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LOVELAND PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 

AGENDA 
Monday, September 11, 2017 

500 E. 3rd Street – Council Chambers 
Loveland, CO 80537 

6:30 PM  

The City of Loveland is committed to providing an equal opportunity for services, programs and activities and does not 
discriminate on the basis of disability, race, age, color, national origin, religion, sexual orientation or gender. For 
more information on non-discrimination or for translation assistance, please contact the City’s Title VI Coordinator at 
TitleSix@cityofloveland.org or 970-962-2372. The City will make reasonable accommodations for citizens in 
accordance with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). For more information on ADA or accommodations, please 
contact the City’s ADA Coordinator at ADAcoordinator@cityofloveland.org.  

“La Ciudad de Loveland está comprometida  a proporcionar igualdad de oportunidades para los servicios, programas y 
actividades y no discriminar en base a discapacidad, raza, edad, color, origen nacional, religión, orientación sexual o 
género.  Para más información sobre la no discriminación o para asistencia en traducción, favor contacte al 
Coordinador Título VI de la Ciudad al TitleSix@cityofloveland.org o al 970-962-2372.  La Ciudad realizará las 
acomodaciones razonables para los ciudadanos de acuerdo con la Ley de Discapacidades para americanos (ADA).  Para 
más información sobre ADA o acomodaciones, favor contacte al Coordinador de ADA de la Ciudad en 
ADAcoordinator@cityofloveland.org.” 
 
LOVELAND PLANNING COMMISSIONERS: Jeremy Jersvig (Chair), Carol Dowding (Vice-Chair), 
Michele Forrest, Pat McFall, Rob Molloy, Mike Ray, Jamie Baker Roskie, Jeff Fleischer and Tim 
Hitchcock.  

 
I. CALL TO ORDER 

II. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

III. REPORTS: 

a. Citizen Reports  

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

b. Current Planning Updates 

1. Monday, September 25, 2017 Agenda Preview 
i. Shamrock West (Davis Dental) –PDP    PH  

ii. Thornburg Hamilton – Vacation   PH 
iii. Thornburg Hamilton 3rd Subdivision Mineral Estate Hearing    

 
2. Upcoming Unified Development Code Study Sessions: 

• September 11th and 18th  
 

mailto:TitleSix@cityofloveland.org
tel:970-962-2372
mailto:ADAcoordinator@cityofloveland.org
mailto:TitleSix@cityofloveland.org
mailto:ADAcoordinator@cityofloveland.org
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3. Hot Topics: 
 

c. City Attorney's Office Updates: 

d. Committee Reports 

e. Commission Comments 

 

IV. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 

Review and approval of the August 28, 2017 Meeting minutes 
 

V. 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 requested to be 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. 

• Does anyone in the audience wish to remove an item from the Consent Agenda? 
• Does any staff member wish to remove an item from the Consent Agenda? 
• Does any Commissioner wish to add any item from the Regular Agenda to the Consent Agenda 

or remove an item from the Consent Agenda? 
 

 
VI. REGULAR AGENDA: 
 

1. Mountain Pacific GDP Amendment  [20 minute presentation] 
This is a Public Hearing to consider an amendment to the Mountain Pacific General 
Development Plan. The property is located at southeast corner of the intersection of Garfield 
Avenue (Hwy. 287) and 71st St (County Road 30).  The application proposes to allow drive-thru 
fast food restaurant and drive-thru pharmacy uses on two lots located at the NW portion of the 
20-acre Mountain Pacific project site.  Allowance for new uses within a planned unit 
development requires a public hearing by the Planning Commission followed by a public hearing 
and final action by the City Council. Staff is supporting the amendment.   

 

 
 

VII. ADJOURNMENT 
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STUDY SESSION: 
 

1. Affordable Housing Code Changes  
Alison Hade with the City's Community Partnership office will be discussing proposed code 
changes that address City incentives for affordable single family home developers.  A tiered 
incentive program is recommended, with greater incentive levels provided to developers of 
homes for very low income residents and flexible incentive standards for projects with 
residents living between 60 and 100% of the area median income level.  
 
 

2. Unified Development Code  
The project team for the Unified Development Code project will present the Commercial 
Land Use Table (Fourth Working Draft), the Motor Vehicle and Transportation Land Use 
Table (Third Working Draft) and the Agricultural Land Use Table ( First Working Draft).  
The Title 18 Committee reviewed these tables on September 7. 
 
 



Page 1 of 8 August 28, 2017 Planning Commission Meeting Minutes 

CITY OF LOVELAND 
 PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 

August 28, 2017 
A meeting of the City of Loveland Planning Commission was held in the City Council Chambers 
on August 28, 2017 at 6:30 p.m. Members present: Chairman Jersvig; and Commissioners 
Dowding, Molloy, McFall, Roskie, Fleischer, and Hitchcock. Members absent: Commissioners 
Ray and Forrest. City Staff present: Bob Paulsen, Current Planning Manager; Moses Garcia, 
Assistant City Attorney; Linda Bersch, Interim Planning Commission Secretary.  
 
 
These minutes are a general summary of the meeting.  A complete video recording of the meeting 
is available for two years on the City’s web site as follows: https://loveland.viebit.com/ 
 
 
CITIZEN REPORTS 
 
There were no citizen reports. 
 
CURRENT PLANNING UPDATES 
 

1. Robert Paulsen, Current Planning Manager, reviewed the agenda items scheduled for 
the Monday, September 11, 2017 Planning Commission meeting.  Items currently 
scheduled are a public hearing in regard to the Affordable Housing Code Changes and the 
Mountain Pacific GDP Amendment to look at some additional uses within this project 
which is located on north Highway 287.  
 

2. Mr. Paulsen also noted that, due to fast approaching deadlines, study sessions for the 
Unified Development Code updates will need to be scheduled for all Mondays in 
September (except Labor Day) and possibly in October.  He asked that Commissioners 
please be open to attending if possible.  Unless the study session follows a scheduled 
Planning Commission meeting, these study sessions will begin at 6:00 pm at the 
Development Center, 410 E. 5th Street.    

 
3. Mr. Paulsen noted that the Amendment to the Loveland GMA Overlay Zoning District is 

scheduled before the Larimer County Commissioners this evening.  The amendment was 
approved by City Council and the Larimer County Planning Commission has 
recommended approval. Status will be updated at the next meeting 
 

4. Mr. Paulsen also reported that the Brands/Brands West Flexible Zoning Overlay Zone 
was approved by City Council on 2nd reading on 8/1/17. He also noted that the Parkside 
Village Annexation was approved by City Council on 1st reading on 8/15/17; the 2nd 
reading is scheduled for 9/5/17. 

 
 
 

https://loveland.viebit.com/
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CITY ATTORNEY’S OFFICE UPDATES 
 
There was nothing to report from the City Attorney’s office. 
 
COMMITTEE REPORTS 
 
The Title 18 Committee members reported that a meeting was held last week to review the same 
topic that will be discussed in tonight’s study session.  This committee is also now meeting four 
times a month to review the UDC updates.   
 
COMMISSIONER COMMENTS 
 
There were no comments. 
 
APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES 
 
Commissioner Dowding  made a motion to approve the July 24, 2017  minutes as corrected; 
upon a second from Commissioner McFall, the minutes were unanimously approved. 
 
REGULAR AGENDA 
 
180 S. Jefferson – Special Review Appeal 

  
Troy Bliss, Current Planning, introduced this item as an appeal of Special Review #933 that was 
approved for property at 180 S. Jefferson. The Special Review proposes to establish an existing 
building as a three-family dwelling unit and construct two (2) separate detached single-family 
dwelling homes – totaling five (5) dwelling units on this site. The property is zoned R3e – 
Established High Density Residential and is part of the long established Ballard Place subdivision.  
Multiple-family developments exceeding four (4) dwelling units are permitted only through 
approval of a special review in this zoning district.  The special review includes a site plan that the 
City approved on July 10, 2017. Mr. Bliss noted that a neighborhood meeting was held in May 
and all required notices were issued. A public hearing tonight is part of this appeal. 
 
Mr. Bliss summarized the project as illustrated in the staff report.  The property is zoned R3e that 
allows up to four multi-family units as a use by right.  The proposal is for five units consisting of 
the existing two family house, the addition of an efficiency unit in the basement of the existing 
house and the addition of two single family detached units that are two-story with the living unit 
over a double garage.  The lot size at 9900 square feet exceeds the 9500 square foot minimum 
requirement for five units.  Access and egress is only from South Jefferson Avenue.  As proposed, 
there are nine parking spaces on site which satisfies the parking requirements.  R3e zoning requires 
20% open space which is also met.  One item of note is that the bufferyard on the north side of the 
property is smaller than the landscape standards. This was not a concern at the neighborhood 
meeting. The south side bufferyard is within requirements for size but is somewhat deficient in 
terms of the number of plantings.  The Adequate City Facility standards were met.       
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An appeal was filed on July 20, 2017, by Mr. Ian Rajala, a nearby property owner who resides 
at 140 S. Jefferson Avenue.  Mr. Rajala provided  justification for his appeal (see Attachment 
1 of the Staff Report), outlining concerns with respect to parking, site circulation, traffic 
issues and overall design.  The appeal was filed in accordance with the City of Loveland 
Municipal Code, Chapter 18.80 including review by the City Attorney’s office.  This appeal 
of an administrative decision is a de novo public hearing with the Planning Commission to 
consider upholding, reversing, or modifying the approval granted on July 10, 2017, by the 
Current Planning Division.  Staff recommends the City’s conditional approval of the project 
be upheld.    

 
 

COMMISSIONER QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS: 
 

• Commissioner Fleischer inquired if there was any way to improve the plantings on the 
north side of the property, such as between buildings.  Mr. Bliss indicated there is 
insufficient width to meet requirements.  The privacy fence is to be installed as a buffer.  

• Commissioner Jersvig inquired about the current density of this subdivision.  Mr. Bliss 
indicated that due to the size of lots, most of the adjacent area contains single family 
homes.  There are pockets of higher density units and intermixed two-family units. 

• Commissioner Molloy asked if fencing would continue on the south side of the property 
as he was concerned about headlights in the parking area.    Mr. Bliss indicated the fence 
does not continue along the south edge but there would be plantings along that side.  

• Commissioner Hitchcock noted that the designated parking for the existing duplex is a 
long distance away from the structure and asked if there were any standards regarding 
that distance.  Mr. Bliss indicated there was not a particular standard for that.  

 
Mr. Bliss introduced Mr. Ian Rajala, Appellant, who thanked the Commission for allowing his 
appeal.  He is representing other members of his community that he has spoken with.  He went 
on to elaborate on the following basis for this appeal: 

• Parking – 9 parking spaces for 5 units would put more cars into the already crowded on-
street parking situation. The 9 spaces include the garages for the new buildings and 
tenants may use the space for storage or larger vehicles may not fit or tenants may have 
more than 2 vehicles.  Also, an RV has been parked on the property for some time.  

• Ingress and Egress – Location of the garages and parking spots make them difficult to 
access.  If tenant cars exceed the number of parking spaces, more traffic will be generated 
in and out of the lot if parking spaces are full.  Local traffic would increase in addition to 
the increase caused by the community health center.  Street width is a problem. 

• Noise and Light Pollution – Noise and headlights from vehicles entering and leaving the 
property could be a problem.  Most neighbors have single story homes and light from the 
second story of the new units will pollute the neighboring back yards.  Additional 
exterior lights for the additional units will add to the light pollution. 

• Poorly Designed – this project does not conform with the neighborhood that has house 
placement towards the front of the lot and single story designs.  Privacy of back yards is 
an issue.  He is concerned with the small percentage of landscaping on the property. 
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• Garbage Collection – there is a concern about five units having individual 
garbage/recycling collectors.  That makes 10 carts that would be placed along the street 
on collection day.  He is also concerned about how they will be stored on the property.  
Would a dumpster be a better option for this property?  There is also concern for large 
items being dumped when renters move out.   

• Nobody Wants It – Single-family occupants in the neighborhood do not want another 
multi-unit development.  There already is a large number of these units in the area and 
they generate a large number of transient residents.     

• Code Violations – Mr. Rajala discussed the number of times the police have been called 
to the address.  He is concerned about long term maintenance of the property based on 
past experience.  Drainage from the property has also been an issue.  
  

He would like to see some compromise with the neighbors on these issues.   
 
The attorney for the developer, Mr. Roger Clark, introduced himself.  He noted that the 
property owner, Mr. Ron Elliott, has done extensive work to make this project compatible with 
the neighborhood.    Mr. Elliott will discuss the project further but Mr. Clark contends that this 
appeal does not meet the limited grounds for appeal set out in Loveland Municipal Code, 
18.80.090(b). 
 
