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LOVELAND PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 

AGENDA 

Monday, October 28, 2013 

500 E. 3
rd

 Street – Council Chambers 

Loveland, CO 80537 
 

THE CITY OF LOVELAND DOES NOT DISCRIMINATE ON THE BASIS OF DISABILITY, RACE, 

CREED, COLOR, GENDER, SEXUAL ORIENTATION, RELIGION, AGE, NATIONAL ORIGIN OR 

ANCESTRY IN THE PROVISION OF SERVICES.  FOR DISABLED PERSONS NEEDING REASONABLE 

ACCOMODATIONS TO ATTEND OR PARTICIPATE IN A CITY SERVICE OR PROGRAM, CALL 962-

2523 OR TDD 962-2620 AS FAR IN ADVANCE AS POSSIBLE. 

 
I. CALL TO ORDER 

II. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

III. REPORTS: 

a. Staff Matters 

b. Citizen Reports  

This is time for citizens to address the Commission on matters not on the published agenda. 

c. Committee Reports 

d. Commission Comments 

 

IV. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

 

Review and approval of the 10/14/2013 Meeting minutes 

 

V. REGULAR AGENDA: 

1. Artspace 

An error was made in the parking calculations contained in the October 14, 2013 Planning 

Commission Staff Report for the Artspace project.  The report indicated that by applying the 

standard parking requirements of the Municipal Code, Artspace would need to provide 99 on-site 

spaces.  The correct number is 80 spaces.  This error was repeated in the verbal presentations to the 

Commission.  In light of the importance of the parking issue to the Planning Commission’s review 

of the project, staff is recommending that the Commission reconsider its decision on the Artspace 

Site Development Plan. 
 

This report includes an updated parking analysis, and Findings that reflect the adjusted parking 

analysis.   Staff is also recommending two additional conditions of approval as specified in Section 



Page 2 of 2 

VIII of this report to address issues of concern expressed by the Commission at its October 14
th

 

meeting.   
 

This is a quasi-judicial matter.  Barring appeal to the City Council, the Planning Commission’s 

action on the site development plan is final. 

 

2. Amendments to Chapter 18.77 and Chapter 18.78 relating to oil and gas development 

This is a legislative matter for consideration of proposed minor amendments to provisions of the 

Municipal Code addressing oil and gas development.  The Planning Commission’s task is to forward 

a recommendation to City Council for final action.   

 

VI. ADJOURNMENT 



 

Page 1 of 14 October 14, 2013 Planning Commission Meeting Minutes 

CITY OF LOVELAND 

 PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 

October 14, 2013 

A meeting of the City of Loveland Planning Commission was held in the City Council Chambers 

on October 14, 2013 at 6:30 p.m. Members present: Chairman Meyers; and Commissioners 

Middleton, Massaro, Molloy, Dowding, Crescibene, Krenning, Ray and Prior. Members absent: 

None. City Staff present: Bob Paulsen, Current Planning Manager; Judy Schmidt, Deputy City 

Attorney. 

 

These minutes are a general summary of the meeting.  For more detailed information, audio and 

videotapes of the meeting are available for review in the Community Services office. 

 

CITIZEN REPORTS 

 

There were no citizen reports. 

 

STAFF MATTERS 

Mr. Bob Paulsen, Current Planning Manager, stated that there will be items on the October 

28, 2013 Planning Commission meeting; however, there is no meeting on November 11, 2013. 

The City of Loveland is closed in honor of Veteran’s Day. 

 

COMMITTEE REPORTS 
Commissioner Crescibene shared that there was a ZBA Hearing held on October 7, 2013 for a 

simple setback variance and that the request was approved. 

 

COMMISSIONER COMMENTS 
There were no comments. 

 

APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES 

Chair Meyers asked if there were any corrections needed in the September 23, 2013 meeting 

minutes. Needing no amendments, Commissioner Prior moved to approve the minutes. Upon a 

second by Commissioner Middleton, the meeting minutes were approved 7-0, with 

Commissioners Crescibene and Ray abstaining since they were absent from the September 9, 

2013 Planning Commission Meeting. 

 

CONSENT AGENDA 

The consent agenda includes items for which no discussion is anticipated. However, any 

Commissioner, staff member or citizen may request removal of an item from the consent agenda 

for discussion. Items removed from the consent agenda will be heard at the beginning of the 

regular agenda. 

Public hearings remaining on the Consent Agenda are considered to have been opened and 

closed, with the information furnished in connection with these items considered as the only 

evidence presented. Adoption of the items remaining on the Consent Agenda is considered as 

adoption by the Planning Commission and acceptance by the Applicant of the staff 

recommendation for those items. 
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1. Park Lane Addition, Annexation Amendment 

This is a public hearing to consider a legislative action requesting amendment to the Park Lane 

Addition Annexation Ordinance. The Park Lane Addition was annexed into the City in August of 

1977 by Ordinance 1587. The property includes 6 lots within a 4 acre area of land located on the 

west side of N. Garfield Avenue between W. 41
st
 Street and W. 43

rd
 Street. The property is 

zoned B- Developing Business which allows for a number of commercial and office uses by 

right, and additional uses by special review. The annexation ordinance was approved subject to a 

condition on the annexation petition that there shall be no building permits issued without a 

Special Review Site Plan in accordance with Title 18 of the Municipal Code. The applicant is 

requesting the elimination of this condition. 

 

2. Lee Farm 1
st
 Subdivision 

This is consideration of a request for an additional two year extension for the approval of the Lee 

Farm 1st Subdivision preliminary plat. The preliminary plat and PUD Preliminary Development 

Plan were originally approved by the Planning Commission on August 23, 2010. Section 

16.20.020 of the Municipal Code stipulates that approval of a preliminary plat is valid for only 1 

year. An initial request for a 2 year extension of the preliminary plat was considered and 

approved by the Planning Commission on August 8, 2011, extending the validity of the 

preliminary plat until August 24, 2013. The current request is to extend this deadline to August 

24, 2015. 

 

Mr. Middleton made a motion to approve the consent agenda. Upon a second from Ms. 

Dowding items one (1), and two (2), on the consent agenda were unanimously approved. 

 

REGULAR AGENDA 

 

3. Artspace Lofts Project (Loveland Addition) Site Development Plan 

This is a public hearing and quasi-judicial matter to consider a Site Development Plan (SDP) that 

was prepared for the redevelopment of property located in downtown directly west of the Feed & 

Grain building. The project is referred to as the Artspace Lofts which consists of a 30-unit mixed 

use residential building, envisioned to provide affordable live/work opportunities to artists. The 

Artspace building would be a 4-story structure designed in concert with the Feed & Grain 

building in terms of scale and use of exterior materials. The building includes a first floor 1,145 

square foot work area/gallery space, for the residents to use in designing and displaying their 

artwork. The Planning Commission has the responsibility to review this project in relation to the 

BE zoning district provisions and to render a final decision on the Site Development Plan. 

 

Mr. Troy Bliss, City Planner II, addressed the Commission and explained that the Artspace 

project is an important project to the City of Loveland due to the fact that it is initiating 

development in downtown, and also supports historic preservation efforts, as it relates to the feed 

and grain building. The City Council is offering an incentive package for this project, with the 1
st
 

reading held on October 1, 2013 and the 2
nd

 reading scheduled for October 15, 2013. The 

Artspace Site Development Plan (SDP) is proposing a mixed-used development in downtown 

Loveland, which will be a 30 unit residential building, with a gallery/work space incorporated 

into it. This project is before the Planning Commission due to its size: proposed development 
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over 25,000 square feet in the downtown BE zoning district requires Planning Commission 

consideration. 

 

The proposed project is located in the downtown core character area. The feed and grain 

building, a prominent structure in Loveland, sits directly east of the property. While future plans 

will include the feed and grain building refurbishment, the feed and grain building is not part of 

the Artspace project before the Commission today. To the north is the 4
th

 Street corridor, which 

includes the prominent business and restaurant area of downtown Loveland. The neighborhood 

includes residential homes, mixed use commercial buildings, and outdoor storage areas. 

 

The Artspace project is on a ¾ acre site that includes a re-plat, a vacation of right-of way, and the 

SDP. The site, including the feed and grain building, has been designated as a historic property. 

Artspace is currently going through the process to amend the historic designation so it only 

applies to the feed and grain. That action has received a unanimous recommendation of support 

from the Historic Preservation Commission and will be before the City Council on October 15, 

2013 for consideration. Additional components of the project include an incentive package for 

Artspace that City Council will consider on 2
nd

 reading, also at the October 15, 2013 meeting. 

 

Property owners within 300 feet of the proposed site were notified by mail. Although a 

neighborhood meeting was not required for this effort, Artspace chose to host an open house on 

October 9, 2013 to address any concerns or questions. Several neighbors attended the meeting, 

and staff received no complaints regarding this project.  

 

Mr. Bliss explained there are two main concerns with the Artspace project. The first issue is 

parking. Since this project is not included in the General Improvement District (GID), there are 

specific parking standards in the municipal code that apply to the Artspace project. Included in 

the Artspace SDP, is an Alternative Parking Compliance Request, to allow for a reduction in the 

number of required parking spaces for this project. The parking demand of a 1 to 1 ratio for 

onsite parking will be met. Staff is supporting the Artspace parking proposal. 

 

The second item of concern has to do with the design. As noted in the BE zoning district 

requirements, there are design conditions for downtown projects that ensure conformity to the 

historic nature of the downtown area. Staff concurs the building is not what you would typically 

see in the area, given that it is modern in its appearance. Mr. Bliss stated the proposed design of 

the building ties in with the feed and grain, not only in terms of scale, but also the with the use of 

materials. Based on the actual location of the property, being on the fringe of the downtown core 

area, staff felt the type of design being planned is appropriate. 

 

Staff is recommending approval of the Artspace Site Development Plan, subject to conditions 

listed in the Staff report.  

 

In closing, Mr. Bliss shared that he received a question from another Commissioner concerned 

about the proposed property, and how it relates to the recent flooding in Loveland. The question 

specifically asked if there would be any FEMA floodway remapping efforts that would impact 

this development. Mr. Bliss assured the Commission that the proposed Artspace property was 

not previously in the floodplain and explained that the flood traveled within the anticipated 
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floodway. No FEMA remapping efforts are planned throughout Loveland city limits. 

 

Mr. Jason Kopecky, ABO Group Project Manager thanked the Commission for the 

opportunity to answer questions regarding the Artspace project. He explained there is a mix of 

unit types in the project consisting of studio, and 1 to 3 bedroom units in the 37,925 square foot, 

four story building. There will also be two accessible units for a total of 30 units. He explained 

that while the shared gallery space is not open to the public, tenants can use the space to host 

gallery events and openings. Mr. Kopecky shared that roughly 12% of the typical Artspace 

tenants make their living solely from the sale of artwork; however this does not mute their 

passion for art. 

