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LOVELAND PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 

AGENDA 
Monday, December 09, 2019 

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: Patrick McFall (Chair), Michael Bears, Jeff Fleischer,  
Milo Hovland, Susan Peterson, Deborah Tygesen, Jerico Devlin, Paul Eckman, and Yaron Weinberg. 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
I. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

II. REPORTS: 

A. Citizen Comments  
 This is the opportunity for citizens to address the Commission on matters not on the published 
 agenda. 

 
B. Current Planning Updates 

1. Monday, December 16, 2019 - Special Meeting Agenda Preview 
• East Loveland Industrial 23rd – Conditional Use - Public Hearing 

• Connect Loveland - Update  

 
C.    City Attorney's Office Updates 
 
D.    Committee Reports 
 
E.    Commission Comments 

mailto:TitleSix@cityofloveland.org
tel:970-962-2372
mailto:ADAcoordinator@cityofloveland.org
mailto:TitleSix@cityofloveland.org
mailto:ADAcoordinator@cityofloveland.org
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III. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

Review and approval of the October 28, 2019 meeting minutes 

       
IV. 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 Item 1. from the Consent Agenda? 
• Does any staff member wish to remove Item 1. from the Consent Agenda? 
• Does any Commissioner wish to add any item from the Regular Agenda to the Consent Agenda 

or remove Item 1. from the Consent Agenda? 
 

 
1. Grace Church – Public Hearing - Rezoning 
 Presented by Senior Planner Troy Bliss 

This is an application to rezone a 0.3-acre property in southeast Loveland from R3 - High 
Density Residential District to MAC - Mixed Use Activity Center.  The subject property is a 
portion of Tract D of the Hendricks First Addition and is located near the intersection of 19th 
Street and S. Cleveland Avenue.  A rezoning request requires a public hearing by the Planning 
Commission followed by a recommendation that is forwarded to the City Council for final 
action.   
The subject property has been purchased from the Derby Hill Baptist Church by the Loveland 
Housing Authority in order to facilitate development of an affordable housing project.  
Incorporation of the 0.3-acre property into the larger development site helps to overcome site 
design challenges associated with grade changes.  The purpose of the zone change request is to 
establish a consistent zoning on the Housing Authority's property and facilitate a development 
project consisting of single and multi-family homes.   
Based on applicable City policies and code provisions, the Commission's role is to conduct a 
public hearing and determine if the requested zoning is compatible with surrounding zoning and 
development, and consistent with applicable policies of the Comprehensive Plan (Create 
Loveland).  Staff supports the requested zone change.  
 

V. REGULAR AGENDA 
 

2. South East Elementary School – Poudre School District – Location and Extent Review 
 Presented by Principal Planner Kerri Burchett 

The Poudre School District (PSD) is proposing to develop a new elementary school on a 15-acre 
site in northeast Loveland.  The site is located near the intersection of Fairgrounds Avenue and 
County Road 30.  The school will serve the southeast portion of their district.  State Statutes 
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require that new school facilities undergo a location and extent review with the local planning 
commission.   
The first portion of the location and extent process occurred in June of 2016 when PSD first 
acquired the property and provided a presentation to the Planning Commission.  The 
Commission raised no objections to the site location.  Now, a site plan has been prepared and 
PSD will entertain comments from the Planning Commission regarding the development plans.  
While the Commission has no direct authority over the design of the project, the Commission 
may request a meeting with the PSD School Board if concerns are identified.  Staff has been 
reviewing the school plans and has not identified any issues of concern.    

 
 

3. Ranch Acres Rezoning – Public Hearing 
  Presented by Senior Planner Troy Bliss 

This is an application to rezone properties within the Ranch Acres First Addition from Planned 
Unit Development (PUD) zoning to B - Developing Business District.  A rezoning request 
requires a public hearing by the Planning Commission followed by a recommendation that is 
forwarded to the City Council for final action.   
The subject property includes two vacant tracts of land (Tracts DD and EE) comprising 6 acres 
of developable area along with associated street rights-of-way.  The property is located along the 
west side of North Garfield Avenue to the south of 57th Street and to the immediate north of 
Ranch Acres Drive.  The property was annexed and zoned PUD in 2007 through a serial process 
that included five associated additions.  The PUD process was never fully completed and the 
PUD has expired and affords no development rights.  
The current property owner, JF Capital, is requesting Developing Business District zoning which 
allows a variety of commercial, office and multifamily uses.  Based on applicable City policies 
and code provisions, the Commission's role is to conduct a public hearing and determine if the 
requested zoning is compatible with surrounding zoning and development, and consistent with 
applicable policies of the Comprehensive Plan (Create Loveland) and the Highway 287 Strategic 
Plan.  Staff supports the requested zone change.  

 
 

VI. ADJOURNMENT 
 

See page 4 for information on hearing procedures 
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SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION 

 
Public Hearing Procedures 
The purpose of a public hearing is for the Planning Commission (PC as used below) to obtain full information as to the matter 
under consideration.  This includes giving all interested parties the opportunity to speak (provide testimony) at the hearing.  
The public hearing is a formal process.  Below is the typical hearing sequence followed by the Planning Commission.  
Annotations have been provided for clarity.  
 

1. Agenda item is recognized by the Chair 
2. Public hearing is opened* 
3. Staff presentation  

(May include clarifying questions to staff from Commissioners) 
4. Applicant presentation  

(May include clarifying questions to applicant from Commissioners) 
5. Public comment  

(All public comment should be made from the center podium upon direction from the Chair.  Citizens should provide their 
name and mailing address in writing at the podium, and introduce themselves.  The PC may ask clarifying questions of the 
citizens.  At a public hearing, the PC does not respond to questions from citizens; questions directed to the applicant or staff 
should be requested through the Chair.) 