Mr. Ron Elliott introduced himself as the developer of the property. He stated he does not 
understand the compatibility issue and presented a picture showing the design of the existing 
house.    He addressed the history of his ownership of the property and the cause of some of the 
concerns raised by the appellant.  He noted that a parking analysis was completed; he is willing 
to designate an area for garbage collection containers and the grounds will be maintained by 
utilizing professional landscape and grounds maintenance.  In regards to the transient concerns, 
isn’t that the nature of a renter?  Trespassers and squatters created the problems that caused 
police calls.  The SWAT team incident that was referenced was using his property as a staging 
area for an incident at a nearby property.  He will be removing the motor home that is currently 
on the property. 
 
COMMISSIONER COMMENTS: 
 

• Commissioner McFall indicated he visited the area and has some of the same concerns 
about compatibility of this project as raised by the appellant, especially with the two-
story verses the existing one-story homes.  He noted concerns with the driveway, 
maintenance and parking. Mr. Elliott noted that his existing structure is two-story.   

• Commissioner Jersvig asked if there would be a property manager for the five units or 
any lease restrictions for keeping garages for parking and not storage.  Mr. Elliott 
indicated he will be residing on site and will not use a property manager.  He is willing to 
restrict garage use in the lease agreement with his tenants.  Those units will have a 12 by 
12 foot storage area on the ground floor as well as some attic storage. 

 
Mr. Roger Clark spoke again about this appeal not meeting Code requirements. He interprets 
the code language as allowing for appeal only when the city staff fails to properly apply code 
requirements. He will respond to some of the items discussed in the appeal but he is not 
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acknowledging these items as legitimate grounds for appeal.    
 
He went on to note that the project approvals are stricter than city regulations as far as lot size 
and height and width requirements. (9900 square feet rather than the 9500 required and height of 
27 feet when 35 feet is allowed and a width that exceeds the requirement).  While parking meets 
on-site parking requirements, Mr. Elliott is willing to go further in issuing parking permits to 
tenants; prohibiting  use of garages for storage; limiting the efficiency unit to one designated 
parking space and prohibiting on street parking from that unit; and having designated parking for 
all spaces.   
 
Mr. Clark again stated that the objections presented in the appeal: design not compatible when 
there are existing multi-family units in the neighborhood; nobody wants it and police reports, are 
not grounds for appeal as designated 18.80.030(b) which indicates an appeal needs to relate to 
whether city staff did or did not properly apply the code. Nor did staff accept false or misleading 
information.  None of these provisions applies here.  The developer has already agreed to the 
staff conditions for approval but is willing to add additional conditions such as meeting city 
requirements for lighting; permit parking; providing onsite storage so the garages are only used 
for parking; prohibiting boat or RV storage; providing a communal recycle cart and designating a 
storage place for trash carts. This project will make this property and the neighborhood a better 
place to be and asks that this appeal be denied and the staff recommendation be upheld.   
 
Commissioner Jersvig verified with Mr. Garcia, Assistant City Attorney, that this appeal was 
accepted by the City Attorney’s office.  Mr. Garcia indicated that there is flexibility in the code 
as appealed; therefore, this appeal was accepted.  Mr. Clark again stated that he disagrees with 
that interpretation because the appeal indicates the owner did not comply.   
 
 
CITIZEN COMMENTS: 

 
Commissioner Jersvig opened the public hearing at 7:55 p.m.  
 

• Alexia Rajala, Loveland resident, indicated she is not wanting to squash the project.  
She spoke of the issue with the new two story units not being in line with the other 
houses and being able to overlook the neighbors’ back yards.  She is also concerned 
with the five units having individual trash/recycle carts.  That makes ten carts that 
have to find space in an already crowded street on collection day. She appreciates the 
parking lease restrictions but felt that might deter renters.  Parking lot lights will 
cause additional light pollution.  

• Becky Hawley, Loveland resident, felt that the community had not been heard.  She 
could not attend neighborhood meeting but did send an e-mail.  The police calls were 
due to trespassers but is concerned about continuing upkeep of property, the on street 
parking problem and heavy traffic. 

• Jim Hawley, Loveland resident, stated that the existing two-story is in line with other 
houses but is concerned about new units eliminating privacy from others’ back yards.  
He feels a solution is building one-story units. He is also concerned about light 
pollution. 
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• Fletcher Thompson, Loveland resident, felt Mr. Elliott has done his best to fit this 
project into the neighborhood.  Currently four street lights on Jefferson light up the 
night. The health center has contributed to the heavy traffic. 

• Omar Herrera, Milliken resident, said new homes in other areas are close together 
and two-story houses in these developments and have eliminated back yard privacy.  
Mr. Elliott’s project would provide needed jobs. 

• Kevin Brown, Loveland resident, is the neighbor to the north next door to the project 
and is new to the neighborhood.  He is concerned parking is not up to code and the 
small buffer on the north encroaches on him.  Closing the alley helps him as it fixes a 
drainage problem that has caused problems for him in the past.  Existing tenants on 
this property are good neighbors.  The close parking is near his front window.  He 
does hope these issues can be worked out. 

 
  

Commissioner Jersvig closed the public hearing at 8:20 p.m.  
 

 
COMMISSIONER COMMENTS:  

   
• Commissioner Jersvig asked Mr. Bliss if he had investigated the police reports at this 

address and if the R3e zoning limits the number of multi-family is a neighborhood.  Mr. 
Bliss reported that the police reports were not investigated.  The zoning does not limit the 
number of multi-family units.  The size of the lot dictates the number of units allowed on 
the lot.  

• Commissioner Roskie clarified that if this project consisted of only four units, it would 
be considered a use by right within the current zoning.   

• Commissioner Molloy inquired if the windows illustrated on the north side of the new 
units are the cause for the concern about light pollution; if the new development would 
require a drainage certificate and if that would possibly elevate the current drainage 
issues.  He also asked if fencing the alleyway would totally close of that alley and if it 
could be used for trash pick-up?  Mr. Bliss noted that a drainage certificate is required to 
alleviate any drainage problem for all surrounding properties.  The windows illustrated 
are the only light source towards the north.  The fencing will close off the alley to any 
access to or from 3rd Street.  The alley is not all public right-of-way so the city could not 
use it for trash pickup. That is what prompted the use of individual trash carts.  

• Commissioners Fleischer and McFall inquired about where that many trash/recycle 
carts would sit along the street on collection day or where on the property a common 
dumpster could be located. Mr. Bliss indicated that there was no space for a common 
trash collection enclosure.  There is perhaps room behind the current structure for trash 
cart storage.  Mr. Elliott will need to further address this issue.  

• Commissioner Hitchcock inquired about the cantilevered second story on the back of 
the new buildings making the space available for plantings even smaller.  Mr. Bliss said 
that the plant selection would have to be done with that limitation in mind.   

• Commissioner Roskie asked, if this were a four-unit use by right project, would the code 
requirement be the same?   Mr. Bliss reported that a ten-foot buffer would still apply and 
a variance would be required because five feet of buffer space is all that is available.    
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• Commissioner Jersvig asked Mr. Elliott to address the issues presented.  Mr. Elliott 
stated that his lot is 300 square feet over the required minimum and that there are many 
two-story housing units in the immediate area in addition to his existing two-story unit.  
He is willing to offer the following considerations: 
- Move the windows in the north side of the new units so no light would shine into 

neighboring yards on that side of the units.  
- He has planned the drainage for the new development to alleviate any problems for 

his neighbor to the north. 
-  Provide a trash dumpster with private collection in the space where the alley 

currently exists.  If access is a problem, he could make room in the green space on the 
left.  If a dumpster is not an option, trash carts will be stored behind the existing 
structure.  A communal recycle cart would be provided, as there is insufficient space 
for five separate recycle carts.     

- The police calls were due to trespass/squatters on his property or theft from his house 
when he was out of state for health reasons.  The SWAT team was utilizing his place 
for staging for a call at a neighboring site.  He has installed a security system. 

• Commissioner Jersvig asked Mr. Rajala to speak to the considerations presented 
regarding his concerns.  Mr. Rajala indicated he is pleased with being able to share his 
concerns and with the considerations proposed by Mr. Elliott such as no windows on the 
north side of the upper floors of the new units; the parking although he is concerned 
about restrictions being enforced;  accommodations for trash containers and the removal 
of the RV.  He would like an opportunity to speak with his neighbors and solicit their 
input.  

• Commissioner McFall indicated that this process was not a negotiation and the 
Commissioners make the decision. 

• Commissioner Roskie made the point that this process is not a mediation.  The 
Commissioners decision is solely based on how the staff applied the codes. 

• Commissioner Dowding appreciates time neighbors have taken to be here tonight. 
She is uncomfortable with putting on conditions that are only enforceable by lease. There 
is no way to monitor or enforce that type of provision.   
She appreciates Mr. Elliot’s willingness to move the windows.  To her the development 
seems rather jammed in.   

• Commissioner Molloy says there is a desire to live downtown and he thinks this does fit 
in.  He likes the idea of the two separate units.  If the efficiency wasn’t included, we 
wouldn’t be here.  He does not feel two story dwellings with windows facing back yards 
is a problem and feels this is a quality project and he will support it.  

• Commissioner Roskie is considering this appeal based on whether city staff properly 
applied the code.  She appreciates the appeal coming before the commission but does not 
see anything that indicates the staff did not properly apply the code.  The allowances staff 
granted are those they are allowed to give. The conditions the property owner is 
proposing are something the property owner can manage. She also does not want to get 
into lease requirements.  This project is consistent with the zoning and character of the 
area and she will be voting to uphold staff’s decision. 

• Commissioner Fleischer will vote for this project as well.  It seems that all findings 
were been met.  Staff did a great job with the project.   
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• Commissioner McFall thanked all those in attendance.  It is always good to see the 
community come in.  He commends Mr. Elliott for wanting to make concessions.  After 
looking at the area he does not see any other projects that encroach on the neighbors as 
much as this one does and for that reason he is going to vote against this.   

• Commissioner Hitchcock thanks everyone for coming this evening.  He has a concern 
with the five-foot setback that becomes three foot at the second floor level.  He also has 
concerns for drainage and because there is limited grass, where children would play.  He 
feels like we are shoe horning something into this piece of property.   

• Commissioner Jersvig thanked all for coming out and Mr. Rajala for having an 
organized presentation.  He notes that if it were not for the efficiency basement unit we 
wouldn’t be here.  Mr. Elliott has been very gracious in wanting to add his own 
conditions.  We are not going to add any additional conditions over what the staff has 
already put in place.  It would be good for the neighborhood if Mr. Elliott were to hold to 
those conditions.  We are here to hear the appeal.  Compatibility is the biggest issue and 
there are existing multi-family units in the immediate area.  I will be voting yes.   

 
Commissioner Dowding moved to adopt the findings in Section VII of this Planning Commission 
Staff Report dated August 28, 2017 and uphold the July 10, 2017 decision of the Current 
Planning Division approving the 180 S. Jefferson Avenue Special Review #933, subject to the 
conditions set forth in Section IX herein. Commissioner Roskie seconded the motion.  After Mr. 
Elliott accepted those conditions, the motion was adopted with seven votes in favor and 
Commissioners McCall and Hitchcock opposed.  
     
ADJOURNMENT 

 
Commissioner Dowding, made a motion to adjourn. Upon a second by Commissioner McFall, 
the motion was unanimously adopted. 
 
Commissioner Jersvig adjourned the meeting at 9:17 p.m.  
 
 
 
Approved by:          
  Jeremy Jersvig, Planning Commission Chair 
 
 
 
 
           
  Linda Bersch, Interim 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 
September 11, 2017 

Agenda #: Regular Agenda - #  
Title: Mountain Pacific Business Park 
Applicant: McCauley Constructors, Inc. 

Request: General Development Plan 
Amendment 

Location: Southeast of Garfield Ave/Highway 
287 and 71st Street/County Road 30  

Existing Zoning: Mountain Pacific Planned 
Unit Development 

Proposed Use: Drive-thru fast food restaurant 
and drive-thru pharmacy   

Staff Planner: Noreen Smyth 

Staff Recommendation  
Subject to additional evidence presented at the public 
hearing, City staff recommends the following motion: 

Recommended Motions: 
1. Move to make the findings listed in Section VII of the

Planning Commission staff report dated September
11, 2017 and, based on those findings, recommend
that City Council approve the Mountain Pacific
Business Park General Development Plan
Amendment, subject to the conditions in Section VIII,
as amended on the record.

