwest Parkway will be
moved north to near the signalized intersection by the applicant. Improvements will include
a shelter, bench, and trash receptacle pursuant to RTD specifications.
Drainage
The subject property is traversed by a drainageway and about one-third of the site is within
the 100-year floodplain.
When developing a site, much of the pervious surface is built over with impervious surface,
such as building roofs, parking lots, and roadways. The run-off from new rooftops and paved
areas must be collected and controlled somewhere on site before it gradually enters the
storm drainage system. Otherwise, it would cause flooding on the site.
Similarly, drainageways that may have naturally flooded into agricultural areas, such as this
one, must be improved so as not to cause flooding over a developed site.
Mile High Flood District (MHFD) provides criteria and best practices for stream preservation
and flood management. The Medtronic site will provide for full spectrum detention facilities
to meet MHFD and City of Lafayette requirements.
Rock Creek Drainageway H (DW H), that runs through the subject property, is a regional
drainageway that begins southwest of the subject property within Boulder County Open
Space and conveys runoff northeast, ultimately connecting into Drainageway G (DW G) north
of the subject property. Initial analysis of DW H was included in the 1982 City of Louisville/
Boulder County Outfall System Plan (OSP) prepared by Water Resources Consultants, Inc
(Water Resources Consultants, Inc. 1982). A review of historical aerial imagery (1953 to
present) shows the channel, as it exists today, was constructed during the construction of
the Northwest Parkway in 2003. Prior to this, a series of farm ditches are observed in the
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1993 aerial photographs but are not visible in the 2002 aerial photograph. The channel has
developed over time and responded to the hydrology that has been present on site since
2003.
Since this drainage channel is a regional conveyance with flood, it is eligible for long term
maintenance support from the Mile High Flood District (MHFD) through their Maintenance
Eligibility program. This program allows for MHFD to provide maintenance of the regional
drainageway if certain criteria are met. This includes review and approval of the proposed
improvements by MHFD. The project team and staff met with MHFD early in the process to
determine what MHFD would require for DW H to be maintenance eligible. The main
requirement that came out of that meeting was that a geomorphic site assessment needed
to be completed by the project team to determine the existing condition of DW H and what
improvements would need to be made for the drainageway to meet the high functioning low
maintenance stream design required by MHFD. A geomorphic site assessment was
performed to determine the condition of the existing conveyance and evaluates the flood
resiliency of the existing infrastructure.
The Geomorphic Site Assessment (Assessment) was submitted to the City and MHFD for
review in October 2020 and a meeting was held with the project team and MHFD to discuss
the assessment and what modifications to DW H would be required to meet MHFD criteria.
The Assessment provided for four (4) options for modifications to the channel with two (2) of
them meeting the high functioning low maintenance (HFLM) stream design required by
MHFD. The preferred option outlined in the Assessment was selected by MHFD to meet the
HFLM stream design requirements and thus became the requirement for the project team
for this site. This option required that the existing alignment of DW H be largely maintained
while increasing the sinuosity of the channel. The preferred option will significantly increase
the size of the DW H channel to reduce flooding impacts to the property. It will also soften
the curve of the channel at the south end as well as formalizing the confluence of DW H and
DW G at the north. The improvements also consider the Rock Creek floodplain that extends
in the property.
These modifications to the channel will require removal of most, if not all, of the existing
vegetation along the reach of the channel. However, these modifications will allow for the
floodplain to be more connected to the channel and significantly increase the channel
stability and resiliency to resist flood impacts. Upon completion of the channel
modifications, the channel will be planted and vegetated to meet MHFD requirements for
HFLM stream design and ecosystem restoration. This vegetation will be monitored over
several growing seasons to ensure adequate growth to meet these criteria. Any deficient
landscaping will need to be mitigated and repaired by the property owner.
Site and Building Layout
The site and buildings are laid out to provide the greatest mountain and open space views
from both offices and outdoor seating and activity areas. About one-third of the site is
located within a floodway or floodplain and is unbuildable unless raised out through a Letter
of Map Revision (LOMR) through the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). None
of the first phase buildings will be within the floodplain. The third tower building is located
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within current floodplain, and it will have to be raised out of the floodplain as part of the site
development. This requires FEMA approval prior to construction of the third building. The
applicant will be seeking a floodplain modification (LOMR) to facilitate this.
Parking
Pursuant to the Zoning Code, a minimum of 2,000 parking spaces are required for this
600,000 square foot campus, at full build-out. A total of 2,393 parking spaces are provided.
If the south parking lot is not constructed, which contains 245 spaces, minimum parking
needs would still be met. Twelve motorcycle spaces and seven outdoor and 38 indoor
bicycle spaces are also provided.
Building Materials
Exterior materials would consist primarily of precast concrete, metal panels, and glazed
storefront and curtainwall systems, with a focus on locally sourced, sustainable, and durable
materials. All materials are believed to be durable for the Colorado climate (including wind
and hail).
The primary office towers will be five stories in height with three-story connector entrance
buildings. The architecture is dominated by glass and two-tone grey, tilt-up concrete with
some colorful metal accents. The uninterrupted roofline is meant to provide a modern, sleek
design. Diversity in textures is accomplished through varying reveals within the concrete
panels, smooth metal, and vision and spandrel glass. The building facades are articulated
on all four sides using accentuated curtain walls and reveals. Varying tones of grey concrete
in bands and frames break up the monotony of the concrete panels. The coral-colored metal
panel accents surrounding the projected curtain walls provide pops of color against the
greys of the building and further vertical articulation and shadowing. A darker opaque
spandrel glass is located between the vision glass of each floor to conceal the structural
building components such as floors and mechanical systems. All glass reflectiveness must
comply with City requirements so as not to cause glare onto nearby properties or roadways.
The rooftop mechanical units will be screened by view by a metal screen wall in a light grey
color that is meant to blend in with the sky.
The parking structure design intends to minimize the structure’s presence, provide a
transition from the one- and two-story structures nearby to the principal office buildings, and
screen headlights and vehicles from public view. The three-story design is constructed of
pre-cast concrete in differing textures of concrete and glass like the office buildings.
Electric Vehicle Charging Stations
The Applicant is proposing 18 installed electric vehicle (EV) charging stations in Phase 1,
with two being for ADA spaces. This quantity would comply with the proposed EV regulations
that will be considered by the City Council in the near future. Phase 2 installed EV charging
stations will need to comply with the regulations in place at the time of building permit.
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Photovoltaic (Solar)
Solar car canopies would be installed over approximately 448 spaces. The exact footprint,
elevations, and lighting specifications have not yet been provided.
Private Amenities
The project will provide several indoor and outdoor amenities for its employees to encourage
healthy lifestyles and support Transportation Demand Management, including:
•
•
•
•

Gym and shower/locker room facilities
Outside green space including individual and group seating, areas for working
outdoors, team activities and exercise
Secure inside bicycle storage (38 lockers) and bicycle repair center plus additional
outside bike racks
A network of sidewalks and paths connecting the buildings within the campus and a
loop trail connecting those paths to the drainageway maintenance path

Public Land Dedication (PLD)
The City requires commercial projects to dedicate 12% of their overall site area as land for
public use and enjoyment, which would equate to 5.07 acres. When the site cannot
accommodate reserving 12% of the site for public use, cash-in-lieu may be provided. There
is also an option to offset all or a portion of the PLD requirement if recreational opportunities
will be provided for employees. The Lafayette Open Space Advisory Committee (LOSAC) is
charged with making a recommendation to the City Council on PLD.
At its January 7, 2021, meeting, the LOSAC reviewed the applicant’s proposal for PLD and
made a recommendation to City Council that 100% of the Public Land Dedication be
provided as cash-in-lieu. Cash-in-lieu is based on the fair market value of the land, which will
be determined and included in the development agreement for the project. The Final Plat
may need to be adjusted based upon City Council’s ultimate decision on PLD.
Affordable Housing
The affordable housing fee of $1.00 per gross square foot of building area applies to all new
construction. Therefore, this project will generate $600,000 for the affordable housing fund
upon full build-out. Typically, the City receives approximately $200,000/year in affordable
housing fees.
Public Art
The Applicant is proposing one percent (1%) of the site (12,000 square feet) for public art at
the southwest corner of their site. The Applicant is interested in conducting a public art
competition for selecting the art piece and will work with city staff to develop an outreach
process. Details of the art and the exact location will be determined later in the process and
be formulized in a development agreement. The development agreement will outline that
the selection, approval, fabrication, and installation of the art piece will happen prior to the
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final Certificate of Occupancy. The piece should be prominent and relevant to Lafayette
since this is a gateway into the City. To provide public art in lieu of paying the public art fee,
the minimum value of the public art piece must be a minimum of $30,000 ($0.05/building
square feet). Once the proposed public art piece is selected via the public art competition,
the Public Art Committee (PAC) will review the proposal and make a recommendation for City
Council approval.
Economic Impact
This campus is designed to accommodate over 3,000 employees, with an average salary of
$130,000, who will be encouraged to patronize local businesses, thus bringing in more
sales tax revenue to the City.
In addition to building permit, inspection, water meter and utility tap fees, at full build-out,
this project will contribute the following to the City:
•
•
•
•
•
•

$600,000 – affordable housing fee
$210,000 – parks and recreation fee
$90,000 – service expansion fee
$152,400 – stormwater utility enterprise fee
$30,000+ -- value of public art
$TBD – public land dedication

