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

FEBRUARY 23, 2021

AGENDA
6:00 PM PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
I.

OPENING OF MEETING
Call to Order
Pledge of Allegiance
Roll Call

II.

ELECTION OF OFFICER(S)
A. ELECTION OF CHAIR
B. ELECTION OF VICE CHAIR (IF NEEDED)

III.

ITEMS FROM THE PUBLIC NOT ON THE AGENDA

IV.

MINUTES FOR JANUARY 26, 2021 WORKSHOP AND JANUARY 27, 2021 MEETING

V.

REGULARLY SCHEDULED ITEMS
A. SOLAR AND ELECTRIC VEHICLE READY BUILDING CODE REGULATION OVERVIEW
B. LOT 1, MINERS CROSSING SUBDIVISION, (130 MINERS DRIVE)
(NW ¼, Section 11, T1S R69W)
1. SITE PLAN/ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW

VI.

OTHER BUSINESS
A. COMMISSION COMMENTS
B. DEPARTMENT COMMENTS

VII. 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 February 23, 2021 is 827 6003 6930. 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 February 23, 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.

PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA MEMO

MEETING DATE:

February 23, 2021

AGENDA TITLE:

Election of Officers

PREPARED BY:

Jana Easley, Planning Manager

Executive Summary
There is currently one vacancy on the Planning Commission. That position was previously
occupied by the Chair position. As such, a new Chair and Vice Chair need to be appointed
until the next annual meeting in July 2021.
Background Information
The Commission’s Bylaws establish the process for electing the Chairperson and ViceChairperson. Section II of the Bylaws states:
Until 2003, the annual meeting of the Lafayette Planning Commission shall be at the
regular meeting in the month of September of each year. Effective 2003, the annual
meeting of the Lafayette Planning Commission shall be at the regular meeting in the month
of July of each year. Such meeting shall be devoted in part to the election of officers for the
ensuing year and such other business as shall be scheduled.
Section IX of the Bylaws states:
A vacancy in the office of Chairperson or Vice-Chairperson of the Lafayette Planning
Commission shall be filled by election at the next regular meeting of the Planning
Commission from among the Planning Commission members. Until such election, the ViceChairperson will serve as acting Chairperson. All officers elected to fill a vacant position
shall serve until the next annual meeting.
According to Section VIII of the by-laws, a ballot vote shall be used for the election of
officers. Since the meeting will be held virtually, the ballot vote will be via an email during
the meeting to the Planning Manager (jana.easley@lafayetteco.gov) who will tally the votes
and report to the Secretary.
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Record of Proceedings
City of Lafayette
Planning Commission Workshop
Tuesday, January 26, 2021
Virtual Meeting
Planning Commission Present: Vice Chair Thomas and Commissioners Fischer, Godfrey,
Phillips, Smith, and Stephens.
Staff present included City Attorney Mary Lynn Macsalka, City Attorney, Keith Martin,
Planning & Building Director Jeff Brasel, Planning Manager Jana Easley, Senior Planner Greg
Thompson, Planner II Jon Hoffman, and Recording Secretary Michelle Verostko.
Planning Commission Training
The workshop started at 6:00 p.m.
Planning & Building Director Jeff Brasel presented a training session on City’s Development
Review Process. He gave an overview of the development process for traditional land
development, the traditional land development applications, and the traditional Planned
Unit Development (PUD) process. He reviewed the definition and intent of a PUD, the effects
of a PUD, the PUD Applicability, the PUD public process, and the PUD in practice. He
reviewed the City’s traditional PUD development process.
Director Brasel reviewed each of the subdivision process including sketch plan, preliminary
plan, and final plan. He discussed what the purpose of each of those reviews are, the
submittal requirements, the approval process, what staff reviews, and what the planning
commission reviews. He also reviewed the PUD review process and approval criteria for
residential and mixed-use complexes and all PUDs. He discussed PUD opportunities.
The Planning Commission had questions about the sketch plan review process and what
they should be looking at when they are reviewing them, what criteria can they use for
approving the sketch plan, and what types of conditions they can place on the sketch plan.
They discussed when it was appropriate to deny a sketch plan.
Director Brasel suggested they continue the remainder of his presentation that covers other
processes such as Site Plan/Architectural Review and Special Use Reviews at another
meeting.
City Attorney Mary Lynn Macsalka presented a training segment on Legal Framework for
Quasi-Judicial Hearings. City Attorney Macsalka reviewed with the Commission their roles
and responsibilities when reviewing land use cases. She noted that the Commission wears
three hats: Comprehensive Planning Hat, Legislative Advisor Hat and Judge Hat. She
explained that the first two hats are “quasi-legislative”, and the third hat (judge hat) is
“quasi-judicial”. Her presentation focused on the Planning Commission’s “quasi-judicial”
role.
City Attorney Macsalka discussed how their role is like a judge that deals with the rights of
property owners and applies existing regulations and criteria to specific properties and
development proposals. She discussed the characteristics of an ideal judge. She discussed
due process, what it is, and why it matters. She reviewed with them the elements of a quasijudicial decision which included adequate notice, hearing and opportunity to be heard, right
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to present and rebut evidence, right to an impartial tribunal, adequate record, and findings
and decision. She also discussed appeals and standard of reviews.
The Planning Commission had questions about whether they could ask for additional
evidence after the public hearing is closed, whether the Commission could ask the public
questions, and when they can reopen a public hearing.
City Attorney Keith Martin presented a training segment on how to condition project
approvals. City Attorney Martin provided information on how and when to make conditions
of approval or ask for outcomes when a condition may not be legally appropriate. He
reviewed standards and criteria and explained that some standards are more technical and
do not leave room for discretion. While some standards are flexible and leave room for
discretion. City Attorney Martin reviewed two categories of conditions: conditions that
facilitate application approval and conditions that mitigation measures. He discussed some
examples. He discussed what courts are looking for when examining conditions on
development. He recommended the Commission be prepared to make finding that directly
link the conditions to be imposed with the relevant standard or criteria in the Code and the
evidence in the public hearing.
Adjourn Workshop
Commissioner Phillips moved to adjourn the workshop, seconded by Commissioner Godfrey.
The workshop adjourned at 9:00 p.m.
City of Lafayette
__________________________________
Darcia Thomas, Vice Chair
Attest:
__________________________________
Michelle Verostko, Recording Secretary
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Record of Proceedings
City of Lafayette
Planning Commission Meeting Minutes
Wednesday, January 27, 2021
Virtual Meeting
Vice Chair Thomas called the meeting to order at 6:00 pm. Those in attendance included
Vice Chair Thomas, and Commissioners Fischer, Godfrey, Phillips, Smith, and Stephens
Staff Present: City Administrator Fritz Sprague, Planning and Building Director Jeff Brasel,
Planning Manager Jana Easley, City Attorney Mary Lynn Macsalka, City Engineer Matt Knight,
Transportation Engineer Juliette Woodson, Senior Planner Greg Thompson, Planner II Jon
Hoffman, and Recording Secretary Michelle Verostko
Items from the Public
None.
Minutes for September 22, 2020, November 24, 2020, and Workshop Minutes October 27,
2020
Vice Chair Thomas asked if anyone had any corrections or changes to the Meeting Minutes