6. Applicant response  
(The Chair typically requests that applicants respond to comments and questions raised during public comment) 

7. PC questions to staff, the applicant and possibly to citizens who presented  
(Commissioners may use this step in the process to gain a more detailed understanding of relevant information) 

8. Close public hearing  
(Unless specifically permitted by the Chair, further testimony is not allowed after the public hearing is closed) 

9. Motion  
(Motions are made by a PC member with possible conditions) 

10. Motion is seconded 
(A 2nd is required before the motion can be considered; a motion that fails to obtain a second dies)  

11. PC discussion 
(The PC discusses the application and whether it satisfies the required criteria as found in adopted City policies and 
ordinances) 

12. PC Chair requests that the applicant agrees to any conditions prior to a vote 
(When preparing to vote on a motion for approval, the PC Chair will ask if the applicant is willing to accept the proposed 
conditions, if any.  If the applicant does not accept the conditions as proposed, the PC may deny the application) 

13. Vote 
(The decisions of the PC must address relevant findings of fact.  These findings respond to criteria specified in adopted plans 
and codes, and serve to guide zoning, annexation and other land use decisions. Relevant criteria and findings are itemized in 
the Staff Report and referred to in the recommended motion.) 

 
* Note that the Planning Commission may place time limits on presenters.  All presenters, including the applicant, staff 

and citizens, should communicate clearly and concisely, refraining from duplicating detailed information that has been 
provided by others. 
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CITY OF LOVELAND 
 PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 

October 28, 2019 
 
A meeting of the City of Loveland Planning Commission was held in the City Council Chambers 
on October 28, 2019 at 6:30 p.m. Members present: Acting Chairman Molloy; and Commissioners 
Fleischer, Hovland, Peterson, and Devlin.  Members absent:  Commissioners McFall, Bears and 
Tygesen.  City Staff present:  Robert Paulsen, Current Planning; Laurie Stirman, Assistant City 
Attorney; Lisa Rye, 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, announced the resignation of Commissioners 
Molloy and Hammond.  Mr. Paulsen presented a plaque of recognition to Commissioner 
Molloy, in honor of his hard work and dedication to the Planning Commission since August 
of 2006.  Both Commissioners Fleischer and Hovland added that it has been a pleasure 
having Commissioner Molloy serve on the Planning Commission and commended him for 
his great work. Commissioner Hammond, who was unable to attend tonight’s meeting, will 
receive a recognition plaque for his service with the Planning Commission since December 
of 2017. 
  

2. Robert Paulsen, Current Planning Manager, announced that the Planning Commission 
photo scheduled for this evening has been canceled, as Chairman McFall and Commissioners 
Bears and Tygesen are absent.  Mr. Paulsen shared that staff would like to start a tradition of 
taking an annual photo of the Commission.  A photo will be taken prior to the appreciation 
dinner, which will be held on Monday, December 9th.  The regularly scheduled Planning 
Commission meeting will follow.   

 
   
CITY ATTORNEY’S OFFICE UPDATES 
 
Laurie Stirman, Assistant City Attorney, noted that she will be absent from the November 25 
Planning Commission meeting, and stated that Moses Garcia, City Attorney, will attend in her 
place.  
 
 

https://loveland.viebit.com/
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COMMITTEE REPORTS 
 
There were no committee reports. 
 
 
APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES 
 
 
Commissioner Hovland made a motion to approve the October 14, 2019 minutes; upon a 
second from Commissioner Fleisher, the minutes were approved unanimously. 
 
 
REGULAR AGENDA 
 
1. Dakota Glen Outlot J Public Hearing – Rezone and Zoning Document 

 
Project Description: This application requires a public hearing.  Upon completion of the public 
hearing process, the Commission must forward a recommendation to the City Council for final 
action. 

The application requests to rezone a 7.2-acre property located on the west side of South Wilson 
Boulevard from DR-Developing Resource to Planned Unit Development (PUD).  The property is 
located to the north of 14th SW and is currently vacant.  The requested rezoning would allow the 
development of a 19-lot, single-family subdivision.  The homes would all be single-family 
detached units and would be placed on lots between 5,500 square feet and 7,000 square feet in 
size.  The lot size range is generally smaller than the standard 7,000 square foot minimum 
allowed in the R1 zone district.   

The Development Review Team is supporting the rezoning request based on City codes, 
standards and policies as specified in the Findings and as stipulated in the recommended 
Conditions as updated in the recent email to the Planning Commission from staff planner Troy 
Bliss.  One of the Conditions addresses a key issue relating to the provision of a sidewalk to be 
installed by the developer along a portion of Carlisle Drive to the east of Wilson Avenue. 
 
Mr. Troy Bliss  provided a presentation to the Commission on the project, which included 
Powerpoint slides.  A primary exhibit was a conceptual i illustration of the layout of the 
proposed property.  He stated that the applicant is proposing a 19-lot, single-family detached 
home subdivision, with a density of 2.7 units per acre.  The proposal complies with the City’s 
comprehensive plan.  PUD zoning is being requested for the purpose of flexibility in lot size, as 
the development proposes smaller lot sizes of 5,500 square feet to under 7,000 square feet, which 
is smaller that is allowed in the conventional R1 zoning district, which requires Single Family 
Detached Lots of 7,000 square feet and above. Mr. Bliss stated that home designs include 
courtyard areas, covered porches and patios, as well as living spaces above the garages, which 
would apply to houses with garages protruding 10 feet from the front plane of the house.  Mr. 
Bliss also mentioned that some landscape adjustments are being proposed, in order to 
accommodate the driveways of each lot, the spacing of street trees, and reduction in plant 
material along Wilson Avenue due to the inclusion of a wall that will be backing towards the 
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lots.  Mr. Bliss shared that there are wetlands along the western boundary of the subject 
property.  All lots would be outside of the wetlands boundary in an effort to mitigate any 
potential impacts on the natural features of the property. Mr. Bliss  further indicated that the City 
can adequately serve the development of the property, as utility services are available along 
Wilson Avenue next to the site, and the traffic impact study did not indicate any issues.  
 