Summary of Analysis 
This is a public hearing to consider an amendment to the Mountain Pacific Business Park General 
Development Plan (GDP). The amendment proposes to allow fast food drive-thrus in Area D of Mountain 
Pacific, which is not currently an allowed in either Area D or other areas within the development.  The 
amendment also seeks approval of certain design standards relevant to such uses. Any changes to allowed 
uses in a GDP require an amendment to the GDP, and such amendments are heard by both the Planning 
Commission and the City Council at public hearings. If the amendment concerning allowed uses is approved, 
any fast food drive-thru uses (or any other use) will need to submit Preliminary Development Plan, Final 
Development Plan, and building permit applications for review prior to construction. 
The 20.09-acre PUD is generally located southeast of Garfield Avenue and 71st Street. The area proposed for 
drive-thru uses is located near the northwest portion of the PUD.  
The proposal meets all requirements of the Municipal Code and requirements relevant to amending a General 
Development Plan. Staff believes that all key issues have been resolved. The Commission’s recommendation 
on the matter will be forwarded to the City Council, who have final decision-making authority on the GDP 
amendments.   
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I. VICINITY MAP  
 

 
 
 
II. SUMMARY 
 
Acronyms 
 
The following abbreviations will be used throughout this report and are being provided to help clarify 
what each represents: 

PUD: Planned Unit Development is a type of zoning that allows for the creation of zoning and 
design standards that are tailored to a site with this designation.  This zoning is unique to a 
particular site or area, typically described in a development plan.  The primary purpose of 
this zoning is to encourage a mixture of land use opportunities that are well integrated in 
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creating an efficient use of land that is suitable to the site, and both internally and 
externally compatible.  

GDP: General Development Plan establishes the zoning, density/intensity and design standards 
for a PUD-zoned property.  The plan itself is primarily conceptual in nature, meant to 
provide guidance with respect to locations for different land uses within a PUD.  This plan 
is usually prepared in conjunction with the annexation of a property as its official zoning 
document.  This plan must be approved by City Council.  

PDP: Preliminary Development Plan is typically the initial step, detailing a specific development 
proposal within a PUD.  Its contents are reviewed on the basis of the zoning requirements 
of the applicable GDP.  This plan must be approved by Planning Commission, subject to 
appeal to City Council. 

FDP: Final Development Pan is typically the final step of design preparing for actual 
construction of one or more uses on the site. Its contents are reviewed on the basis of the 
zoning requirements of the applicable GDP, the preliminary design that was approved at 
the PDP stage, and applicable City standards for installation of public improvements.  
Whenever possible, the City seeks to have the FDP combined with the Site Development 
Plan which is the first half of the building permit for the site.   

ACF: Adequate Community Facilities is a program adopted by the City of Loveland to ensure 
that the community facilities needed to support new development, including fire 
protection, transportation, water, wastewater, stormwater, and power, meet or exceed 
defined levels of service. Staff from each applicable department evaluate a proposed 
development in order to ensure that it can meet ACF criteria and that negative impacts to 
infrastructure will not occur with the development. 

 
 
Location and Size  
 
The overall Mountain Pacific PUD is 20.09 acres in size and located west of Garfield Avenue (Highway 
287), south of 71st Street (County Road 30), and east of the Louden Ditch. It consists of a 9.54 acre lot in 
the northeast portion of the PUD containing a self storage facility, a 5.4-acre lot to the south containing four 
light industrial buildings, and four currently vacant lots, approximately 1.3 acres each, fronting Garfield 
Avenue intended for commercial development. 
 
 
History 
 
The entire Mountain Pacific PUD was annexed in 2006 as the Mountain Pacific First Addition. A self 
storage facility was constructed on a lot within Mountain Pacific before it was annexed, while the rest of 
the Mountain Pacific land was undeveloped. A GDP was approved at the time of annexation, establishing 
PUD zoning, allowing a variety of commercial, light industrial, and office land uses in addition to the self 
storage use. Since the initial annexation and zoning, the following development applications have been 
approved: 
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2008 The Amended Plat of Parcels B and C, Mountain Pacific First Addition, is approved, 
establishing the boundaries of two lots within the Addition. 

2014 Planning Commission recommends approval and City Council approves the updated 
Mountain Pacific PUD General Development Plan, which had become invalid for 
not being initiated within a year of its 2006 approval. 

2015 The first PDP application, for an expansion of the self storage facility, is approved 
by the Planning Commission. Approval of an FDP followed, and the expansion of 
the facility proceeded to construction.  

2015 A minor subdivision, the Mountain Pacific First Subdivision, is approved, creating 
the industrial lot to the south of the storage facility and four commercial lots along 
Garfield Avenue 

2016 The second PDP application, for four light industrial/flex space/warehouse buildings 
and associated parking and detention, is approved. An FDP followed, and the 
buildings proceeded to construction. Certain minor improvements to the storage 
facility office building were also approved with the PDP/FDP. 

 

 
The first PDP, heard by the Commission in 2015, concerned the expansion of the storage facility in Area A into Area B. 
The second PDP, heard by the Commission in 2016, concerned a light industrial proposal in Area C, along with some 
minor improvements to the existing office for the storage facility in Area A. The GDP amendment under consideration with 
this application concerns allowed uses within portions of Area D.  
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Current Proposal 
 
Use 
A GDP functions as the zoning document for a larger, multi-lot development, and the uses allowed in the 
development are specified in the document. For Mountain Pacific, the GDP allows different uses by area, 
with Areas A & B for self storage, Area C for light industrial/warehouse, Area D for office/retail/restaurant, 
and Area E for detention. A detailed list of specific types of uses is also provided for each area. In Area D, 
a standard restaurant, meaning a sit-down restaurant, is an allowed use, but neither fast food nor fast food 
with drive-thru was established with the GDP as an allowed use.  
 
A coffee shop with a drive-thru, which is a type of fast food restaurant per zoning categorization, is 
interested in locating within Mountain Pacific. The specific lot the shop is interested in is at the northwest 
corner of Mountain Pacific, fronting both Garfield Avenue and 71st Street. The Mountain Pacific master 
developer has fielded some inquiries from other fast food drive thru businesses interested in Mountain 
Pacific, but none that are yet certain. To construct either the coffee shop with drive-thru or other fast food 
uses, the allowed use list within the GDP needs to be altered to include such uses. 
 
The request under consideration in this staff report is to add “fast food drive-thru” to the list of allowed uses 
in Area D. As proposed, the amendment would allow such uses specifically on the northern two lots (out 
of the four total Area D lots) that front Garfield Avenue. The amendment (see Sheet 4 of the attached 
amended GDP) also references that a drive-thru pharmacy may locate on one of these lots. However, it 
should be noted that this reference has been added for informational purposes only, since drive-thru 
pharmacies are already allowed within Area D.  
 
If the amendment is approved, prior to the development of a fast food drive thru or any other use on these 
lots, a PDP must be submitted for review by the Planning Commission and staff followed by an FDP/site 
development plan application for review by staff. The PDP and FDP will need to include building 
elevations, a landscape plan, a photometric (lighting) plan, and civil construction plans for utilities, 
transportation, and stormwater. Following the FDP, a building permit application can be submitted. All 
details of the site and building design will be reviewed at these stages. The current application before the 
Commission concerns only a request to allow the use on the property, with certain associated general design 
standards (see below) also included with the amendment. 
 
Design Standards 
The original Mountain Pacific GDP includes detailed architectural, landscape, and site design standards. 
Since it did not contemplate drive-thru uses, no site or architectural standards specific to such uses was 
included. In conjunction with amendment the use table on Sheet 4 to allow fast food drive-thrus, drive-thru 
design standards have been added to the GDP through the inclusion of a new Sheet 3. The proposed design 
standards specific to drive-thru uses include: 

• Screening of drive lanes from walkways and streets 
• Harmonious design of such screening with other on-site landscape 
• Placement of drive lanes relative to buildings 
• Setback of drive lanes when adjacent to public roadways 
• Compliance with the architectural standards already established in the GDP for drive-thru uses 

 
Compliance with these design standards will be ensured through a review of future PDP applications by 
both staff and the Planning Commission.   
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The GDP amendment under consideration with this application concerns allowed uses on Lots 4 & 5, Block 1, of 
the Mountain Pacific First Subdivision 
 
Transportation 
The amendment as originally proposed would have allowed fast food drive-thru uses on any of the four lots 
in Area D. However, relative to standard restaurants or most other commercial uses, fast food drive thru 
uses generate a larger volume of vehicular traffic. The Traffic Impact Study that was required in conjunction 
with the requested use amendment indicated, in the event four such uses were developed at this location, a 
significant enough impact to traffic to necessitate improvements on adjacent roadways. The applicant 
therefore revised their request to allow fast food drive-thru on only the two northernmost lots in Area D, 
and revised the TIS for this scenario.  
 
The revised TIS allowing for a maximum of two fast food drive thru uses indicated an acceptably lower 
impact on adjacent roadways. Details of the vehicular access will be determined with the PDP and FDP 
applications to be submitted for each lot, although it should be noted that each of the Area D lots will have 
access through an existing internal private drive situated along the east side of Area D. As noted on Sheet 
4 of the GDP, an access to Garfield Avenue at the south end of Area D and an access to 71st Street to the 
northeast of Area D may have movement limitations imposed by CDOT or the city during the future review 
of PDP and FDP applications. As indicated on Sheet 1, and also in Section VII of this report, a new 
Transportation condition has been added to the GDP:  
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Access points shown on the GDP are conceptual only and are not vested by the GDP. Access for future 
development of Parcel D shall be determined through the review of each specific site development plan 
application. Additional specific special conditions related to access improvements/restrictions and timing 
will be provided with each site specific site development plan application based on the findings and 
conclusions of the approved TIS or any subsequent TIS submittals.    

 
 
III. SITE DATA 
 

ACREAGE OF GDP-GROSS ....................................................... 20.09 AC 
ACREAGE OF AREA D-GROSS .................................................. 5.34 AC  
ACREAGE OF AREA D AFFECTED BY AMENDMENT ................ 2.59 AC  
MASTER PLAN DESIGNATION .................................................. FORT COLLINS/LOVELAND CORRIDOR AREA  
EXISTING ZONING.................................................................... PUD-MOUNTAIN PACIFIC 
EXISTING USE OF PUD ............................................................ STORAGE, LIGHT INDUSTRIAL, & VACANT 
EXISTING USE OF AREA D ....................................................... VACANT 
EXIST ADJ ZONING & USE - NORTH ........................................ UNINCORPORATED LARIMER CO-CEMETERY & 

CHURCH 
EXIST ADJ ZONING & USE - SOUTH ........................................ UNINCORPORATED LARIMER CO-COMMERCIAL/ 

LIGHT INDUSTRIAL 
EXIST ADJ ZONING & USE - WEST .......................................... I INDUSTRIAL– VACANT PROPERTY WITHIN THE 

LONGVIEW-MIDWAY INDUSTRIAL PARK   
EXIST ADJ ZONING & USE - EAST ........................................... UNINCORPORATED LARIMER CO-IRRIGATION 

DITCH 
UTILITY SERVICE – WATER ..................................................... FORT COLLINS-LOVELAND WATER DISTRICT 
UTILITY SERVICE –SEWER ...................................................... CITY OF LOVELAND 
UTILITY SERVICE – ELECTRIC ................................................. CITY OF LOVELAND  

 
 
IV. KEY ISSUES 
 
City staff believes that all key issues have been addressed in the development proposal. There were 
approximately 10 attendees at the neighborhood meeting who requested a detailed description of the 
anticipated traffic impact of the proposed uses. 
 
 
V. STAFF, APPLICANT, AND NEIGHBORHOOD INTERACTION 
 
A. Notification: Affidavits were received from Cathy Mathis of TB Group certifying that written notice 

of the neighborhood meeting was mailed to all property owners within 1,200 feet of the property on 
May 9, 2017 and that a notice of the neighborhood meeting was posted in a prominent location on the 
perimeter of the property on May 10, 2017, and similarly that notice was mailed on August 26, 2017 
and a sign posted on August 27, 2017 for the Planning Commission hearing. In addition, a notice of 
the public hearing was published in the Reporter Herald on August 26, 2017.   

 
B. Neighborhood Response: A neighborhood meeting was held at 5:30 p.m. on May 25, 2017 in the 

Loveland Development Center. The meeting was attended by the applicant, the applicant’s 
transportation consultant, and city staff, with approximately ten area residents in attendance. The 
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attendees’ questions centered on concerns about anticipated traffic impacts, to which the applicant’s 
transportation consultant responded, including providing an explanation of the traffic study.  The 
attendees did not express objection to the specific use proposed.  
 
 

VI. FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS 
 
The chapters and sections cited below are from the Loveland Municipal Code pertaining to PUD General 
Development Plans. Applicable findings contained in the Municipal Code are specified in italic print 
followed by the staff analysis as to whether the findings are met by the submitted application.   
 
A. Land Use  

1. Section 18.41.050.D.4.a: The general development plan conforms to the requirements of 
Chapter 18.41 (Planned Unit Development Zone District Requirements and Procedures), to the 
city’s master plans and to any applicable area plan. 

 
Current Planning: Staff believes that this finding can be met based on the following facts: 

• The objectives of PUDs and the requirements for general development plans, as described 
in Municipal Code Chapter 18.41 (PUD Zoning) are met with the proposed amendment to 
the Mountain Pacific GDP. Any future development on the subject property must submit a 
preliminary development plan and a final development application, which will be required 
to meet the requirements for preliminary and final development plans as described in the 
same chapter. 