for September 22, 2020 and November 24, 2020, and the Workshop Minutes for October
27, 2020.
Commissioner Phillips moved the Planning Commission approves the meeting minutes for
September 22, 2020 and November 24, 2020 and the Workshop Minutes for October 27,
2020. Commissioner Godfrey seconded the motion. All voted in favor of the motion.
Scheduled Items
A. Black Diamond Center North, Lot 2, Aspen Dental Site Plan/Architectural Review
Planner Jon Hoffman entered the staff report into the record. He stated this application is
request from Aspen Dental for review of a Site Plan and Architectural Review for a dental
office at Lot 2, Black Diamond Center North Subdivision. The proposed building is a 3,515
square foot one-story building. The building will be located at 569 North Highway 287.
Mr. Hoffman presented a slide of an aerial map that showed the location of the property and
the surrounding properties. He reviewed the uses of the surrounding properties and
provided pictures of what the site looks like today. He reviewed the Zoning, the
Comprehensive Plan Land Use Designation, and proposed use of this site.
Mr. Hoffman explained that per the Development and Zoning Code, the Planning
Commission reviews the site plan and architectural review application against criteria
provided in Section 26-17-7.1.
Mr. Hoffman presented the site plan layout and reviewed the dimensional standards for the
building, the vehicle and pedestrian access to the site, traffic circulation, parking, sidewalks,
and parking lot lighting. He discussed the site constraints on the property which restrict how
the property is developed. The site constraints include a shared utility, drainage and
detention pond, and the piped Goodhue Ditch. There are also utility easements along
Highway 287 the hinder the placement of street trees.
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Mr. Hoffman presented the architecture for the building and reviewed the proposed building
materials and exterior colors. He reviewed the building elevations and mechanical
screening. He reviewed the landscape plan and photometric plan.
Mr. Hoffman reviewed the conditions of approval. He discussed the reasons for the
conditions. Staff recommended approval of the Site Plan/Architectural Review for Lot 2,
Black Diamond Center North Subdivision, subject to the seven (7) recommended conditions
outlined in the staff report.
Eric Jesse, 1345 Trenton Street, Denver, Applicant Representative, stated they did not have
anything to add to the information that staff provided. He noted they are looking forward to
developing this site.
The Planning Commission asked the applicant if they received the City Engineer’s memo and
whether they had issues with the memo and if they agreed with the conditions of approval.
Mr. Jesse stated they have received the engineer’s memo and had no issues with it and that
they agreed with the conditions of approval.
Other Planning Commission questions focused on architectural details such as the glazing
and where it would be located.
The Planning Commission asked staff if they would work with the applicant on the timber
elements on the east side of the building. Other questions of staff focused on signage and
whether it meets code and where the signs would be located.
The Planning Commission discussed the exterior building color, the building architecture,
and how to ensure the building addressed the mining theme seen in the other buildings in
the subdivision. The Planning Commission discussed amending Site Plan/Architectural
Review Condition No. 1 regarding replacing the standing seam awning with different
material on the east elevation. The Planning Commission wanted to see the materials of the
Black Diamond Center be better incorporated into the entire building and not just the east
elevation.
The Planning Commission amended Site Plan/Architectural Review Condition No. 1 to say
“The applicant shall work with staff to incorporate building colors and materials to better
match the Black Diamond Subdivision theme architecture. The materials and colors shall be
incorporated on all four building elevations. The east elevation standing seam awning shall
be replaced with a gable style awning with heavy timber exposed trusses to continue the Black
Diamond Mine theme, with architecture, materials, and design to be approved by staff.”
Motion
Commissioner Godfrey 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 Stephens seconded
the motion. All voted in favor of the motion.
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Site Plan/Architectural Review Conditions of Approval:
1. The applicant shall work with staff to incorporate building colors and materials to better
match the Black Diamond Subdivision theme architecture. The materials and colors
shall be incorporated on all four building elevations. The east elevation standing seam
awning shall be replaced with a gable style awning with heavy timber exposed trusses
to continue the Black Diamond Mine theme, with architecture, materials, and design
to be approved by staff.
2. Spandrel glass shall be replaced with transparent clear glass to match the adjacent
glass design.
3. All wall mounted equipment shall be painted to match field/background color and that
ground mounted mechanical be screened via plantings where possible.
4. All lighting temperature shall be 3000K temperature to be within the “warm”
temperature level.
5. The trash enclosure walls shall be the Dutch quality stone veneer, sienna dry stack
color.
6. The trash enclosure shall be sized to include, trash, recycle, and compost containers.
7. The applicant shall address all outstanding issues detailed in the Engineer memo
dated November 30, 2020 prior to submittal of a building permit.
B.
Medtronic Rezoning, Preliminary Plan/PUD, and Site Plan/Architectural Review
Vice Chair Thomas opened the public hearing.
Planning Manager Jana Easley stated the application was noticed properly. Ms. Easley
entered the staff report into the record. She stated this application is a request for Rezoning,
Preliminary Plan/Planned Unit Development (PUD) and Preliminary Plat, and Site
Plan/Architectural 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 and two three-story
connector buildings. The second phase would include a third five-story building and a threelevel parking structure.
Ms. Easley explained there are three applications: Rezoning the property from Developing
Resource (DR) to Regional Commercial/Industrial (C1/M1), the review of the Preliminary
Plan/Planned Unit Development (PUD) and Preliminary Plat, and Site Plan/Architectural
Review. She presented a slide showing the location of the property and surrounding area.
She reviewed the uses of the surrounding properties. She reviewed the existing conditions
of the property which included the area of the property in the floodplain, Drainageway H,
utility easements, multi-modal sidewalks, and regional trail connections.
Ms. Easley showed the proposed layout of the buildings, the access points, parking, delivery
areas, and the public art location. She reviewed the proposed circulation for the site
including vehicular and on-site paths and the off-site regional path. She presented slides
that showed the proposed architecture for the office buildings, the materials board, the
parking garage building architecture, the car canopies, and landscaping. She showed crosssections of the landscaping along Highway 287.
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Ms. Easley gave an overview of each of the applications starting with the Rezoning. She
reviewed the current zoning and Comprehensive Land Use Map designation for the site and
the surrounding properties.
Ms. Easley reviewed the Preliminary PUD Plan and discussed the intent of a PUD. She
reviewed the PUD modifications being requested which includes building height, parking
space size, drive aisle width, location of parking, height of wall sign, service yard wall height,
transition landscaping, and landscaping minimum requirements.
Ms. Easley presented staff’s analysis for each of the applications starting with the Rezoning.