 

Mr. Kopecky explained that the zoning code requires two parking spaces per unit, which would 

total 60 spaces. The SDP is proposing 30 on-site parking spaces. The justification letter explains 

that the parking demand seen in other Artspace locations are much less than the 2 to 1 ratio 

requirement. A study for the New Urbanism Quick Facts states, that only 21% of renting 

households own more than one car; 22% of renting households do not own a car; and 26.5% of 

urban households with incomes below $20,000/year do not own a car. In addition, Gallery Flats, 

the most recent mixed-use apartment project in downtown Loveland, was granted a 0.71 to 1 

parking ratio. 

 

To help mitigate parking concerns, Mr. Kopecky shared the plans to have diagonal parking, 

versus parallel parking, around the building. In the surrounding three block area, there are 

approximately 300+ parking spaces and several parking lots that are under construction. 

 

When looking at potential building designs back in 2011, the Artspace design team, along with 

the architect, worked to ensure the end result would be successful for the adaptive reuse of the 

feed and grain building in the future. It was explained that the feed and grain building was an 

inspiration for the new building, and the architect applied materials to the new building design 

that would complement the feed and grain building. 

 

Commissioner Dowding questioned if residents are screened for their artistic qualities. Mr. 

Kopecky responded that it was his understanding that preference would be given to applicants 

who could demonstrate a commitment to their art. Ms. Dowding asked if a non-handicapped 

resident rented the accessible unit, would they be able to utilize the reserved handicapped 

parking spot. Mr. Kopecky stated that was unsure of the solution, but would be happy to follow 

up with and provide a response. 

 

Ms. Dowding also expressed apprehension about the possibility of hazardous or toxic materials 

being used. Mr. Kopecky replied that hazardous or toxic materials are not allowed in the 

building, and also pointed out that the building will be fully equipped with sprinklers. 

 

Ms. Felicia Harmon, Artspace Project Liaison, commented that she has had the opportunity to 

tour other Artspace projects across the country. She explained that Artspace has strict rules 

prohibiting the use of flammable or caustic materials. She also clarified that the selection process 

for interested applicants will be screened by Artspace in conjunction with the Loveland Housing 

Authority, as well as a group of local artists. In addition to a background check, applicants will 
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be vetted to ensure they are income eligible, and must be able to demonstrate a commitment to 

their craft. They will not be judged on the quality of their art. 

 

Ms. Dowding went on to say she thought the color pallet of the building was saturated and 

jarring to the eye. Although she agreed the Commission does not get to choose the color, she 

asked Artspace to reconsider the burnt orange color that is part of the color scheme. She also 

stated that the Artspace building was so intensely modern that it didn’t feel like it should be next 

to a historic building. Mr. Kopecky responded that the color choices could be revisited. 

 

Chair Meyers asked if the plans were to redesign the feed and grain in “reversed engineering” 

versus designing the Artspace Lofts around the character of the downtown area and its current 

color scheme. Ms. Harmon explained that the State Historic fund requires Artspace to look at 

original colors from the feed and grain building when making decisions about restoration. The 

colors selected should be complementary. 

 

Commissioner Krenning asked what the renovation plans are for the feed and grain building. 

Ms. Harmon stated that the feed and grain received a grant from the State Historic Fund as well 

as Artplace America, a national arts funding consortium, for stabilization and restoration. She 

shared that phase I of restoration on the feed and grain building will not finish the building 

reconstruction. Phase I will add life and safety upgrades as well as stabilization. 

 

Mr. Krenning questioned how much money had been raised, thus far, for the feed and grain 

restoration. Ms. Harmon responded that the total private sector contribution goal is $1.5 million. 

To date, $800,000 has been raised toward that goal. 

 

Mr. Krenning asked if all the money for the feed and grain was privately donated or if public 

funds were used as well. Ms. Harmon clarified that the State Historic Fund is a governmental 

agency; however most of the money raised to date has been from private contributions and 

national grant sources. Mr. Krenning asked how much the State Historic Fund contributed to 

the fund. Ms. Harmon said the state contributed $200,000. 

 

Mr. Crescibene shared that over many decades, the feed and grain building was constructed 

piece by piece as it was needed, and believes it’s a travesty to emulate the Artspace building 

around this design. He stated that the Artspace building was unattractive and wouldn’t improve 

the downtown area. He went on to say that he felt the feed and grain should have been torn down 

once it closed for business. 

 

Mr. Crescibene also questioned the provision in the staff report which stated that, “if a resident 

wanted to host an event open to the public, they would be allowed-but it would be for a special 

event, not just for the general public to visit on a regular basis.” He asked what would stop 

residents of the building from hosting special events 3 or 4 times a week. Mr. Kopecky 

explained that the doors to the space would not be open to the public. Ms. Harmon added that 

special events would require approval from all residents prior to being approved, and stated the 

frequency of special events would most likely occur 1 to 2 times per month. 
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Commissioner Molloy stated that he liked the design of the proposed building. He pointed out 

that it was affordable housing, and considering the budget for the project, the building had an 

aesthetically attractive design. He requested an additional handicap space be added for off-street 

parking for special event traffic. Mr. Kopecky agreed to the request and stated there were plans 

to do so already. 

 

Mr. Molloy asked if there would be a potential future connection from Artspace across the 

railroad tracks. He inquired if that could be accomplished sooner than later, since the limited 

parking would result in more pedestrian traffic. 

 

Commissioner Prior explained he felt the Artspace project put the cart before the horse. Future 

plans call for the feed and grain to be a part of the overall project, however there are no 

conceptual plans for the feed and grain available for the Commission to review. He would like to 

see the two projects merge in a complementary fashion. He felt the video representation did not 

show a concept that “merges” the two projects. Mr. Kopecky shared that the original video did 

include more complete graphics of the feed and grain, but it was removed since the feed and 

grain is not in the scope of this Site Development Plan. 

 

Mr. Prior asked for clarification regarding the Planning Commission role in decisions related to 

the conformity of downtown buildings. Chair Meyers explained that the Planning 

Commission’s mission is to ensure conformity with the surrounding area to the overall city 

design. Mr. Prior stated he would like to see the overall project to ensure it is cohesive with the 

whole downtown area.  

 

Mr. Prior also expressed concerns regarding parking and asked Mike Scholl, Economic 

Development Manager, to share his opinion of the plans for parking, given his experience in 

working on other, similar projects in downtown. Mr. Scholl shared that he had no issues with the 

current level of parking downtown. Artspace will have a 1 to 1 ratio, which should be sufficient 

for the planned use. In addition, the city is adding a parking lot, inclusive of 35 additional public 

spaces. He does not feel that Artspace will have a negative impact on downtown parking. 

 

Mr. Prior went on to ask Mr. Scholl if he believed that Artspace fits in with the downtown 

design plan. Mr. Scholl responded that the overall project is very much consistent with the 

overall strategic plan to improve and revitalize the downtown area. It also will help achieve the 

goal of improving the residential density in downtown. He pointed out that a big piece of the 

strategic plan is to improve the art and culture in downtown, and Artspace is a large part of that 

effort. 

 

Mr. Middleton asked Mr. Paulsen if the Artspace project was going before City Council on 

Tuesday October 15
th

. Mr. Paulsen explained that the Planning Commission had final authority 

on the Site Development Plan; however any decision could be appealed to City Council.  

 

Mr. Middleton asked Mr. Molloy if he would like to make a pedestrian crossing over the 

railroad tracks a condition for approval of the SDP. Mr. Scholl stated that in order to add a 

pedestrian crossing at 3
rd

 street, the city would have to give up two access points somewhere else 

in the city to the BNSF railroad. 
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Mr. Middleton questioned the condition in the staff report regarding public improvement 

construction plans, and asked Mr. Bliss if that was the parking lot at Railroad Ave. and 4
th

 

Street. Mr. Bliss stated that public improvement construction plans included in the staff report 

addressed issues serving the project site with water, sewer and storm drainage. The adjacent 

parking lot is not part of the submitted plans. 

 

Mr. Krenning questioned if he understood that 12% of the residents of Artspace would be artist. 

Mr. Kopecky clarified that all of the residents of Artspace would be required to demonstrate 

their commitment to their art, however only 12% of the Artspace tenant population typically 

earns all if its income from the sale of their artwork. Mr. Krenning asked whether or not 

Artspace was an income limited housing project, and wondered if calling it housing for artists 

was a way to gather support for the project. 

 

Ms. Harmon responded that 12% of artists in the Artspace tenant population make their entire 

living from the sale of their art. However, the residents of an Artspace project are chosen because 

they engage in their artwork on a regular basis. The goal and charter of Artspace is to assist the 

residents to make more of their living from their art. Mr. Krenning asked if that goal could 

achieved, in part, because they would be living in subsidized housing. Ms. Harmon stated that 

only income eligible applicants would be allowed to reside at Artspace, which would also 

provide them with a workspace in which to do their art. 

 

Mr. Krenning went on to ask if Ms. Harmon agreed that there was a need for affordable 

housing in Loveland. Upon Ms. Harmon’s agreement, Mr. Krenning questioned why the 

project is getting special attention because it is Artspace, and why not just offer affordable 

housing to the general community who work in the downtown area. Ms. Harmon stated that the 

Artspace charter looks to provide affordable housing for people who happen to be artists based 

on their mission to bring art into a community, allowing artists to start making more of their 

living producing art. The goal is to bring activity, culture and more traffic to the downtown 

district. 

 

Ms. Harmon reiterated that the Artspace project fits into the strategic plans for revitalization in 

downtown, driven by the Office of Creative Sector and the Economic Development Department. 

 

Mr. Krenning stated that when the project was first pitched, it was presented as a 

redevelopment of the feed and grain, which would include housing, along with mixed uses. He 

stated that the project presented before the Commission tonight is a stand-alone housing 

development, with an artist flair, and the feed and grain building is not being addressed. He was 

concerned that the Artspace project did not speak to the long term plans for the feed and grain 

building. He went on to express concern that the feed and grain building could remain in its 

current status into the unforeseen future. 

 

Ms. Harmon explained that the feed and grain building is intended to be a shared community 

space. She assured the commission that the refurbishment plans for the feed and grain are in the 

conceptual phase, but there is a solid commitment to continue as fundraising allows. She stated 

that Artspace has a well-deserved reputation for turning both their commercial historic buildings, 

along with their housing spaces, into ongoing successful projects. 
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Mr. Krenning asked if Artspace owned the feed and grain building. Ms. Harmon shared that 

Artspace has a contract for purchase of the entire site, which includes the feed and grain and the 

proposed site on which the lofts will be built. The scheduled closing date is mid-November. Mr. 

Krenning asked if the sale was contingent on the SDP approval. Ms. Harmon explained the sale 

would move forward regardless of the outcome of tonight’s meeting. Mr. Krenning stated he 

felt that Artspace would have a vested interest in moving forward with the feed and grain 

building if they owned the property. 

 

Mr. Krenning shared that during his time on the Planning Commission, there have always been 

complaints about access to parking in the downtown district. He felt that the Commission was 

being asked to consider a new project where the parking does not meet city standards. He said he 

understood that there is a parking deficit downtown and that building a new parking lot would 

not in itself offset the parking requirements of Artspace. 