Mr. Bliss discussed a key issue that City staff has been working with the applicant to resolve, 
which relates to an offsite improvement.  A map was displayed, which depicted a sidewalk gap 
of approximately 340 feet, located between South Wilson Avenue and the southwest corner of 
Walt Clark Middle School.  Mr. Bliss indicated that  the City has expressed concern over the 
safety of children since the sidewalk gap is unsafe for pedestrians.  Since the new development 
will contribute to the need for this sidewalk, a condition is being recommended that the applicant 
be responsible for the off-site sidewalk installation. 
 
Mr. Bliss  explained that staff is recommending conditional approval of the rezoning and zoning 
document.  He spoke of corrected conditions of approval, which were emailed to the 
Commissioners on Friday, October 25.  He stated that the highlighted section of text includes the 
changes that were made to the previous conditions included within the staff report on page 12. 
He pointed out that it is important to recognize these changes; and, if the commission is inclined, 
to make certain the conditions are amended on record. 
 
At this point, Robert Paulsen addressed the audience regarding the public hearing process, and 
stated that on the back of the agenda page, detailed information on the process is listed. 
 
The applicant's representative, Jason Messaros, BHA Design, addressed the Commission and 
shared information on the proposed development, and mentioned that the developer is intending 
to provide one tree per lot, and landscaping along the arterial buffer yard.  Mr. Messaros  
explained that the lots would be deeper and narrower than traditional single family lots.  He 
added that the applicant is in agreement with the conditions, with the exception of the pedestrian 
connection sidewalk improvements. The developer is interested in entering into an agreement 
through negotiation to resolve the issue.  He added that there are features that will make it 
difficult to implement a sidewalk.  Mr. Messaros stated there is a handicap ramp that may not 
meet ADA requirements, as well as utilities in the area that will need to be considered. He shared 
that there is a huge difference in the pedestrian use patterns throughout the day; however, during 
pick up and drop off at school, the area is heavily used and is not a safe situation.  The applicant 
would like to assist in improving the current conditions that exist, but recognize that this is an 
ongoing existing condition that the City has been aware of should have been fixed already.  
Finally, he added that the developer does not agree with the amount $33,000 the City has asked 
from the applicant to make the sidewalk installation. 
 
Mr. Scott Bray, developer, explained that these 19 lots will be his last development.  He shared 
that he previously did not believe that this land could be developed, as it was an emergency 
spillway.  He worked with the City and reconfigured the nearby pond and spillway, which 
proved to be a good move as there was a flood in 2013, and the spillway worked perfectly. Mr. 
Bray explained that he reduced the size of the lots from 65 feet wide to 54 feet wide since the 
market is looking for a smaller patio home.  He added that this one of the first developments 
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since the new Unified Development Code was adopted, which changed his plans for the 
development.  He is attempting to adapt his existing successful house plans to the new Code.  
Mr. Bray stated he is going with a higher standard of construction and reduced maintenance for 
the buyer.  As for the off-site sidewalk issue, he added that he questioned why the City would 
expect the developer to be responsible for the sidewalk installation. After observing the area 
during pick up of children from school, he stated he was appalled by the dangerous situation 
caused by the absence of the sidewalk.  Mr. Bray shared that this was an existing condition and 
it would not be completed unless a developer came along.  He does not agree with the number 
that the City provided for the cost to replace the sidewalk.   
  
COMMISSIONER QUESTIONS: 
 

• Commissioner Devlin asked Mr. Bray which developments in the area he was 
responsible for. Mr. Bray responded that he was responsible for all of them.  He did not 
build all of the houses, but his family and partners were the developers.  He stated he 
developed all of Wilson with the exception of 1st and Wilson, Mariana Farms and 
Mariana Glen, and the first portion of the mobile home park.  He and his family have 
been developing in the area since 1960, and knows everything that is going on in the area.  
He is appalled that this (lack of sidewalk) has been allowed to happen.  Commissioner 
Devlin stated that he toured the area earlier today and observed the conditions.  He shared 
that it is definitely a hazard especially kids in middle school.  Mr. Bray added that the 
kids are walking in the same direction of the traffic with their backs to it.  Mr. Devlin 
asked what is the City expecting to happen with the width of the sidewalk.  Mr. Bray 
responded that there is a driveway with a car that is commonly parked that extends into 
the sidewalk, and kids are forced to walk into the street.  There are a number of Code 
violations on several properties that the City is aware of, but nothing has been done about 
it.  He shared that there are a number of oversights from various departments and it seems 
the City has been aware of this situation since 2011.  Mr. Bray stated that it was proposed 
for City funding, but nothing has been done about it.  It is written in the Code that the 
City can require the developer to replace the sidewalk, but because there is a 4 foot 
sidewalk in the area already, this is what he will use to replace the gap.   

• Commissioner Devlin asked what his intentions are for the open space to the north, and 
if there is a bike path through there.  Mr. Bray stated he would leave it open as it flows 
well in that space.  He added that the plat shows the existing trail and the trail will 
remain.  