She explained the Rezoning meets the Zoning/Rezoning criteria in Code Section 26-16-8(c)
stating the rezoning is necessary to conform to the Lafayette Comprehensive Plan. Staff
recommended approval of the rezoning application with no conditions.
Ms. Easley reviewed each of the modifications being requested against the Preliminary PUD
Plan criteria and discussed staff’s analysis for each of them. She reviewed some of the
Comprehensive Plan Policies the application complies or fulfills, as well as Councils goals
and strategic priorities the application meets.
Ms. Easley reviewed the proposed conditions of approval. Staff recommended approval of
the Preliminary PUD Plan subject to the conditions outlined in the staff report 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.
Ms. Easley explained that no formal action is required by the Planning Commission for the
Preliminary Plan as it runs with the Preliminary Plan. She stated the Preliminary Plat meets
application requirements of Section 26-17-5.
Ms. Easley reviewed the requirements for the Site Plan/Architectural Review to meet
compliance. She reviewed the Site Plan/Architectural Review application against the review
criteria. She reviewed each of the Site Plan/Architectural Review conditions of approval.
and explained what code criteria it supports and why the condition is needed.
Staff added Site Plan/Architectural Review Condition No. 12 that states “Applicant shall
provide design and engineering drawings for the cul-de-sac to terminate Crescent Drive.”
Staff recommended the Planning Commission recommend approval to City Council for the
Site Plan/Architectural Review for Medtronic based on the site plan and architecture
conforms to the technical zoning requirements and PUD allowances for setbacks, height,
etc., the C1 Commercial Design Guidelines, and Section 26-16-7.1 of the Development and
Zoning Code.
Ms. Easley reviewed the next steps for the project if the Planning Commission approves the
three applications.
Jim Driessen, Vice President, Medtronic, Boulder, gave a brief background of their company.
Molly Carson, Ryan Companies US, Inc., 3900 E. Camelback Road, Phoenix, Arizona, gave a
brief overview of the project and site layout.
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Christine Yarbrough, Architect, MOA Architecture, 414 14th Street, Denver, reviewed the site
design and layout. She reviewed the parking, pedestrian connections, regional trail
connections, transportation demand management, and campus amenities.
J. Birkey, Norris Design, 1101 Bannocks Street, Denver presented the site landscape design
and reviewed the addition of trees west of the drainage way in Tract H, the rehabilitation of
the drainage channel, enhanced functional open space, provision of gateway/path/
destination elements, efficient and sustainable landscaping, planting buffers, and
biodiverse plantings. He discussed some of the outdoor amenities being provided such as
the outdoor open spaces for seating and group activities. He reviewed the parking lot
screening and cross-sections of the site.
Ms. Yarbrough presented the building architecture and discussed how it meets the City’s
commercial design guidelines and City’s code requirements. She discussed the code
modifications being requested and why they are requesting them.
Ms. Yarbrough discussed the pedestrian scale of the buildings design, the parking garage
design, the building materials proposed, and the Medtronic mission and brand.
Ms. Yarbrough discussed the sustainability features for their project which include storm
water management, reduced irrigation demand, full cutoff site lighting, recycling program,
Xcel-energy design assistance program, solar canopies, energy efficient buildings systems,
low water use faucets and toilets, occupancy sensors and LED lighting. She discussed the
Solar/EV stations.
Vice Chair Thomas opened this portion of the meeting for public testimony at 7:38 p.m.
Peter Benkowski, Vice President, Strategy and Business Development, Good Samaritan
Medical Center, 200 Exempla Circle, Lafayette, spoke in support of the Medtronic project.
Greg Moss, Director of Public Relations, SCL Health, 3958 W. 1118th Place, Westminster,
provided some background on SCL Health Systems, their partnership with Medtronic, and
discussed their full support of this project.
Caitlin Quander, Attorney at Law, Brownsetin Hyatt Farber Schreck, 410 Seventeenth Street,
Denver, stated she is representing Etkin Johnson Real Estate Partners. Ms. Quander stated
that although they support the project, they have concerns about the location and circulation
of the current access points for the planned Medtronic Office Campus. They are concerned
that Crescent Drive may be used as a connection point to reach a more northern access to
Highway 287 and potentially cause congestion for their client’s tenants and hospital visitors
and staff. They propose gating or placing a chain across the Crescent Drive access point
from the Medtronic site so that it is only used for fire and other emergency access purposes.
Jana Easley read a letter from Mel Haik into the record. Ms. Haik supports the project. She
requested a multimodal underpass for Highway 287 that would benefit the City of Lafayette
as well as the employees in the immediate area.
Vice Chair Thomas closed the public testimony portion of the meeting at 7:40 p.m.
Ms. Carson stated they oppose a gate at Crescent Drive.
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Kati McDowell, Traffic Engineer, explained that the traffic study did assume the street would
connect. She reviewed the morning and evening peak numbers. They do not support a gate
at Crescent Drive.
The Planning Commission took a five-minute recess at 7:55 p.m. and reconvened at 8:00
p.m.
The Planning Commission asked the applicant whether the mineral rights were resolved.
Ms. Carson stated they are still working with the mineral owners on this issue but intend to
come to a resolution.
The Planning Commission asked the applicant what the plan would be for the southwest
corner parking lot if they did not need the parking lot or if it were never built, would they
plant with irrigated native grasses.
Other questions focused on the type of light poles being installed at the carports and
whether they would have bollards for the carports. The applicant responded to the
questions explaining they would have full cutoff light fixtures under the carports and safe
pathways thru them.
The Planning Commission asked the applicant to explain what the process would be for the
public art project.
Other questions included how they addressed light mitigation from the flagpole lighting,
whether they considered capturing rainwater for their landscaping, and how they would
address floodplain issues and the water table.
The Planning Commission asked staff whether Crescent Drive was a public or private street
and whether it would be gated.
The Planning Commission also asked about the southwest corner parking and whether a
condition requiring landscaping and irrigation be placed on the site plan/architectural review
to address their concern if the parking lot was not built.
The Planning Commission asked if the developer were obligated to install the carports and
Solar panels they have shown on the plans or could they go away if after value engineering
was done on the project, they discovered they could not afford to include them in the
project.
The Planning Commission had concerns about future sidewalks in the Colorado Department
of Transportation (CDOT) right-of-way and asked staff what happens to the sidewalks if CDOT
wants to do future improvements.
The Planning Commission asked staff what they determined about the installation of an
overpass or underpass at this site. Staff explained that this is a larger city issue and is not
attributable to one user. The City needs to look at this issue with the transportation plan,
how will it be funded, and whether this is the right location.
The Planning Commission asked the applicant if they agreed with the conditions of approval.
Ms. Carson stated they agreed with the conditions.