Property tax value will also increase once the project is built.
Public Outreach
Required public outreach for Preliminary PUD Plan includes a 10-day online comment period
for the Illustrative Plan and a neighborhood meeting. No written comments from the public
were received and no one attended the neighborhood meeting. Comments received after
the comment period are included as Attachment P.
Pursuant to City Code, legal notice for the Rezoning and Preliminary PUD Plan applications
was published in the Hometown Weekly on January 13, 2021. Two signs were posted on the
property and letters were mailed to owners within at least 750 feet and mineral interest
owners on January 14, 2021. Mineral interest owners were also notified by the Applicant per
State law.
Lafayette Development and Zoning Code Analysis
This section of the staff report is focused on providing analysis for the required review
criteria. It is broken into sections pertaining to each application type; Rezoning, preliminary
PUD Plan/Plat and Site Plan/Architecture.
Rezoning
In evaluating the rezoning proposal, Section 26-16-8 of the Development and Zoning Code
(DZC) provides criteria for evaluation. At least one of the criteria listed in Section 26-16-8 of
the Zoning Code must be met:
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(a) The land to be rezoned was initially zoned in error or the rezoning is of a technical or
corrective nature in order to conform zone district boundaries with lot lines;
(b) Because of changed or changing conditions in a particular area or in the city
generally, it is in the public interest and reasonably necessary in promotion of the
public health, safety or welfare to rezone a property to encourage development or
redevelopment;
(c) The rezoning is necessary to conform to the Lafayette Comprehensive Plan; or
(d) The rezoning is necessary to provide land for a community related use that was not
anticipated at the time of adoption of the Lafayette Comprehensive Plan, but which
use is generally consistent with the policies and goals of said plan, is in the public
interest and is reasonably necessary in promotion of the public health, safety or
welfare.
Criterion (c) is being met with this request. The underlying Comprehensive Plan Land Use
designation is Commercial. Further, while M1, Industrial, zoning designation is proposed for
this site, the PUD effectively scales back the M1 zoning permitted uses to that of laboratory
and high-tech assembly, which will be a subordinate use on site.
This approach is needed since Section 26-18-6 of the DZC only allows approved uses
permitted within the underlying zone district. While a PUD can restrict underlying uses, it
cannot otherwise modify or add to permitted uses. Given the limitation of the proposed uses
within the M1 zone district, and the subordinate nature of the remaining laboratory and
assembly uses, it is recommended that the overall proposal would still be in conformance
with the Comprehensive Plan.
Preliminary PUD Plan/Preliminary Plat
Preliminary PUD Plan
The Planned Unit Development criteria in Code Section 26-18-5(d) is used to evaluate nonresidential projects.
The city finds the project is unique and/or necessary for the economic
development of the city.

(1)

The request will allow for Medtronic, one of the largest international medical device
companies focused on saving lives, to consolidate their local operations and have a
Colorado headquarters in Lafayette. Adjacent to the Good Samaritan Hospital, the Medtronic
campus will advance Lafayette, Boulder County, and Colorado as a hub for bioscience
workers.
(2)

The development is in the best interests of the city.

The Medtronic campus would integrate their existing office and research and
development components into one location. At full build-out, the campus could
accommodate approximately 3,000 employees. While being in an economic downturn
nationally, the campus could create new quality jobs within the Lafayette and Boulder
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County community. Medtronic’s proposed campus could create 500-1,000 new quality
jobs in finance, administrative, human resources, clinical, research and development,
and engineering. Many of those employees may also patronize Lafayette’s local
businesses and choose to live in Lafayette.
New connections to the regional trail system would be made with this development to
encourage pedestrian, bicycle, and other alternative modes of transportation around the
site.
A new prominent public art piece will be located at the south gateway into Lafayette.
Please refer to the Comprehensive Plan Evaluation section farther down in this
memorandum for the Comprehensive Plan policies the proposal complies with.
(3)

The modifications to the code by the P.U.D. are in the best interests of the city
and the neighborhood in which the development is occurring.

The applicant is requesting eight code modifications, each analyzed below.
Building Height
The proposed new campus is meant to combine two smaller Medtronic facilities onto one
site. Of the 42.2 acres, approximately one-third of the site is located within the 100-year
flood zone and an existing drainageway (Drainageway H), which connects to the Rock Creek
drainageway to the east, traverses the site.
The space needs of the user require 600,000 square feet. Typically, on a site this large,
there would be ample land to facilitate this building size. The applicant could have proposed
to underground the drainageway and applied to raise the elevation of the site out of the
floodplain to make more of the site buildable. However, there was a desire from the
applicant and staff to retain as much of the natural grade and drainageway as possible.
Each building floor is also somewhat taller than a typical floor – approximately 15 feet
versus 10 feet. An average three-story structure with 10-foot floors would be able to meet
the 35-foot height limit. In this case, five floors averaging 15 feet each plus a top parapet
wall result in 77-foot-tall buildings.
Rooftop mechanical units, such as air handlers for the heating and cooling of the building,
are required to be screened from view. As such, a 15-foot metal screen wall is proposed for
each main five-story building, resulting in a total overall building height of 92 feet. The
screen walls will be set back from the edges of the building, toward the center of the roof,
and painted a light grey, which will help to minimize their appearance.
The scale and layout of this campus will be similar and compatible with the surrounding
area. Buildings are set back from Highway 287 and Dillon Road, similarly to the hospital
campus. The nearby hospital building heights range from 30 feet to 99 feet 11 inches. To
the west, the Sundar Apartments will be 35 feet 6 inches at mid-roof.
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Staff is supportive of the taller buildings that will allow approximately one-third of the site to
remain in a more natural state, while still being able to accommodate the needs of the user.
Parking Space Size
The Applicant is requesting parking spaces be smaller than the Code requires to ensure the
quantity of parking spaces needed can be met (8.5 feet by 17.5 feet versus 9 feet by 19
feet).Their justification is based on the National Parking Association’s, “Dimensions of
Parking – Fifth Edition,” published by the Urban Land Institute (See Attachment M - Parking
Dimensions Justification). Parking space size is within the parameters of other cities and the
National Parking Association’s standards. These standards are widely used by other
municipalities, such as Denver.
The Code allows for up to a one- and one-half foot overhang into sidewalks and landscaped
areas, provided the sidewalk width is not less than four feet plus the overhang width.
The Code allows for up to 25% of parking spaces to be compact spaces (8 feet by 16 feet),
which would allow up to 598 spaces to be compact. The applicant has chosen to not utilize
any compact spaces.
Sidewalks are shown to be five feet wide. This would allow a one-foot overhang, effectively
making the parking spaces 8.5 feet by 18.5 feet, which should be adequate for most
passenger vehicles. In some areas, trees are proposed closer than four feet from the nose-in
end of a parking space. Wheel stops should be in these parking spaces to ensure drivers do
not pull in (or back in) and damage a tree.
Drive Aisle Width
The Applicant is requesting a reduction of non-fire access drive aisles within the parking lot
from 24 feet to 23 feet. The City Engineer and Fire Marshal have reviewed this request and
have no concerns. Drive aisle widths will not impact any fire lane areas, which are required
to be 26 feet wide. A 23-foot width is consistent with industry best practice as detailed in the
Urban Land Institute parking space justification. Staff is supportive of this request.
Location of Parking
Section 26-20-13 of the Lafayette Code of Ordinances (LCO) requires parking be located
within 300 feet of the front entrance of a building, which cannot be accomplished given the
quantity of parking spaces required or proposed and the size of the property. Three hundred
feet is a total of 120 steps or 0.05 miles. The farthest parking spaces in the south parking
lot, which may not be built, to a building entrance, are 1,100 feet away, as walking, which
equates to roughly 440 steps, 0.20 miles, or a 3-to-4-minute walk.
With the exception of the southern auxiliary lot, which may not be constructed, the vast
majority of parking meetings the code requirement. Staff has no concerns with this request.
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Wall Sign Height Above Grade
The Applicant intends to locate their wall signage at the top floor of their building, two feet
below the top of the parapet.
Signage is intended to assist people – especially those driving - in finding a location. The
sign code allows building signage to be a maximum of 25 feet above grade, which would be
at the top of a second floor.
Drivers have a “cone of vision” where they typically see things. Too far up or down, or too far
to the right or left, would cause a driver to lose sight of the roadway. However, it is common
when driving on an elevated highway or freeway, where taller buildings are often set off the
road some distance, to have building signs near the top floor that are easily visible in the
driver’s cone of vision.
Generally, the closer a driver is to a sign and the slower they are traveling, the narrower the
cone of vision. The farther away and the faster they are traveling, the greater the cone of
vision.
Because the buildings would be set back approximately 550 feet from Highway 287, the
Northwest Parkway is elevated, and speeds range from 55 mph to 75 mph, the cone of
vision for those drivers will be larger. There will also be a significant number of trees along
Highway 287 that, when mature, will screen the lower parts of the buildings from view.
For those driving slower, or within closer proximity to the driveway entrance, a monument
sign, meeting City sign regulations, will also be provided to ensure visitors know where the
main entrance is located.
Given these considerations, staff has no concerns with this request.
Service Yard Wall Height (condition of Sketch Plan to add this modification)
There is a small area of each service yard that contains a fence and wall for security
purposes and screening. The applicant is requesting an allowance for a 10-foot-tall screen
wall and fence, whereas the Code allows fences up to six feet in height.
The area where the 10-foot screen walls would be located are on the north side of Towers 1
and 2. Next to Tower 2, a 10-foot-tall chain link fence is also proposed for security purposes.
Given the larger massing and scale of the buildings next to which the walls and fences would
be located, the location on the site, and small amount of land area affected, this request
seems reasonable.
Transition Landscaping (new modification)
The applicant is requesting parking lot trees not be planted within some portions of the
parking lot. They are asking that shrubs and ornamental grasses only be planted where the
future parking structure will be built. In another location, they are proposing no landscaping
where solar car canopies would cover the parking spaces. On the end-cap islands, limited
plantings would be provided.
Agenda Memo Page 15