• The Land Use Plan within the Create Loveland Comprehensive Plan designates the area of 
the subject property as Regional Activity Center. See the attached excerpts from Create 
Loveland for a more detailed description of this category. Restaurant uses are supported in 
Regional Activity Center areas, with no direct reference in the Regional Activity Center 
section of the Plan to drive-thru facilities. While some land use categories in the 
Comprehensive Plan prioritize walking, bicycling, and transit modes of transportation over 
automobile transportation, the Regional Activity Center does not, instead prioritizing 
regional vehicular access for interstate and state highways. The proposed addition of drive-
thru uses on the subject property, while not specifically supported by the Comprehensive 
Plan, is not directly contrary to the goals of the Regional Activity Center land use category. 

• The subject property is within Zone 1 of the 287 Strategic Plan. For Zone 1, the Plan 
encourages mixed uses, the establishment of employment-generating businesses, the 
inclusion of multimodal transportation amenities, the improvement of the east-west 
transportation network, shared parking to reduce the size of parking lots, and the creation of 
a northern gateway into Loveland. For all developments within the 287 Corridor, attention 
to design aesthetics is prioritized. The proposal to allow fast food drive-thru uses is neither 
directly encouraged or discouraged by the Plan. Design goals within the Plan will be enacted 
at the time specific development proposals for lots within Mountain Pacific are reviewed. 

• The Plan for the Region Between Fort Collins and Loveland was jointly adopted by the City 
of Loveland and the City of Fort Collins in 1995, and the subject property is in Subarea 11 
of the Plan. The Plan’s purpose is to determine the future character and vision for the 
unincorporated are between the two cities. One of the primary intents of the plan is to 
encourage areas close to Loveland to develop with a character consistent with that city, and 
likewise for areas close to Fort Collins to develop with a character consistent with that city. 
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The subject property was not within city limits at the time this Plan was adopted, and the 
goals of the Plan were considered in 2005 at the time of the property’s annexation into 
Loveland and the development of the Mountain Pacific GDP.  

 
2. Section 18.41.050.D.4.b: Whether the proposed development will have a detrimental impact on 

property that is in sufficient proximity to the proposed development to be affected by it. If such 
impacts exist, the planning division shall recommend either disapproval or reasonable 
conditions designed to mitigate the negative impacts. 

 
Current Planning: Staff believes that this finding can be met based on the following facts: 

• The establishment of drive-thru uses near the northwest portion of Mountain Pacific is not 
anticipated to be detrimental to the other uses within the PUD: the self storage use to the 
east, the light industrial use farther southeast, or the future commercial uses anticipated to 
be developed to the south.  

• The establishment of drive-thru uses near the northwest portion of Mountain Pacific is not 
anticipated to negatively impact the cemetery located to the north of the subject property, on 
the opposite side of 71st Street/County Road 30. 

• The establishment of drive-thru uses near the northwest portion of Mountain Pacific is not 
anticipated to negatively impact the industrial park located to the west of the subject 
property, on the opposite side of Garfield Avenue/Highway 287. 

• Any development on the vacant lots within Mountain Pacific can increase traffic in the 
broader area, and it is possible that drive-thru uses may increase traffic to a greater extent 
that other uses that could potentially be developed on the property. However, because of the 
potential for increased traffic resulting from the proposed new uses, drive-thrus are limited 
to two lots within Mountain Pacific to ensure that the existing and proposed transportation 
infrastructure in the area can accommodate any increase in traffic. 

• Careful site design of any future developments on the currently vacant Mountain Pacific 
commercial lots should ensure compatibility with properties in the general area.   

• The GDP amendment incorporates quality architectural standards for drive-thru uses in 
keeping with the standards already established in the GDP for the rest of Mountain Pacific.   

• The site design standards for drive-thrus that are incorporated into the GDP amendment will 
provide for dense bufferyard screening of any drive-thru lanes and windows visible from the 
adjacent public streets. In addition, any new drive-thru lanes are to be set back from the 
Garfield Avenue right-of-way and the 71st Street right-of-way. 

• No specific objections to the establishment of uses involving drive-thrus were voiced at the 
neighborhood meeting.  

 
3. Section 18.41.050.D.4(c): Whether the proposed development will be complementary to and in 

harmony with existing development and future development plans for the area by: 
(i)  Incorporating natural physical features into the development design and providing 

sufficient open spaces considering the type and intensity of use. 
(ii) Incorporating site planning techniques that will foster the implementation of the city's 

master  plans, and encourage a land use pattern that will support a balanced 
transportation system, including auto, bike, and pedestrian traffic, public or mass transit, 
and the cost effective delivery of other municipal services consistent with adopted plans, 
policies and regulations of the City.  
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(iii) Incorporating physical design features that will provide a transition between the project 
and adjacent land uses through the provisions of an attractive entryway, edges along 
public streets, architectural design, and appropriate height and bulk restrictions on 
structures. 

(iv) Incorporating identified environmentally sensitive areas, including but not limited to 
wetlands and wildlife corridors, into the project design. 

(v)  Incorporating elements of community-wide significance as identified in the town image 
map. 

(vii) Incorporating an overall plan for the design of the streetscape within the project, including 
landscaping, auto parking, bicycle and pedestrian circulation, architecture, placement of 
buildings and street furniture. 

 
Current Planning: Staff believes that these findings can be met based on the following facts:  
• (finding i) A large setback is provided along both Garfield Avenue and 71st Street which will 

include a densely planted bufferyard.  Open space requirements are anticipated to be met 
with future specific development proposals for these lots.  

• (finding ii) A specific site plan is not reviewed with the current GDP amendment concerning 
allowed uses. However, the site design standards proposed to be included with the 
amendment will foster the implementation of the design goals of adopted plans. The addition 
of sidewalks, bike lanes, other transportation improvements will be assessed with future site-
specific development plans.  

• (finding iii) The GDP amendment incorporates landscape design standards that include 
dense buffering along the adjacent streets. The existing GDP architectural standards will 
apply to any fast food drive-thru uses that locate in Mountain Pacific. 

• (finding iv) There are no environmentally sensitive areas within the Area D of Mountain 
Pacific. 

• (finding v) There are no elements of community-wide significance identified in the town 
image map within the GDP boundaries. 

• (finding vii) The GDP amendment currently under consideration addresses land uses and 
certain site design standards relative to drive-thrus. The standards will help ensure a quality 
streetscape along adjacent public streets.  
 

B. City Utilities and Services 
 

1. Section 18.41.050.D.4.b: Development permitted by the GDP will not negatively impact traffic 
in the area or city utilities.  If such impacts exist, Section 18.41.050.D.4(b) of the Loveland 
Municipal Code requires city staff to recommend either disapproval of the GDP or reasonable 
conditions designed to mitigate the negative impacts. 

2. Section 18.41.050.D.4.c.vi: Whether development permitted by the GDP will be complementary 
to and in harmony with existing development and future development plans for the area in which 
the GDP is located by incorporating public facilities or infrastructure, or cash-in-lieu, that are 
reasonably related to the proposed development so that the proposed development will not 
negatively impact the levels of service of the city's services and facilities. 
 

Transportation Engineering:  Staff believes that these findings can be met based on the following 
facts: 

• A Traffic Impact Study has been submitted with the Mountain Pacific 1st Addition GDP amendment 
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which demonstrates that the transportation system, incorporating typical expected improvements, can 
adequately serve the conceptual land uses proposed. The TIS shows that the Adequate Community 
Facilities (ACF) standards will be met for the roadway link volumes, site accesses and intersections. 
Given the Engineering Conditions set forth for this GDP amendment, together with information 
provided in the Traffic Impact Study, staff believes the GDP amendment can be approved without 
creating negative impacts to the City’s public street system.  

• No vesting will be granted with this GDP and specific requirements shall be determined with each 
site specific development plan. Full analysis of traffic impacts along with street design issues specific 
to the development will be reviewed with each development plan submittal. Any additional devices 
or measures (beyond those set forth in the Engineering Conditions) needed to mitigate traffic impacts 
will be addressed at that time. 
 

Fire Prevention: Staff believes that these findings can be met based on the following facts: 
• The development site will comply with the requirements in the ACF Ordinance for response 

distance requirements from the first due Engine Company. 
• The fast food restaurants will not negatively impact fire protection for the subject development or 

surrounding properties. 
 
Building: Staff believes that these findings can be met based on the following fact: 

• The proposed development will not negatively impact surrounding properties as the 
structures will be required to meet adopted Building Codes. 

 
Water/Wastewater: Staff believes that these findings can be met based on the following facts: 

• The GDP is consistent with the Department’s Water and Wastewater master plan by being consistent 
with the 2015 Comprehensive Master Plan.  

• The proposed development will not negatively impact City water and wastewater facilities. 
 

Stormwater: Staff believes that these findings can be met based on the following facts: 
• Proposed stormwater facilities will adequately detain and release stormwater runoff in a manner that 

will eliminate off-site impacts. 
• When designed and constructed, the development will not negatively affect City storm drainage 

utilities. 
 

Power: Staff believes that these findings can be met based on the following facts: 
• The GDP is consistent with the Department’s power master plan by being consistent with the 2016 

Comprehensive Master Plan. Power believes that this project will have no negative impact on 
our system. 

• The proposed development will not negatively impact City power facilities. 
• The proposed development is in harmony with existing and future development and incorporates 

public infrastructure designed so that the proposed development will not negatively impact the levels 
of service of the City utilities adjacent to the development. 
 

 
VII. RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS 
 
The existing conditions on the Mountain Pacific GDP, as listed on the cover of the GDP, will continue to 
apply to the entirety of Mountain Pacific. With this GDP Amendment, staff recommends the following 
additional condition, which has been included on the cover of the attached amended GDP: 
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Transportation: 
1. Access points shown on the GDP are conceptual only and are not vested by the GDP. Access for future 
development of Parcel D shall be determined through the review of each specific site development plan 
application. Additional specific special conditions related to access improvements/restrictions and timing 
will be provided with each site specific site development plan application based on the findings and 
conclusions of the approved TIS or any subsequent TIS submittals.    
 
 
VIII.        ATTACHMENTS 
 

A. Amended General Development Plan 
B. Plat of Subdivision 
C. Application  
D. Create Loveland (excerpt) 
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AND SPECIES THAT ARE SUITABLE FOR THE NATURAL AREA ALONG THE ADJACENT DITCH.

4. THE MINIMUM OPEN SPACE STANDARD FOR AREAS D AND C SHALL BE SATISFIED EXCLUSIVE OF ANY REQUIRED

LANDSCAPE BUFFERYARD, PARKING LOT SCREENING, OR INTERNAL PARKING LOT LANDSCAPE, AS SET FORTH IN THE

CITY OF LOVELAND SITE DEVELOPMENT PERFORMANCE STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES AND THE APPROVED GDP.

5. ALL AREAS LANDSCAPED WITH GRASS OR SOD SHALL USE TYPES OF GRASS THAT ARE DROUGHT-TOLERANT AND

REQUIRE LIMITED IRRIGATION

PW-TRANSPORTATION:

1. ALL FUTURE DEVELOPMENT WITHIN THIS GENERAL DEVELOPMENT AREA (GDP) SHALL COMPLY WITH THE LARIMER

COUNTY URBAN AREA STREET STANDARDS (LCUASS) AND THE TRANSPORTATION PLAN AND ANY UPDATES TO EITHER IN

EFFECT AT THE TIME OF A SITE SPECIFIC DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION.

2. STREET LAYOUTS, STREET ALIGNMENTS, ACCESS LOCATIONS, INTERSECTION CONFIGURATIONS AND INTERSECTIONS

OPERATIONS (TRAFFIC CONTROLS) SHALL BE DETERMINED AT THE TIME OF APPLICATION FOR SITE SPECIFIC

DEVELOPMENT.

3. THE OWNER SHALL DEDICATE TO THE CITY, AT NO COST TO THE CITY, RIGHT OF WAY FOR ALL STREET FACILITIES

ADJACENT TO OR WITHIN, THIS PROPERTY THAT ARE SHOWN ON THE ADOPTED TRANSPORTATION PLAN.

4. THE DEVELOPER AGREES TO ACQUIRE, AT NO COST TO THE CITY, ANY OFF-SITE STREET RIGHT-OF-WAY NECESSARY

FOR MITIGATION IMPROVEMENTS PRIOR TO THE APPROVAL OF ANY SITE SPECIFIC DEVELOPMENT APPLICATIONS WITHIN

THIS ADDITION, THE DEVELOPER SHALL SUBMIT DOCUMENTATION SATISFACTORY TO THE CITY, ESTABLISHING THE

DEVELOPERS UNRESTRICTED ABILITY TO ACQUIRE SUFFICIENT PUBLIC RIGHT OF WAY FOR THE CONSTRUCTION AND

MAINTENANCE OF ANY REQUIRED STREET IMPROVEMENTS TO BOTH ADJACENT AND OFF-SITE STREETS.