January 27, 2021 Planning Commission Minutes
Page 7

The Planning Commission asked City Attorney Mascalka if the unresolved mineral rights
issue needs a condition. City Attorney Mascalka stated it could be addressed with the
development agreement.
Vice Chair Thomas closed the public hearing at 8:45 p.m.
Rezoning Discussion
The Planning Commission did not have any comments/discussion on the Rezoning
Application.
Rezoning Motion
Commissioner Phillips moved 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. Commissioner Godfrey seconded the motion. All voted
in favor of the motion. The motion carried.
Preliminary Plan/PUD Discussion
The Planning Commission asked staff to provide the slide showing the PUD modifications
being requested. The Planning Commission noted they appreciated the cross-sections that
were provided to them. They added that given the size and scale of the project, the
modifications being requested are minimal.
Preliminary Plan/Planned Unit Development and Preliminary Plat Motion
Commissioner Phillips moved the Planning Commission approve 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. Commissioner
Smith seconded the motion. All voted in favor of the motion. The motion carried.
Site Plan/Architectural Review Discussion
The Planning Commission discussed their concerns with the landscaping if the parking
garage was not built. The Planning Commission discussed adding a condition to the Site
Plan/Architectural Review to address how the land would be maintained if the parking
garage were not built. The Planning Commission added Site Plan/Architectural Review
Condition No. 13 stating “Staff and the applicant shall determine a landscape phasing plan
for the parking structure area to be included in the development agreement.”
The Planning Commission discussed the art piece and location. The Planning Commission
would like the art piece to be a “Welcome to Lafayette” statement. The Planning
Commission thanked the applicant for listening to their concerns from the sketch plan
meeting and appreciated the level of design and incorporating carports and solar
components into the project.
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Site Plan/Architectural Review Motion
Commissioner Godfrey moved the Planning Commission recommend approval of the Site
Plan/Architectural Review to City Council, subject to staff’s 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 development.
Vice Chair Thomas seconded the motion. All voted in favor of the motion. The motion
carries.
Rezoning Conditions of Approval: None.
Preliminary Plan/PUD 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.
3. The Applicant shall address all comments in the City’s Fire Marshal email dated
January 13, 2021.
4. The Applicant shall address all comments in the City Attorney’s memo dated January
13, 2021.
5. Relevant Site Plan/Architectural conditions shall be incorporated into the Preliminary
Plan.
Site Plan/Architectural Review Conditions of Approval:
1. The Site Plan/Architectural is subject to the Rezoning and Final Plan being approved
by City Council.
2. Sixteen (16) trees shall be planted, with proper irrigation, near Drainageway H, type
and species based on recommendations from the applicant’s landscape architect.
3. 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).
4. Wall sconces shall be shown on all building elevations and shall not be placed above
the first floor of the building.
5. Trash enclosure areas shall be sized to accommodate trash, recycle, and compost
containers.
6. 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.
7. 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.
8. 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.
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.
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11. The Applicant shall address all comments in the City’s Fire Marshal email dated

January 13, 2021.

12. Applicant shall provide design and engineering drawings for the cul-de-sac to

terminate Crescent Drive as part of the Final Plan submittal.
13. Staff and the applicant shall determine a landscape phasing plan for the parking
structure area to be included in the development agreement.
C. Solar and Electric Vehicle Ready Building Code Regulation Overview
Vice Chair Thomas asked for feedback from the Planning Commission as whether to
continue this item until their February meeting. The consensus of the Planning Commission
was to continue this item until their next meeting.
Motion
Vice Chair Thomas moved the Planning Commission continue the Solar and Electric Vehicle
Ready Building Code Regulation Overview to their February meeting. Commissioner Godfrey
seconded the motion. All voted in favor of the motion.
D. Comprehensive Plan Schedule Update
Planning & Building Director Jeff Brasel entered the staff report into the record. Director
Brasel gave an update on where the City is in the process on the Comprehensive Plan.
Director Brasel explained that for the final phase of the project the Planning Commission
and the Community Advisory Committee (CAC) will work together to guide and advise the
Comprehensive Plan as it is drafted. He noted there are three joint workshops planned that
will occur monthly beginning in February and ending in April. He explained the workshops
will focus on the following:
•
•
•

Reviewing the Comprehensive Plan outline and topics to discuss and identify topical
gaps that need to be evaluated and included in the Plan.
Follow up and discussion on identified gaps.
Reviewing the draft Plan document.