The solar carports preclude parking lot trees. The carports would not allow trees to be
planted under them, and trees planted closely around the canopies would shade the solar
arrays. The intent of the parking lot tree requirement is to provide shading of parking lots to
reduce heat islands. The car canopies would provide significant shade under them.
Trees planted in the area of the future parking garage would have to removed. Staff
discussed with the applicant’s landscape architect whether those trees could be planted
now, then relocated elsewhere on site in the future. Staff was told relocated trees have a
low survival rate.
Staff looked at adding more trees along Highway 287 in the future parking garage vicinity.
There are multiple utility easements within the property boundary, along with one 24-foot
temporary construction access easement that will not be needed once water and sewer
lines are installed. Within the access easement area, a variety of deciduous and evergreen
trees are indicated with on-center spacing of approximately 15 feet to 30 feet, depending on
the mature tree canopy. Forty-eight trees are required along Highway 287, and 82 are being
provided, and as many trees as possible for healthy growth have been provided within the
access easement area.
Street Tree Placement (new modification)
Section 26-19-5(c)(1)a. states, Street trees shall be placed within the right-of-way tree lawn
or within ten (10) feet of the back of curb where no tree lawn exists. Trees installed along
streets that will be widened in the future, to the extent that such widening is known, shall
take into account plans for future widening of streets so that established trees will not be
disturbed during future construction.
The applicant is requesting an allowance from the required location of street trees due to
utility easements within the parcel lines and existing utilities outside the parcel lines in CDOT
right-of-way along Highway 287.
Trees cannot be planted within utility easements, as those easements are meant for water
and sewer lines and any repair to those lines would likely damage the trees. Where dry
utilities are located, such as fiber optic, the same is true.
The intent of street trees is to reduce pavement heat.
The sidewalk along Highway 287 will be located within CDOT right-of-way, similarly to other
sidewalks located in City right-of-way. The property owner is responsible for maintenance of
the adjacent right-of-way, and CDOT does not prohibit trees in their right-of-way. However,
there are two fiber optic lines running within the area where the sidewalk will be located,
spaced approximately 40 feet apart. Staff has looked at possible areas for placement of
additional street trees, but due to the utility conflicts, there are not suitable areas.
While street trees are precluded by the easements, the project is proposing a significant
amount of landscaping in the front setback. These trees will provide buffering from the
roadway and shade portions of the internal drive.
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Staff recommends that, due to the extensive utilities and easements along Highway 287,
this code modification should be allowed.
(4)

The planning commission and city council may apply any of the criteria
enumerated in subparagraph (b) above (PUD Approval Criteria for
Residential Developments) to nonresidential developments, to the extent
that such criteria are relevant to the proposed development and may be
used to guide the planning commission's and city council's discretion in
reviewing a proposed nonresidential P.U.D.

In reviewing subparagraph (b), staff believes the following criteria may apply to this nonresidential PUD and provides an analysis of each:
(1) Water and water reclamation. The city shall have a projected capacity to serve fully all
subdivided lots with water and water reclamation.
Water dedication will be required by this project, either as raw water or cash-in-lieu. Water and
sewer infrastructure will be adequate to serve this project with the extension of lines currently
being constructed as part of the agreement with the Sundar Apartment project across Highway
287 from this project.
(2) Other utilities. The city shall receive adequate assurance from all nonmunicipal service
providers of adequate, imminent service for all subdivided lots.
The development applications were referred out to Xcel Energy for gas and electric, and to
Century Link for telecommunications. Xcel provided a link to the application process for any
new natural gas or electric service, or modification to existing facilities, and stated that
additional easements may need to be acquired by separate document for new facilities.
Century Link did not provide a response, which is not uncommon.
(3) Public safety. The city shall have the capacity to provide an appropriate level of fire and
police protection to all subdivided lots.
As part of the review process, the applications were referred to the City’s Fire and Police
departments. The Fire department stated that fire protection water supply is in accordance
with fire code requirements; fire hydrant locations may need to be modified; a fire pump may
be required depending on the sprinkler/standpipe design; fire apparatus access is required
for all sides of the buildings; and that Fire Department radio amplification may be required in
the buildings. Comments from the Fire Marshal will need to be addressed prior to Final Plan
submittal. The Police department had no comments.
(15) Environment. The natural environment assets of a property shall be preserved to the
extent practicable.
The site is designed to retain as much of the natural topography and drainageway as possible.
Drainageway H will need to be reconstructed to ensure the floodplain is better connected to
the channel and to increase the channel stability and resiliency to resist flood impacts. Upon
completion of the channel modifications, the channel will be planted and vegetated to meet
Mile High Flood District requirements for high functioning low maintenance stream design and
ecosystem restoration.
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Comprehensive Plan Evaluation
As part of the PUD review criteria, Section 26-18-5 (b)(12) states that, the city shall
encourage residential developments that fulfill specific Comprehensive Plan or city council
goals. The city shall encourage mixed-use building complexes that fulfill specific
Comprehensive Plan, Urban Renewal Authority, or city council goals. While this project is not
a residential or mixed-use building complex project, staff is providing analysis of the project
against the Comprehensive Plan. Upon review, staff has identified 66 Comprehensive Plan
policies the plan appears to comply with, and three the plan may not comply with. A matrix is
included as Attachment O. The remainder do not appear to be applicable.
Among other Comprehensive Plan Policies this project supports, the following policies
apply:
•
•

•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•

Policy E.1.3: Increase the rate of Lafayette residents who also work in Lafayette from
the current rate of 19%.
Policy D.3.1: Develop community gateways along the City’s major roadway corridors
(as identified on the Community Framework Map) that respond to and strengthen
Lafayette's community identity. Gateways will delineate the City's boundaries using
landscape, signage and/or sculptural elements that are applied consistently to
create a unified community image at the City's border.
Policy F.1.4: Actively strive to attract new and support existing companies in Lafayette
by promoting the city and its available industrial and commercial lands and other
opportunities. Budget a reasonable sum for marketing and recruitment.
Policy F.2.1: Encourage commercial and industrial development which is safe,
healthy, attractive, and which meets the City's planning and design criteria.
Policy F.3.2: Support businesses and other uses that grow and attract similar
businesses and uses to Downtown Lafayette.
Policy J. 2.8: Ensure that proposed development and redevelopment appropriately
responds to existing topography to avoid excessive site grading and/or retainage.
Policy C.2.2: Development should provide pedestrian connections to adjacent
development and whenever feasible to existing and proposed trail systems as
identified in the Parks, Recreation, Open Space, and Trails (“PROST”) Master Plan or
the Multi-modal Transportation Plan Map (referenced in Policy G.2.12).
Policy C.3.9: Sidewalks should be of sufficient width to be an effective transportation
corridor for pedestrians and bicyclists when on-street bike lanes are not present or
impractical.
Policy G.2.2: Provide pedestrian and bicycle connections and investigate shuttle
services to proposed transit stops.
Policy F.4.3: Ensure that new development provides safe, pedestrian-friendly, barrier
free, streetscape design.
Policy G.3.1: Ensure that pedestrian and bicycle routes, which include trails, paths,
sidewalks, and street bike lanes, are planned, and built to allow users access to key
city destinations and are integrated with and strengthen the City's alternative transit
system.
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•
•

•
•
•
•
•

Policy G.3.2: Require proposed development and redevelopment to construct bus
stops (including shelter, seating, etc.) when located along transit corridors.
Policy G.3.3: Ensure that proposed development and redevelopment provides an
adequate system of sidewalks and trail facilities that meet City standards to promote
walking and bicycling throughout the City. Connect new sidewalks and trails to
existing sidewalks and trails.
Policy G.3.12: Promote bicycling and walking throughout Lafayette. Residential,
commercial, and recreational destinations should all be safely and efficiently
accessible by these modes of transportation.
Policy C. 3.10: Consider tree lawns in new development to strengthen the
streetscape with detached sidewalks to shade sidewalks and roadways.
Policy F. 1.11: Support the Colorado’s New Energy Economy that involves energy
efficiency and clean, renewable energy generation and utilization.
Policy I.2.4: Encourage solar energy utilization in all forms throughout the community.
Policy I.1.11: Promote use of green building and energy efficient appliances and
building techniques and water conservation approaches for new and existing
development.

City Council Strategic Priorities
In 2019 and 2020, the City Council outlined its strategic priorities for the future. Of
these, staff believes this project strongly meets two of the priorities, including:
ECONOMIC PROSPERITY - With small businesses at the heart of our community,
Lafayette is a regional destination built on a strong, diverse economy that is thriving and
sustainable. Lafayette welcomes primary employment opportunities that allow residents
to live, work, and thrive in the community.
This project will potentially add 500-1,000 new jobs to the City with an average salary of
$130,000. All employees (approximately 3,000) will be encouraged to patronize local
businesses. Some employees currently live within the City and others may find a home
here. The addition of this major employer will increase the number of people who live
and work within the City. The impact and permit fees add to the City’s general, water,
parks and recreation, and other funds.
SENSE OF PLACE - Lafayette is a community that thrives with a unique vibe and supports
a connected sense of community through natural spaces, the built environment, arts,
history, and multiculturalism. The intentional use of our creative, diverse, and eclectic
identity builds pride in our community and inspires a sense of belonging.
Being located on the southern end of Lafayette, the site is at the gateway into the City.
The applicant proposes a prominent public art piece that reflects the community’s
identity at the southwest corner of the site, the exact art and location to be determined.
The multi-modal sidewalk on the west side of the site will connect Lafayette’s existing
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sidewalk from the north to the south end of the site to the new Broomfield sidewalk that
further connects into the Rock Creek regional trail system.
Preliminary Plat
The plat is considered with the Preliminary Plan and no separate Planning Commission
action (vote) is required apart from the recommendation on the Preliminary Plan.
The plat must meet the application requirements of Code Section 26-17-5. Staff and the City
Attorney have reviewed the plat and find it to be in conformance with the requirements,
aside from any pending technical review comments that will have to be addressed prior to
Final Plat.
Site Plan/Architectural Review Criteria
Please refer also to the site plan and related information above and the attached narrative
from the applicant.
The following criteria shall be used in the review of all site plans and projects pursuant
to section 26-16-7:
(a) The scale is appropriate to the site and function of the project and/or building.
The site is 42.2 acres. At full build-out, the office buildings and parking structure would
account for approximately 52% of the site.
The C1 Commercial Design Guidelines provide guidance on architectural form and scale and
site design.
A. FORM AND SCALE: NON-RESIDENTIAL
1. INTENT
(a)
To encourage varied building form and profile within large structures or
building groups that will help to break up the mass of large buildings
when seen in the broad open context of Lafayette’s environment.
(b) To encourage building forms that provides human scale, interest and
orientation as well as reinforces the spatial definition to public spaces.