 
• Commissioner Fleischer asked about traffic circulation and if a southbound vehicle on 

Wilson has a dedicated left turn lane onto Carlisle. Mr. Bray responded that there is.  
Commissioner Fleischer asked if there is a dedicated turn lane northbound on Wilson, 
turning into the proposed development.  Mr. Bray confirmed that with restriping, there 
would be a dedicated left turn lane. Finally, Commissioner Fleischer asked Mr. Bray 
how to overcome the issue of traffic coming out of the development during busy hours 
making a left turn to the north with no lane for merging since it is not signaled.  Justin 
Stone, traffic engineer, responded that you will be able to cross both lanes and enter the 
center northbound lane.  This will be a stop controlled intersection.  
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PUBLIC COMMENT:  

 
Acting Chairman Molloy opened the hearing for public comment at 7:48 p.m. 
 
• Michelle Smith, resident, stated that she is concerned about noise level because her 

house backs up to the proposed street, and wishes to see a barrier of some type.  She 
added that she is concerned with traffic when turning right to go south as it is a very 
short area. 

 
Acting Chairman Molloy closed the public comment portion of the hearing at 7:51 
p.m. 
 
• The applicant responded to the public comment by stating that while this is a PUD 

proposal, it it is not fully designed at this juncture; ultimately, a buffer is intended to 
go on the north side of the drive, in keeping with the existing landscaping by the 
ditch. Commissioner Molloy asked for clarification where the ditch is located.  Mr. 
Messaros  responded that the ditch is located North of the proposed street and the new 
houses would be south of the ditch.  

 
• Commissioner Peterson asked if the applicant had looked into the location of the 

entrance to the proposed subdivison.  Mr. Bray stated he has looked at a few 
entrance locations and explained that this (the one indicated) was the only feasible 
entrance from both City and compliance standpoints.  Mr. Stone  stated that he feels 
comfortable that the entrance will work.  It does not technically meet the standards 
for a new subdivision, but it does not make it any worse than it is.  

 
• Commissioner Molloy asked what the timing on the area school zone would be 

active.  Mr. Stone  answered that they want people to respect the school zone, so it 
would be active only from one half-hour before and one half-hour after school begins 
and ends.  Commissioner Molloy asked if the development will increase traffic 
much.  Mr. Stone  stated that during peak hours there could be perhaps 12 vehicles 
leaving the development.  In the future there could be a potential signal on Carlisle, 
but it still works fine and meets all standards without the signal.   

 
• Commissioner Molloy asked if parking on the street could be blocked by barriers to 

make way for a temporary walkway for pedestrians.  Mr. Stone  stated that his 
department was investigating an incident involving a girl that was injured at the 
referenced location, and the City has been looking into how they can improve the 
situation.  The City’s policy has always been that developers must pay their way.  The 
City is not asking him to fix the previous existing condition, but make it safe for the 
new residents since the 19 homes will be contributing more to the situation.  The City 
is trying to work with the developer through a partnership, and has offered to invest 
approximately $130,000 in the project.  The developer is asked to pay for the 4 feet of 
sidewalk width, and the City will pay the difference of what it would take to bring it 
up to the new standard of 6 feet and fix some other issues at the same time.  Mr. 
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Stone added that the City is willing to work with the developer and hopefully come to 
an agreement before the project goes before the City Council.  He added that parking 
along the street does actually provide a buffer between the students and the moving 
vehicles.  

 
• Commissioner Molloy asked if language could be changed to require one tree per 

lot.  Mr. Messaros responded that they are limited in space and they will come up 
short by 1 tree with that method.  Mr. Bray added that the landscaping will be 
completed by the developer.  Mr. Bliss  added that the local street coming into the 
subdivision will be in keeping with the intent of the UDC and is being designed with 
detached walks on both sides and is an important component of the development.  

 
Commissioner Fleischer moved to make the findings listed in this Staff Report dated 
October 28, 2019, and based on those findings recommend approval to the City Council 
for rezoning Outlot J – Dakota Glen First Subdivision from DR-Developing Resource to 
PUD and approving the Zoning Document subject to the conditions provided on page 12 
of this report. 
 
Robert Paulsen suggested that Commissioner Fleischer read the list of updated 
conditions that were emailed on Friday, rather than those listed on page 12.  Mr. Bliss 
explained that the main difference included in the updated conditions were regarding to 
the sidewalk; either the option of installation, or the option of cash in lieu.  Other 
conditions regarding construction activities cannot begin until appropriate permits are 
attained, and landscaping cannot conflict with the sight distance triangles.  There are 3 
separate conditions listed in the staff report, but the communication sent to the 
Commission on Friday contains 7 conditions.  The items highlighted on this 
communication were the additional conditions. Mr. Paulsen added that the he does not 
believe the developer has an issue with the new conditions, but cash in lieu has not yet 
been fully negotiated.  If the Commission decides to approve the motion with the updated 
conditions for City Council, perhaps the negotiation can be worked out prior to the City 
Council hearing. 
 
Acting Chairman Molloy called for a 10 minute recess to review the updated 
conditions in hard copy. 
 
Acting Chairman Molloy called the meeting to order at 8:20 p.m. 
 
Commissioner Molloy shared that a condition is being recommended that screening at a 
minimum of 50% opacity be provided to ensure the car lights do not interfere with the 
existing houses to the north of the proposed development. 
 
 Commissioner Fleischer moved to make the findings listed in this Staff Report dated 
October 28, 2019, and based on those findings recommend approval to the City Council 
for rezoning Outlot J – Dakota Glen First Subdivision from DR-Developing Resource to 
PUD and approving the Zoning Document subject to the conditions provided on page 12 
of this report, but those conditions are corrected conditions of approval as revised on 
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October 25th, items 1 – 7; and the additional condition just discussed to work with the 
City to ensure additional landscape screening on the north side of the local street to be 
50% opacity if attainable. Commissioner Peterson seconded the motion.  
 
Commissioner Molloy asked the applicant if they accept the conditions.  Mr. Bray 
stated that he does.   
 