Director Brasel reviewed the overall schedule. He noted that the March 24 meeting may
change to April 8 because of Spring break.
The Planning Commission asked staff whether the Commission needed to meet before their
first meeting with the CAC.
Commission Comments
Commissioner Phillips gave an update on the January 4, 2021 Historic Preservation Board
meeting he attended. He commented that the Board’s review of a Demo Permit was not
unlike a Planning Commission where the Board reviewed the application against criteria to
decide.
Commissioner Smith gave an update on the January 7, 2021 Lafayette Open Space Advisory
Committee Meeting. He noted that had a discussion on public art.
Vice Chair Thomas thanked former Planning Commissioner Anthony Viers for his service on
the Planning Commission. Commissioner Godfrey agreed with her comments.
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Commissioner Smith thanked Commissioner Stephens for letting them know about the
American Planning Association (APA) Anti-Racist Seminar on December 16, 2020 and
thought the seminar had a lot of pragmatic information and was time well spent. He
thanked staff for the well-prepared staff reports and specific information provided to them
this month. He also thanked Vice Chair Thomas for the good job she did running the
meeting.
Vice Chair Thomas also thanked staff for their hard work on the staff reports.
Department Comments
Director Jeff Brasel noted that the facilitator for their March 6 retreat will be contacting them
for a 30-minute one on one phone call with each of them before the retreat.
The Planning Commission asked Director Brasel if he will be continuing to attend the
Planning Commission meetings moving forward. Director Brasel stated that he will be
attending the meetings for the foreseeable future.
The Planning Commission expressed concern that having the City Attorney attending the
Planning Commission meetings may cause the developers to “lawyer up” so to speak.
City Attorney Macsalka stated that it is not uncommon for City Attorneys to attend Planning
Commission meetings and it is not a concern or problem for the developer to have their
attorney present at the meeting.
Adjourn
Commissioner Godfrey moved to adjourn the meeting, seconded by Commissioner Fischer.
All voted in favor of the motion. The meeting adjourned at 9:50 p.m.
City of Lafayette

__________________
Darcia Thomas, Vice Chair
Attest:
___________________________________
Michelle Verostko, Recording Secretary

PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA MEMO

MEETING DATE:

February 23, 2021

AGENDA TITLE:

Solar Ready and Electrical Vehicle Charging Building Code Updates

PREPARED BY:
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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 City Council with an overview of the proposed solar (PV) ready
and electric vehicle (EV) ready construction requirements prior to advancing a formal
ordinance for adoption. Staff is seeking concurrence from City Council on the approach, or
whether changes to the draft regulations are desired.
The memo is structured into four sections:
• Basis of Regulation
• Solar Ready (PV) Provisions
• Electric Vehicle (EV) Provisions
• Implementation
• City Council Direction
City Council Strategic Priority (most applicable): Environmental Leadership
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.
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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 the electrical control panels.
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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.
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
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The proposed regulations provide requirements to meet the
anticipated demand in the immediate, near-term, and longterm 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: EV-capable, EV-ready, and an EVinstalled 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 EVcharging station.
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 Spaces:
EV-Ready Spaces:

20% of spaces provided
2 spaces

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 Spaces:
EV-Ready Spaces:
EV-Installed Spaces:
•
•

10% of spaces provided
5% of spaces provided
2% of spaces provided

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.
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•

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.
City Council Direction
City Council reviewed the proposed regulations at their January 25th Council Workshop. At
the meeting, City Council affirmed the approach for the Solar Ready provisions. On the
Electric Vehicle Requirements, they affirmed the single-family and commercial approach,
and asked for a revision to increase the EV-Ready spaces for multi-family projects.
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City Council also asked that some level of outreach occur prior to advancing the ordinance
for adoption.
Next Steps
Staff is working to conduct public outreach. Once that occurs, a revised ordinance will be
drafted and presented to City Council for action.
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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Executive Summary
Blackwood and Associates, Inc. on behalf of 130 Miners Drive LLC is proposing a new office
building on Lot 1B, Miners Crossing Subdivision Minor Replat A (130 Miners Drive). The
proposed building is a 13,000 square foot generally rectangular, two-story building (approx.
127’ by 58’6”) with the front entrance oriented to the southwest and facing the existing
building on the site.
As part of the development, the applicant is requesting a modification to the parking
requirements to decrease parking from 43 spaces to 36 spaces. The parking reduction
request is allowed pursuant to Section 26-20-10 of the Development and Zoning Code.
Applicant/Owner:
Location:
Land Use:
Zoning:
Total Area:
Proposed Use:
Recommendation:

Nancy Blackwood, Blackwood and Associates, Inc/130 Miners Drive LLC
130 Miners Drive – Lot 1B, Miners Crossing Subdivision Minor Replat A
Commercial
Regional Business (C1) / Planned Unit Development (PUD)
0.78 acres
Office
Approval of the Site Plan/Architectural Review application with seven
recommended conditions

A Neighborhood Meeting is not required with a Site Plan/Architectural Review application.
Pursuant to 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 26-16-7.1 of the Lafayette Municipal Code and recommend to City Council
approval, approval with conditions, or denial of the application to City Council.
The applicant is also requesting a subdivision of the existing lot into two separate lots to
accommodate the new building. This requires a minor subdivision application. The Minor
Subdivision does not require Planning Commission action.
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Background Information
This section of the staff report provides background on the proposal. Staff’s analysis is
contained in the following section.
Location and Site Conditions
130 Miners Drive is southeast of the intersection of S Public Road and Miners Drive. To the
south of the site is an undeveloped parcel, north and east of the site are properties developed
with commercial and industrial users, and to the west across S. Public Road is Clinica Family
Health.
Vehicular access to the site comes from an existing entrance on Miners Drive. There is one
existing, 14,000 SF, two-story building onsite with 32 parking spaces.
•

Link to Location Map

Site Constraints
There is a large temporary drainage easement that is to be vacated by the Minor Subdivision.
The City Engineers have determined the proposed on-site detention pond on the subject
property satisfies the condition to remove the temporary easement. The applicants have
proposed keeping some of the on-site trees, while removing others where the building would
be built. Additionally, there are prairie dogs on the property. The prairie dog colony is located
where the new building would be built. The applicants have provided a prairie dog study that
is currently under review. There are 10-foot easements on the north side of the site for public
access, sidewalk, and landscaping, and on the south side for electric and telephone. The site
gently slopes from the west to the southeast where a detention pond would be created.
Annexation, Zoning and Previous Approvals
The Miners Crossing Subdivision was annexed in 1970 and is zoned Regional Business (C1)
/ Planned Unit Development (PUD). The existing PUD provisions have no impact on the
planned use of this site. The PUD allows Lot 1 to have a laboratory use as part of the
development of the site. This allowed laboratory use is not contemplated within this project.
The subject property was platted into a lot in August 1994 as part of the one lot and one tract,
19.82-acre, Miners Crossing Subdivision. The tract portion of that subdivision has since been
subdivided and developed as a commercial business park.
The C1/PUD zoning on the property allows land uses which are permitted in the C1 zone. The
proposed office use is permitted by right in the C1 zone district.
•