 

Mr. Scholl stated that regardless of the size of a community, parking always is an issue in 

revitalizing downtown areas. He explained that downtowns tend to be denser developments and 

stated that in this instance, the downtown parking is not necessarily a parking problem, but a 

parking management issue. The most critical need in downtown is long term parking for 

employees who work in the area. He stated that residential parking is not an issue and that 

Artspace would not be adding to the long term parking woes facing employees. He felt that the 1 

to 1 ratio at Artspace would be adequate for residential use. Mr. Scholl explained that efforts to 

provide long term parking have somewhat been addressed, but issues still remain on the north 

end of downtown. 

 

Mr. Scholl explained that in an 8 block area, there is enough parking to supply two Super Wal-

Mart’s with parking, which represents a couple of thousand spaces. He stated that those spaces 

included on street parking, and public parking lots. Chair Meyers stated that in some case, those 

spaces would require up to a ¾ mile walk to the desired destination. 

 

Mr. Scholl said that perception of parking problems downtown were understood, however most 

parking lots in the downtown area are virtually empty on a weekday evening. He stated that if the 

city asked developer’s to invest in parking, which is a significant expense, it needs to be clear 

that the demand is at a certain threshold that would support that sort of investment. He stated that 

he would be more concerned if there were no complaints about parking, which would signal that 

people did not have a desire to patronize downtown businesses. He agreed that parking is a 

delicate issue in downtown.  

 

Mr. Bliss clarified that the primary factor that drove Current Planning to believe that the 1 to 1 

ratio at Artspace is sufficient, was based upon the data that was provided from other Artspace 

projects around the country, including Minneapolis and Illinois. Mr. Bliss pointed to page 77 in 

attachment 1 of the staff report, and shared an excerpt from the BE zoning, specifically figure 

18.24.080-1 of the municipal code, which identifies primary pedestrian corridors downtown. It 

shows the Artspace building will be located directly south of one of the prominent pedestrian 

corridors. It includes the north/south sidewalk that runs along the west side of railroad and goes 

up to West 4
th

 Street. Based upon location, Planning believes that the pedestrian corridors will 

link people to many vital parking areas throughout downtown. 
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Mr. Krenning said that while he respected the effort Planning did, he recalled the same 

discussion when Lincoln Place was built downtown. He questioned if there was a parking study 

done at Lincoln place with respect to the number of parking spaces for occupants of the building. 

Mr. Scholl stated that Lincoln Place has 300 parking spaces, 50 of which are designated for 

retail use. That leaves 250 spaces available for 200 units. The city has had recent discussion with 

Lincoln Place requesting leasing of 20-30 extra parking spaces because of the surplus of parking. 

There has been reluctance on the part of Lincoln Space to give up those spaces because they 

market them to customers as an amenity. 

 

Mr. Krenning explained that he is not comfortable with granting another waiver on the parking 

requirements in the city. 

 

Chair Meyers stated that the demographics of Loveland do not match up with Minneapolis or 

Chicago; by classification those are big, eastern cities. Chair Meyers questioned Mr. Bliss how 

late the COLT bus service runs into the evenings. Mr. Bliss responded that he was unaware of 

the bus schedules. Chair Meyers shared that he has had discussion with many people in the 

downtown area expressing concern about the distance they need to walk when visiting 

downtown. Because of those distances, they tend to gravitate to other areas of the city that 

provide ample parking. 

 

Chair Meyers questioned if staff had discussions with business owners on 4
th

 Street and the 

surrounding area about the allocation of parking spaces, and how it impacts their businesses, 

especially during evening hours. He asked if business owners were asked what impact there 

would be if Artspace had an event and there was not adequate parking, and how the overflow 

parking would impact their business. Chair Meyers stated he has had discussions with business 

owners, and parking is a huge issue in the downtown area. He corrected Mr. Scholl’s claim that 

parking in downtown Loveland is mainly a problem during weekday hours. 

 

Chair Meyers said he did not believe the Commission should waive the 2 to 1 parking 

requirement. He also stated he believed the colors of the proposed Artspace building were 

striking, and shared that he did not like the way they look. Finally, he explained that he did not 

like the shape of the Artspace building. 

 

Regarding the issue of 12% of artists making their living selling their art, Chair Meyers stated 

that looking at the standard industry codes for the creative sector, he said it included video game 

developers, not unlike a Mark Zuckerberg, or Bill Gates, and he questioned if someone with a 

similar background would qualify to live in the Artspace building. Ms. Harmon replied that 

applicants for Artspace would have to be income eligible in order to be accepted for tenancy. She 

agreed that the creative sector definition of artists is broad. Chair Meyers queried Ms. Harmon 

to explain how broad the definition is. Ms. Harmon responded that all disciplines within the 

standard industry codes were applicable. 

 

Commissioner Massaro shared that he was in disagreement regarding the parking concerns. He 

stated that although more parking downtown is needed, he believed the 1 to 1 parking ratio at 

Artspace would most likely be adequate. He said the color of the building could be discussed, but 

overall, he liked the design. He explained that having an art community in downtown would be 
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an asset to Loveland as a whole. Mr. Massaro excused himself from the dais and left the 

meeting due to a scheduled conflict. 

 

Mr. Crescibene questioned Ms. Harmon about the feed and grain goal to raise $1.5 million 

towards the completion of the entire project. Mr. Crescibene asked how that dollar amount was 

arrived at. Ms. Harmon explained that the feed and grain team worked with KL&A Engineers in 

Loveland, and arrived at that figure, which will cover the first phase cost of the project. Ms. 

Harmon clarified that the entire project, including Artspace, is $8.9 million dollars. 

 

Commissioner Ray stated that he was also concerned about the parking. He shared that the 

Artspace building has a feel of a quasi-commercial function, and while the 1 to 1 ratio addresses 

the parking concern for tenants, it doesn’t account for parking for patrons coming to special 

events. He shared that he also felt there is little if any transition to the surrounding housing in 

terms of architecture. 

 

Mr. Bliss responded that this project represents redevelopment of the downtown district, and 

obviously there would be constraints in terms of size of the property. While attempting to be 

compatible with surrounding buildings, staff felt the building was appropriate on the property 

and pointed out there is a 20 foot space in the alley between the building and neighborhood 

houses, and another 10-15 foot space to the nearest house. 

 

Mr. Ray asked if any of the residents to the west or south of the alley voiced any concern about 

the conformity of the building in the neighborhood. Mr. Bliss replied that staff had not received 

any complaints from neighbors regarding the feathering or height of the building. Staff did hear 

from an adjacent resident questioning if they would still have access to the alley once the 

vacation of right-of-way was granted. Staff assured him that he would. 

 

Mr. Ray questioned Mr. Bliss if it was his perception that proceeding with the Artspace project 

would add to the qualitative value of the adjacent properties. Mr. Bliss replied that looking at the 

block as a whole, there is little question that it is a unique area in old town Loveland. There is a 

mix of commercial, residential and old vacant buildings. He stated his belief that the Artspace 

building would complement the motif of the area. 

 

Mr. Paulsen added that staff had to rely on the work that was done in defining the BE zone. He 

stated that there was a great deal of analysis in terms of feathering and reducing heights. He 

explained that the Artspace structure, as proposed, doesn’t have a great deal of feathering or 

transition, but said over time it would be expected that more projects similar in nature would be 

constructed in the downtown core area. Mr. Paulsen said that staff looked to see if this project 

would be allowed in the BE zone and made the determination that it was. 

 

Chair Meyers asked who in the neighborhood received notification of the project. Mr. Paulsen 

shared that the notification area was 300 feet from the property lines. Mr. Kopecky stated that 

notice was sent to approximately 40 property owners. 

 

Mr. Ray shared concern with the colors as well and stated that the last City of Loveland project 

before the Planning Commission, residents testified that they didn’t like the new Rialto building 



 

Page 11 of 14 October 14, 2013 Planning Commission Meeting Minutes 

claiming it stood out compared to the surrounding buildings. He stated people also expressed 

dislike for the color pallet of the Brinkman building. 

 

Mr. Molloy pointed out that Artspace did account for an additional 76 parking spaces that could 

be used for special events. Regarding the color scheme, he felt that the colors chosen, along with 

the design, matches similar buildings in old town Fort Collins. He added that promoting new 

development in the downtown area was the goal for revitalization. The point of revitalization is 

to encourage more people to live and visit the district. 

 

Mr. Ray stated that 77 parking spots, many of which are street parking, are already accounted 

for in the city. The parking lot that is being proposed, and the one being used, is being used every 

day. 

 

Ms. Dowding stated the architect might want to rethink the golden orange color for the proposed 

Artspace building. 

 

Chair Meyers asked about the $8.9 million dollars that will be needed for the entire project, 

$1.1 million of which that will be used for the feed and grain. Of those amounts, Chair Meyers 

asked how much the City of Loveland has contributed. Mr. Scholl responded that the City 

Council has approved a $300,000 subordinate loan at 1.75% over 30 years. The city also 

contributed $550,000 for pre-development costs; including a waiver of the materials use tax, the 

total package offered by the city is valued at $921,000. 

 

Chair Meyers asked if Ms. Harmon had an estimated cost of the feed and grain, beyond the 

$1.1 stabilization costs. Ms. Harmon stated that beyond phase I, there is no other design work 

completed.  

 

Ms. Judy Schmidt, Deputy City Attorney, stated that in the feed and grain incentive agreement 

that was approved by City Council, it contained a commitment by Artspace to proceed with the 

feed and grain within a pre-determined timeframe. Within two years of receiving a CO for the 

Lofts building, Artspace has an obligation to proceed forward with the feed and grain 

reconstruction. Mr. Scholl clarified that the 24 months was for completion of phase I. 

 

Mr. Scholl shared that the city will have a subordinate deed of trust on the feed and grain 

property. Mr. Krenning asked what would happen if Artspace were to default on the agreement. 

Mr. Scholl explained that because tax credit deals are very complicated, the rates of default are 

nearly microscopic. 

 

Mr. Krenning asked for a break following the public hearing.  

 

Chair Myers asked for a show of hands from citizens interested in testifying at the public 

hearing. Chair Meyers opened the public hearing. Not seeing any citizens wishing to testify, the 

public hearing was closed. 

 

At the request of the Commission, a 15 minute recess was called. 
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At 9:00 p.m., the meeting resumed. 

 

Ms. Dowding stated she could live with the design of the building, but not the colors. She stated 

she could tolerate the parking issues, and said she thinks the modern feel to the building would 

be okay, and possibly start a trend in downtown Loveland. 

 

Mr. Prior reiterated that he cannot approve the project without a stipulation for Artspace to 

demonstrate how the Artspace Lofts and feed and grain will co-exist in unity. He shared that he 

was somewhat okay with the 1 to 1 ratio for parking, but would encourage Artspace to consider a 

1.25 to 1.5 ratio. 

 

Mr. Crescibene stated that he did not like the look of the building, and that it did not fit in 

downtown. He also said that if Loveland wanted affordable housing, why should the city 

discriminate and provide it to people in the arts. He would like to see affordable housing for 

everyone who needs it. He said that a vote for Artspace is a vote for the feed and grain building. 