The motion was unanimously adopted.  
 
Mr. Paulsen addressed the public and stated that this is a recommendation being made to 
City Council.  It will appear before the Council in a public hearing format.  There is not a 
definitive date set yet for the hearing, but it will be sometime in November.  
 
 

2. Boards and Commissions Handbook Revisions Review 
Item Description:  This is an informational item. The City Council has recently revised 
the referenced Handbook.  Planning and Legal staff will review the revisions with the 
Planning Commission and will discuss other portions of the handbook that are 
particularly relevant to the Commission's operations.  Commissioners are encouraged to 
make ask questions and make comments. 
 
Mr. Paulsen distributed a handout, which contained the redlined version of Boards and 
Commissions Handbook reflecting recent City Council revisions.  He discussed the 
purpose of the Planning Commission, which includes an advisory role to City Council 
and authority to make final land use decisions in some circumstances as specified by the 
Municipal Code.  Mr. Paulsen explained that the Planning Commission has several 
unique attributes as a City board, including authority to make final decisions, requiring 
Commissioners to be City residents and having two meeting each month 
An attendance record was distributed to each Commissioner, and attendance expectations 
were discussed.  Commissioners are required to be in attendance 70% of the meetings per 
calendar year.  City staff is required to monitor attendance throughout the year.  If more 
than 3 unexcused consecutive absences occur, the Commissioner may be removed from 
the Commission.  
 
Ms. Stirman, City Legal, discussed conflict of interest.  She reminded the 
Commissioners that if any Commissioners have any financial interest in an item, they 
should not participate in the item being heard.  She added that Commissioners are 
prohibited from receiving gifts in excess of fifty dollars, including gifts to family 
members. 
 
Mr. Paulsen discussed the importance of having good and full discussions relative to 
matters that come before the Planning Commission.  Comments captured within the 
meeting minutes are reviewed by the City Council and can be very helpful to the Council 
members by narrowing the focus of their discussions. 
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Terms of office were discussed, along with topic of meetings.  Ms. Stirman discussed  
meeting requirements to ensure matters are heard in a fair manner.  Meetings by phone 
are discouraged and a quorum is required to conduct business.  She added that quorum 
requirements have been changed, and are now dependent on the number of seats filled on 
the Commission.  She discussed public notice requirements and stated meetings follow 
Roberts Rule of Order.  
 
Mr. Paulsen concluded staff comments by indicating appreciation for the time and 
efforts made by the Commission, adding that the Commission has a great influence on 
the development of the community.  
 
 
ADJOURNMENT: 
 
Commissioner Hovland made a motion to adjourn the meeting; with a second made by  
Commissioner Fleisher, the motion was approved.  
 
The meeting was adjourned at 8:48 p.m. 
 

 
 
 
 
Approved by:          
  Patrick McFall, Planning Commission Chair 
 
 
 
 
           
  Lisa Rye, Planning Commission Secretary 

 



 

CURRENT PLANNING DIVISION 
410 E. 5th Street | Loveland, CO 80537 | 970-962-2523 
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Planning Commission Staff Report 
December 9, 2019 

Grace Gardens Community Neighborhood (A Portion of Tract D - Hendricks First Addition) 
Rezoning 

Agenda #: Consent Agenda #1 PZ #19-00207 Rezoning 
Location 207 19th Street SE – West of S. Lincoln Avenue (Highway 287) on the north 

side of 19th Street SE (portion of the Derby Hill Baptist Church) 
 

Development Review Team Recommended Motion 
Recommended Motion(s): 
Move to make the findings listed in this Staff Report dated December 9, 2019, and based on those findings 
recommend conditional approval to the City Council for rezoning a portion of Tract D – Hendricks First Addition from 
R3 – Developing High Density Residential to MAC – Mixed-Use Activity Center. 

Options Consequence 
Approve the Motion Approval of the motion would allow the application to proceed onto City 

Council for consideration of an ordinance to rezone a portion of Tract D – 
Hendricks First Addition. 

Deny the Motion or take no action Denying the motion would require the applicant to reconsider the 
application or proceed onto City Council knowing that the request is not 
supported by Planning Commission. 
 
Taking no action on the motion would cause further delay in the applicant's 
ability to develop the site.  

Adopt a Modified Action As an alternative, additional conditions could be added to the Rezoning 
(based upon the findings) should the Planning Commission identify findings 
not being addressed and/or contrary to the City staff analysis. 

Refer back to Staff If the item was referred back to staff, staff requests that Planning 
Commission provide specific direction in reaching resolution on the 
requested Rezoning. 

Project Summary 
Summary 
This application proposes to rezone a portion of Tract D – Hendricks First Addition (containing approximately 0.3 
acres) (the “Property”) from R3 – High Density Residential to MAC – Mixed-Use Activity Center (see Exhibit A below).  
The Loveland Housing Authority acquired the 0.3-acre subject property from the Derby Hill Baptist Church, in order to 
incorporate it into a future subdivision on property they own directly to the north.  The property to the north is 
known as the Grace Community Church First Subdivision.  It is planned as an affordable housing development, 
consisting of single-family detached and multi-family homes.  Due to the differences in grade, acquisition of the 
property has helped alleviate some design challenges.  The purpose of the rezone is have this 0.3 acre portion align 
with the zoning of the Grace Community Church First Subdivision which is MAC – Mixed-Use Activity Center.   
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VICINITY MAP 

 
A Portion Of Site Highlighted in Red - 0.3 acres, currently zoned R3 – Developing High Density Residential 

 
Background 
The Property was annexed into the City in 2018 as the Hendricks First Addition.  Previously the property was owned 
by the Derby Hill Baptist Church.  However, with it being an undeveloped and unutilized portion of the church site, the 
church was amenable to conveying it to the Loveland Housing Authority to aide in their proposed development.  In 
addition to the proposed rezoning, an amended plat has been submitted to the City for review/approval to change 
property boundaries, subject to approval of the rezoning.   
 