5. THE ULTIMATE ROADWAY IMPROVEMENTS INCLUDING, CURB, GUTTER, PAVEMENT WIDENING, STRIPING, AND ADJACENT

TO THE PROPERTY FOR US 287 AND 71ST STREET SHALL BE DESIGNED AND CONSTRUCTION BY THE DEVELOPER,

UNLESS DESIGNED AND CONSTRUCTED BY OTHERS. THE TIMING AND DETAILED SCOPE OF THESE IMPROVEMENTS WILL

BE PER THE PHASING SHOWN IN THE APPROVED GDP.

6. ACCESS POINTS SHOWN ON THE GDP ARE CONCEPTUAL ONLY AND ARE NOT VESTED BY THE GDP.  ACCESS FOR FUTURE

DEVELOPMENT OF PARCEL D WILL BE DETERMINED THROUGH THE REVIEW OF EACH SPECIFIC SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN

APPLICATION. ADDITIONAL SPECIFIC SPECIAL CONDITIONS RELATED TO ACCESS IMPROVEMENTS/RESTRICTIONS AND

TIMING WILL BE PROVIDED WITH EACH SITE SPECIFIC SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN APPLICATION BASED ON THE FINDINGS

AND CONCLUSIONS OF THE APPROVED TIS THAT WAS REVIEWED WITH THIS GDP AMENDMENT OR ANY SUBSEQUENT TIS

SUBMITTALS OR UPDATES AS NEEDED.

WASTE/WASTEWATER:

1. PRIOR TO APPROVAL OF ANY PDP PHASE THAT REQUIRES THE CONSTRUCTION OF THE OFF SITE WASTEWATER MAIN

THE DEVELOPER SHALL PROVIDE A WASTEWATER IMPACT DEMAND ANALYSIS REPORT AND PRELIMINARY PUBLIC

IMPROVEMENT CONSTRUCTION PLANS FOR THE WASTEWATER MAIN FROM THE PRESENT TERMINUS POINT IN N MONROE

AVE TO THE DEVELOPMENT.

2. PRIOR TO APPROVAL OF ANY PDP PHASE THAT REQUIRES THE CONSTRUCTION OF THE OFF-SITE WASTEWATER MAIN

THE DEVELOPER SHALL PROVIDE LEGAL DOCUMENTATION DEMONSTRATING THEIR ABILITY TO OBTAIN ALL NECESSARY

OFF-SITE EASEMENTS WITHOUT ANY RESTRICTIONS AND AT NO COST TO THE CITY. THE FORM OF THIS DOCUMENT

SHALL BE REVIEWED BY THE AND SHALL BE FULLY EXECUTED, SIGNED BY THE DEVELOPER AND EACH PROPERTY

OWNER OF RECORD OVER WHICH THE OFF-SITE EASEMENTS ARE LOCATED.

3. PRIOR TO APPROVAL OF ANY FOP PHASE THAT REQUIRES THE CONSTRUCTION OF THE OFF-SITE WASTEWATER MAIN

THE DEVELOPER SHALL PROVIDE ALL NECESSARY EXECUTED OFF-SITE GRANT OF UTILITY EASEMENTS FOR

RECORDATION AND FINAL PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS CONSTRUCTION PLANS FOR THE WASTEWATER MAIN FROM THE

PRESENT TERMINUS POINT IN N MONROE AVE TO THE DEVELOPMENT.

4. PRIOR TO APPROVAL OF ANY BUILDING PERMITS WITHIN PHASE THREE (C) OR PHASE FOUR (D) AS SHOWN ON THE GDP,

THE DEVELOPER SHALL, IF NOT PREVIOUSLY CONSTRUCTED BY OTHERS, DESIGN AND CONSTRUCT A PUBLIC

WASTEWATER MAIN FORM THE PRESENT TERMINUS POINT IN N MONROE AVE TO THE DEVELOPMENT.
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PROJECT NARRATIVE

EXAMPLES OF BERMING

EXAMPLES OF SCREENING USING SHRUB HEDGE

AND BERMS

ILLUSTRATIVE SITE PLAN

Drive-Thru Standards and Guidelines:

Drive-Thru Facilities in addition to the performance standards for all commercial areas as listed above shall meet the

following performance standards:

a. Driveways should be screened from walkways and major road views. This can be defined as ample plant material,

walls, berming, and/or fencing as deemed appropriate by the City of Loveland. A combination of any of the above is

appropriate as well.  The use of upright evergreen plantings, shrubs and grasses is also encouraged.

b. On the larger site as a whole, any parking along street edges should also be screened, as defined above.

c. The design of the screening and its elements - both the height and types of materials used - should reflect and

complement the character of both the building and the surrounding landscape.

d. Utility and service equipment should be screened from view with plant material from both drive-thru customers and 

passersby.

e. Provide attractive landscaping around all doors and potential outdoor seating spaces. In regards to an outdoor seating

area, this landscaping should screen drive-thru lanes and parking lots (where possible) from the view of customers.

f. Pedestrian walkways shall intersect drive-thru lanes only at locations where both pedestrians and drivers have clear

visibility of the intersection.

g. Drive-thru lanes shall have a minimum width of twelve (12) feet on curves and a minimum of eleven (11) feet on

straight sections.

h. No drive-thru lanes shall exit directly into a public right-of-way Drive-thru lanes shall be integrated with the on-site

circulation and shall merge with the access drive prior to reaching the street right-of-way.

i. Drive-thru lanes shall be separated from landscaped areas by a six (6) inch high, poured in place, concrete curb or

other suitable protective device.

j. To the maximum extent feasible, drive-thru lanes shall not be located between the principle building and adjacent

public roadways or sidewalks.  If the director determines that there is no feasible alternative, drive-thru lanes may be

located between the principle building and adjacent public roadways or sidewalk, provided such lanes are setback a

minimum of twenty five(25) feet from any adjacent public easement and the entire twenty five (25) foot setback is

landscaped and bermed with a minimum three to five foot high berm to screen the drive-thru lane and facility from

adjacent roadways.

k. Menu boards shall be a maximum area of twenty-five (25) square feet, with a maximum height of six (6) feet and, to the

maximum extent feasible, shall face away from the public right-of-way.

l. Drive thru facilities and menu boards shall be located on the rear or side of principle structures to minimize their

visibility from public roadways.

m. Any drive-thru facilities shall be secondary in emphasis and priority to any other access and circulation function. Such

facilities shall be located in side or rear locations that do not interrupt direct pedestrian access along connecting

pedestrian frontage.

n. Drive-thru facilities shall provide adequate directional signage to ensure free flow thru the facility.

o. Drive-thru facilities shall comply with the overall architectural theme “rural rustic” character in keeping with the intent of

the Loveland Comprehensive Plan.
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GDP Application Page 6 

Project Name: 
PROJECT

Narrative Description of 
Project, including purpose, 
number of lots, type of use, and 
other pertinent information:  

Existing Legal Description of 
Property Boundary (Lots, 
Blocks, Tracts and Subdivision 
Name, or Metes & Bounds): 
Address of Existing Buildings 
or Property: 

APPLICANT INFORMATION
OWNER’S REPRESENTATIVE (CONTACT PERSON) 

Company: Name: Phone: 

Fax: 
Address:____________________________________________________________________________________ 

City, State:________________________________________________________  Zip Code: _________________ 
Email Address: 

CONSULTANT 
Company: Name : Phone: 

Fax: 

Address:____________________________________________________________________________________ 

City, State:________________________________________________________  Zip Code: _________________ 
Email Address: 

CONSULTANT 
Company: Name : Phone: 

Fax: 
Address:____________________________________________________________________________________ 

City, State:________________________________________________________  Zip Code: _________________ 
Email Address: 

CONSULTANT 
Company: Name : Phone: 

Fax: 
Address:____________________________________________________________________________________ 

City, State:________________________________________________________  Zip Code: _________________ 
Email Address: 

GENERAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN APPLICATION

PC Attachment C



GDP Application Page 7 

Company : Name : Phone: 

Fax: 
Address:____________________________________________________________________________________ 

City, State:________________________________________________________  Zip Code: _________________ 
Email Address: 

SITE 
Site Use and Zoning 

Existing Use: 

Proposed Use:  

Existing Zoning:

Existing Adjacent Zoning and/or Use 

North Side: 

South Side: 

West Side: 

East Side: 
Other Information 

Number of Units Existing: 

Number of Units Proposed: 

Number of Lots Proposed: 

Non-Residential Bldg. Area (Sq. Ft.) Proposed: 

Total Number of Parking Spaces:

Acreage of Site 

Gross: 

Right-of-Way: 

Net: 
Utility Services Provided by 

Water: 

Wastewater: 

Electric: 
FEMA FLOODPLAIN 

Is any portion located in a FEMA floodplain? 

 Yes             No 

* If Yes, please submit legal description

DESIGNATION OF OWNER’S REPRESENTATIVE 
The undersigned owner(s) agree(s) that (please print name) 

__________________________________________________________________________ represents the undersigned in all 
matters pertaining to this project, including subsequent modifications to the application.  

Owner 

Signature:_____________________________________________________   Date:_______________________________ 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 
I, as the Owner or Owner’s Representative, hereby acknowledge that the application is correct and complete as per the 
specifications in the submittal checklist. 

Owner or Owner’s Representative 

Signature:_____________________________________________________   Date:_______________________________

Printed Name:______________________________________________________ 

 OWNER 

03.31.17

03.31.17
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Mountain Pacific Business Park Amended GDP Findings Statement 

A. The GDP conforms to the requirements of the Municipal Code Section 18.41.050.D.4 to the City’s
master plans and to any applicable area plan in the following ways:

B. The proposed development will not negatively impact traffic in the area, city utilities, or otherwise
have a detrimental impact on property that is in sufficient proximity to the proposed development
to be affected by it.
The GDP will not have a negative traffic impacts to the area.  A TIS has been provided and is
being reviewed by the City’s transportation department.  There are sufficient utilities to serve the
project.

C. The proposed development will be complementary to and in harmony with existing development
and future development plans for the area in which the proposed development is to take place by:

a. Incorporating natural physical features into the development design and providing
sufficient open spaces considering the type and intensity of use;

The GDP will be interconnected with adjacent properties within the Mountain Pacific
Business Park.  The open space is appropriate and the required bufferyards will be met.
Landscape treatment setbacks will be incorporated into the perimeters of the site to
soften arterial street impacts and to buffer the surrounding uses from the site.

b. Incorporating site planning techniques that will foster the implementation of the City’s
master plans, and encourage a land use pattern that will support a balanced
transportation system, including auto, bike and pedestrian traffic, public or mass transit,
and the cost effective delivery of other municipal services consistent with adopted plans,
policies and regulations of the city;

The GDP is consistent with the City’s master plans.  The approved FDP for the site
includes the construction of a new right turn lane from County Road 30 into the site that
serves the retail pad sites and the industrial buildings currently under construction.  A
new sidewalk, curb and gutter and handicap ramps will also be constructed.
The GDP provides a land use pattern that supports public and private facilities.  Water is
readily available to the site in County Road 30.  Sewer has been extended from the south
and will be provided by the City of Loveland.

c. Incorporating physical design features in the development that will provide a transition
between the project and adjacent land uses through the provision of an attractive
entryway, edges along public streets, architectural design, and appropriate height and
bulk restrictions on structures;

The proposed GDP will be unique and have its own “rural rustic” character. Clustered
building placement of buildings is encouraged to allow view corridors along the site
frontage. Buildings shall exhibit 360" architecture where all sides of the building have a
high level of architectural detail and style. The GDP will be interconnected with adjacent
properties within the Mountain Pacific Business Park.  The open space is appropriate and
the required bufferyards will be met.
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d. Incorporating identified environmentally sensitive areas, including, but not limited to, 
wetlands and wildlife corridors, into the project design; 
 
There are no identified wetlands on the site.  The Louden Ditch runs along the east 
property line, but all development is located far enough away due to the detention ponds. 
 

e. Incorporating elements of community-wide significance as identified in the town image 
map; 
 
The GDP incorporates elements of community-wide significance as identified in the 
comprehensive plan. 
 

f. Incorporating public facilities or infrastructure, or cash-in-lieu, that are reasonably related 
to the proposed development so that the proposed development will not negatively 
impact the levels of service of the City’s services and facilities; and 

 
 
The western frontage of the property faces State Highway 287, a major arterial. Total 
half-right of way, per LCUASS is 70', and has been dedicated per the Amended Plat of 
Parcels B and C, Mountain Pacific First Addition. Ultimate construction of the State 
Highway 287 will include 3-12' travel lanes, a 7’ bike lane, curb, gutter, 10' parkway and 
6' detached meandering walk. 
  