He believes the feed and grain building should be torn down because it would be a waste of 

money to repair it. He shared that he would be voting no on the project.  

 

Mr. Krenning explained that his concerns about parking were more than he could overcome to 

vote in favor of the project. He felt the politically correct thing to do would be to vote in favor of 

the project, but felt that if it wasn’t associated with art, there would be no doubt the Commission 

would vote against it. He said the project as proposed doesn’t meet the parking requirements. 

Mr. Krenning said he would not be inclined to vote in favor of the project based on the parking 

concerns. He asked that Artspace bring plans back before the Commission in one, complete 

project, which includes the feed and grain building. 

 

Mr. Krenning shared the he felt a responsibility to the downtown businesses, especially those 

which operate after 5 p.m., to protect them by not adding to what is perceived as a parking 

problem. 

 

Mr. Molloy stated that he felt the parking situation would be fine as presented, and felt the 

Artspace project is a step in the right direction the city is trying to take with revitalization efforts 

downtown. He believes the building fits in the selected location very well. He did say there is 

concern about the unknowns in relation to the feed and grain building. He explained that the 

Historical Preservation Committee would have final say over that issue.  

 

Mr. Ray said that he does support redevelopment in the downtown district. He imparted that he 

would also like to see the entire project include the feed and grain building. Until the feed and 

grain is factored in, he felt it would be difficult to know what the parking impacts would be. 

Mr. Ray explained that Mr. Krenning’s statements echoed true to him as well and felt that if 

this project was not an art project brought before the Commission, it would be voted down across 

the board, due to the unknowns. He stated that he would vote against the Artspace project. He 

finished by thanking the staff for their efforts on the project. 

 

Mr. Prior articulated that he is totally in support of the project overall, but the concerns brought 

up during the meeting need to be addressed prior to approval. 
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Chair Meyers stated that this project has risks associated with it, and felt it is the Planning 

Commission’s responsibility not to take that risk on behalf of the city. He explained that until the 

Commission has an integrated view of the total project, he felt this project was extremely high 

risk in terms of the view of the downtown area.  

 

Chair Meyers said he felt that if the feed and grain building took off it would have a 

tremendous impact on the existing business in downtown during the evening hours. He stated 

that if Artspace went forward and had a special event in their gallery space every night, then it 

could bring additional 15-20 cars to downtown, each evening. He agreed that if it wasn’t an art 

project, the Planning Commission would not consider its approval if it didn’t meet the parking 

standards. 

 

Chair Meyers also agreed that affordable housing is needed in the community and needs to be 

addressed for a lot of people. He believes the project has some merit, but needs strong 

adjustments. He shared he would be voting against the project due to the level of unacceptable 

risk. 

 

Mr. Middleton moved to make the findings listed in Section IX of the Planning Commission 

staff report dated October 14, 2013 and, based on those findings, approved the Artspace Site 

Development Plan subject to the conditions listed in Section X, as amended on the record. Upon 

a second from Ms. Dowding, the motion was denied 8-0, with Bob Massaro absent from the 

vote. 

 

Ms. Schmidt explained that as a procedural matter, it is important to note that the decision of the 

Planning Commission is appealable to the City Council. In order to trigger that appeal, the 

Planning Commission needs to adopt written resolution of the findings and conclusions. Rather 

than trying to create those tonight, one option is to provide a draft for Planning Commission 

consideration at the next meeting. 

 

Chair Meyers asked Ms. Schmidt to take the lead and create a draft of the findings and 

conclusions, and the Planning Commission would review them at the next scheduled meeting on 

October 28, 2013. 
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ADJOURNMENT 

 

Commissioner Middleton made a motion to adjourn. Upon a second by Commissioner Prior, 

the motion was unanimously adopted and the meeting was adjourned. 

 

 

 

 

Approved by:          

  Buddy Meyers, Planning Commission Chairman 

 

 

 

 

           

  Kimber Kreutzer, Planning Commission Secretary 
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Development Services 
Current Planning 

500 East Third Street, Suite 310    Loveland, CO  80537 

(970) 962-2523    Fax (970) 962-2945    TDD (970) 962-2620 
www.cityofloveland.org 

Planning Commission Staff Report  

October 28, 2013 

 

  Agenda #: Regular Agenda -1 

Title: Artspace Lofts Project (Loveland 

Addition) Site Development Plan 

(PZ #13-00122) 

Applicant: Artspace Projects Inc., Leah Swartz  

Request: Be – Established Business District 

Site Development Plan Review 

Location: South of W. 3
rd

 Street between N. 

Railroad Avenue and N. Garfield 

Avenue (Block 21, Loveland 

Addition) 

Existing Zoning: Be – Established Business 

Proposed Use: Mixed Use Building 

Staff Planner: Troy Bliss 

 

  

Staff Recommendation  
City staff recommends the following motion: 
 

Move to reconsider the Planning Commission 

decision on October 14, 2013, and adopt the 

adjusted findings in Section VII of this Planning 

Commission staff report dated October 28, 

2013 and, based on those findings, approve the 

Artspace Site Development Plan subject to the 

conditions listed in Section VIII, as amended on 

the record.   
 

NOTE: Applicant must accept conditions on the 

record. 

Summary 

An error was made in the parking calculations contained in the October 14, 2013 Planning Commission Staff 

Report for the Artspace project.  The report indicated that by applying the standard parking requirements of 

the Municipal Code, Artspace would need to provide 99 on-site spaces.  The correct number is 80 spaces.  

This 24% over-calculation was the result of a misreading of Chapter 18.42 of the zoning code by Planning 

staff.  This error was repeated in the verbal presentation to the Commission by Current Planning staff.  In 

light of the importance of the parking issue to the Planning Commission’s review of the project, staff is 

recommending that the Commission reconsider its decision on the Artspace Site Development Plan. 

 

This report includes an updated parking analysis, including an analysis of Alternative Compliance findings 

relating to the Artspace parking proposal.   Other than the adjusted parking analysis and Findings, staff 

review of the proposed Site Development Plan remains unchanged since the October 14
th

 staff report, except 

that staff is recommending two additional conditions of approval as specified in Section VIII of this report to 

address additional issues of concern expressed by the Commission at its October 14
th

 meeting.   
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Procedural Notes: 

1. Since this is a quasi-judicial matter, determination by Commission must be made on the basis of 

the evidence and testimony presented on October 14, 2013 at public hearing, including only the 

correction of erroneous information and conditions included in this staff report.  

2. If additional testimony from the public and applicant is desired, the Commission should move to 

reconsider their decision of October 14, 2013 and set for further public hearing to be noticed as 

required by Code Chapter 18.18.05. 

 

 

I. ATTACHMENTS 

1. Resolution #13-5– October 14, 2013 Planning Commission Findings, Conclusions, and Final 

Decision 

2. Chapter 18.42 – Parking Requirements (with relevant provisions highlighted) 

3. October 14, 2013 Planning Commission staff report 

 

 

II. VICINITY MAP  

 
 

III. SITE DATA 

ACREAGE OF SITE: ............................................................... APPROXIMATELY 0.72 ACRES 

 

PROPERTY ZONING / USE ..................................................... BE – ESTABLISHED BUSINESS/VACANT METAL GARAGE 

 ...................................................... BUILDING 

 

Artspace Lofts project site including 

Feed & Grain building. 
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EXISTING ZONING / USE - NORTH ........................................ BE – ESTABLISHED BUSINESS/CITY OF LOVELAND 

BUILDING 

EXISTING ZONING / USE - SOUTH ........................................ BE – ESTABLISHED BUSINESS/SINGLE FAMILY 

RESIDENTIAL AND COMMERCIAL BUILDINGS 

EXISTING ZONING / USE - EAST ........................................... BE – ESTABLISHED BUSINESS/VACANT FEED & GRAIN 

BUILDING 

EXISTING ZONING / USE – WEST ......................................... BE – ESTABLISHED BUSINESS/AUTO SALES 

 

 

IV. PARKING EXPLANATION 

Parking standards are specified in Chapter 18.42 (Off-Street Parking and Loading Requirements) of the 

zoning code.  This chapter provides a Table (18.42-1) that indicates the number of on-site parking spaces 

required for various uses, including requirements for apartment complexes and art galleries (see 

Attachment 2).  The Be Zoning District references these requirements, but provides an exemption for 

sites within General Improvement District #1 which is located in the downtown area.  The Artspace 

project, however, is not within the GID boundaries, so the standard specified in Chapter 18.42 are 

applicable.  Based on Table 18.42-1, the applicable parking standards for the Artspace project are as 

follows: 

 

30 dwelling units x 2 spaces per unit = 60 parking spaces 

Work/gallery space: occupant capacity per Building Code of 39 requires 1 space per 2 occupants = 20 

parking spaces 

Total Parking Spaces: 60 + 20 = 80 parking spaces 

 

The original analysis by the Planning office miscalculated parking by assigning 1 parking space per 

occupant of the gallery space.  With a maximum occupancy of 39, Planning mistakenly assigned 39 

spaces instead of 19.5 spaces (rounded up to 20).   

 

Chapter 18.42 specifies that the parking standards specified in Table 18.42-1 are “Type 2 standards.”  

Type 2 standards allow for variation when the applicant is able to demonstrate that one or both of the 

following findings can be met as determined by the Current Planning Manager: 

 

a. Site-specific, physical constraints necessitate application of the alternative standard, and such 

constraints will not allow a reasonable use of the property without application of such alternative 

standards. 

 

Staff analysis relating to Alternative Compliance Parking Finding a. is as follows: 

 

The proposed Artspace project is located in the core of the downtown area.  The site is approximately 

¾ of an acre in size.  As a relatively small infill site, it is constrained in a manner similar to many 

other downtown development sites.  Accordingly, the provision of on-site parking is physically and 

financially challenging.  Many developments in the downtown core do not meet standard on-site 

parking requirements yet are successful, in terms of parking, due to the availability of on-street 

parking, the presence of nearby parking lots, and the pedestrian orientation of downtown.  Moreover, 

the Artspace project is unique in that it is being developed in association with the redevelopment of 

the adjacent Feed and Grain building.  While the two projects are proceeding on different timetables, 

the success of both projects is dependent upon this physical adjacency.  Therefore, only a limited 

number of locations would be suitable for the Artspace project. 
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b. The alternative standard achieves the intent of the subject Type 2 standard [mandatory standard] 

to the same or greater degree than the subject [mandatory] standard, and results in equivalent or 

greater benefits to the community as would compliance with the subject [mandatory] standard. 

 

Staff analysis relating to Alternative Parking Finding b. is as follows: 

 

Artspace is providing 30 on-site parking spaces, resulting in a ratio of 1 space per residential unit.  

Artspace has an established success record in other cities with a similar on-site parking ratio.  In 

addition, this ratio is higher than the recently approved Brinkman (Gallery Flats) residential project.  