Key Issues 
From a City staff perspective, the proposed rezoning presents no key issues.  Following successful rezoning, 
applications for replatting the property and Site Development Plan approval for detailed on and off-site 
improvements will be required.  These applications are processed administratively.  No neighborhood meetings or 
public hearings would be held beyond the requested rezoning.  This only applies based on the future intended 
development.  If the Property and the Grace Community Church First Subdivision does not develop as proposed, 
neighborhood meetings and public hearings may be required based on use.    
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EXHIBIT A – Zoning Map Excerpt 

 
 
 
EXHIBIT B – Comprehensive Plan Excerpt 

 
 
 
 

Attachments 
Attachment A – Rezoning Resolution 
Attachment B – Rezoning Assessment 
Attachment C – Applicant’s Community Participation Report (December 2, 2019) & Open House (February 25, 2019) 
Attachment D – Rezoning Map 

SITE: COMMUNITY 
ACITIVITY CENTER 

APPROXIMATELY 0.3 ACRES FROM 
R3 TO MAC 



4 
 

Applicant Information Development Review Team Contacts 
Applicant:  
Mollie Bredehoft 
BHA Design 

Planner: Troy Bliss 
Traffic Engineer: Randy Maizland 
LFRA: Ingrid McMillan-Ernst 

Property Owner:  
Darcy McClure 
Loveland Housing Authority 

Stormwater: Suzette Schaff 
Power: Mark Warner 
Water/Wastewater: Melissa Morin 

 

 

Site Data 
Subdivision Hendricks First Addition 
Land Area Approximately 0.3 acres 
Existing Buildings Vacant portion of church site 
Topography The site is relatively flat, with the exception of an embankment along the north edge of the 

property.  
Access Entering/existing the site from 19th Street SE via S. Lincoln Avenue.  When developed with 

the overall Grace Gardens project (directly north) Primrose Drive would be connected from 
its current termination at the east end of the Sierra Valley Subdivision to 19th Street SE. 

Water Provider City of Loveland 
Wastewater Provider City of Loveland 
Power Provider City of Loveland 

Subject Property and Adjacent Property Designations 
 Existing Zoning Comprehensive Plan Existing Land Use(s) 
Subject Property R3 – Developing 

High Density 
Residential 

Community Activity 
Center 

Church 

Adjacent North MAC – Mixed-
Use Activity 
Center 

Community Activity 
Center 

Vacant/undeveloped 

Adjacent South Unincorporated 
Larimer County 

Low Density 
Residential 

Single-family residential 

Adjacent East MAC – Mixed-
Use Activity 
Center 

Community Activity 
Center 

Vacant/undeveloped 

Adjacent West R3 – High Density 
Residential 

High Density 
Residential 

Single-family residential/farming 
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Neighborhood Outreach 

Notification A neighborhood meeting was held on December 2, 2019, at the Development Center 
and began at 5:30 p.m.  Property owners within a 500-foot radius around the subject 
site were notified by mail and a sign posted at least 15 days in advance of the 
meeting.  
 
Notice for the Planning Commission hearing on December 9, 2019, was also mailed 
to property owners within a 500-foot radius of the site, a sign was posted at least 15 
days in advance of the hearing, and a notice published in the Reporter Herald. 
 
The neighborhood meeting and the public hearing were noticed in advance on the 
City’s website. 
 
As an additional form of outreach, the Loveland Housing Authority presented their 
ideas in developing the Grace Community Church First Subdivision site to 
surrounding neighbors during an open house held on February 25, 2019.  An 
overview of this meeting is provided by the Loveland Housing Authority for 
informational purposes only (see Attachment C). 

Neighborhood Response No neighborhood response has been received prior to the December 9, 2019 
Planning Commission hearing.   
 
At the neighborhood meeting held on December 2, 2019, nine residents including 
members from the applicant’s team and City staff were in attendance.  The meeting 
was held at the Grace Community Church (240 Barberry Place) and began at 6:00 
p.m.   In general, neighbors did not have much comment regarding the rezoning, 
other than to confirm that MAC would allow for future residential development.  
Most of the discussion revolved around future project details.  Neighbors expressed 
concerns with respect to additional traffic created with future development, the 
amount of units proposed with this project as well as the adjoining Good Samaritan 
project (43 paired units – 86 total) and, the extension of Primrose Drive from the 
Sierra Valley Subdivision.  The applicant has also prepared a Community Participation 
Report, outlining further details in regards to the neighborhood meeting (see 
Attachment C).  

 

Planning Commission Criteria and Findings for Approval or Denial 
Pursuant to Section 18.17.09.01.A-D. of the City of Loveland Municipal Code the Planning Commission shall 
consider and make findings regarding the following criteria for MAC – Mixed-Use Activity zoning. All findings must 
be met in order to approve the requested rezoning. 

Standards for Rezoning 
The criteria of Resource Protection Policy & Plan Consistency and Public Benefits, below, are met; and 
Finding:  Staff finds that the criteria has been met. 
Analysis:  See Resource Protection Policy & Plan Consistency and Public Benefits analysis below. 
One or more of the alternatives set out in the Additional Findings, below, are met; 
Finding:  Staff finds that the criteria has been met. 
Analysis:  See Resource Protection Policy & Plan Consistency and Public Benefits analysis below. 
The subject property is a legal lot of record (or group of contiguous legal lots of record); and 
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Finding:  Staff finds that the criteria has been met. 
Analysis:  The church site is a legal lot of record.  The property being rezoned will need to be replatted prior to any 
ordinance taking effect so that it can be incorporated into the Grace Community Church First Subdivision and avoid the 
situation of a lot having two distinct zoning districts (i.e. R3 and MAC). 
No legal lot of record will contain multiple zones within its boundaries as a result of the rezoning. 
Finding:  Staff finds that the criteria has been met. 
Analysis:  Because the rezoning is associated with a portion of Tract D – Hendricks First Addition, an amended plat 
would need to be approved by the City and recorded before the rezoning ordinance were to take effect.  Otherwise, the  
current platting of the church site would have two separate zoning designations.  This requirement is specified as a 
recommended condition of approval.   