The northern frontage of the property faces County Road 30, aka 71st Street, a major 
collector. The total 80' right of way, per LCUASS, is 80'. The south 40' has been 
dedicated approximately per the Amended Plat of Parcel 8 and C Mountain Pacific First 
Addition. Ultimate construction will include 2-12' travel lanes, 7’ bike lane, 6' parkway, 
and 5' detached meandering walk. 
 

 
g. Incorporating an overall plan for the design of the streetscape within the project, including 

landscaping, auto parking, bicycle and pedestrian circulation, architecture, placement of 
buildings and street furniture. 

 
Landscape treatments shall meet the requirements of the City of Loveland Municipal 
Code, the City of Loveland Site Development Performance Standards and the "Plan for 
the Region between Fort Collins and Loveland”. The intent is to provide a native, rural 
appearance using drought resistant groupings of trees, shrubs and grasses rather than a 
more formal arrangement of street trees and irrigated turf that would be expected closer 
to Downtown. 
 
Pedestrian circulation will consist of a continuous network within the commercial retail 
and light-industrial portions of the site. As construction occurs on the western portion of 
the site, sidewalk connectivity shall be provided between the State Highway 287 frontage 
and the walk associated with the internal private drive. Each new site development plan 
shall include at least one 5' wide connecting concrete walk between the western frontage 
walk and the private drive walk, as shown conceptually in the land use plan. 
 
Buildings in Area D shall be placed at least 40' behind the west property line. Clustered 
building placement of buildings is encouraged to allow view corridors along the site 
frontage. In addition buildings shall be placed between the State Highway 287 frontage 
and the parking lots where ever possible. 
 
While each building shall reflect the '"rural rustic" character as described below, individual 
buildings can be unique in terms of color, materials, fenestration, roof lines and other 
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architectural features. Variation between the buildings will provide visual interest and 
easy recognition by the general public. 
 

 
 

D. A description and discussion of all aspects of the GDP that do not comply with the regulations for 
the comparable zone district in the Municipal Code. 

 
Regulations except as otherwise provided in this GDP, all development and use of property within 
this PUD shall comply with the appropriate provisions of the Loveland Municipal Code 
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Community Partnership Office 
500 E 3rd Street  •  Loveland, CO  80537 

(970) 962-2517  •  TDD (970) 962-2903 
www.cityofloveland.org  

 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
To:  Loveland Planning Commission 
 
Through: Rod Wensing, City Manager’s Office 
 
From:  Alison Hade, Community Partnership Office 
 
Date:  September 11, 2017 
 
Subject: Proposed amendments to Title 16 at Chapter 16.43 of the Municipal Code regarding 

affordable housing 
 
 
I. SUMMARY 
 

The proposed Community Housing Development code change described below outlines a 
process for non-profit and for-profit developers to receive an incentive from the City of 
Loveland to build single-family affordable housing (Attachment 1). The recommendation is 
the result of meetings with the Affordable Housing Commission, Loveland Housing Authority, 
Loveland Habitat for Humanity, Aspen Homes, Brinkman Partners and LC Real Estate. The 
result is an incentive for homes affordable to residents living between 30% and 60% of the 
area median income (AMI) (Attachment 2) and a process for homes affordable to residents 
living above 60% AMI.   
 
This meeting of the Planning Commission was originally scheduled and advertised as a 
Public Hearing but will now be a study session.  It is anticipated that a formal code 
amendment addressing this topic will be developed and brought through the public hearing 
process following the Planning Commission study session and September 26, 2017 City 
Council study session.  While no formal action can be taken in a study session, the 
Community Partnership Office is interested in obtaining feedback from the Commission.  

 
II. BACKGROUND 
 

The City of Loveland supports affordable housing primarily through the waiver of 
development, capital expansion (CEF) and other fees for non-profit and for-profit developers. 
Other fees include utilities and charges that must be reimbursed, or backfilled, by the general 
fund and cannot be waived outright by City Council. Non-profit developers, namely the 
Loveland Housing Authority and Habitat for Humanity, have historically received a waiver of 
close to 100% of building permit and capital expansion fees, as well as utility fees that require 
backfilling, for providing housing for people living between 30% and 60% of the AMI. For-
profit organizations have historically only received fee waivers that do not require backfilling 
and the resulting housing has supported residents living at 60% of the AMI for rentals and 
70% of the AMI for for-sale units. Affordable housing incentives used by other cities is 
included as Attachment 3 as a comparison.    



 
The Planning Commission discussed the first round of changes to the Community Housing 
Development Code shown below on February 27, 2017 and March 13, 2017. City Council 
approved these changes on March 21, 2017 and April 4, 2017. Comments by City Council 
during the March 21, 2017 regular meeting were about prior issues with single-family 
incentives. Those concerns have been addressed through these code changes by outlining 
requirements that developers are expected to meet should an incentive be granted (see 
PowerPoint, Attachment 5).  This list is not comprehensive and will likely expand with this 
discussion.      
 
A list of all code changes already approved is below, followed by a recommendation for 
changes to 16.43.070 for single-family housing.    
 
APPROVED CHANGES:  

• Name change from the Affordable Housing code to Community Housing 
Development.  

• Purpose updated to match the Comprehensive Plan and goals of the Affordable 
Housing Commission.  

• Increase deed restriction duration for multi-family housing to 50 years and public 
facilities to 25 years.  

• Affordable Housing Designation application process has been adjusted to 
require two meetings with City Council.  The first approval locks in development 
fees but does not commit to a further incentive and provides City Council the 
opportunity to make an initial determination about whether the project meets top 
priority housing goals. Approval during a subsequent meeting describes the City’s 
commitment to a specific incentive, which has historically been a waiver or a 
reduction of fees.   

• Incentives for multi-family housing only for affordable units with two levels of 
investment: 1) up to 100% fee waiver for projects that include a mix of 30% to 
60% AMI units; and 2) percentage waiver of fees (not including any backfilled 
fees) for affordable units in projects that do not include units for very low-income 
individuals.   

• Protection of City investment by requiring the owner of a deed-restricted unit to 
sell or transfer the unit to another income-qualified household unless a hardship 
waiver is granted. A hardship waiver allows the owner to sell the unit to a non-
income qualified buyer and repay a portion of the net proceeds, starting with 95% 
repayment during the first year and ending after 20 years. Hardship waiver 
requests are heard by the Affordable Housing Commission and may be appealed 
to Council if denied.   

 
III. RECOMMENDATION 

 
1. Incentives for single housing (16.43.070) 
 
The Community Partnership Office recommends a tiered incentive structure for single-family 
housing with a greater incentive for housing affordable to residents living between 30% and 
60% of the AMI.  Loveland Habitat for Humanity is currently the only builder of affordable for-
sale homes for very low-income residents and has been receiving an almost 100% waiver of 



building development and capital expansion fees for about 20 years.   As recommended, this 
100% waiver would be formalized and available to all developers providing housing 
affordable to residents in the 30-60% of AMI category. 
 
A new, second tier, of incentives for housing affordable to residents living above 60% of the 
AMI will no longer be listed showing a specific incentive. The City will not commit to a 
percentage waiver of fees, but will instead review projects for residents living between 60% 
and 100% of the AMI on a case-by-case basis. Removing the incentive chart from the code 
creates more flexibility and allows Council choice in the type of incentive offered, potentially 
including assistance with infrastructure or other public improvements instead of a waiver or 
reduction of fees, or a lock in the total cost of fees paid over time. Projects can be evaluated 
based on the priorities of the Council with a specific commitment described in a partnership 
agreement.     
 
Specific requirements of all projects in which an incentive is requested will include:  
 

• An Affordable Housing Designation approved by the Affordable Housing Commission 
and City Council.  

• Review of proforma financials by the City of Loveland with a review by a third party 
and a cap on the amount of profit received by the company. (mission driven while still 
making a profit) 

• An approved partnership and development agreement.  
• An eligibility preference for applicants that live or work in Loveland.   

 
The goal of partnering with developers building single-family housing is to provide an 
incentive that is flexible and responsive to market conditions, such as the cost of construction 
or  the fluctuation in interest rates. This change acknowledges that no two projects are the 
same and does not indicate a specific commitment.   
 

IV. COMMUNITY HOUSING DEVELOPMENT FUND 
 
City Council directed 1.25% of sales tax revenue to be spent on incentives for affordable 
housing, including programs and services. Loveland’s preferred partners have planned 
projects for the next five years. Estimates of incentives for these projects can be found in 
Attachment 4.  
 

V. POTENTIAL NEXT STEPS:   
Explore and potentially integrate the following elements: 

• A cap on assets, which would eliminate the use of affordable housing for downsizing. 
Currently, residents living on a fixed income can sell a home and use the equity to 
purchase a new, smaller home.  

• Limiting the resale value of homes to ensure long-term affordability. See Town of 
Breckenridge: http://www.townofbreckenridge.com/home/showdocument?id=7470   

• Additional density 
 

VI. ATTACHMENTS 
 

• Attachment 1 – Title 16 Code revisions  

http://www.townofbreckenridge.com/home/showdocument?id=7470


• Attachment 2 – Area Median Income (AMI) table and affordable mortgage amounts for 
for-sale properties by AMI level.  

• Attachment 3 – Types of incentives by City.   
• Attachment 4 – Community Housing Development Fund spending over the next five 

years.  
• Attachment 5 – September 11, 2017 Planning Commission PowerPoint  
 

VII. PLEASE DIRECT QUESTIONS TO: 
 

Please contact Alison Hade for any questions regarding the items listed above by telephone, 
email, or in-person. 
 
Alison Hade, Administrator 
Community Partnership Office 
500 E. Third Street, Suite 210 
alison.hade@cityofloveland.org  
970-962-2517 
 

 
 
 
 
 

mailto:alison.hade@cityofloveland.org
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Title 16 
 
SUBDIVISION OF LAND* 
 
 
Chapter 16.43 
 
COMMUNITY HOUSING DEVELOPMENT 
 
Sections: 

16.43.010 Purpose.  
16.43.020 Community housing development fund established. 
16.43.030 Revenue sources for community housing development fund. 
16.43.035 Designation of affordable housing developments. 
16.43.040 Calculation of capital expansion fees for designated affordable housing 

developments. 
16.43.045 Dispersion and phasing of affordable housing units required. 
16.43.050 Design standards for affordable housing. 
16.43.055 Expedited development review for affordable housing developments. 
16.43.060 Exemption from capital expansion fees – not-for-profit or public facilities.  
16.43.070 Exemption from capital expansion fees – designated affordable housing 

developments and affordable housing units. 
16.43.071 Deferral of fees – community development. 
16.43.080 Deed restriction for affordable housing units and not-for-profit or public 

facilities required. 
16.43.090 Sales of deed-restricted affordable housing units. 
16.43.100 Use tax credit for affordable housing units. 
16.43.110 Annual review of affordable housing ownership. 

 
16.43.010 Purpose. 
 The purposes of this chapter are to: 

A. Encourage development of diverse housing types and complete neighborhoods;  
B. Support housing that meets the needs of low and moderate income households; 
C. Reduce homelessness by providing supportive housing with services.  

 
16.43.020 Community housing development fund established. 
 There is created a special fund to be known as the community housing development fund for the 
purpose of receiving all revenues related to affordable housing programs and services and other 
appropriations from the general fund or other funds as approved or established by council. The fund and 
any interest earned in that fund shall be for the specific use of those programs and services as 
determined by council.  
 
16.43.030 Revenue sources for community housing development fund. 
 The community housing development fund shall be funded through revenues derived from 
payments to the city as set forth in Section 16.43.090C., from gifts or grants, and from appropriations 
from the general fund or other funds, as council may from time-to-time establish or approve.  
 
16.43.035 Designation of affordable housing developments. 

All applications for designation of a housing development or housing unit as affordable shall be 
submitted to the affordable housing commission for review and recommendation to council. A decision 
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by the affordable housing commission not to recommend designation may be appealed to council.  
Council shall review such applications and make the final determination to approve, approve with 
conditions, or deny such applications by resolution.  An application for designation of a housing 
development as affordable may not be combined with or include a request for exemption from a capital 
expansion fee or other fees.  A designation of a housing development as affordable does not guarantee a 
reduction or exemption of capital expansion fees or other fees by council.   

 
16.43.040 Calculation of capital expansion fees for designated affordable housing 

developments. 
A. Capital expansion fees, water rights requirements and fees, and any other fees imposed by the 

city upon an affordable housing development, whether for capital or other purposes (collectively, 
“development fees”) shall be calculated as of the date on which council adopts a resolution 
designating the housing development as affordable (the “designation date”).  The development 
fees calculated under this section shall be valid for five years thereafter.  At the end of the five-
year period, the development fees shall be calculated each year thereafter on the basis of those 
development fees in effect five years prior.  This adjustment shall continue each year until the 
last affordable housing unit within the affordable housing development receives a building 
permit, or the housing development loses its affordable designation in accordance with 
Subsection B. below.   