Another important factor is the presence of 27 on-street parking spaces available on 3
rd

 Street adjacent 

to the project.  While these spaces cannot be reserved for the project, many of these spaces should 

generally be available to Artspace residents and visitors.  In this respect, the project is achieving a 

level of roughly 71% of the conventional parking requirement when including on-site and adjacent 

street parking spaces.  Another locational attribute of the Artspace site is the planned development of 

a 39-space parking lot on Railroad Avenue between 3
rd

 and 4
th

 streets.  This lot is scheduled for 

construction in 2014 and is adjacent to the project site—making more spaces available within close 

proximity to the Artspace project site.   

 

Another factor in evaluating the Artspace parking needs is to view this project within the downtown 

context.  It is located in a more urban and pedestrian-oriented area when compared to other areas of 

the community, consequently the need for and use of personal vehicles is comparatively lower than in 

other settings.  As Artspace and other successful downtown developers have discovered, downtown 

residents have fewer vehicles and rely more heavily on pedestrian and bicycle travel.  Finally, 

Artspace has indicated that the work space/gallery is not generally visited by customers to the extent 

that a commercial gallery would be.  As described by Artspace, this space will be used occasionally 

for art shows and receptions.  More commonly, it will function as a work space and gathering space 

for residents.  

 

A final parking consideration is the benefit that the Artspace project will bring to the community.  The 

project is a key component of the City’s downtown revitalization program.  Bringing residents to the 

area, promoting art, supporting the downtown retail and entertainment environment, and providing 

affordable housing options are established community goals.  A minor parking challenge would 

appear to be overshadowed by the community benefits of the project.  

 

Based on the analysis provided above, the Current Planning Manager has determined that the Artspace 

project complies with alternative compliance findings in Sections 18.42.030.A.1.a and 18.42.030.A.1.b 

and grants alternative compliance for the Artspace Lofts project, subject to the Commission’s approval of 

the project pursuant to Code Section 18.24.050.   

 

 

V. ALTERNATIVE COURSES OF ACTION  

(In Lieu of Recommended Motion of Approval as presented on Page 1) 

1. Adopt a Motion to Reconsider and Set Further Noticed Public Hearing: If the Commission 

wishes to reconsider its October 14, 2013 decision based on correct information provided in this 

staff report and also allow additional applicant and public input to address issues of concern from 

the October 14, 2013 hearing, the following motion could be made: 
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Move to reconsider the Planning Commission decision from October 14, 2013 

regarding the Site Development Plan application for the Artspace Lofts Project (PZ 

#13-00122), set a further public hearing on this matter for November 25, 2013 at 

6:30 p.m. in the City Council Chambers, and direct staff to notice this public 

hearing in accordance with Code Chapter 18.05. 

 

2. Adopt Resolution as Final Decision on Application (based on October 14, 2013 hearing): On 

October 14, 2013, the Loveland Planning Commission held a public hearing to consider the 

Artspace Lofts Project Site Development Plan.  Planning Commission reviewed the application 

under the provisions of the Be – Established Business zoning district standards, finding that there 

were issues of non-compliance relating to required on-site parking, building design, and 

uncertainty with respect to how the Feed & Grain building would redevelop.  This resulted in a 

unanimous decision (8-0) to disapprove the project.   

 

The attached resolution (Attachment 1) is provided for consideration as the written findings and 

conclusions and final decision of the Planning Commission with respect to the application.  If the 

Commission declines to make or adopt the recommended motion of approval based on the 

corrected parking information, the resolution may be presented for a vote of the Commission with 

the following motion: 

 

Move to adopt Planning Commission Resolution #13-5 as the written findings and 

conclusions and the final decision of the Loveland Planning Commission pursuant 

to Loveland Municipal Code Section 18.24.050.with respect to the application by 

Artspace Projects, Inc. for approval of the site development plan for the Artspace 

Lofts Project (PZ#13-00122)  

 

The resolution is presented for Commission consideration and adoption only and no public hearing 

will be held on this matter. 

 

 

VI. APPEAL PROCEDURES 

The decision of the Planning Commission may be appealed by any party-in-interest which includes the 

applicant, two (2) or more Planning Commission members, or two (2) or more City Council members.  A 

notice of appeal must be filed with the Current Planning Division within ten (10) days after a final 

decision.  If the recommended motion or the Resolution is adopted on October 28, 2013, the deadline for 

filing a written notice of appeal with the Current Planning Division under Chapter 18.80 will be 5:00 p.m. 

on Thursday, November 7, 2014.   When an appeal is filed, the Current Planning Division shall schedule a 

public hearing for the appeal not less than thirty (30) days and not more than sixty (60) days from the 

filing of the appeal notice.  City Council shall hear the appeal as a de novo hearing, applying the same 

standards as presented to the Planning Commission.  City Council’s decision shall become final and may 

only be appealed to the Larimer County District Court. 

 

 



PC Hearing October 28, 2013 6 

 

VII. FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS 

Chapter 18.24, Section 18.24.050.B. 

 

1. The proposed development complies with the standards of this chapter and any other applicable 

provisions of the Loveland Municipal Code. 

 

The Artspace project demonstrates compliance with the Be zoning district.  The categories that 

apply to this property in Chapter 18.24 are as follows: 

 The property is located in Height District C which establishes maximum building heights 

at 70’.  The proposed Artspace Lofts would be slightly less than 60’ in height.   

 

 Parking: The subject property is not located in the General Improvement District (GID).  

Therefore, required parking is to be provided on-site according to Chapter 18.42 (Off-

Street Parking and Loading Requirements) of the Loveland Municipal Code.  As allowed 

in Section 18.42.030, the Current Planning Manager may grant alternative compliance 

providing that the following can be determined: 

a. Site-specific, physical constraints necessitate application of the alternative standard, 

and such constraints will not allow a reasonable use of the property without application of 

such alternative standard; 

Given the location of the Artspace Lofts project being a redevelopment infill site, there are 

constraints associated with allocating space for parking.  Artspace has developed similar 

projects around the country and have found through experience that the parking demands 

are typically at a ratio of 1:1 or less.  Of the 30 residential dwellings, half are studio or one 

bedroom units.  

  

b. The alternative standard achieves the intent of the subject Type 2 standard to the same 

or greater degree than the subject standard, and results in equivalent or greater benefits to 

the community as would compliance with the subject standard.  

Thirty of the 60 required residential dwelling spaces would be provided on-site behind the 

building.  An additional 27 spaces would be located in front of the building along W. 3
rd

 

Street.  The applicant has provided a parking exhibit illustrating potential available parking 

surrounding the site.  These are public parking areas.  The parking requirement based upon 

proposed use (residential/gallery) is 80 parking spaces with a minimum of 2 parking spaces 

per dwelling unit (30 units = 60 spaces) and 1 space for every 2 visitors at maximum 

capacity of the gallery space (maximum capacity for gallery is 39 visitors, half of 39 would 

require 20 spaces).  Roughly 70% of the parking demand per code is being met on-site and 

along W. 3
rd

 Street.  Moreover, the location of the site lends itself to greater pedestrian 

mobility in terms of being located within the downtown core area, near bus stops, and 

along high pedestrian corridors.  Reserving on-site parking for residences would dictate 

that patrons attending the occasional gallery events would have to find parking around the 

site and walk to the location.  While the subject property is not within the GID, it will 

likely function as though it is because of the location and nature of use.   

 

 Architecture: General and core character areas urban design standards are type 2 

standards that apply to new construction relating primarily to building design.  The 

Artspace site falls on the fringe of the core character area and is located on a block in 
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downtown that has a variety of uses and variation in building designs.  Consequently, 

traditional downtown architecture is not how the Artspace building was designed.  The 

applicant has provided a justification statement (see October 14, 2013 Planning 

Commission Staff Report - Attachment 4), responding to how the project is in 

compliance with applicable design standards. 

  

2. The proposed development is consistent with the goals of the document, Destination Downtown: 

Heart Improvement Project Downtown Strategic Plan and Implementation Strategy. 

The goals of the Destination Downtown plan focus on three (3) general areas.  Specific 

descriptions of these goals and ideas in which to achieve them are included in October 14, 2013 

Planning Commission Staff Report - Attachment 2 from the Destination Downtown plan for 

reference.  The following is a brief description of the goals and an analysis of the Artspace project 

in reference to each: 

 

Incorporating sustainability through design, making downtown a destination area.  

The Artspace Lofts project is designed to respect and celebrate Loveland’s history.  Its focus 

towards art and artists is the basis behind the project which emphasis the integration of art 

throughout downtown.  However, it also functions in concert with the Feed & Grain building 

relative to scale, use of building materials, and potential future use of the building.  Artspace is a 

significant redevelopment of downtown and catalyst towards restoration/redevelopment of the 

Feed & Grain building.   

 

Multi-modal street design that respects the safety for vehicles, pedestrians, and bicyclists. 

The Artspace site fronts along W. 3
rd

 Street which is directly south of a primary pedestrian street 

(west side of Railroad Avenue) as depicted in Section 18.24.080 of the Loveland Municipal Code 

for the Be zoning district.  Primary pedestrian streets are intended to facilitate comfortable 

pedestrian circulation to multiple destinations throughout downtown.  The improvements that will 

be made along W. 3
rd

 Street fronting the Artspace site demonstrates compliance with a downtown 

standard for development/redevelopment specific to creating strong emphasis to pedestrian 

connectivity abutting a designated primary pedestrian street.  Wider sidewalks will be provided 

along W. 3
rd

 Street separated from the street to provide a safer more pleasant pedestrian 

experience. 

 

Primary vehicle access is separated from primary pedestrian access by utilizing the alley between 

W. 3
rd

 Street and W. 2
nd

 Street.  All on-site vehicle parking is provided behind the building away 

from the primary pedestrian link along W. 3
rd

 Street.    

 

Focus on public spaces that offer a variety of uses for a variety of users. 

Artspace will incorporate more opportunities for public art in downtown.  The site is designed to 

include a central outdoor gathering space that can be shared between the Artspace Lofts and the 

Feed & Grain building.  Redevelopment of the property is taking an under-utilized property that 

will add more residents to downtown by creating both living and working space.  

 

3. The proposed development is compatible with surrounding properties while considering its 

location in an urban environment characterized by a diversity of uses and building types. 

The proposed Artspace project is structured around these criteria.  This is a development that is 

specifically geared towards a downtown setting by means of building scale, use, pedestrian 

emphasis, and exterior open spaces.  Additionally, this particular block within the Loveland 
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Addition includes a diversity of uses which the proposed Artspace project is compatible with.  

Artspace includes predominately residential but an overall use that is reflective of Loveland’s 

culture in terms of art and artists.  The scale and choice of exterior building materials of the 

Artspace Lofts is also reflective to that of the Feed & Grain.   

 

   

VIII. RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS  

(Conditions 2 and 3 have been added following the 10-14-2013 public hearing) 

The following conditions are recommended by City Staff:  

  

1. Approval of the Artspace Lofts Site Development Plan shall be subject to other required approvals 

associated with this redevelopment including but not limited to applications under review for 

Public Improvement Construction Plans, Boundary Line Adjustment/Lot Merger, Vacation of 

Public Right-of-Way, and Historic Landmark Designation Amendment. 