Resource Protection Policy 
It is the policy of the City not to rezone property in a manner that would create or facilitate the creation of 
development rights or entitlements that would either: 
Reduce the level of protection for significant natural resources that exist on the subject property; or 
Expose additional people or personal property to unmitigated natural hazards that are present on the subject 
property (e.g., fire, flood, or geological hazards). 
Finding:  Staff finds that the criteria has been met. 
Analysis:  The Hendricks First Addition does not contain natural/habitat areas.   
This policy may be waived upon a finding by the City Council that: 
Alternative means have been implemented to achieve a comparable or better level of resource protection (e.g., 
conservation easements, development agreements, or other comparable mechanisms for resource protection); or 
The policy is outweighed by a substantial community interest that is served by approval of the rezoning (see 
Subsection C.1., below). 
Finding:  Staff finds that the criteria has been met. 
Analysis:  Not applicable. 

Plan Consistency and Public Benefits 

The proposed zone, as applied to the subject property, is consistent with its land use designation in the 
Comprehensive Plan or an amendment to the Comprehensive Plan is approved in accordance with Section 4 of the 
Comprehensive Plan prior to the approval of the rezoning application; 
Finding:  Staff finds that the criteria has been met. 
Analysis:  The proposed rezoning is consistent with the Community Activity Center land use designation of the 
Comprehensive Plan. 
Rezoning to the proposed zone will provide a benefit to the community or immediate area that cannot be provided 
under the existing zone, and the balance between the anticipated benefit, if any, and the anticipated burden on the 
community or immediate area, if any, is either neutral or favors the rezoning; 
Finding:  Staff finds that the criteria has been met. 
Analysis:  The proposed MAC zoning is appropriate given the change in ownership and intention to develop this 
property within the boundaries of the Grace Community Church First Subdivision, directly north. 
The proposed zone would not cause an I zone to share a boundary with an ER, R1e, R1, R2, R3e, or R3 zone, unless 
there is sufficient land area on the subject property to provide a buffer, as set out in Division 18.08.03, Standards for 
Bufferyards, and a development agreement is approved to mitigate use incompatibilities with fencing, walls, 
landscaping, noise and lighting restrictions, or other appropriate techniques; and 
Finding:  Staff finds that the criteria has been met. 
Analysis:  Not applicable. 

http://online.encodeplus.com/regs/loveland-co/doc-viewer.aspx?ajax=0&tocid=021.003.004.003
http://online.encodeplus.com/regs/loveland-co/doc-viewer.aspx?ajax=0&tocid=021.003.004.003
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Adequate community facilities are available to serve development in the proposed zone in accordance with Section 
18.15.02.05, Determination Regarding Adequacy; or the proposed zone would limit demands upon community 
facilities more than the existing zone; or reasonable assurances are provided that adequate community facilities will 
be made available to serve new development by the time the new development places demands on the facilities. 
Finding:  Staff finds that the criteria has been met. 
Analysis:   
Transportation 
Rezoning a parcel or property does not warrant compliance with the City’s Adequate Community Facilities (ACF) 
ordinance. All future development or land application within this property shall be in compliance with the City of 
Loveland Transportation Plan, the Larimer County Urban Area Street Standards and any updates to either in effect at 
the time of development application. Moreover, as identified in the City Municipal Code Title 16, a Traffic Impact Study 
shall be required with all future development or other land use applications. The property will also be required to 
dedicate, free and clear, all applicable right-of-way to the City, at no cost to the City, at the time of development.  
 
Therefore, pending future proposed development within this property, of which review and approval by the City is 
required, the Transportation Development Review staff does not object to the proposed rezoning. 
 
Fire 
Staff believes that this finding can be met, due to the following: 

• With the proposed rezoning, the development site will comply with the requirements in the ACF Ordinance for 
response distance requirements from the first due Engine Company. 

• The rezoning of the land from PUD to B will not negatively impact fire protection for the subject development 
or surrounding properties. 
 

Water/Wastewater 
The development is situated within the City’s current service area for both water and wastewater. The Department 
finds that: 

• Reasonable assurances are provided that adequate community facilities will be made available to serve new 
development by the time the new development places demands on the facilities. 
 

Stormwater 
Staff believes the this finding can be met, due to the following: 

• The proposed development will meet all applicable requirements contained in the City of Loveland Storm 
Drainage Criteria; 

• The proposed development will provide for adequate major drainage facilities to convey stormwater flows 
from a hundred year storm event which will minimize property damage; and, 

• The proposed development meet all applicable drainage requirements of the City. 
 

 
Power 
This development is situated within the City’s current service area for power. The Department finds that the 
Development will be compliant to ACF for the following reasons: 

• The proposed development will not negatively impact City power facilities. 
• The proposed public facilities and services are adequate and consistent with the City’s utility planning and 

provides for efficient and cost-effective delivery of City power. 
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Additional Findings 
(The City Council may approve an application for rezoning upon a determination that at least one of the following 

three criteria has been met.) 