2. GUIDELINES
(a)
Recognizing that buildings will be visible from great distances, and in a
context of vast open space and a mountain backdrop, buildings need to
sit comfortably in this setting. The following techniques may be used to
meet these objectives:
• Provide shifts in building massing, variation in height, profile
and roof form, while maintaining formal relationships of
building placement to public street frontage.
• Minimize long expanses of wall at a single height or in one
plane.
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•

(b)

(c)

(d)

Vary floor heights to follow natural grade contours if
significant variation is present.
Buildings shall be designed to provide human scale interest and variety.
The following techniques should be used to meet these objectives.
• Vary the building form such as recessed or projecting bays.
• Express architectural or structural modules and detail.
• Diversify window size, shape or patterns that may relate to
interior functions.
• Recess windows behind the primary wall plane.
• Emphasize building entries through projecting or recessed
forms, details, color or materials.
• Vary materials, expressed joints and details, surface relief,
color to break up large building forms and wall surfaces. Such
detailing could include sills, headers belt courses, reveals,
pilasters, window bays and similar features.
Overall, this guideline is intended to encourage building articulation that is
appropriate for the form and scale of the project and its relationship to
pedestrian scale design. The aforementioned list is not intended to be the only
techniques that may be utilized to accomplish an attractive building design.
Buildings shall be designed in such a way as to meet site and context
design objectives, such as providing edges or enclosure to streets and
open space, creating linkages and gateways, as well as framing or
terminating views.
Providing human scaled architectural features is particularly important
in areas where pedestrian activity is occurring or encouraged. The
highest level of detail shall occur close to pedestrian areas, near streets
and entries and around the ground floor.

Upon entering the site by vehicle from Highway 287, the visitor or employee will travel east
into the site via a landscaped drive, toward a round-about that contains three flagpoles. The
main entry is located on the south end of Tower 2 in a three-story connector building where,
at the round-about, the person can be dropped off. The main entrance plaza contains a
variety of landscaping, enhanced concrete paving, and seating areas. Ground-floor
storefronts set back from the front façade and columns help to better connect the user to
the main entrance. Ground-floor windows provide transparency, rather than a monolithic
wall.
Delivery trucks would be encouraged to access the site via Exempla Circle, east to Crescent
Drive, then south into the site. The loading docks are located on the north sides of Towers 1
and 2.
The scale and size of the buildings are determined by the uses within the spaces and the
intent to preserve a large portion of the natural grade, floodplain and drainageway. The
larger five-story towers are pulled back from roadways and provide a transition of height
through the three-story parking structure at the northwest corner of the site and significant
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landscape buffers along roadways. The five-story towers are connected by three-story
buildings which provides variation in the overall roofline.
The connector buildings are rotated about the Y-axis to provide interesting angles between
the towers on the east and west elevations. Towers are oriented with the more expansive
facades to the west and east to take advantage of the mountain and open space views.
The east sides of the towers are meant to be used by the employees for both work and
recreation. There are multiple exercise and seating areas broken up by various sizes and
heights of landscaping and connected through a trail system. The trail also serves as the
emergency access for fire trucks. The employee gym opens directly into the east outdoor
space. Light poles in this area are pedestrian scale at 14 feet tall. Views to the east are to
the drainageway area.
The general location of the parking structure at the northwest corner of the site is shown on
the site and landscape plans. Building elevations are also provided. The parking structure
will be three stories in height. Building facades are primarily concrete with some metal
accent. Entrance and stairway towers are mostly clear glass and concrete. Floorplans,
architectural details, and lighting plans have not been fully developed for the parking
garage.
The solar car canopies are generally shown in the east parking lot, just south of the parking
structure. Exact placement, elevations, and lighting plans have not been fully developed for
the car canopies.
Prior to building permit submittal, staff recommends the floor plans, architectural details,
and the photometric plan for the parking garage, as well as the placement, elevations, and
photometric plan for the car canopies, be submitted for staff review and approval to ensure
compliance with the Development and Zoning Code, C1 Commercial Design Guidelines, and
the Lafayette Code of Ordinances.
(b) The architecture promotes a harmonious transition in scale and character of the
proposed building to surrounding land uses.
Nearby large users include Ball Campus (two stories), Exempla medical center (two to five
stories), and the future Sundar Apartment complex across Highway 287 (three stories).
Other nearby uses include one- and two-story residential uses across Highway 287). The
elevated Northwest Parkway is located to the south.
The Exempla campus includes building heights to nearly 100 feet and larger main buildings
connected by walkways, breezeways, and connector buildings. The Medtronic design would
be similar in massing, scale, form, and function to the hospital. The future three-story
parking garage would provide a transition to the Ball Campus buildings to the north and
residential to the west.
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(c) The quality and overall design is compatible with the location and proposed use as
demonstrated by building elevations.
The building elevations and materials are modern to reflect the high-tech user. The location
on the south side of Lafayette will create a presence and be similar in scale to the hospital
campus to the north.
The C1 Commercial Design Guidelines provide guidance on architectural details.
B. ELEVATIONS, ENTRIES, AND ROOF FORMS: NON-RESIDENTIAL
1. INTENT
(a)
The quality of a building’s façade has a significant effect on whether it is
comfortable to walk along. The following guidelines establish the scale
and visual interest necessary to support pedestrian activity.

2. GUIDELINES
(a)
Building facades adjoining or oriented towards streets and pedestrian
areas shall incorporate glazing at all occupied levels.
(b) Non-residential uses shall have windows, doors display windows or
arcades that make up at least 50% of the building façades that abut
streets. Medical, dental, and other uses that need more privacy should
place these uses away from the street or on upper floors, or should rely
on blinds or raised sills, thereby maintaining visual access to the street
and an adequate level of architectural detail.
(c)
Auto-serving uses shall have windows and doors that make up at least
25% of street-facing facades. Auto service bays shall face away from the
street.
(d) All facades of a building shall be treated with the same degree of design
detailing as described in this section and the previous section on Form
and Scale.
(e)
Roofs
• Roof forms with a relatively shallow pitch and overhangs
characterize temperate areas like Lafayette, while steep roofs
characterize cold climates with significant snow loads.
Consequently, roofs with a slope of less than 8:12 and greater than
4:12 are visually and functionally more appropriate in Lafayette.
Gable end roofs are more in keeping with the historic character of
buildings in Lafayette. Flat roofs shall be generally avoided except
with larger industrial and commercial buildings.
(f)
Entries
• To be visible to pedestrians and cars on the street, the main
entrance of a building shall face a street. Street-facing entrances
may be difficult to achieve under some conditions such as when
the parcel’s depth precludes the building from facing the street. In
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(g)

(h)

these instances, main building entrances shall face a publicly
accessible walkway that connects to the street.
• Main entrances shall be a dominant and recognizable feature of
the building. Smaller retail shops shall have individual entrances
from the street or pedestrian way, even when these shops are part
of a larger retail anchor.
Fenestration and Articulation
• Vertical architectural features such as columns, piers and
windows shall be included.
• Awnings in pedestrian developments shall be no wider than a
single storefront to reinforce the scale of the pedestrian.
Transitional Spaces
• Buildings shall be designed to include a clear and defined
transition between the building and pedestrian scale activities.

Windows make up most of the materials along the first floor of the buildings. All sides of
each building contain a similar architectural treatment of glass, spandrel glass, concrete
and metal accents. The roofs of all buildings are flat, which is consistent with the Design
Guidelines. The intent is to achieve a modern design. The main entrance faces Highway
287. The entrance is located at the connector building south of Tower 2. The connector
building is three stories and rotated along the Y-axis to break up the tower massing and
scale. The round-about also helps to identify the location of the main entrance. Columns
and recesses help create a more pedestrian scale feel near the main entrance.
(d) Any diverse architectural treatments are integrated into the overall architectural
theme in order to avoid a cluttered appearance.