B. Ten years after the designation date, the housing development shall lose its affordable  
designation unless at least one affordable housing unit within the housing development has 
received a certificate of occupancy, in which case the development fees shall continue to be 
calculated as set forth in Subsection A. above.  Notwithstanding the foregoing, any developer 
that has not obtained a certificate of occupancy at the end of the ten-year period may request that 
the affordable housing commission consider and make a recommendation to council to extend 
the housing development’s affordable designation and the fee reduction provided for herein for 
good cause shown.  Any such extension shall be set forth in a development agreement approved 
by resolution of council.   

C .Notwithstanding anything herein to the contrary, the developer shall be entitled to pay the lower 
of the development fee in effect as of the designation date and the development fee in effect at 
the time such fees are paid.   

 
16.43.045 Dispersion and phasing of affordable housing units required.   

A Where affordable housing units are part of a residential development also containing market-rate  
housing units, the planning commission shall review the preliminary plat to ensure that the affordable 
housing units shall, to the extent possible without creating practical difficulties, be mixed with the 
market-rate housing units and not clustered together or segregated from market-rate housing units in the 
development   The director, in all instances, shall have the discretion to approve the final location and 
distribution of affordable housing units in the development provided that such locations are in 
substantial compliance with the planning commission’s approval of the preliminary plat. 

B. All development plans for affordable housing developments or that include affordable housing 
units shall indicate which dwelling units shall be constructed as affordable housing units.  For single-
family detached dwelling units, each lot upon which an affordable housing unit is to be constructed shall 
be designated on the development plan.  For multi-family housing or duplex housing, the development 
plan shall indicate the percentage of units within the development that shall be constructed as affordable 
housing units.  An affordable housing development may be developed in phases.  For a phased 
development, each development plan shall indicate which dwelling units shall be constructed as 
affordable housing units.  The director, in all instances, shall have the discretion to approve the number 
and location of affordable housing units within a phased development so long as the required ratio of 
affordable housing units to the overall number of market-rate units is maintained for each phase of the 
development.  The development agreement for the affordable housing development shall specify the 
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required affordable housing ratio of affordable housing units to market-rate units to be maintained 
during construction of each phase of the development.  The director shall also have the authority to 
approve administrative amendments to development plans changing the location of affordable housing 
units designated on a development plan for non-phased developments, provided that such locations are 
in substantial compliance with the planning commission’s approval of the preliminary plat and with all 
other applicable provisions of this chapter.  

       
16.43.050 Design standards for affordable housing.  
 The design standards set forth in Chapter 16.24 m;ay be modified for subdivisions which are 
affordable housing developments in accordance with the Site Development Performance Standards and 
Guidelines. For affordable housing found in Chapter 7 of the Site Development Performance Standards 
and Guidelines, so long as the design of the subdivision remains at all times consistent with the overall 
health, safety, and welfare of the future residents of the subdivision.  All Design modifications for 
affordable housing developments shall be subject to the approval of the director.   
 
16.43.055 Expedited development review for affordable housing developments. 

The city shall process all applications for affordable housing developments on an expedited time 
line.  Complete applications for affordable housing developments shall be placed ahead of all other 
complete applications in the review process.  All required reviews of applications for affordable housing 
developments by city staff members and city boards and commissions shall be accomplished in as 
expeditious a manner as possible consistent with good planning principles. 

 
16.43.060 Exemption from capital expansion fees – not-for-profit or public facilities. 

Council may by resolution grant an exemption from all or part of the capital expansion fees or 
any other fees imposed by the city upon anew development, whether for capital or other purposes, upon 
a finding, set forth in a development agreement, that the project for which the fees would otherwise be 
imposed will provide not-for-profit or public facilities open to Loveland area residents that might 
otherwise be provided by the city at taxpayer expense, that such facilities relieve the pressures of growth 
on the city-provided facilities, and that such facilities do not create growth or growth impacts. When a 
capital-related fee is waived pursuant to this section, there shall be no reimbursement to the capital 
expansion fund by the general fund or any other fund, unless the capital-related fee is a utility fee or 
charge in which case the affected utility fund shall be reimbursed by the general fund.  No certificate of 
occupancy shall be issued for any project that obtains a fee waiver pursuant to this section unless the 
project is encumbered by a deed restriction that meets the requirements described in Section 16.38.080..  

 
16.43.070 Exemption from capital expansion fees – designated affordable housing 

developments and affordable housing units. 
A. Council may by resolution grant an exemption from all or part of the capital expansion fees or 

any other fees imposed by the city upon new development, whether for capital or other purposes, 
upon a finding, set forth in a development agreement, that the project for which the fees would 
otherwise be imposed is an affordable housing development, and the development has been 
previously designated as such by resolution of council. When a capital-related fee is waived 
pursuant to this section, there shall be no reimbursement to the capital expansion fund by the 
general fund or any other fund, unless the capital-related fee is a utility fee or charge in which 
case the affected utility fund shall be reimbursed by the general fund.  

B. Exemptions granted pursuant to this section shall be done in accordance with the following 
tables: 
1.   A new development that will contain rental housing and will not include market-rate units for 

rent may be eligible for a waiver of 100% of capital-related fees and charges or any other 
fees imposed by the city upon the development, at the discretion of council, if the 
development meets the following criteria: (a) 100% of the units will be available for rent by 
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persons earning 60% of the area median income or lower, and (b) at least 6050% of the units 
will be available for rent by persons earning 50% of the area median income or lower.  

2. If granted for a new development that will contain rental housing that does not meet the 
criteria above, any exemption approved by council shall only apply to individual affordable 
housing units and, and shall not apply to market-rate units.  Unless otherwise approved by 
council, the exemption shall be calculated as follows: 

 
Percentage of area median income to be served for 

a particular affordable housing unit 
Percentage of fees waived for the 
particular affordable housing unit  

30% 100% 
40% 90% 
50% 80% 
60% 70% 

 
3. A new development that will contain affordable for-sale housing units and will not include 

market-rate units for sale may be eligible for a waiver of 100% of capital-related fees and 
charges or any other fees imposed by the city upon the development, at the discretion of 
council, if the development meets the following criteria: (a) 100% of the units in the 
development will be available for-sale to persons earning 60% of the area median income or 
lower, and (b) at least 50% of the units will be available for-sale to persons earning 50% of 
the area median income or lower.  

4.  A new development that will contain affordable for-sale housing units to be made available 
for persons earning 70-100% of the area median income may be eligible for a waiver of 
capital-related fees and charges or any other fees imposed by the city upon the development, 
depending upon the unique circumstances of the project and only following specific review 
and approval of the project by staff and council.  To be considered for approval by council of 
a waiver of fees and charges, the development must contain the following elements, 
restrictions, or characteristics: (a) designation by council as an affordable housing 
development, (b) review of pro forma financial analysis by staff and third-party independent 
consultant, (c) approval of partnership agreement and development agreement with the city, 
and (d) preference for affordable units to families that currently live or work in Loveland.  A 
waiver of fees or charges, or other economic or infrastructure incentives, may be approved in 
the sole discretion of council, for projects that meet these characteristics and requirements 
and further the goal of increasing the supply of affordable housing to the residents of the city 

If granted for “for-sale” housing, the exemption shall be as follows: 
 

Percentage of area 
median income to be 

served 

Minimum percentage of units in 
development set aside as 

affordable housing 

Percentage of fees  
waived for affordable  

housing only 
40% 5% 90% 
50% 10% 80% 
60% 15% 70% 
70% 20% 60% 
75% 25% 25% 
80% 30% 15% 

4. Notwithstanding the above provisions of this Subsection B., council may increase the 
percentage of fees waived under this section upon making a finding in its resolution waiving 
the fees that such percentage increase will serve a public purpose, which public purpose shall 
be specified in the resolution.  Council may also decrease the percentage of fees waived 
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under this section based upon the unique circumstances of a proposed development, the 
availability of funds, or for any other reason.   

C. Exemptions granted pursuant to this section shall be effective for one year from the date on 
which the exemption is granted unless extended by council for good cause shown.  Any such 
extension shall be set forth in an amendment to the development agreement approved by 
resolution of council.  

D.  Exemptions for fee waivers under this Title 16, including those capital-related utility fees and 
charges that must be reimbursed by the general fund, are granted at the sole discretion of council 
and under the specific terms approved by council.     

 
16.43.071  Deferral of fees – community development 

 Council may allow for the deferral of fees imposed on not-for-profit or public facilities, 
designated affordable housing developments, or affordable housing units under the same procedures and 
requirements described in section 16.38.071.   
 
16.43.080 Deed restriction for affordable housing units and not-for-profit or public facilities 

required.  
A. “For sale” affordable housing units.  No certificate of occupancy shall be issued for any “for-

sale” single-family dwelling, multi-family building, or duplex containing an affordable housing 
unit(s) unless:  
1.  The applicant provides documentation satisfactory to the director of development services 
that the building for which the certificate of occupancy is requested contains the required number 
of affordable housing units identified on the final plat;  
2.  For a single-family dwelling only, the contract household-buyer of such unit has been 
income-qualified for purchase of such unit by the community partnership administrator; and  
3.   A deed restriction or encumbrance has been placed on the property in a form approved by the 
city attorney, prohibiting the sale of the affordable housing unit(s) to any person or entity other 
than a qualifying household, prohibiting the rental of the property, and requiring the property to 
be owner-occupied, for a period of twenty years from the date of the initial purchase of the 
affordable housing unit(s). The deed restriction or encumbrance shall contain a provision stating 
that it is the intent of the parties that the respective rights and obligations set forth in the deed 
restriction or encumbrance shall constitute covenants, equitable servitudes, and/or liens that run 
with the land and shall benefit and burden any personal representatives, successors, and assigns 
of the parties. The deed restriction or encumbrance shall also contain a provision indicating that 
it automatically expires: (i) if title to property mortgaged by an institutional lender is transferred 
to the institutional lender, or to the institutional lender’s successor or assign, by foreclosure or 
deed-in-lieu of foreclosure; or (ii) twenty years after the date of the initial purchase of the 
affordable housing unit by the initial qualifying household, provided there is no existing default 
under the deed restriction or encumbrance.   

B. “For rent” units.  No certificate of occupancy shall be issued for any “rental” multi-family 
building or duplex containing an affordable housing unit(s) unless:  
1.  The applicant provides documentation satisfactory to the director of development services 
that the building for which the certificate of occupancy is requested contains the required number 
of affordable housing units identified on the final plat;  
2.  A deed restriction or encumbrance has been placed on the property in a form approved by the 
city attorney, prohibiting the rental of the affordable housing units to any person(s) other than a 
qualifying household, and prohibiting the conversion of the affordable housing units from 
“rental” units to “for-sale” units without the prior written approval of the city, for a period of 
fifty years from the date of the issuance of a certificate of occupancy. The deed restriction or 
encumbrance shall contain a provision stating that it is the intent of the parties that the respective 
rights and obligations set forth in the deed restriction or encumbrance shall constitute covenants, 
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equitable servitudes, and/or liens that run with the land and shall benefit and burden any personal 
representatives, successors, and assigns of the parties. The deed restriction or encumbrance shall 
also contain a provision indicating that it automatically expires: (i) if title to property mortgaged 
by an institutional lender is transferred to the institutional lender, or to the institutional lender’s 
successor or assign, by foreclosure or deed-in-lieu of foreclosure; or (ii) fifty years after the date 
on which a certificate of occupancy was first issued for the property, provided there is no 
existing default under the deed restriction or encumbrance. 

C. Not-for-profit facilities.  No certificate of occupancy shall be issued for a not-for-profit or public 
facility building that meets the requirements of Section 16.43.060 and that obtains a fee waiver 
pursuant to this section unless a deed restriction or encumbrance has been placed on the property 
in a form approved by the city attorney, prohibiting the sale of the not-for-profit or public facility 
to any person or entity for a use that does not meet the requirements of Section 16.43.060 for a 
period of twenty-five years from the date on which a certificate of occupancy was first issued for 
the property. The deed restriction or encumbrance shall contain a provision stating that it is the 
intent of the parties that the respective rights and obligations set forth in the deed restriction or 
encumbrance shall constitute covenants, equitable servitudes, and/or liens that run with the land 
and shall benefit and burden any personal representatives, successors, and assigns of the parties. 
The deed restriction or encumbrance shall also contain a provision indicating that it 
automatically expires: (1) if title to property mortgaged by an institutional lender is transferred to 
the institutional lender, or to the institutional lender’s successor or assign, by foreclosure or 
deed-in-lieu of foreclosure; or (2) twenty-five years after the date on which a certificate of 
occupancy was first issued for the property, provided there is no existing default under the deed 
restriction or encumbrance.   