Link to Miners Crossing Subdivision Plat

1

Site Design Summary

Layout,

Setbacks
Front (North)
Side (East)
Rear (South)
Side (West-Proposed)
Height

Measurable standards
Required
20’
0'
0'
0’
Max
35’

Proposed
20’
10’
129’
’
Proposed
33’

circulation, and parking
The proposed building is located adjacent to Miners Drive on the eastern portion of the
existing lot, just north and east of the existing building. The building front door entrance is
oriented to the existing building on site. Vehicular access is provided via the existing entrance
from Miners Drive.
An existing 5-foot-wide attached sidewalk exists along Miners Drive adjacent to Lot 1B, while
existing detached sidewalks exist adjacent to Lot 1A. Additionally, a sidewalk exists on the
east side of Lot 1B. Site design affords connection from the new building to this sidewalk.
Thirty-six (36) parking spaces are provided west and south of the proposed building... For the
office use, the minimum number of parking spaces required is 43 To support their request,
the applicants have provided a parking inventory for the existing building and user and
discussed their anticipated parking needs as well as provided a request to reduce the number
of parking spaces per Section 26-20-10 of the Lafayette Municipal Code. Staff analysis on the
request is provided later in this report.
•

Link to 130 Miners Drive Site Plan

Landscaping
The plan includes an existing street tree (Honeylocust) along with four new ones (3 hackberry
and a pear) along Miners Drive. Existing trees, bushes, and other landscaping that were
approved with the existing building at 130 Miners Drive will remain.
Deciduous trees and a mixture of deciduous and evergreen shrubs are used throughout the
area to be developed.
•

Link to Landscape Plan

Building Architecture
The building architecture includes hard coat stucco siding, smooth cement board siding, wood
grained cement board siding, a masonry veneer, aluminum canopy/awnings, aluminum
storefront windows and doors.
•
•
•

Link to Building Elevations
Link to Building Rendering
Link to Materials Board
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Lighting
The building will have exterior wall-mounted, full cut-off LED fixtures on all elevations except
the east. The parking lot will include two full cut-off LED pole lights. All lighting temperatures
are proposed to be 3000K temperature to be within the “warm” temperature level.
•

Link to Plan Set

Public Outreach
Site Plan/Architectural Review applications do not have a requirement for a neighborhood
meeting or public notice.
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 Plan/Architectural Review applications.
The applicant has provided a narrative detailing how they believe they meet the Code criteria
and C1 Commercial Design Guidelines.
•

Link to 130 Miners Drive 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 building would be 13,000-square-foot, two-story, with a 6,541-square-foot footprint,
which is 19% of the proposed 33,783-square-foot lot. Larger one- and two-story buildings
exist within the rest of the Miners Crossing subdivision north of the site. The planned
detention pond on the southeast portion of the site and shared access and circulation with
Lot 1A impact the size of the building that can be constructed. The new flat-roofed building
would be 33 feet in height at the tallest point of the parapet walls. The height of the
building is comparable to the newly constructed 1380 S Public building located just north
of the site and is 7’10” taller than the existing building on-site. The building footprint would
be smaller than other commercial buildings near this site that are not located on the same
property.
b. The architecture promotes a harmonious transition in scale and character of the proposed
building to surrounding land uses.
Architecture of buildings in the area are varied, with a mixture of uses and building styles.
Generally, surrounding buildings are larger than the proposed building, except for the
existing building on Lot 1A adjacent to the proposed building. Some of the existing
buildings in the Miners Crossing development are designed as office buildings, while
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others are designed for office/industrial flex uses. The subject building size and scale is
similar to the existing building on-site and has the appearance of an office building. As an
in-fill office building, it is consistent and harmonious with surrounding land uses and
development
The proposed building materials are unique to the area in that there is limited stucco and
cement fiber board; however, the materials and building size are in scale and generally
harmonious with adjacent buildings within this development. The location of the proposed
building at the end of the north-south stretch of Miners Drive provides an end of street
anchor and emphasizes the proposed structure.
•

Link to Miners Crossing Subdivision existing architecture

c. The quality and overall design is compatible with the location and proposed use as
demonstrated by building elevations.
The Miners Crossing Subdivision, which consists of the office/light industrial park located
north of this property, generally includes tall one and two-story office/flex buildings that
have large footprints. These larger buildings have longer building facades with occasional
changes to setbacks (shifts) in the building facades. The buildings utilize a variety of
material including tilt-up concrete, CMU and stucco. The companion office building
adjacent to the proposed development has fewer building movements with limited
material and color changes. The proposed 130 Miners Drive building varies from this look
and appearance to some degree by providing more windows and more material changes
on all elevations than most of the buildings in the area. The quality of materials and overall
design is compatible with the location and proposed use given the diversity of styles and
building sizes.
d. Any diverse architectural treatments are integrated into the overall architectural theme in
order to avoid a cluttered appearance.
The proposed building utilizes a variety of materials, scaling elements, window
fenestration, parapet height and architectural accents inconsistently across all facades
which results in a lack of an overall theme.
The main architectural treatments include:
1. King-sized brick veneer masonry is consistently used in a horizontal wainscot at the
base of the building; however, it is randomly used vertical expression through
occasional pilaster features. The pilasters occur randomly in the southern and
northern elevations, but not in a repetitious or consistent application.
2. Dark gray smooth-finished concrete fiber cement board that has both vertical and
horizontal elements as it forms a “T” on some of the building corners, primarily around
the building façade where the main entry occurs. This color accent is continued on
other elevations as a narrower darker gray horizontal stucco band.
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3. Wood grained concrete fiber cement board is used inconstantly as a horizontal scaling
element between the first and second floors, but also as an inconsistent infill material
between the glazing of the first and second stories.
4. Inconsistent fenestration patterns between the first and second floor on the northern
and southern elevations that preclude a consistent vertical wall pattern between the
windows that is present.
The inconsistent use of the above materials, in addition to the differing fenestration
between the first and second stories results in the background base material, which is
a light gray textured hard-sided stucco finish, exposed in such a way that the
background vertical and horizontal expressions of the building are incongruous.
Additional building materials include:
•
•

A metal parapet cap that would match the dark color used on the concrete fiber cement
board.
An aluminum canopy/awning would be provided over the entrance to help define that
area.