The building design is modern and sleek with changes in vertical and horizontal massing
using lower height, angled connector buildings. Glass curtain walls with clear and spandrel
glass provide contrast to the concrete panels. Metal, coral-colored accents are used
sparingly to provide a simple aesthetic.
(e) The landscape design has been incorporated into the plan and takes into
consideration the function and use of open areas and buffering.
Landscaped areas are intended to be low maintenance and durable for the Colorado
climate, while providing pockets of more programmed landscaping near entries and on the
east side of the building, such as the outdoor plazas and pollinator gardens.
Approximately 7.7 acres (18%) of the site will be landscaped which meets the minimum 15%
required. Some areas will be revegetated to a natural state with low water seed mix. The
landscaping will include native grasses, deciduous and evergreen shrubs, and trees, and
“pollinator areas” to promote hummingbirds, bees, butterflies, and other pollinators.
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Parking lot screening and street trees
Pursuant to the Planning Commission’s request, section cuts through various points along
Highway 287 have been provided to show the landscaping buffer and grade changes. The
plan shows 82 deciduous and coniferous trees along Highway 287. Forty-eight of those are
required as street trees. The remaining 34 would count as site trees and provide additional
screening from the adjacent highway. Street tree quantities along Dillon Road meet Code
requirements.
Site trees
A total of 266 site trees are required. This is in addition to street trees and parking lot trees.
The applicant is providing 200 site trees (66 short). Taking the overage of street trees (34)
into account, the resulting shortage is 32 trees. These 32 trees are being substituted with
shrubs at a rate of ten shrubs for every one tree (320 shrubs).
Site shrubs
Required site shrubs are 1,774, and 3,165 shrubs are being provided (1,391 over). Of
those, 320 shrubs are required to cover the site tree shortage, leaving a balance of 1,041
that are being counted toward tree mitigation for trees being removed on site.
Parking lot trees
Much of the surface parking area will not contain shade trees as required by Code. One area
is planned for solar car canopies that will be constructed in the first phase. The other area is
where the future parking structure will be located. It was discussed whether trees should be
planted now since the timing of the second phase is unknown; however, when the structure
is built, those trees would have to be removed. Staff discussed whether those could be
relocated elsewhere on site; however, the success rate for transplanted trees is low.
Additional trees have been provided within and adjacent to parking areas to offset those not
being planted in parking islands of the parking lot that help to shade parking lots and the
total required parking lot trees of 113 is being met.
Tree mitigation
Several naturally occurring trees are proposed to be removed. The removed trees total 372
inches in total caliper and are being replaced with 1,041 shrubs, 70 evergreen trees
(upsized to 8 feet tall), and 74 deciduous trees (upsized to 3-inch caliper). Of those, 70
evergreens are proposed along Highway 287 to help with screening. This is in addition to
street trees. The applicant is proposing to upsize the planting size for evergreen trees from 6
feet to 8 feet and for deciduous trees from 2 inch to 3 inch to provide better screening and
shade. All 372 inches needing to be mitigated are being met through a combination of trees
and shrubs.
While shrub substitutions are allowed, the intent of having trees is to provide screening and
shading for sidewalks, paths, and parking areas. No trees are currently proposed near the
drainageway, and the addition of new shrubs and trees near the reconstructed channel is
supported by Mile High Flood District. Therefore, staff recommends 16 additional trees be
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planted near Drainageway H to compensate for trees being removed in that area. Species
should be appropriate for the location, based on recommendations by the applicant’s
landscape architect.
Water usage
The Hydrozone plan shows the proposed average water budget for the total landscaped area
(924,561 square feet) is 0.49 gallons per square foot per season. As a comparison, most
projects require approximately 5 gal/sf/season once the plantings are established, and the
maximum average allowable under City Code is 15 gal/sf/season. Most high-water use
areas are around the front entry and back of the building. Areas of very low water use are
naturalized areas that will use native grasses.
(f) The overall landscape treatment of exterior spaces enhances the quality of the
project and creates usable open areas.
Landscaping is used to enhance areas where people might congregate and to provide low
maintenance, drought tolerant screening and shade in other areas. The east side of the
towers provides usable space for working outdoors or recreating. A wide landscaped buffer
along Highway 287 that contains a variety of grasses, shrubs and trees will help screen the
parking lot from view. Trees and shrubs will also be located adjacent to Dillon Road.
(g) The traffic and pedestrian circulation system, including parking lots, contributes to
the orderly and aesthetic quality of the site.
The site location is near two highways – S. Highway 287 and the Northwest Parkway.
Northbound and southbound regional RTD bus stops are currently located under the
Northwest Parkway. Regional pedestrian connections include the Rock Creek trail to the
east and multi-modal sidewalk along Highway 287 to the north, which connects into the Coal
Creek trail.
Vehicles would enter from Highway 287 into the site and could either travel to a parking
area or the main front building entrance. A secondary Highway 287 right-in/right-out
entrance is provided between the main entrance and Exempla Circle to the north. A third
option would be to go east on Exempla Circle to Crescent Drive, then south into the site. This
will be the primary entrance for delivery trucks.
A 10-foot-wide multi-modal sidewalk along Highway 287 would connect existing sidewalks
from the south and north. From the Highway 287 sidewalk, pedestrians and bus riders could
be directed to the main building entry or other entrances through a series of sidewalks.
Looped sidewalks and crusher fines paths connect around the primary buildings. For
maintenance purposes, a crusher fines path runs along the east side of the drainageway.
From the north, near Crescent Drive, the drainageway maintenance path can be accessed
by pedestrians. Once on the path, it is more difficult for a user to access the trail and
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sidewalk system closer to the buildings at the southern end of the site. Therefore, staff
recommends a connection be made between the maintenance path and trail system at the
southern end of the site, unless not allowed by Mile High Flood District.
(h) The screening of service yards, rooftop mechanical equipment and other items
which tend to be unsightly has been accomplished through the placement of walls,
fences, plantings, or a combination thereof; further, the screening is effective during
all seasons of the year.
All service and delivery areas are located on the north sides of the buildings and are
screened from view with CMU (concrete masonry unit) walls. Rooftop mechanical units are
screened with a light grey metal screen wall on each of the five-story buildings. The screen
wall is nearly centered on each building and set back from the building edge so as not to
appear so large.
(i) Monotony of design within a project has been avoided by providing variation of
detail, form and siding that provides visual interest.
The larger towers are broken up by connector buildings, rotated to provide more interesting
angles and variations in height on the front and rear building sides. Materials include
concrete, glass, and metal which each provide a unique texture, color, reflectivity,
opaqueness, and appearance. The concrete is varied using reveals that provide shadow
lines. Metal accents – especially the coral-colored accents – break up the grey tones of the
building. Clear and opaque spandrel glazing make up a large portion of each elevation,
which provides transparency at the lower, middle, and upper levels.
(j) The building materials are suitable to the type of building and design for which they
are to be used. The building exteriors have the same materials, or those which
contrast in pleasing ways as to be architecturally harmonious. Metal materials as a
primary architectural feature have not been used.
The C1 Commercial Design Guidelines provide guidance on architectural materials.
C. MATERIALS: NON-RESIDENTIAL
1. INTENT
(a)
To establish consistent levels of material quality and detail.
(b) To encourage the construction of resource efficient buildings that
utilize, to the extent practical, recycled, renewable, and/or reused
construction materials.
(c)
To encourage materials that are complimentary to the large-scale open
landscape, mountain backdrop and natural surroundings.
(d) To provide materials of a quality and durability appropriate to the use
and long-term value of the development.
(e)
To incorporate scale in material quality and detail that compliments
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(f)

pedestrian activity and contact.
To use masonry in a manner that enhances its traditional appearance as
a substantial material that provides structure, closure and detail.

2. GUIDELINES
(a)
All primary building facades shall incorporate materials that are durable,
economically maintainable and of a quality that will retain their
appearance and finish over time.
(b) Materials that shall not be used are as follows:
• Tilt-up concrete wall systems that are primarily structural in
appearance such as Twin-Ts.
• Natural wood or wood paneling as a primary exterior wall
cladding system. Durable synthetic materials with the appearance
of wood may be acceptable.
• Synthetic stucco, or EIFS (Exterior Insulating Finish Systems) as a
primary exterior wall cladding system.
• Reflective glass (exceeding a visible light reflectivity factor of .19
with a light transmittance factor of less than 60%), glass block,
and obscure glass as a primary glazing material. Reflective glazing,
glass block and obscure glass shall be permissible for limited
detail and aesthetic effect.
(c)
High quality durable materials such as brick, stone, architectural
concrete masonry units and glass shall be used in retail and
commercial office developments.
(d) The use of brick, architectural concrete masonry units and stone veneer
shall adhere to the following guidelines:
• To give buildings an authentic appearance as opposed to a veneerlike quality, material changes shall not occur at external corners.
As a general practice, changes in materials shall not occur at
exterior corners; rather, they shall occur at interior corners, as a
“return” of at least two feet from an external corner, or at a change
in horizontal plane such as floor lines and sills.
• Use of masonry shall be allocated to maintain an appearance of
mass and closure such as continuing around an entire building
base or all sides of a smaller projecting bay, rather than spread
thinly across a single façade which makes its absence on other
facades more evident.
• Details such as sills, belt courses, water table courses shall be used
where material transitions occur across horizontal divisions.
• Masonry shall be used to add scale and detail through patterning
and relief.
(e)
Durable materials that also provide scale and detail shall always be
incorporated close to pedestrian areas, near streets and entries and
around the ground floor.
(f)
Smooth-faced concrete masonry units and tilt-up concrete construction
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(g)
(h)

is discouraged.
Glazing within a façade that adjoins a public street, pedestrian walk or
bikeway shall be generally transparent as viewed from the exterior
during daylight hours.
Large walls of glass shall incorporate a variety of mullion patterns, bay
dimensions, glass types or detailing to provide human scale. Glass shall
recess behind the plane of the primary façade surface and prominent
mullion systems. To prevent a large, monolithic appearance, flush glass
walls are strongly discouraged.

Buildings are constructed with tilt-up concrete and curtain walls, common in this type of
corporate campus style architecture. The concrete walls are not structural in appearance
and are broken up by extensive amounts of glazing.
Clear and opaque spandrel glass make up a large portion of all building facades. Tinted
glass may be used, but reflective glass is not allowed.

Primary and secondary structures use the same materials (except the coral metal accent is
not used on the parking structure) and are consistent in materials and design. Metal is used
as accent material only and does not dominate the exterior elevations.
All elevations have a similar level of architectural detailing and materials. There is not a
discernable front, side, or rear from a materials standpoint.
(k) The materials selected are of a durable quality and offer protection from rot and/or
corrosion through the use of commonly accepted maintenance procedures.
The materials are intended to be durable for our climate (including wind and hail) and will be
locally sourced, to the extent possible.
(l) For any design in which the structural frame is exposed to view, the structural
materials are durable and compatible within themselves and harmonious to their
surroundings.
The architecture is not proposing exposed structural frame.
(m) Building articulation and rooflines are varied by the use of architectural and site
design.
Rooflines are generally flat to provide a modern aesthetic. The main buildings are offset
from one another and the lower connector buildings rotated to provide more variety in the
roofline, footprint and building design.
(n) Building components such as windows, doors, eaves and parapets are visually
attractive in proportion, scale and relationship to one another in each building.
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Glazing includes glass curtain walls and spandrel glass on large portions of the building.
Doors are colored to match adjacent colors. The proportionality of the glass to concrete
appears to be well balanced and the ground floor contains higher levels of translucent
glazing and storefronts, which helps connect the ground level uses to the outdoor
environment.
(o) The colors, including accents, are harmonious and compatible.
Building and parking structure colors are mostly in grey tones. The primary buildings contain
coral accent colors. The design and colors are generally subtle and compatible with the
surrounding area which contains neutral, earth tone colors such as greys, tans, beiges, and
subdued reds and oranges.
(p) The materials used to buffer mechanical equipment, electrical equipment or other
utility hardware on the roof, ground or building, are harmonious with the building.
All service and delivery areas are located on the north sides of the buildings and are
screened from view with CMU (concrete masonry unit) walls. Staff recommends the color
and height of those walls be provided prior to Final Plan. Rooftop mechanical units are
screened with a light grey metal screen wall on each of the five-story buildings.
(q) Exterior lighting, which is a part of the architectural concept, is harmonious with the
building design, and does not shine directly on adjacent properties.
The Photometric Plan indicates the lighting will comply with the Commercial Design
Guidelines and Zoning Code with maximum footcandles not exceeding 8.0 and footcandles
at property lines at or near zero.
All pole lights will have full cut-off fixtures, some with shields, with a light temperature of
3500 kelvins (k). Pole lighting will range from 14 feet to 30 feet in height (pole plus base).
Most of the lights along the parking lot and drive along US Hwy 287 would be 25 feet in
height and some would be 30 feet. Along the east path near the buildings would be mostly
14-foot-tall pole lighting. The Commercial Design Guidelines allow pole lights 25 feet tall
within 75 feet of the property line and 30 feet tall when more than 75 feet from the property
line. Staff has identified at least five pole lights that do not meet these setbacks. Therefore,
staff recommends either the pole lights meet the setback or be reduced to 25 feet tall
maximum.
On the building will be wall sconces of 3500k temperature. Staff recommends the sconces
be shown on the building elevations and that the sconces not be placed above the first floor
of the building.
Nine narrow spotlights in the 5000k range will be located under the flags for uplighting. The
spotlight locations are approximately 180-200 feet from the west property line. The
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Commercial Design Guidelines allow for accent lighting if it does not impact nearby
residential properties. The use of these lights is acceptable.
For the parking garage, pendant-mount fixtures in 3500k would provide 6000 lumens down
and 500 up designed specifically for use within parking structures. Staff recommends the
garage design and photometric plans be reviewed by staff prior to building permit submittal.
Staff has identified at least five pole lights that do not meet these setbacks and
recommends either the pole lights meet the setback or be reduced to 25 feet tall maximum.
Staff recommends the sconces be shown on the building elevations and that the sconces
are not placed above the first floor of the building.
(r) Service yards, storage yards and exterior work areas are buffered from view from
any public street, public pedestrian access or other public way, and from adjacent
properties with less intensive uses through the placement of the building or buildings
on the site or with the use of screening walls or enclosures constructed with
materials that are harmonious to the building to which it is associated.
The C1 Commercial Design Guidelines provide guidance on service and equipment areas.
D. SERVICE AND EQUIPMENT AREAS: NON-RESIDENTIAL
1. INTENT
(a)
To minimize the visual impacts of service and equipment areas from
adjoining streets, public spaces and adjacent properties.