2. Building colors shall be adjusted to eliminate the bright saturated colors proposed on the building 

including the Sherwin Williams SW-6671 Curry (orange color – all building elevations) and 

Sherwin Williams SW-6321 Red Bay (red color – north elevation).  The applicant shall coordinate 

with the Current Planning Division on appropriate replacement colors to be approved by the 

Current Planning Manager.  

3. Any land use application required under Title 18 of the Loveland Municipal Code for 

redevelopment of the Feed & Grain shall be subject to review and approval by the Planning 

Commission at a fully noticed public hearing. 



  ATTACHMENT 1 

      

 

RESOLUTION # 13-5  

 

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION PURSUANT TO LOVELAND 

MUNICIPAL CODE SECTION 18.24.050 DENYING APPROVAL OF A BUILDING TO 

BE LOCATED AT 130 W. THIRD STREET, CITY OF LOVELAND, COUNTY OF 

LARIMER, STATE OF COLORADO AND CONTAINING MORE THAN 25,000 GROSS 

SQUARE FEET OF FLOOR AREA IN THE Be ZONING DISTRICT  
 

 WHEREAS, Artspace Projects, Inc. (“Developer”) has applied for approval of a site 

development plan to construct a four-story, mixed-use residential building referred to as the 

Artspace Lofts (the “Building”), to contain 30 residential affordable housing units and 

approximately 1,145 square feet of first floor work area/gallery space for use by the residents 

(the “Work/Gallery Space”) as a use by right in the Be District – Established Business District 

(the “Zoning District”) at 130 W. Third Street, Loveland, Colorado (the “Site”); and 

 

 WHEREAS, because the proposed Building contains more than 25,000 square feet of 

gross floor area in the core area of the Zoning District, Planning Commission approval after a 

duly noticed public hearing is required pursuant to Loveland Municipal Code (“Code”) Section 

18.24.050; and 

 

 WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on October 14, 2013 and at 

said hearing testimony and evidence was received from Current Planning Division staff, 

including the Planning Commission Staff Report dated October 14, 2013City, Economic 

Development staff, the applicant, and the public, and duly considered by the Commission; and 

 

 WHEREAS, an error was made in the parking calculations specified in the October 14, 

2013 Planning Commission Staff Report, which error was corrected in the October 28, 2013 

Planning Commission Staff Report; and 

 

 WHEREAS, the Commission has considered the application for the construction of the 

Building, which exceeds 25,000 square feet of gross floor area in the core of the Zoning District, 

and the findings required by Code Section 18.24.050.B, and has determined that the Building 

does not satisfy all applicable requirements.  

 

 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION 

FOR THE CITY OF LOVELAND, COLORADO: 

 

 Section 1.  That Planning Commission hereby makes the following findings, as required 

by Code Section 18.24.050.B: 

 

A. The Building does not comply with the standards of Chapter 18.24 for the Zoning District 

and other applicable provisions of the Loveland Municipal Code in the following 

respects: 
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1. Parking Standards:  The Site is not located within the Loveland General 

Improvement District and must therefore provide on-site parking pursuant to 

Chapter 18.42 of the Loveland Municipal Code, subject to approval of an 

alternative compliance standard under Section 18.42.030.  Without approval 

of an alternative compliance standard under Section 18.42.030, Chapter 18.42 

would require 2 on-site parking spaces per residential unit (2:1) or 60 spaces, 

plus on-site parking spaces for the Work/Gallery  Space based on approved 

occupancy rate (in this case, 20 spaces) for a total of 80 spaces.  The 

Developer requested approval of alternative compliance standard consisting of 

one on-site parking space per residential unit (1:1), for a total of 30 on-site 

parking spaces (the “Proposed Alternative Standard”).  The on-site spaces 

included in the Proposed Alternative Standard include 2 designated 

handicapped parking spaces.   

 

Planning Commission finds that the Proposed Alternative Standard does not 

meet the standards of Section 18.42.030 as follow: 

 

a. Site-specific, physical constraints necessitate application of the 

alternative standard, and such constraints will not allow a reasonable 

use of the property without application of such alternative standard:   

 

While the Building is to be constructed on an infill redevelopment site 

with physical constraints, no evidence was presented to support a 

determination by the Commission that the Site will not accommodate a 

reasonable use without the application of the Proposed Alternative 

Standard. The Proposed Alternative Standard does not provide 

sufficient parking to accommodate the proposed use of the Site for the 

Building, which includes 30 residential units, half of which are one 

bedroom or studio units and half of which are two or three bedroom 

units, plus the Work/Gallery Space which can accommodate 39 

occupants.  Further, the consideration of street parking as available to 

accommodate tenants and users of the Building is not a sufficient 

mitigating factor in the geographic area in which the Building is 

located, as parking is currently in short supply for existing uses in the 

area.   

 

b. The alternative standard achieves the intent of the subject Type 2 

standard [mandatory standard] to the same or greater degree than the 

subject [mandatory] standard, and results in equivalent or greater 

benefits to the community as would compliance with the 

subject[mandatory] standard:    

 

The Planning Commission finds that the Proposed Alternative 

Standard does not achieve the intent of the mandatory standard set 

forth in Chapter 18.42, which provides that these standards are 

intended to require off-street parking facilities in proportion to the 
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need generated by the development of new land uses.   The Planning 

Commission determines that the Building will generate a need for 

parking in excess of the 30 on-site and 27 street parking spaces 

included in the Proposed Alternative Standard (which is 71% of the 

mandatory standard).  Even though a one-to-one ratio of on-site spaces 

per unit (for a total of 30 units) may adequately serve the minimum 

needs of residents in a downtown redevelopment in some 

circumstances, in this case the Proposed Alternative Standard does not 

include adequate spaces to maintain that one to one ratio (since 2 

spaces are limited to handicapped parking), and the consideration of 

street parking and other public parking within the GID in meeting 

required parking standards fails to recognize that existing public 

parking is currently insufficient to serve both existing businesses and 

residents in the area, as well as the proposed Building.  The 

requirement of two handicap spaces changes the Proposed Alternative 

Standard from a one to one ratio to a less than one to one ratio.  

 

This change to parking space availability and additional capacity 

requirements in an area where spaces are already in use at residential 

and commercial locations would put additional burden and pressure on 

the owners, tenants and customers of those locations. It is believed that 

the transportation demographics of potential residents and other parties 

visiting the site were inadequate to reflect the transportation traits of 

the Loveland service area population.  

 

The use of pedestrian corridors that are part of the Loveland’s various 

civil and urban plans the services to facilitate the use of these within 

this plan had challenges. One of these was the usage of alternative 

transportation, specifically bus services, to bring visitors and residents 

to close proximity of the facility; however the bus terminus and 

schedule of existing bus services do not make these tenable solutions 

and as such automobile based usage cannot be marginalized or 

rationalized to a less than one projection by the prospective tenants of 

the Artspace facility. 

 

Finally, the Proposed Alternative Standard does not provide adequate 

parking for the permitted and intended use of the Work/Gallery Space 

for events open to the public, even though such uses that may be 

intermittent or occasional.  Therefore, the Planning Commission finds 

that the Proposed Alternative Standard does not result in equivalent or 

greater benefits to the community as would be provided by the 

mandatory standard under Chapter 18.42. 

 

2. Architectural Standards:  General and core character areas urban design 

standards are type 2 [mandatory] standards that apply to new construction 

relating primarily to building design.  The Site falls on the fringe of the core 
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character area and is located on a block in downtown that has a variety of uses 

and variation in building designs.   

 

The Planning Commission hereby finds and determines that the design of the 

Building provides an incomplete picture of the overall development of the 

Artspace Project, which will include redevelopment of the adjacent Feed & 

Grain Building at some point in the future, but which is not yet to the point of 

preliminary design.  The result is that the Planning Commission determines 

that there are too many unknowns to permit a determination as to 

compatibility with the adjacent building currently housed on the same Site.  

The four-story, modern form, color, and façade treatment of the proposed 

Building is also inconsistent and incompatible with the historic character of 

the core area of Downtown Loveland, which includes historic structures with 

traditional design, building components, and materials.  Finally, the scale and 

massing of the Building is inconsistent and incompatible with existing and 

adjacent residential and commercial uses. 

 

The Planning Commission is also concerned that while the design and use of 

materials references “complementary” design, materials and concepts to the 

existing Feed and Grain Building; the applicant could not provide any view, 

conceptual or intended design of what the Feed and Grain building would or 

could be in the future. The only item offered was that current plans are only 

for stabilization of the existing structure and no plan is required pursuant to an 

agreement that no plan or action is required any earlier than twenty-four 

(months) after obtaining a certificate of occupancy of the “new” Artspace 

residential/commercial facility. If plans for the Feed and Grain were to change 

as a result of additional design and structural analysis the materials and façade 

to be used could be not as complementary to the planned Artspace facility and 

impact the overall aesthetics of the combined facility.  

 

 

B. The Building is consistent with the goals of the document, Destination Downtown: Heart 

Improvement Project Downtown Strategic Plan and Implementation Strategy as set forth 

in Section IX of the Planning Commission Staff Report dated October 14, 2013 on file 

with the Current Planning Department.   

 

 

C. The Building is not compatible with surrounding properties while considering its location 

in an urban environment characterized by a diversity of uses and building types, in 

particular: 

 

 

The Planning Commission hereby finds and determines that the design of the Building 

provides an incomplete picture of the overall development of the Artspace Project, which 

will include redevelopment of the adjacent Feed & Grain Building at some point in the 

future, but which is not yet at a point to include any preliminary design.  The result is that 
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the Planning Commission determines that there are too many unknowns to permit a 

determination as to compatibility with the adjacent building currently housed on the same 

Site.  The four-story, modern form, color, and façade treatment of the proposed Building 

is also inconsistent and incompatible with the historic character of the core area of 

Downtown Loveland, which includes historic structures with traditional design, building 

components, and materials.  Finally, the scale and massing of the Building is inconsistent 

and incompatible with existing and adjacent residential and commercial uses. 

 

The Planning Commission is also concerned that while the design and use of materials 

references “complementary” design, materials and concepts to the existing Feed and 

Grain Building; the applicant could not provide any view, conceptual or intended design 

of what the Feed and Grain building would or could be in the future. The only item 

offered was that current plans are only for stabilization of the existing structure which no 

concept of how that will be accomplished or if any external structural supports may be 

required that could impact to new Artspace project, the visual aesthetics of the downtown 

area or impacts to other structures or vacant lots, Further in regard to the Feed and Grain 

building it was stated that no plan is required pursuant to an agreement that no plan or 

action is required any earlier than twenty-four (months) after obtaining a certificate of 

occupancy of the “new” Artspace residential/commercial facility. If plans for the Feed 

and Grain were to change as a result of additional design and structural analysis the 

materials and façade to be used could be not as complementary to the planned Artspace 

facility and impact the overall aesthetics of the combined facility.  

 

 

 

 Section 2.  That based on the findings set forth in Section 1.A and 1.B above, the 

application for construction of the Building, which exceeds 25,000 square feet of gross floor area 

in the core of the Zoning District, is hereby denied. 