In addition to the concerns raised about the building materials, the north elevation of the
building, which is 127 feet long, has four distinct roof elevation changes. While the
Commercial Design Guidelines call for varied roof heights, providing this many roof shifts
in such a short distance seems excessive without complimentary changes in building
design or materiality. What is proposed seems to be more than intended.
The design of the building is attempting to use various horizontal and vertical scaling
elements to break up what would otherwise be a plain building façade. However, the use
of these elements is inconsistent and lacks intent and coordination. This leads to a design
that lacks an overall architectural theme.
Staff’s recommendation for this criterion is as follows:
1. Eliminate the brick veneer pilasters.
2. Eliminate the horizontal scaling element of the wood-grained fiber cement board and
replace it with the inset application between the first and second story windows. This
can be repeated across the entire façade, or in select building wall segments in
conjunction with other methods, such as scoring, color change, depressed wall planes
to imitate the pattern established by the use of the wood-grained board. Use of window
awnings may also be an option.
3. Use scoring patterns more consistently across the façade.
4. Rethink fenestration patterns between the first and second floor in conjunction with
resulting vertical scaling element provided by the background stucco material.
5. Eliminate the third parapet height on the northern elevation.
e. The landscape design has been incorporated into the plan and takes into consideration
the function and use of open areas and buffering.
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The overall site landscape plan meets the required trees and shrubs required by the Code.
The design includes the removal of two trees and the replacement of those trees on the
western portion of the property on a per caliper basis. The required number of street trees,
including an existing tree, have been integrated into the overall landscape plan so that the
overall number of trees (street/parking lot/site) is met. Per Guidelines section III.F.2.(e),
“At maturity, street trees shall have a minimum branching height of 8 feet from the
ground…” The existing street tree needs to be trimmed to meet this standard and is
included as a recommendation.
f. The overall landscape treatment of exterior spaces enhances the quality of the project
and creates usable open areas.
The landscape plan enhances the exterior of the site by reenforcing the rhythm of street
trees along Miners Drive, providing shade at the perimeter of the parking lot and
enhancing the existing detention pond. The overall landscape theme is compatible with
the character of the surrounding area. The applicants have incorporated landscape
materials used on the existing, already developed portion of the site and incorporated an
existing street tree into the subject property. The landscaping 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. In addition to the street trees adjacent to
Miners Drive, there are a variety of shrubs and bushes in this area.
g. The traffic and pedestrian circulation system, including parking lots, contributes to the
orderly and aesthetic quality of the site.
Vehicular access is from the existing Miners Drive access point with parking on the west
and south sides of the building. Traffic circulation is simple yet effective creating an orderly
traffic organization to the site.
The existing 5-foot-wide attached sidewalk along Miners Drive will be connected into the
site. Additionally, the sidewalk on the south side of the building connects to the northsouth public access easement/sidewalk immediately east of the site. Traffic and
pedestrian issues are appropriately addressed and contribute to the orderly quality of the
site.
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 parapet walls. The trash collection bin
is in an enclosure which is located at the rear of the lots, between the two buildings, and
is designed to be used by both buildings. It is in an appropriate location and should not
impact adjacent properties. The trash collection bins will be screened from public view by
the enclosure which would have masonry to match the proposed building and have the
door painted to match the dark gray color on the building.
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•
i.

Link to Trash Enclosure Details

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 and applied them in ways which were
designed to try and provide visual interest on the building elevations. However, per
discussion in criterion d, the application of the materials, such as the occasional brick
veneer pilasters and the use of materials in a horizontal and vertical manner, as well as
the varied roof form on the north elevation, provides a more cluttered appearance than
providing visual interest.

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, hard coat stucco siding, stone veneer, and wood-look fiber
cement board materials for the most part meet the intent of the Commercial Design
Guidelines and are suitable for an office building, however more authentic materials would
be preferred over the use of the cement board to achieve the same aesthetic. Metal
materials have been used as accents as a parapet cap and as an awning over the entrance
to the building, but not as a primary material.

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 relatively durable for the
Colorado climate in the applications shown in the short run, but long-term durability of
fiber board is questionable. The fiber board panels in particular appear to not be in accord
with the Commercial Design Guidelines. Section III.C.2.(a), states, “…shall incorporate
materials that are durable, economically maintainable and of a quality that will retain their
appearance and finish over time.” Guidelines section III.C.2.(c) articulates this by stating,
“High quality durable materials such as brick, stone, architectural concrete masonry units
and glass shall be used in retail and commercial office developments. The applicants
should consider authentic materials, such as actual wood siding or metal or masonry for
the dark grey accent material, rather than cement fiber board for better wearability. Staff
recommends the applicants explore the use of more appropriate materials instead of the
cement fiber board which has been proposed.
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 but does have a
metal awning at the entrance which is treated to withstand the weather and calls
appropriate attention to the entrance.
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m. Building articulation and rooflines are varied by the use of architectural and site design.
The building has been designed to fit the site by molding the building to the existing
vehicular entrance, providing the building at the Miners Drive north-south terminus, and
providing the front door facing the existing on-site building. The north parapet roofline, with
4 different elevations is varied, but that variation seems excessive and could be reduced
in terms of number of individual heights to better meet this criterion.
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 and door plan details an aluminum storefront with a natural
anodized finish. As described earlier in the staff report, the parapet walls on the north
elevation could be combined to provide less than the four movements proposed which
would make the parapets more visually attractive. The inconsistent width to the parapet
overhang should be provided in a more consistent way to offer a better relationship from
one parapet to the other. The use of glass is focused on the entrance to the building which
helps identify where people need to go.
The roofline is varied on each elevation, as well, and provides a parapet that varies on
each elevation with the highest parapet on the Northwest area of the building, calling
attention to the front entrance. Parapet walls step down in height from there. Less parapet
movement on the north elevation would be appropriate.
Also, as discussed in criterion d, there is inconsistent fenestration between the first and
second floor on the northern and southern elevations that preclude a consistent vertical
wall pattern between the windows that is present. While the differences in fenestration
pattern are subtle, it contributes greatly to the overall cluttered building design.
•