2. GUIDELINES
(a)
Service areas shall occur away from public streets, parks, plazas and
adjoining development. Views of service areas from streets, parks, plazas,
pedestrian walkways and adjoining development shall be screened.
Screening enclosures shall be incorporated into the building architecture
and utilize the same materials as the principal building to the greatest
degree possible. Screening shall include walls or fences of a minimum
height of 6 feet to provide complete screening from normal eye level on
all sides where access is not needed.
(b) Service area facades shall also incorporate the guidelines for Form and
Scale from Section III(A).
(c)
Refuse storage and pick-up areas shall be combined with other
service and loading areas where practicable.
(d) Architectural screening of utility substations, including electrical
transformers, shall be required, including an architectural wall at least
equal to the height of the equipment to be screened from view.
(e)
Rooftop mechanical equipment, including satellite dishes and antennas,
shall be screened and the screen integrated into the overall mass of a
building by screening it behind parapets or by recessing equipment into
hips, gables, parapets or similar features. Plain fences, screens, or boxes
are not acceptable.
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(f)
(g)

Buildings within a development should share service areas to the extent
practicable in order to consolidate these areas.
Switch boxes, transformers, electrical and gas meters shall be screened
or located out of view from the public areas. All utilities and their
connections shall be underground where permitted by the utility
provider and other regulations.

All service, equipment, and delivery areas are located on the north sides of the tower
buildings and are screened from view with CMU (concrete masonry unit) walls that blend
with the adjacent building color.

Rooftop mechanical units (RTU) will be concealed with a light grey metal screen wall. The
RTUs will be consolidated and screen walls will be nearly centered on each roof so as not to
appear so large from ground level.
(s) Refuse, waste, and recycling collection areas shall be enclosed and screened from
view from any public street, public pedestrian access or other public way, and from
adjacent properties. The enclosure shall be constructed of materials harmonious to
the building to which it is associated. Gates on the enclosure shall be of metal or
some other comparable durable material and shall be finished to match the
enclosure.
Trash and recycling compactors are located near the north side of the building and are
screened from view. Staff recommends a compost container be included to be in line with
the City’s “three-cart” system we encourage for commercial projects.
(t) Drive-up restaurants, and restaurants that include an outdoor eating area, shall
develop a litter collection plan and submit such plan as part of the site and
architectural plan review. Such plan shall obligate the restaurant operator to keep
the area immediately surrounding said restaurant free of restaurant litter.
These uses are not being proposed with this development.
Recommendations
Rezoning
Staff has reviewed the criteria of Lafayette Code Section 26-16-8 and recommends that
Planning Commission recommend approval of the rezoning based on the rezoning meets
criterion (c), the rezoning is necessary to conform to the Lafayette Comprehensive Plan.
The underlying Comprehensive Plan land use is commercial. The C1 zoning is to
accommodate the office use. The M1 zoning is to accommodate the laboratory use which
will account for approximately 10% of the gross building square footage. All other uses in the
M1 zone district are being removed by the requested PUD modifications.
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Preliminary PUD Plan and Preliminary Plat
Staff recommends approval of the Preliminary Plan and Plat, subject to the recommended
conditions, finding the plan meets the review criteria of Section 26-18-5, the requirements
of Section 26-16-4, and the application requirements of Sections 26-17-4 and 26-17-5.
Staff recommends the following conditions of approval:
1. The Preliminary Plan is subject to the successful Rezoning to C1/M1 (Regional
Commercial/Industrial).
2. The Applicant shall address all comments in the City Engineer’s memo dated January
13, 2021 (Attachment J).
3. The Applicant shall address all comments in the City’s Fire Marshal email dated
January 13, 2021 (Attachment K).
4. The Applicant shall address all comments in the City Attorney’s memo dated January
13, 2021 (Attachment L).
5. Relevant Site Plan/Architectural conditions shall be incorporated into the Preliminary
Plan.
Site Plan/Architectural
Staff recommends that Planning Commission recommend approval to City Council based on
the site plan and architecture conform to the technical zoning requirements and PUD
allowances for setbacks, height, etc., the C1 Commercial Design Guidelines, and Section 2616-7.1 of the Development and Zoning Code.
Staff recommends the following conditions of approval:
1. The Site Plan/Architectural is subject to the Rezoning and Final Plan being approved

by City Council.

2. An additional sixteen (16) trees shall be planted, with proper irrigation, near
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Drainageway H, type and species based on recommendations from the applicant’s
landscape architect.
All 30-foot (28-foot pole on a 2-foot base) tall pole lights shall either meet the 75-foot
required setback or be reduced to 25 feet tall maximum (23-foot pole on a 2-foot
base).
Wall sconces shall be shown on all building elevations and shall not be placed above
the first floor of the building.
Trash enclosure areas shall be sized to accommodate trash, recycle, and compost
containers.
Wheel stops shall be placed in parking spaces that have a tree within six (6) feet to
ensure drivers do not pull in (or back in) and damage a tree.
Prior to building permit submittal, the applicant shall submit the floor plans,
architectural details, and the photometric plan for the parking garage for staff review
and approval.
Prior to building permit submittal, the applicant shall submit detailed solar car
canopy plans, architectural details, and the photometric plan for the car canopies for
staff review and approval.
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9. A connection shall be made between the drainageway maintenance path and trail

system near the buildings at the southern end of the site, unless not allowed by Mile
High Flood District.
10. The Applicant shall address all comments in the City Engineer’s memo dated January
13, 2021 (Attachment J).
11. The Applicant shall address all comments in the City’s Fire Marshal email dated
January 13, 2021 (Attachment K).
Next Steps
If the Preliminary PUD Plan/Preliminary Plat is approved by the Planning Commission, the
next application will be the Final PUD Plan/Final Plat, which would be reviewed by the City
Council. Along with that application, Planning Commission’s recommendations on the
Rezoning and Site Plan/Architectural Review will be considered by City Council to make a
final decision.
Proposed Motion Language
1. Rezoning
Proposed Motion for Approval:
The Planning Commission recommends approval of this rezoning request to City Council,
finding the rezoning complies with Section 26-16-8(c) of the Development and Zoning Code,
the rezoning is necessary to comply with the Comprehensive Plan land use map.
Proposed Motion for Denial:
The Planning Commission recommends denial of this request for rezoning finding that the
proposal does not comply with Section 26-16-8 of the Development and Zoning Code.
2. Preliminary Plan / Planned Unit Development and Preliminary Plat
Proposed Motion for Approval: The Planning Commission approves the Preliminary
Plan/PUD, subject to staff’s recommended conditions, finding the plan meets the review
criteria of Section 26-18-5, the requirements of Section 26-16-4, and the application
requirements of Sections 26-17-4 and 26-17-5; and complies with the Comprehensive
Plan’s goals and policies, and land use map. The plan is in the best interest of the City; and
the Code modifications are in the best interest of the City and the neighborhood.
Proposed Motion for Denial: The Planning Commission denies this request for Preliminary
Plan/PUD approval finding the plan does not meet the review criteria of Section 26-18-5, the
requirements of Section 26-16-4, or the application requirements of Sections 26-17-4 and
26-17-5; or does not comply with the Comprehensive Plan’s goals and policies or land use
map. [state criteria the proposal does not meet]
3. Site Plan/Architectural Review
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Proposed Motion for Approval:
The Planning Commission recommends approval of the Site Plan/Architectural Review to
City Council, subject to staff’s recommended conditions, finding the plan complies with the
criteria of Section 26-16-7.1; the submittal requirements of Section 26-17-9 have been met;
and the architecture promotes transition in scale and character in the neighborhood and will
complement the existing development.
Proposed Motion for Denial:
The Planning Commission recommends denial of the Site Plan/Architectural Review finding
that the plan does not comply with the criteria of Section 26-16-7.1, the submittal
requirements of Section 26-17-9 have not been met, and the architecture is incompatible
with the neighborhood.
Attachments
A:
B:
C:
D:
E:
F:
G:
H:
I:
J:
K:
L:
M:
N:
O:
P:
Q:
R:
S:
T:

Rezoning application materials
Preliminary Plan/PUD plan set
Preliminary Plat
Site Plan/Architectural plan set
Lafayette Zoning Code criteria for Rezoning
Lafayette Zoning Code criteria for Preliminary Plan/PUD
Lafayette Zoning Code application requirements for Preliminary Plat
Lafayette Zoning Code criteria for Site Plan/Architectural Review
Lafayette C1 Commercial Design Guidelines
City Engineer’s Memo
Fire Marshal Email
City Attorney’s Memo
Parking Space Size Justification
Applicant’s analysis of the Site Plan/Architectural criteria and guidelines
Comprehensive Plan Policies
Correspondence from the Public
Cultural Resources Study
Traffic Study
Phase I Environmental Assessment
Arborist Tree Survey
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Staff PC Presentation – Medtronic – 1-27-21

PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA MEMO

MEETING DATE:

January 27, 2021

AGENDA TITLE:

Solar Ready and Electrical Vehicle Charging Building Code Updates

PREPARED BY:

Fritz Sprague, City Administrator
Jeff Brasel, Director of Planning and Building
Kady Doelling, Deputy City Administrator

Executive Summary
In October 2017 City Council adopted Resolution No. 2017-63, supporting the goals of
reducing greenhouse gas emissions to 80% below 2005 levels and having 100% of all
energy in the community coming from renewable sources by 2030. To achieve these goals,
the Resolution also references the need to facilitate the installation of photovoltaic (PV, or
solar) systems and support the electrification of the transportation sector. Furthermore, City
Council’s 2020 priority list stated the need for green building code amendments. Although
the green building code amendments were delayed by reprioritization and budget
constraints due to COVID-19, Council requested that solar ready and electric vehicle
provisions be advanced.
This agenda item is to provide Planning Commission with an overview of the proposed solar
(PV) ready and electric vehicle (EV) ready construction requirements prior to advancing a
formal ordinance for adoption.
The memo is structured into four sections:
• Basis of Regulation
• Solar Ready (PV) Provisions
• Electric Vehicle (EV) Provisions
• Implementation
Background Information
Basis of Regulation
International Code Council
A significant amount of work with regards to enhancing sustainable/green regulations is
occurring within building codes. The City has adopted the 2015 International Codes (ICodes), which are industry standard model building and life/safety codes that are developed
by the International Code Council. The codes are updated on a three-year cycle through a
robust public process involving industry experts.

While the City did not adopt the 2018 I-Codes, the 2021 I-Codes have recently been
finalized by the Code Council and will likely be presented for adoption by the City in 2022.
Upon advice by the City’s Chief Building Official, the City typically adopts the newest code
versions about a year after they are finalized to allow for any issues to be identified and
adjusted.
The solar ready provisions were first included in the 2015 I-Codes for residential properties
and in the 2018 I-Codes for commercial properties. The provisions are included in the
building code appendices, which are optional to adopt. The City did not adopt the 2015
appendices, therefore the solar ready provisions were not adopted. Adoption of the solar
ready provisions would be a catch-up provision. The 2021 I-Codes do not contain any new
regulations with regards to solar.
The electric vehicle provisions are based upon modified provisions initially planned for in the
2021 I-Codes. However, late in the Code Council’s development process, they were excluded
in the final version. Adoption of these provisions would place the City as an early adopter.
Transitional Provisions
Both the proposed solar and electric vehicle regulations are forward looking requirements in
that they are meant to require certain types of improvements or space to be set aside on
and in buildings, parking lots and electrical systems at the time of construction to
accommodate later installation of equipment.
In the case of the electric vehicle regulations, the proposed regulations also provide for the
immediate installation of some charging stations to meet current demand in addition to
laying infrastructure to accommodate future needs over time. The proposed regulations are
crafted to eliminate physical constraints and limitations associating with having to
retroactively re-engineer and reconstruct buildings, parking lots, and landscaping after the
fact. When these measures are included in initial construction the costs are substantially
lower than if the building owner attempts to retrofit to add the measures.
While the costs of solar-ready construction may vary slightly, the table below from the
National Renewable Energy Laboratory (NREL) provides a comparison of solar ready
requirements during construction vs. after construction.

Agenda Memo Page 2

The proposed EV-readiness regulations serve two primary purposes: ensure an increase in
the availability of charging stations and lower the costs of installing stations both now and in
the future. The number of EVs on the road in Colorado is expected to rise dramatically in the
coming years. While development sites can be retrofitted in the future to include charging
stations, the price is substantially higher.
Denver’s EV infrastructure building code proposal included the following cost estimates
for EV-Capable and EV-Ready parking spaces during new construction and stand-alone
retrofit for multi-family and commercial construction:

For single-, two-family and townhomes, the cost of an EV-Ready Space is about $50 during
construction and Xcel Energy estimates the average cost to retrofit a home is $250. These
costs could easily be higher if the electrical demand triggers an electrical panel upgrade or
demolition/reconstruction to accommodate new wiring.
Solar Ready (PV) Provisions
Solar Ready requirements would be applicable to any new residential dwelling unit, multifamily and non-residential project five stories or less.
The proposed PV provisions generally have the following requirements. The details vary
based upon the use type.
•
•
•
•

Reservation of space on the roof of buildings for future solar panel installation (Solar
Ready Zone).
Installation of conduit from the solar ready zone to the electrical control panel.
Reservation in the electrical control panel for a dual pole circuit breaker.
Labeling of the PV Ready provisions near on on the electrical control panels.

For multi-family and non-residential projects five stories or less, there is also the following
requirements:
•
•

Minimum roof load capacities
Reservation of space for battery storage systems

There are exceptions to the code for on-site renewable energy systems or buildings that the
solar-ready zone is shaded for more than 70% of the time.
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Electric Vehicle (EV) Provisions
The rise in popularity of electric vehicles can help reduce emissions and electrify the
transportation systems. There were approximately 7,600 EVs on the road in Colorado in
2017, but that is expected to grow to 349,000 by 2025, and more than 1 million by 2040.
Boulder County also has a particularly high concentration of EVs, both compared to state
and national levels. Accommodating this growth in EVs means greatly expanding the number
of available charging stations. Before proceeding to the proposed code, it is useful to define
the three levels of charging stations, and the three levels of EV readiness.
EV charging stations are typically defined as Level 1, Level 2, and Level 3. Level 1 chargers
are essentially standard plugs most often found in residential homes and portable chargers
frequently comes with an EV purchase for charging on a standard outlet. They are slower to
charge, but do not require much in the way of special wiring or electrical systems.
Level 2 are the charging stations the public is generally most familiar with and are seen at
many offices, stores, etc. They require more substantial electrical systems, and the stations
can cost up to $11,000. There is often a charge to the consumer associated with their use.
A Level 2 charger for a home requires a 240V outlet, the kind that often supplies a clothes
dryer.
Level 3 chargers, which are also referred to as DC or fast chargers, are considerably faster
to charge, but their installation requires much more robust electrical systems, and their
costs are higher, from $50,000 - $100,000 for complete installation. Also, if several Level 3
chargers are in close proximity, it may require coordination with Xcel to address the
electrical demand. The table below summarizes some of the differences.
Charging Station
Level
Level 1

Power Supply

Charge Time

120V

6 to 18 hours

Level 2

208V to 240V

3 to 8 hours

Level 3 (DC Fast Charging
Station)

Up to 400V

Less than 30
minutes

Impact on the
Environment
1.9 kW (Equivalent to 1½
toasters)
3.3 kW to 7.2 kW (Equivalent
to 3 to 6 toasters)
35–50 kW (Equivalent to 42
toasters)

Facility Typologies and Provisions
The proposed regulations provide requirements to meet the anticipated demand in the
immediate, near-term and long-term by requiring a percentage of proposed parking spaces
to be equipped with various levels of infrastructure.
To do this, the code envisions three different categories for EV equipped spaces: EVcapable, EV-ready, and an EV-installed station.
• EV-capable requires the builder to provide trenching and conduit to parking spaces
for potential future installation of chargers or outlets.
• EV-ready requires the components of EV-capable plus installed wiring and an outlet.
• EV-installed is an installed with a Level 2 or 3 EV-charging station.
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The graphic at right illustrates these three categories. The
proposed ordinance requires a mix of EV equipped spaces,
with the intent of ensuring that developments are
constructed with some immediately available EV charging
stations, and that more charges can be easily added in the
future. A mix of EV-capable, EV-ready, and installed stations
is a common standard in municipal codes for EV-readiness.
The following outlines the proposed requirements.
Single-, Two-Family dwellings and Townhouse Requirements
For each dwelling unit, at least one EV-ready space
except when no parking is required.
Multi-Family
EV-capable and EV-ready spaces shall be provided as
follows:
Total Number of Parking
Spaces
1
2 – 10
11 – 15
16 – 19
21 - 25
26+

Minimum number
of EV Ready
Spaces
1
2
2
2
2
2

Minimum number of EV
Capable Spaces
3
4
5
20% of total parking

Exception to EV-capable spaces. The number of EV-capable spaces can be reduced by up
to four spaces for each additional EV-ready space provided.
Commercial
EV-capable and EV-ready spaces shall be provided as follows:
Total Number of
Parking Spaces
1 - 10
11 - 25
26 - 50
51 - 100
101+

Minimum number
Minimum number of
of EV Ready
EV Capable Spaces
Spaces
2 (1 if only a
single space is
3id d)
4
3
5
4
5+ 1 per 50
10% of total parking
spaces over 100
spaces

EVSE Installed Space
1
1
2
2 + 1 per 100 spaces
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•
•

•

Required for both new build and major commercial alterations or modification of 10
or more parking spaces or when parking spaces are added without an increase in
building size. Only new parking spaces are subject to the requirement.
Exception to EV-installed spaces: The number of electric vehicle supply equipment
installed spaces may be reduced by up to five provided that the building includes not
less than one parking space equipped with an electric vehicle fast charger (level 3
charger) and not less than one electric vehicle ready space.
Exception to EV-capable spaces: The number of EV-capable spaces can be reduced
by up to four spaces for each additional EV-ready space provided.

Comparable Jurisdictions
The draft 2021 IECC code provided for the following baseline requirements before being
withdrawn from the adopted code:
•
•
•

One- and two-family dwellings: At least one EV-ready parking space per dwelling unit.
Multi-family dwellings (3+ dwellings): Two EV-ready parking spaces and EV-capable
infrastructure for 20% of the total parking spaces.
Commercial buildings: Two EV-ready parking spaces and EV-capable infrastructure for
20% of the total parking spaces.