 

 Section 3.  That as of the date set forth below, this Resolution shall constitute the final 

decision and the written findings and conclusions of the Planning Commission with respect to 

the application for approval of the Building containing more than 25,000 square feet of gross 

floor area in the core of the Zoning District pursuant to Code Section 18.24.050.  Any party in 

interest as defined in Chapter 18.80 of the Code may file a written notice of appeal in accordance 

with Section 18.80.030 and conforming to the requirements of Code Sections 18.80.060 with the 

City of Loveland Planning Division within ten (10) days after the date of this Resolution 
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Resolved this 28
th

 day of October, 2013. 

 

 

 

                            

ATTEST:     PLANNING COMMISSION: 

 

 

 

___________________________  __________________________________ 

Planning Commission Secretary             Buddy Meyers, Chairperson 

                        City of Loveland Planning Commission 
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Chapter 18.42 
 
OFF-STREET PARKING AND LOADING REQUIREMENTS 
 
Sections: 

18.42.010 Purpose. 
18.42.020 Applicability. 
18.42.030 Spaces required. 
18.42.040 Shared parking. 
18.42.050 Parking requirements for uses not listed. 
18.42.060 Remote site parking. 
18.42.070 Design standards for off-street parking areas. 
18.42.080 Off-street loading areas. 
18.42.090 Drive-thru stacking. 

 
18.42.010 Purpose. 

These standards specify the provision of off-street parking and loading facilities in proportion to 
the need generated by the development of new or the expansion of existing land uses as identified 
herein.  These standards also provide for the design of off-street parking and loading areas that are safe, 
accessible, convenient and attractive. 
 
18.42.020 Applicability. 

Off-street parking and loading areas, pursuant to the provisions herein, shall be provided for 
every use and structure.  Non-residential land uses and mixed uses located in the General Improvement 
District No. 1 (GID No. 1) shall not be required to comply with the applicable provisions herein, as 
provided in Section 18.24.050.D.2. 
 
18.42.030 Spaces required. 

Adequate off-street parking shall be required for all development. The number of off-street 
parking spaces on Table 18.42-1 shall be required with land uses or buildings containing such land uses. 
These requirements shall be Type 2 Standards which shall be mandatory, unless otherwise approved by 
alternative compliance in accordance with the following provisions or as part of an approved special 
review, or an approved Planned Unit Development. 

A. Upon submittal of written justification by the applicant, the current planning manager may allow 
application of an alternative standard, different than a Type 2 standard, provided the current 
planning manager determines the following: 
1. The applicant has demonstrated that either: 

a. Site-specific, physical constraints necessitate application of the alternative standard, and 
such constraints will not allow a reasonable use of the property without application of 
such alternative standard; or  

b. The alternative standard achieves the intent of the subject Type 2 standard to the same or 
greater degree than the subject standard, and results in equivalent or greater benefits to 
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the community as would compliance with the subject standard.  
B.  Whenever the current planning manager grants alternative compliance, the current planning 

manager shall prepare a written statement of findings based on the above criteria for such action. 
Such statement shall be placed in the development application file.  The current planning 
manager’s final decision with respect to such alternative compliance may be appealed to the 
planning commission in accordance with Section 18.60.020. (Ord. 5581 § 23, 2011) 

 

Table 18.42 -1 Parking Spaces Required 
Residential Land Use  Parking Requirement 
One-family or two-family dwellings, multiple 
family dwellings 

2 spaces per dwelling unit (may count 
tandem and garage spaces to meet 
requirement) 

Accessory dwelling unit See Section 18.48.060 
Live/work space 2 spaces for every living area (residential 

unit), plus 1 space for every work area 
Mobile home parks and communities 2 spaces per dwelling unit 
Shelter for Victims of  Domestic Violence 2 spaces for every 3 employees plus 2 

parking spaces for the facility 

Institutional Land Use Parking Requirement 
Colleges and universities (in campus setting) 1 space for each employee plus 1 space for 

every 5 students  
Colleges and universities in non-campus 
setting 

1 space for each classroom seat, plus one 
space for each employee 

Elementary school 2 spaces for each classroom 

Government, semi public uses 2 spaces for every 3 employees 
Hospitals 2 parking spaces per bed, plus 1 space for 

every 300 square feet of outpatient clinics 
and service areas 

Independent living facilities 1 space for each unit, plus 1 space for every 
employee 

Junior high school 2 spaces for each classroom 
Nursing homes, Alzheimer’s care, assisted 
living, congregate care facilities 

1 space for every 3 beds, plus .5 space for 
every employee 
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Place of worship or assembly with 200 or 
fewer seats in the principal place of assembly 
 
 
 
 
Place of worship or assembly with over 200 
seats in the principal place of assembly 

1 space for every 4 seats in the principal 
place of assembly; or 1 space for every 35 
square feet of seating area or 18 lineal inches 
of bench space where there are no fixed seats 
in the principal place of assembly.   
 
Where multiple uses or times of use overlap 
at a place of worship or assembly with over 
200 seats, parking shall be required for all 
proposed uses based on this table and shared 
parking provisions of Section 18.42.040 may 
be applied, considering the uses and overlap. 

Senior high school 1 space for each 3 seats in the auditorium or 
principal place of assembly 

Commercial Land Use Parking Requirement 
Administrative, insurance and research 
facilities 

1 space for every 250 square feet of floor 
area 

Animal hospitals and clinics 1 space for every 300 square feet of floor 
area 

Automotive sales, leasing and service 
(including cars, trucks, motor cycles) 

1 space for every 450 square feet of floor 
area (showroom, office, repair and parts 
sales) 

Banks, savings and loan, and finance 
companies 

1 space for every 250 square feet of floor 
area 

Bar or tavern  1 space for every 100 square feet of floor 
area 

Bed and breakfast 1 space for every guest room, plus 2 spaces 
for employees 

Call center 1 space for every 166 square feet of floor 
area 

Car wash 2 stacking spaces for every bay, plus 2 spaces 
for employees for full-service car washes 

Convenience store (see Section 18.52.060 for 
calculating gross floor area) 

1 space for every 200 square feet of floor 
space 

Convention, conference center 1 space for every 3 seats 
Dance clubs or dance halls 1 space for every 100 square feet of floor 

area 
Domestic animal day care facility 1 space for every 450 square feet of floor 

area 
Equipment and small vehicle rental 1 space for every 300 square feet of floor 

area 
Flex office space with light manufacturing 1 space for every 333 square feet of floor 

area 
Funeral homes, mortuaries 1 space for every 4 seats 
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Galleries, art and dance studios, photo 
studios 

1 space for every 2 students or visitors at 
maximum capacity, plus 2 spaces for every 3 
employees 

Garden supply, greenhouses, nurseries – 
retail sales (excludes production areas) 

1 space for every 300 square feet of floor 
area devoted to retail sales 

Greenhouses, nurseries – production (no 
retail sales) 

2 spaces for every 3 employees 

Gas stations with repair, tire and lube shops 1 space for every pump island, plus 1 space 
for every 200 square feet of floor area 

Health care service facility 1 space for each examination or treatment 
room, plus 1 space for every 2 employees or 
health care provider 

Hotels, motels, rooming houses, boarding 
houses and tourist homes 

1 space for every unit, plus .75 space for 
every employee 

Laundromats 1 space for every 250 square feet of floor 
area 

Live/work space 2 spaces for every living area, plus 1 space 
for every work area 

Medical and dental clinics and offices 1 space for every 225 square feet of floor 
area 

Membership clubs, athletic/fitness facilities 1 space for every 300 square feet of floor 
area 

Mixed-uses As required for both uses and subject to 
Section 18.42.040.B 

Night Clubs 1 space for every 4 seats, plus 2 spaces for 
every 3 employees on the maximum shift  

Personal service and business shops (retail 
laundries, hair salons, barber shops, tanning 
and nail salons, shoe repair, copy shops) 

1 space for every 300 square feet of floor 
area 

Places of amusement or recreation (indoor 
recreation, not including theaters or 
auditoriums) 

1 space for every 200 square feet of floor 
area 

Preschools, nurseries, or child care centers 1 space for each 450 square feet of floor area 
Professional offices  1 space for every 250 square feet of floor 

area 
Restaurants with drive-thru lanes or windows 1 space for every 100 square feet of floor 

area, including outdoor patio space, plus 5 
stacking spaces for every drive-thru lane or 
window 

Restaurants standard, sit down 1 space for every 200 square feet of floor 
area, including outdoor patio space 

Restaurants fast food without drive-thru lanes 
or windows, coffee shops, delis, juice bars 

1 space for every 3 seats, or 1 space for every  
150 square feet of floor area (whichever 
results in greater number of spaces), but no 
less than 5 spaces 
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Restaurants drive-in – with or without drive-
thru lane – this use is assumed to have 1 
space provided for every order box 

1 space for every 3 seats, or 1 space for every 
150 square feet of floor area (whichever 
results in greater number of spaces), plus 5 
stacking spaces for every drive-thru lane or 
window (if applicable) 

Retail business and commercial uses 1 space for every 300 square feet of floor 
area 

Theaters, auditoriums or other places of 
assembly 

1 space for every 3 seats in the principal 
place of assembly 

Industrial Land Use Parking Requirements 
Airports, heliports 
 
 
Hangars 

2 spaces for every 3 employees, plus 1 space 
for every 200 square feet of lobby or waiting 
area 
 
1 space for every 1,000 square feet of floor 
area (may be inside hangar) 

Contractor’s shops, yards 2 spaces for every 3 employees 

Dry cleaning plants, commercial laundries 2 spaces for every 3 employees 

Foundries 2 spaces for every 3 employees 

Industrial or manufacturing activities 
(excluding offices) 

1 space for every 450 square feet of floor 
area or 1 for every 2 employees, whichever is 
greater 

Live/work space 2 spaces for every living area, plus 1 space 
for every work area 

Lumber yard (wholesale) 2 spaces for every 3 employees 
Medical and research laboratories 1 space for every 450 square feet of floor 

area 
Personal wireless service facilities 1 space 
Recycling facilities Unattended facilities – 1 space for every 

loading area 
Attended facilities – 1 space for every  
loading area, plus 2 spaces for every 3 
employees 

Self-storage facilities 1 space for every 300 square feet of office 
area, plus 1 space for every employee or 2 
spaces for resident manager 

Showroom warehouse 1 space for every 300 square feet of 
showroom floor area, plus 1 space for every 
1,000 square feet of warehouse area 

Utility service facilities 2 spaces for every 3 employees 
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Vehicle sales, leasing, and repair (farm 
equipment, mobile homes, rv’s, boats, large 
trucks) 

1 space for every employee, plus 1space for 
every 500 square feet of floor area 

Wholesale commercial uses and warehouses 1 space for every 1,000 square feet of floor 
area, plus 1 space for every 5,000 square feet 
after first 100,000 square feet 

Workshops, custom small industry 2 spaces for every 3 employees 

(Ord. 5207 § 11, 2007; Ord. 4779 § 4, 2003; Ord. 4238 § 1 (part), 1997; Ord. 3648 § 5, 1990; Ord. 3347 
§ 1, 1986; Ord. 1628 § 2 (part), 1977) 
 

C. For parking requirements based on floor area, the total gross floor area shall be used for 
calculating the requirement, based on the principal use of the building, including outdoor seating 
areas for restaurants.  When the calculation of required parking spaces results in a fractional 
number, the required number shall be rounded up to the next whole number.  Additional parking 
standards and guidelines are found in Section 3.04 “Circulation and Parking” of the Site 
Development Performance Standards and Guidelines and in Chapter 19 of the Larimer County 
Urban Area Street Standards. 