Link to Proposed North Elevation

o. The colors, including accents, are harmonious and compatible.
The building color palette is comprised of light gray, dark gray, cedar, and a traditional red
brick look (Danbury). The proposed main color palette of grays and earth tones is
compatible with other colors in the area.
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 any ground mounted mechanical be screened via plantings where possible per
Guideline section III.D.2.(a)
q. Exterior lighting, which is a part of the architectural concept, is harmonious with the
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building design, and does not shine directly on adjacent properties.
The site will have exterior wall-mounted, full cut-off LED fixtures on all building elevations
except the east. The parking lot would include two full cut-off LED pole lights 23 feet in
height. The light heads would be different than those currently on-site. All lighting
temperature would be 3000K temperature level that staff and Planning Commission
encourage. The photometric plan indicates zero footcandles at the north and south
property lines, low light levels at the east property line, and light levels under 1 foot candle
at the west property line which is a shared access drive and parking area with the existing
on-site building. Lighting does not appear to shine directly on any adjacent properties.
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
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 the same masonry veneer proposed
on the building and has a 4” brick veneer cap on top of the enclosure wall. The door to the
enclosure would be painted to match the dark gray on the proposed building. Staff
recommends the trash enclosure be sized to include trash, recycle, and compost
containers per section 26-19-25 of the Lafayette Municipal Code.
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.
The project is an office building, so this criterion does not apply.
Other Information
Engineer Review – The City Engineer has no further comments at this point in the review
process.
•

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

Parking – The 13,000 SF office building is required to have 43 parking spaces instead of the
36 which are proposed. The number of proposed parking spaces is eight less than required
by the Code.
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Section 26-20-10 provide the criteria to consider for increasing or decreasing the required
number of parking spaces:
a.
b.
c.
d.

Expected number of cars owned by occupants of dwellings in a PUD
Parking needs of any non-dwelling uses.
Varying time period of use.
The conveyance, dedication or lease to the city or to LURA of real property for public
parking

Criteria “a” is not applicable since this is not a residential PUD. Criteria “b” and “c” are
unknown at this point since there is not an identified user of the building.
The applicant studied the use of the existing office building located on the site (Lot 1A) and
noted that actual use of parking for the 9,000 sf office and 5,000 sf shop building was less
than the Code required number of parking spaces. The applicants conducted an inventory of
the parking used by the existing business on the property. They noted 40 parking spaces
should be provided for the existing use which moved into the site in 2019, but only 31 parking
spaces exist. The inventory was conducted from October 14, 2019 through January 27, 2020
at 10 am and 2 pm. The maximum number of cars at those times was 26. Based on that, it is
their belief and conclusion the 31 parking spaces associated with the current user is sufficient
for that portion of the site. Essentially, the conclusion by the applicant is the existing business
doesn’t need as much parking as called out by the Lafayette Code, therefore a future user of
the new building will also likely need less parking. Since the user of the new building is
unknown, having data on the existing business only applies to the existing business and not
the unknown future user of the new building.
In many respects, the applicants request to lower the amount of parking associated with the
new building is compounded by the fact the use of the existing building on Lot 1A has nine
less parking spaces than would ordinarily be provided by the code. The parking deficit would
be compounded by the proposed reduction for the new building. Further, applicants are
usually encouraged to not build themselves into a corner with limited parking that fits one
user which may only be there for a short time in the building’s history.
It’s unclear if the future user will have parking needs that are different than Lafayette Code
requires and whether there are varying time periods of use which would free up additional
parking opportunities with the existing building on-site.
Staff recommends against the parking reduction request, noting the parking needs for the
user are unknown and varying time periods of use are also unknown.
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 Inspections; the
City Attorney; and relevant outside agencies, such as Xcel. The plans have been found to meet
all applicable City codes and regulations subject to staff recommended conditions.
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Next Steps
Using the criteria set forth in the Code of Ordinances, the Planning Commission is charged
with recommending approval, approval with conditions, or denial of the Site Plan/Architectural
Review application. 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 architecture, material, and design of the building shall be modified as discussed
throughout the report. The building architecture and materials shall be revised in the
following ways:
a. Eliminate the brick veneer pilasters.
b. Eliminate the horizontal scaling element of the wood-grained fiber cement
board and replace it with the inset application between the first and second
story windows. This can be repeated across the entire façade, or in select
building wall segments and use other methods, such as scoring, color change,
depressed wall planes to imitate the pattern established by the use of the woodgrained board. Use of window awnings may also be an option.
c. Use scoring patterns more consistently across the façade.
d. Rethink fenestration patterns between the first and second floor in conjunction
with vertical scaling elements.
e. Eliminate the third parapet height on the northern elevation.
2. The existing honeylocust street tree shall be trimmed by a licensed arborist.
3. Any wall mounted equipment shall be painted to match the adjacent building material
to the greatest extent possible.
4. The trash enclosure shall be sized to include, trash, recycle, and compost containers.
5. The applicants shall explore using more durable materials, other than cement fiber
board to achieve a similar look with greater wearability of the material.
6. The minor subdivision shall be approved by City Council and shall vacate the temporary
detention pond easement.
7. The parking reduction request shall be recommended for denial to City Council. The
site plan shall be amended to accommodate the seven required parking spaces.
Proposed Motion Language
Proposed Motion for Approval:
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 and that the submittal requirements of Section 26-17-9 have been met.
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
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Code sections it does not meet] have not been met; or the architecture is incompatible with
the neighborhood.
Attachments
A: Location Map
B: Zoning Map
C: 130 Miners Drive Site Plan
D: Miners Crossing Subdivision
E: Building Elevations
F: Materials Board
G: Building Renderings
H: Landscape Plan
I: Full set of Plans
J: Application process chart
K: Lafayette Code Sections 26-16-7.1
L: Lafayette C1 Commercial Design Guidelines
M: Lafayette Development and Zoning code - Applicants analysis
N: Engineer Documents (Drainage, Utility)
O: Narrative
P: Miners Crossing Existing Architecture
Q: Trash Enclosure Details

Staff Presentation for 130 Miners Drive Site Plan/Architectural Review
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