Many Colorado jurisdictions have proactively adopted EV requirements. The requirements
are generally more aggressive than the draft base code requirements. Attachment A
provides a comparison across various Colorado jurisdictions.
The City’s draft regulations generally follow the recommendation of the draft IECC code
provisions for single-, two-family, townhome and multi-family projects and are more
aggressive on commercial projects in requiring installed spaces. The City’s draft also
contains exceptions for the conversion of EV-capable spaces to EV-ready spaces at a four to
one ratio. This is based upon the cost equivalencies between the two space types.
Implementation
The proposed regulations will include a phase-in as follows:
•
•
•

Effective Date: Three months after ordinance enactment.
Exempt Permits: Permits submitted prior to effective date, as long as they are issued
within 180 days of an extension is granted per the building code.
Production Housing Model Approved Plans (PHMAP)*: Any PHMAP approved plans
prior to ordinance enactment is valid for 1 year after effective date and permits can
be issued in that timeframe. After 1 year, the plans need to be resubmitted and
reapproved to comply with new code.

*PHMAP are plans for production housing that is intended to be used multiple times on
different lots. The plans are reviewed and approved once, and individual permits are pulled
based upon those plans for individual lots. This streamlines the review and permitting
process for identical structures.
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Next Steps
First reading of the Ordinance will be presented in February/March for City Council
consideration.
Attachment(s)
A: Comparable EV Requirements for Colorado Jurisdictions
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Staff Presentation – Solar and Electric Vehicle Ready Building Code Regulation
Overview

Attachment A: Colorado Jurisdiction EV Requirements
Municipality

Single-family

Multi-family

Commercial

Boulder County

1 EV-Ready Space per
dwelling Unit

2% EV-Ready
(for new construction and 50% or
5,000 SF additions)

2% EV-Ready
(for new construction and 50% or
5,000 SF additions)

Breckenridge

3 EV-Ready Space per
dwelling Unit

5% EV-Installed, 10% EV-Ready,
40% EV-Capable (10+ spaces)

5% EV-Installed, 10% EV-Ready, 40%
EV-Capable (25+ spaces)

City of Boulder

1 EV-Ready Space per
dwelling Unit

5% EV-Installed, 15% EV-Ready,
40% EV-Capable (25+ spaces)

5% EV-Installed, 10% EV-Ready, 10%
EV-Capable

Denver

1 EV-Ready Space per
dwelling Unit

5% EV-Installed, 15% EV-Ready,
80% EV-Capable

5% EV-Installed, 10% EV-Ready, 10%
EV-Capable

Dillon

2 EV-Ready Space per
dwelling Unit

5% EV-Installed, 10% EV-Ready,
40% EV-Capable (10+ spaces)

5% EV-Installed, 10% EV-Ready, 40%
EV-Capable (25+ spaces)

1 EV-Capable Space
per dwelling Unit

10% EV-Capable

4 EV-Ready Space per
dwelling Unit

5% EV-Installed, 10% EV-Ready,
40% EV-Capable (10+ spaces)

5% EV-Installed, 10% EV-Ready, 40%
EV-Capable (25+ spaces)

1 EV-Installed Space per 15 parking
space, 15% EV-Capable

1 EV-Installed Space per 15 parking
space, 15% EV-Capable

1 EV-Capable Space
per dwelling unit

2% EV-Installed, 18% EV-Capable
(10+ spaces)

2% EV-Installed, 13% - 18% EVCapable (10+ spaces)

1 EV-Ready Space per
dwelling Unit

5% EV-Installed, 10% EV-Ready,
40% EV-Capable (10+ spaces)

5% EV-Installed, 10% EV-Ready, 40%
EV-Capable (25+ spaces)

Fort Collins

Frisco

Golden

Lakewood

Summit County
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Comprehensive Plan Schedule Update

PREPARED BY:

Jeff Brasel, AICP, Planning and Building Director

Executive Summary
The City’s comprehensive planning process has been ongoing since January 2019. Since
then, substantial public outreach has occurred, but public health orders, resulting from the
COVID-19 pandemic, put a halt to the public engagement process in the spring 2020, with
the exception of input gathered through an online mapping tool in the summer. In October
2020, the effort resumed, and the project is now at a point where the Plan will begin to be
drafted.
This memo provides Planning Commission an update on the Comprehensive Plan (“Plan”)
initiative, specifically on the process and proposed schedule to bring the Plan to completion.
An overall schedule is included in Attachment A.
Background Information
The comprehensive planning process has been going on for several years. In September
2018, the City posted a request for proposal to update the City’s 2013 Comprehensive Plan.
City Council approved a contract with RICK Consulting to serve as the main consultant for
the project on January 2, 2019. The first Community Advisory Committee meeting occurred
in April 2019. Since then, there have been:
•
•
•
•

7 - Community Advisory Committee meetings
3 – City Council updates
2 – Planning Commission workshops
15 – Community or stakeholder outreach events

As part of the project’s scope of services, the consultant has also completed a community
assessment, which includes economic and demographic analysis, information on the City’s
housing stock, documentation of existing transportation conditions and opportunities, and
baseline analysis of the City’s sustainability efforts.
The efforts to date also include a statistically valid community survey and creation of an
interactive project website and an interactive mapping tool that has garnered over 2,600
unique views and nearly 400 comments.

The project is at a stage where all the information gathered needs to be brought together in
a draft document and perform final public outreach.
In working with the consultant, a process and schedule have been developed to take the
project to completion. The proposed schedule is included as Attachment A and next steps
are highlighted below.
Joint Community Advisory Committee and Planning Commission Workgroup
The primary working body for the planning process has been the Community Advisory
Committee (CAC). The CAC consists of 21 members of the community including
representatives of the Planning Commission, Human Rights Commission, Waste Reduction
Advisory Board, the former Latino Advisory Board, Energy Sustainability Advisory Committee,
East Lafayette Advisory Committee, Lafayette Senior Advisory Board, Lafayette Cultural Arts
Commission, Youth Advisory Committee, Historic Preservation Board, Lafayette Urban
Renewal Authority, Library Board, and the Open Space Advisory Committee. The CAC
convened seven times to review public feedback on the Plan and guide the Plan’s creation.
The Planning Commission is a group of seven members appointed by City Council and
charged by the City’s Charter to prepare and recommend to City Council a Comprehensive
Plan, among other responsibilities. While there is Planning Commission representation on
the CAC, to date, the Commission has primarily taken an advisory role.
For the final phase of the project, the Planning Commission and the CAC will work together
to guide and advise the Plan as it is drafted. This approach has several benefits:
•
•

•

It allows the Planning Commission to take a much more active role in advance of
public hearings in which they will make a recommendation to City Council on
adoption of the Plan.
It allows the CAC to communicate directly with the Planning Commission on efforts to
date, priorities, and expectations and, at the same time, understand from the
Planning Commission how the Plan needs to be shaped so it is an effective
document for the Commission to use.
The collaboration between the groups will ultimately improve the Plan outcomes.

The remaining schedule anticipates at least three more CAC/Planning Commission
workshops, occurring monthly, beginning in February. The target dates are February 24,
March 24, and April 28, which coincide with Planning Commission’s second meeting night.
The three workshops will focus on:
•
•
•

Reviewing the Comprehensive Plan outline and topics and identifying any topical
gaps that need to be evaluated and included in the Plan. (February)
Follow up and discussion on topical gaps identified. (March)
Reviewing the draft Plan document prior to public release. (April)
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Additional meetings may be schedule as needed to accommodate further discussion and
vetting of the Plan.
City Council Input and Updates
City Council updates are scheduled at key milestones during the remainder of the process. A
more comprehensive update on the planning process, including topical gaps that the joint
CAC/Planning Commission identify is scheduled for March 29, 2021. Another update will be
schedule on May 24, 2021 prior to public release of the draft plan to review the draft.
Finally, a joint CAC/Planning Commission/City Council workshop will be scheduled for July
26, 2021 to review the final draft of the plan prior to public hearings.
Public Review and Outreach
Once a draft of the Comprehensive Plan is completed, there will be a final public outreach
effort that consists of one additional community meeting (in-person if allowed), posting of
the Plan to the project website, and the ability to do “road shows” to interested
stakeholders, such as homeowner associations and the Chamber of Commerce, to provide
an overview of the Plan, answer questions, and obtain feedback. This final outreach is
expected to occur over a two-month period in June and July.
Public Hearings
At the conclusion of the public outreach process, a final draft of the document will be
prepared for adoption. It is anticipated that these public hearings will occur in September
and October.
Attachment(s)
A: Remaining Comprehensive Plan Schedule
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Staff Presentation – Comprehensive Plan Schedule Update

Attachment 1 - Remaining Comprehensive Plan Schedule
LAFAYETTE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
DRAFT SCHEDULE - REMAINDER OF PROJECT
JANUARY 8, 2021
Briefing with City Council (by Staff) to update status of process

1/25/21

Working Meeting with PC / CAC to Outline Gaps in Comprehensive Plan & Schedule
for Remainder of Process

2/24/21

Briefing (by consultants) with City Council to Review Gaps in the Comprehensive
Plan (from CAC / PC meeting) and Provide Project Update
Working Meeting with Planning Commission and CAC to Follow Up on Any Gaps in
the Comprehensive Plan, Discuss Remaining Issues
Consultants to send first draft of full Comprehensive Plan document to City staff for
review

3/29/2021

3/24/21

Early April

Working Meeting with Planning Commission and CAC to Review First Draft of
Comprehensive Plan Document

4/28/21

Workshop with City Council to Present Highlights of First Draft of Plan Document,
and Preview Final Stages of Community Engagement

5/24/21

Final Community Meeting (In-Person / Virtual) - To Review Final Graphics, Highlights
from Draft Document
Road Shows with Community Groups - To Gain Input Concerning Draft Plan
Document and Implementation of Plan
Preparation of "Final Draft" of Plan Document

June 2021

Early June - Early July
Late June - Mid July

Joint Worksession with Planning Commission, City Council, and CAC to Review "Final
Draft" of Plan Document

7/26/21

Completion of Final Comprehensive Plan Document, Ready for Adoption

8/16/21

Approval Hearings with PC and City Council

September 28
(Planning Commission)
and October 19 (City
Council)