D. The off-street parking requirements of Section 18.42.030.A for non-residential and mixed-use 
developments or uses located with frontage on the following redevelopment corridors, excluding 
areas zoned BE, may be reduced up to ten (10) percent. Upon submittal of written justification 
by the applicant, greater reductions may be considered by the Current Planning Manager, as may 
be appropriate for the use and location, and considering such things as the availability of 
sufficient on-street parking, access to the site and parking area(s), and/or the potential for 
negative impacts as a result of parking reductions.  Parking reductions provided for in this 
section shall not require Alternative Compliance.  For the purposes of this section, the 
redevelopment corridors shall be defined as follows: 
1. S.H. 287 (including Buchanan Avenue, Cleveland Avenue, Garfield Avenue, and Lincoln 

Avenue) from Ranch Acres Drive, to 14th Street SE. 
2. Eisenhower Avenue, from Namaqua Drive to Boise Avenue. 

E. The off-street parking requirements of Section 18.42.030.A for land uses located within the R3-E 
Established High Density Residential District and within the geographic area specified below, 
may be reduced up to twenty-five (25) percent.  Upon submittal of written justification by the 
applicant, greater reductions may be considered by the Current Planning Manager, as may be 
appropriate for the use and location, and considering such things as the availability of sufficient 
on-street parking, access to the site and parking area(s), and/or the potential for negative impacts 
as a result of parking reductions.  Parking reductions provided for in this section shall not require 
Alternative Compliance.  On-street parking spaces directly adjacent to the site may be counted 
toward meeting the off-street parking requirements of Section 18.42.030.A.  The geographic area 
of this provision shall be:  all R3-E zoned parcels within an area bounded by U.S. Highway 34 
on the north; Boise Avenue on the east; the Big Thompson River on the south; and Taft Avenue 
on the west. 

F. For parking requirements based on the number of employees, the number of employees on the 
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major or largest shift shall be used to determine requirements. 
G. Where garages are available, tandem spaces in front of garages shall be counted toward meeting 

off-street parking requirements for single-family and two-family dwelling units. 
H. When the number of parking spaces exceeds one-hundred fifty (150) percent of the number 

required in Section 18.42.030.A, an additional one (1) deciduous shade tree shall be added to the 
interior parking lot landscaping for every additional ten (10) parking spaces and shall be 
distributed throughout the interior landscape islands of the parking area.  Any additional trees 
required by this section shall not count toward other landscaping requirements.  Parking lots with 
less than fifteen (15) parking spaces required shall be exempt from this provision. 

I. Where Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) certification is being sought for 
new buildings, major building renovations, or for existing buildings, and LEED credit is 
achieved for addressing alternative modes of transportation, the number of required parking 
spaces may be reduced through approval of alternative compliance of a Type 2 Standard, as 
provided in Section 18.42.030.A. 
 

18.42.040 Shared parking. 
A. Shared parking shall be allowed if the maximum number of vehicles using the shared parking 

spaces does not exceed, at any time, the sum of the spaces required by the provisions of this 
Chapter of the Loveland Municipal Code.  Once established, shared use of a parking facility 
shall continue until the properties which share parking spaces are, independently, in compliance 
with the access, parking and circulation requirements of the Site Development Standards, as 
provided in Chapter 18.47. 

B. When one building is planned to include a combination of different uses, the minimum parking 
required shall be determined by applying the requirements of Section 18.42.030.A based upon 
the gross floor area for each use, and shall include outdoor seating areas, as well as other areas in 
the building that generate parking demand. 

C. A reduction of no more than twenty (20) percent of the total number of required parking spaces 
may be made for shared parking for buildings or sites that include a mix of land uses that include 
residential with office uses, or residential with retail uses.  Further reductions, or reductions for 
other land use mixes may be considered under the alternative compliance provisions for Type 2 
Standards in Section 18.53.020 and shall take into consideration such things as hours of 
operation, location and nature of the proposed land use mix, and potential impacts, if any, on 
adjacent properties. 

D. If an agreement for shared parking is approved and entered into, it shall be recorded with the 
Larimer County Clerk and Recorder’s Office. 

 
18.42.050 Parking requirements for uses not listed. 

For specific uses not listed in Table 18.42-1 the Current Planning Manager shall use the most 
recent edition of the American Planning Association’s Planning Advisory Service Report on parking to 
determine parking requirements. 
 
18.42.060 Remote site parking. 
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In lieu of locating parking spaces required by this title on the lot which generates the parking 
requirements, such parking spaces may be provided on any lot or premises owned or leased by the 
owner of the use that generates the parking demand, within three hundred (300) feet of the property 
generating such parking requirements, for any business, commercial or industrial use. Ownership in this 
regard may include participation in a parking district or other joint venture to provide off-street parking 
areas to the extent that the parking requirement for each lot using the joint venture to meet its parking 
requirement can be met by a proportionate or greater number of off-street parking spaces in the lot 
subject to the joint venture. Any lot or premise which is subject to a lease for the purpose of providing 
off-street parking areas to meet the parking requirements of another lot shall contain a sufficient number 
of parking spaces to meet the parking requirements of both such lots unless reduced under the provisions 
of Section 18.42.040.B. (Ord. 4246 § 1 (part), 1997; Ord. 1628 § 2 (part), 1977) 
 
18.42.070 Design standards for off-street parking areas. 

A. All areas counted as off-street parking spaces shall be unobstructed and free of other uses, 
including storage or display of merchandise. 

B. Unobstructed access to and from a street shall be provided for all off-street parking spaces. 
C. All off-street parking spaces shall be surfaced with asphalt or concrete or other similar surfacing.  

Parking shall not be permitted in a required front setback except on a residential driveway and/or 
parking pad that extends through a front setback. 

D. All open off-street parking areas with six (6) or more spaces shall be adequately screened from 
any adjoining residentially zoned lot and from any street by landscaping or solid fencing, which 
fencing or landscaping shall be maintained in good condition at all times.  The landscaping or 
fencing shall be installed and maintained to specifications prescribed by the city, provided such 
landscaping and fencing may be waived by the Current Planning Manager when it is determined 
that safety factors would indicate the same should be waived.  If lighting is provided for such 
parking areas, it shall not be directed toward any adjacent residential area or public street and 
shall meet the provisions of Section 3.09 “Illumination” of the Site Development Performance 
Standards. 

E. All off-street parking areas serving a use requiring three (3) or more parking spaces shall be 
designed and traffic controlled therein so that access to and from a public street shall require 
vehicular traffic to be traveling in a forward direction when entering and exiting from such 
parking areas. However, a single-family or two-family dwelling unit may have a parking area 
which is designed to permit vehicles to back directly onto one (1) public local street. 

F. Off-street parking spaces may be provided in areas designated to jointly serve two (2) or more 
buildings or uses, provided the provisions of Section 18.42.040.B are met. 

G. No part of an off-street parking space required for any building or use for the purpose of 
complying with the provisions of this title shall be included as part of an off-street parking space 
similarly required for another building or use, unless permitted as shared parking under the 
provisions of Section 18.42.040.B.   No part of an off-street parking space required for any 
building or use for the purpose of complying with the provisions of this title shall be converted to 
any use other than parking unless additional parking space is provided to replace such converted 
parking space and meets the requirements of any use to which such parking space is converted. 
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H. All parking areas shall be designed to the extent possible to be in conformity with the approved 
parking lot design standards in the City’s Site Development Performance Standards and 
Guidelines and Larimer County Urban Area Street Standards (LCUASS) 

I. Parking for persons with disabilities shall be as required by the Americans with Disabilities Act 
(ADA). 

J. A row of parking spaces shall extend no more than fifteen (15) spaces, counted along one side, 
without an intervening landscape island. 

K. Large parking lots shall be divided into smaller sections or compounds, containing a maximum 
of two-hundred (200) parking spaces per section, through the use of landscape separators a 
minimum of fifteen (15) feet in width, excluding any pedestrian pathways or sidewalks.  
Landscape separators shall contain a minimum of one (1) deciduous or evergreen tree per seven-
hundred (700) square feet of landscaped area, or one (1) tree per thirty-five (35) lineal feet, 
whichever results in a greater number of trees. 

L. A maximum vehicle overhang of two (2) feet shall be permitted where the adjacent sidewalk or 
landscape area is not less than seven (7) feet in width, allowing for an unobstructed walkway or 
landscape area of at least five (5) feet in width.  The use of wheel barriers is prohibited.  Such 
parking spaces shall be no less than seventeen (17) feet in length and shall not be used in 
compact parking spaces. 
 

18.42.080 Off-street loading areas. 
Off-street loading areas shall be required for non-residential uses which require goods, 

merchandise, or equipment to be routinely delivered to or shipped from that use and shall be of 
sufficient size to accommodate vehicles which will serve such use.  The location of the loading area 
shall not block or obstruct any public street, alley, driveway, or sidewalk.  Loading areas shall be 
provided as follows:  one (1) off-street loading space for buildings between five thousand (5,000) square 
feet and twenty thousand (20,000) square feet, plus one (1) additional off-street loading space for each 
twenty thousand (20,000) square feet or fraction thereof of additional gross floor area in excess of 
twenty thousand (20,000) square feet. 
 
18.42.090 Drive-thru stacking. 

Off-street stacking shall be provided for land uses which contain a drive-thru lane or drive-up 
window, including, but not limited to, banks and restaurants, so that waiting vehicles do not interfere 
with other vehicular access and circulation on or adjacent to the site, subject to the following 
requirements: 

A. A minimum of five (5) off-street stacking spaces shall be required for each restaurant drive-thru 
lane or drive-up window.  Stacking spaces shall not be used to satisfy parking requirements. 

B. A minimum of three (3) off-street stacking spaces shall be required for each car wash or bank 
drive-thru lane or drive-up window. 

C. Off-street stacking spaces shall be a minimum of eight (8) feet wide and twenty (20) feet in 
length. 

D. Areas reserved for stacking shall not otherwise be used as maneuvering areas or circulation 
driveways, nor interfere with access to or circulation on the site, or parking on-site. 
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(Ord. 5336 § 1, 2008; Ord. 5207 § 11, 2007; Ord. 4779 § 4, 2003; Ord. 4570 § 1, 2000; Ord. 4246 § 1 
(part), 1997; Ord. 4238 § 1 (part), 1997; Ord. 3648 § 5, 1990; Ord. 3347 § 1, 1986; Ord. 1628 § 2 (part), 
1977) 
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