 
16.43.090  Sales of deed-restricted affordable housing units. 

A.  Every household-buyer of a deed-restricted affordable housing unit must be income-qualified by 
the community partnership administrator.   

B.  Within the deed-restriction period of a particular affordable housing unit, the owner of a deed-
restricted affordable housing unit may only sell or transfer the unit to another income-qualified 
household unless council approves a hardship waiver of the requirements of this section.  The 
requirements of this section shall not apply to the owner of an affordable housing unit with a 
deed restriction recorded prior to July 1, 2017 or to those deed restrictions that are related to or 
the subject of a development agreement between the city and a developer executed prior to July 
1, 2017..  

C.  Deed restriction hardship waiver and payment required.  Council may waive the requirement 
provided in subsection B, above, to allow an owner of a “for sale” affordable housing unit to sell 
such unit to a household that does not meet the definition of a qualifying household.  Any 
requests for such deed restriction hardship waiver must be approved first by the affordable 
housing commission.  The affordable housing commission’s denial of a waiver may be appealed 
to council.  A deed restriction hardship waiver granted by council shall require the owner to pay 
the city the amounts set forth by applying the calculation in the table below:  

 
Number of years from original sale Amount owed to city 

1 95% of net proceeds 
2 90% of net proceeds  
3 85% of net proceeds 
4 80% of net proceeds 
5 75% of net proceeds 
6 70% of net proceeds 
7 65% of net proceeds 
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8 60% of net proceeds 
9 55% of net proceeds 
10 50% of net proceeds 
11 45% of net proceeds 
12 40% of net proceeds 
13 35% of net proceeds 
14 30% of net proceeds 
15 25% of net proceeds 
16 20% of net proceeds 
17 15% of net proceeds 
18 10% of net proceeds 
19 5% of net proceeds 
20 $0 

 
In no instance shall the payment required exceed the owner’s amount of net proceeds from sale 
of the affordable housing unit.   

 
16.43.100 Use tax credit for affordable housing units. 

A. Incentives provided. An applicant who meets all of the applicable criteria set forth in this section 
may receive, as a credit against any fees assessed by the city in connection with the construction 
of new affordable housing units within the city, or in connection with the reconstruction or 
remodel of an existing dwelling unit within the city, a sum equal to the building materials use tax 
paid to the city in connection with the construction of such units. 

B. Criteria to receive credit. The credit shall be issued at the time a certificate of occupancy is 
issued for the single family dwelling, multi-family building or duplex containing an affordable 
housing unit. In order to receive the use tax credit set forth in Subsection A., the applicant shall 
meet one of the following criteria: 
1. For “for-sale” dwelling units, the applicant shall provide documentation satisfactory to the 

director that the building for which the certificate of occupancy is requested contains the 
required number of affordable housing units identified on the final plat. 

2. For “rental” dwelling units, the applicant shall provide documentation satisfactory to the 
director and the city attorney that the multi-family building or duplex containing affordable 
housing rental unit(s) are located in an affordable housing development and will provide 
affordable housing units to qualifying households for not less than fifty years. 

C. Application. Any person or entity that wishes to receive the incentive credit provided for in 
Subsection A., shall submit a completed use tax credit application to the community partnership 
administrator. The application shall be accompanied by documentation in support of the criteria 
set forth in this section. An application which fails to contain complete information and 
sufficient documentation to support the criteria set forth above shall not be considered. The 
completed application for the incentive credit shall be submitted and approved prior to issuance 
of a use tax credit and prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy.  
 

16.43.110 Annual review of affordable housing ownership. 
 Once each year, the community partnership administrator shall obtain an ownership report 
concerning each “for-sale” affordable housing unit for which the city has issued a certificate of 
occupancy. In the event an affordable housing unit is owned or occupied by a person other than the 
initial qualifying household, the current owner of the affordable housing unit shall submit 
documentation to the administrator verifying that the affordable housing unit is owned by a qualifying 
household and has not been rented. In the event the current owner fails to provide such information in a 
timely manner, or the information provided fails to support continuing compliance with the requirements 
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set forth in this chapter, the administrator shall advise the current owner in writing that the payment set 
forth in Section 16.43.090C. shall be paid to the city. If the current owner fails to pay the city within 
thirty days of the date any decision is made by the administrator pursuant to this section, the city may 
institute appropriate legal proceedings to recover the amount owed. Any such funds recovered shall be 
placed in the affordable housing fund. 
(Ord 6100 § 6, 2017) 
 
 
***End Title 16*** 
 
 
 



ATTACHMENT 2 – Area Median Income 

AMI tables are distributed annually by the U.S. Department of Housing and 
Urban Development (HUD). 

Maximum affordable mortgage for for-sale single-family home. 



ATTACHMENT 3:  TERMS AND DEFINITIONS.  TYPES OF INCENTIVES IN OTHER CITIES.  
TYPE NOTES WHERE 

Commercial 
Linkage 

Impact fee on commercial development or on major employers to 
mitigate need for workforce housing.  Should be preceded by nexus 
study.  Adopted in Boulder February 2015.   

Boulder 
Vail 
Pitkin County 
Telluride 

Construction 
Defects  

Resolution of issues of construction defects claims to enable for-sale 
multi-family housing.  (3/16/15 – multi-family excluded from 2015 bill)  

Legislative 

Dedicated 
Property Tax 

In Colorado, would be subject to TABOR and require voter approval.   Pitkin County 
Boulder 

Dedicated Sales 
Tax 

New sales tax or reallocation of already collected sales tax.  New tax 
requires voter approval.  Fort Collins’ Building on Basics is a .25% tax on 
non-food items, of which about 7% will be used for affordable housing.     

Fort Collins 
Pitkin County 

Density Bonus Increase in number of units or decease size of lot in a given area.  Change 
in design standards to gain cost savings.   

San Diego, CA 

Document 
Recording Fee 

Calculated as a fee per document or a value of construction.  Opposed by 
the Board of Realtors and the Home Builders Association.   

St. Louis, MO 

Excise Tax Residential and commercial tax paid on construction materials or per 
square foot.  Cost is passed on to the buyer.  Does not require a nexus 
study.   

Boulder 
Parker 

Fee Waiver/ Fee 
Reduction 

Waiver or reduction of building development fees.   Loveland 

Housing Trust 
Fund 

Formula grant to states to increase and preserve rental housing for 
extremely low income households and homeless.  Likely used only by 
Housing Authority.  Funds not yet available.   

Colorado 
Division of 
Housing  

Incentive Zoning Flexible zoning that offers an incentive in exchange for a desired public 
improvement, or in this instance, affordable housing.  Developer can pay 
a fee in-lieu or dedicate land.   

None known in 
CO 
Seattle, WA 

Inclusionary 
Housing 

Requires a percentage of housing to be provided at a specified affordable 
level.  Typical requirement is 10% to 30% of homes built.  Developer can 
“buy out” of inclusionary obligation.  Not used for those with very low 
income. Could use rehabilitation of housing to fulfil contribution.   

Boulder 
Denver 
Nationally: > 
200 

Land Banking Land purchase by a municipality to sell with minimal profit for affordable 
housing.   

Fort Collins 

Lodging Tax Generally used to fund tourism, not affordable housing.  Snowmass, San 
Francisco and Columbus use LT to fund affordable housing.   

Snowmass 
Village 
San Francisco, 
CA 

Occupational 
Privilege Tax 

(Head) tax assessed on an employer or employee on a per-worker basis.  
Denver charges $5.75 to an employer and $4.00 to employee per month 
for capital improvements, although not necessarily affordable housing.  

Denver 
Aurora 
Greenwood 
Village 

Public Financing City to loan money at a lower interest rate.  Longmont 
Real Estate 
Transfer Tax 

Generally used in resort communities.  Only Aspen applies RETT revenue 
to affordable housing.   

Aspen 
 

Residential 
Linkage 

New larger residential development to pay for workforce housing.  
Generally used in resort towns.  Should be preceded by nexus study.   

Telluride 
 



Use Tax Additional assessment on construction materials.  Requires voter 
approval.   

San Miguel 
County 

 



ATTTACHMENT 4

Year Fund Balance Project

2017 400,000$     

(57,747)$    Habitat for Humanity back-filled fee waivers

(10,000)$    LHA The Edge (year 2 of 3)

332,253$     

2018 832,253$     Adding $500,000 each year starting in 2018. All amounts are estimates. 

(60,000)$    Habitat for Humanity back-filled fee waivers

(10,000)$        LHA The Edge (year 3 of 3)

(430,000)$     LHA Mirasol III back-filled fee waivers

332,253$     

2019 832,253$     

(68,000)$        Habitat for Humanity back-filled fee waivers

(450,000)$     4% LIHTC project - 72 to 84 units. Homeless housing added. 

(45,000)$    4% LIHTC - 8 units. 

269,253$     

2020 769,253$     

(70,000)$        Habitat for Humanity back-filled fee waivers

(475,000)$     4% LIHTC project - 84 units. 

224,253$     

2021 724,253$     

(70,000)$        Habitat for Humanity back-filled fee waivers

(425,000)$     Possible 9% LIHTC - 60 units. Single, mulit-family housing. 

229,253$     

COMMUNITY HOUSING DEVELOPMENT FUND - FUND BALANCE



Affordable Housing Code

Planning Commission
September 11, 2017

1



REVIEW

•Deed restriction duration
•Affordable housing designation

•Fee waiver as incentive for multi-family.
•Protect city investments

2



Single-Family Incentives:  16.43.070(3)(4)

3



REQUIREMENTS

• APPROVED Affordable 
Housing Designation

• Financial review
• Partnership Agreement
• Live/Work Loveland

NEXT STEPS

• Cap on assets prior to 
buying

• Appreciation limits
• Density

4



HOUSING IN LOVELAND

5



Discussion 

6



Study Session #2: Unified Development Code

Information will be provided prior to 9/11/17 
Planning Commission Meeting
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	Project Name: Mountain Pacific Business Park Amended General Development Plan
	Narrative Description of Project including purpose number of lots type of use and other pertinent information: The Mountain Pacific Business Park currently consists of 20.09 acres.  This GDP Amendment proposes to add Fast food and Drive-in Restaurants to the table of allowed uses in Area D.


The site is zoned Mountain Pacific PUD and a GDP Amendment was approved in August 2014.  This proposed plan generally is consistent with the approved GDP.
	Existing Legal Description of Property Boundary Lots Blocks Tracts and Subdivision Name or Metes  Bounds: A portion of Lot 2, Amended Plat of Parcels B and C, Mountain Pacific First Addition and Lot 1, Mountain Pacific First Subdivision
	Address of Existing Buildings or Property: A Storage Place - 232 E. County Road 30, Loveland CO
	Company: McCauley Constructors Inc.
	Name: Leon McCauley
	Phone Fax: 970.686.6300 x 101
	Text42: 970.686.6320
	Address: 650 Innovation Circle, P.O. Box 200
	City State: Windsor CO
	Zip Code: 80550
	Email Address: leon@mccauleyconstructors.com
	Company_2: TBGroup
	Name_2: Cathy Mathis
	Phone Fax_2: 970.532.5891
	Text43: 
	Address_2: 444 Mountain Ave.
	City State_2: Berthoud CO
	Zip Code_2: 80513
	Email Address_2: cathy@tbgroup.us
	Company_3: Northern Engineering
	Name_3: Cody Snowdon
	Phone Fax_3: 970.221.4158
	Text44: 
	Address_3: 301 N.. Howes Street, Suite 100
	City State_3: Fort Collins CO 
	Zip Code_3: 80526
	Email Address_3: cody@northernengineering.com
	Company_4: Hauser Architects
	Name_4: Al Hauser
	Phone Fax_4: 970.669.8220
	Text45: 
	Address_4: 3780 E. 15th Street, #201
	City State_4: Loveland CO 
	Zip Code_4: 80538
	Email Address_4: al@hauserarchitectspc.com
	Company_5: Mountain Pacific FC, A Colorado Limited Liability Company
	Name_5: Darryl Flaming
	Phone Fax_5: 858.792.1136
	Text46: 
	Address_5: P.O Box 9443
	City State_5: Rancho Santa Fe CA
	Zip Code_5: 92067
	Email Address_5: dflaming@mountainpacificproperties.com
	Text19: Vacant and existing storage facility
	Text20: Self storage, office, light industrial, retail,  restaurant
	Text21: Mountain Pacific Planned Unit Development
	Text22: Cemetery
	Text23: Vehicle Storage
	Text24: Vehicle Storage
	Text25: Thompson School District
	Text26: 17
	Text27: 21
	Text28: 6
	Text29: 100,000
	Text30: 365
	Text31: 19.05
	Text32: 
	Text33: 19.05
	Text34: Fort Collins-Loveland Water District
	Text35: City of Loveland
	Text36: City of Loveland
	Check Box38: Off
	Check Box39: Yes
	 If Yes please submit legal description: 
	applicant name: Leon McCauley
	Printed Name: Daryl Flaming