Alternative #1: Plan Implementation. The proposed zone is more appropriate than the existing zone to implement 
an adopted or approved current City plan that was developed with public input (e.g., the Comprehensive Plan, the 
Highway 287 Strategic Plan, etc.). 
Finding:  Staff finds that the criteria has been met. 
Analysis:  The proposed MAC zoning is more appropriate in consideration of the City’s Comprehensive Plan land use 
designation of Community Activity Center and considering it is no longer owned by the existing church as it would be 
developed in conjunction with the property directly north (Grace Community Church First Subdivision). 

Alternative #2: Change in Character of the Area. The City Council finds that the proposed zone is more appropriate 
than the existing zone because: 
a. There has been a change in character or capacity of public infrastructure in the area (e.g., installation of 
public facilities, other zone changes, new growth trends, deterioration, development transitions, etc.); and 
b. The proposed zone allows for the reasonable development or redevelopment of the subject property in a 
manner that will be compatible with its existing or planned context. 
Finding:  Staff finds that the criteria has been met. 
Analysis:  a) Not applicable. 
b) The proposed MAC zone would allow for the reasonable development of property directly north that is under the 
same owner of the Loveland Housing Authority.  No longer is the property envisioned to be used/developed in 
conjunction with the existing church site.   

Alternative #3: Need for Zone in Land Inventory. The City Council finds that the proposed zone is more appropriate 
than the existing zone because: 
a. There is greater need in the City for land in the proposed zone than the existing zone based on a market 
study provided by the applicant; and 
b. The proposed zone will promote a balance of land uses in the City that will improve economic opportunity 
or community mobility in alignment with the Comprehensive Plan. 
Finding:  Staff finds that the criteria has been met. 
Analysis:  a) No analysis has been provided in determining whether or not MAC zoning is in greater need compared to 
R3.  Consequently, this finding has not been met.  However, it is not required considering Alternative #1 is being 
addressed.   
b) The proposed zone will align with the Comprehensive Plan.  Given the scope and size of the proposed rezoning, 
promoting the balance of land uses or improving economic opportunities/community mobility is not being accomplished. 

 
Planning Commission Comprehensive Plan Policy Guidance for Approval or Denial 

In considering an application for approval or denial the Planning Commission finds that the application either 
complies or does not comply with the following goals, and policies within the City of Loveland Comprehensive Plan: 

Create Loveland 
Land Use Designation: Corridor Commercial 

• Suitable for MAC – Mixed-Use Activity Center zoning. 
 

• Suggests building heights of 1 to 4 stories. 
 

• Appropriate residential uses including single and multi-family 
(as permitted by zoning).  Mixed-use is preferred. 
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Staff Recommendation 
 
Staff is recommending approval of a Portion of Tract D - Hendricks First Addition Rezoning, subject to the following 
condition: 
An amended plat, merging the property being rezoned with Lot 1, Block 1 - Grace Community Church First Subdivision 
shall be approved/recorded prior to recording of the rezoning ordinance. 

 

 



Rezoning Assessment 

Resource Protection 

Protection of Natural Resources 

- Rezoning will not reduce the level of protection for significant natural
resources existing on the subject property.

Unmitigated Natural Hazards 

- The rezoning will not expose additional people or property to unmitigated
natural hazards present on the subject property.

Plan Consistency and Public Benefit 

Consistency with the Comprehensive Plan 

- The subject property is located between two parcels of different zoning types,
the subject property will be rezoned to match the zoning of the southern parcel,
making a larger parcel for development. Rezoning this parcel will make it
possible to move forward with a future residential subdivision that is focused
on providing a variety of housing types for families and individuals with lower-
income levels.  The Comprehensive Plan supports housing equity and
development of a mix of housing types for all ages, incomes and family types.

Public Benefit 

- Rezoning to the proposed zone will provide a benefit to the community by
allowing this project to move forward, which then will be providing more
opportunities for low-income housing.

Compatibility with Industrial Zoning Property 

- Not applicable.

Adequate Community Facilities 

- Adequate community facilities are available to serve development in the
proposed zone in accordance with UDC Section 18.15.205

Additional Findings 

Plan Implementation 

- The proposed zoning changes to this parcel will make it possible to move
forward with a future residential subdivision that provides a variety of housing
types focused on low-income families and individuals, which is an objective set
forth in the Comprehensive Plan.
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Change in Character of Area 

- The surrounding area is made up of R2, R3, and MAC zoning. Rezoning this 
parcel will keep it compatible with the surrounding area by matching one of the 
existing zoning types.   

Need for Zone in Land Inventory  

- The rezoning of the subject parcel will make it possible to move forward with a 
future residential development that includes a variety of housing types focused 
on low-income residence. These types of projects are a necessity to the City 
as set forth in the Comprehensive plan.   
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Community Participation Report 

Grace Gardens - Rezoning 

Loveland Housing Authority, Loveland Habitat for Humanity, Aspen Homes 

December 2, 2019 

Dave Lingle, LHA Development Project Manager, provided a brief overview of the proposed 

development.  Phase 1 includes 56 single family lots, with Phase 2 adding 120 multi-family apartments. 

The development is to be 100% affordable.  Only Phase 1 is proceeding through the City’s planning and 

entitlement process at this time. 

Question:  Who is the Housing Authority and what do you do? 

 Response:  Jeff Feneis, LHA Executive Director, provided an explanation of the Housing

Authority’s mission, scope and a description of LHA managed properties.  He also provided a

brief history of the Grace Gardens development and how the development partnership came

together.

Question:  How will construction access be handled?  Will construction traffic be allowed through 

existing Primrose Drive? 

 Response:  Construction access for large trucks will most likely access the site via US 287 and

19th St. SE.   Limitations can be put on truck access to discourage the use of Primrose Drive;

however, individual construction workers’ vehicles may use Primrose to access the site.

Comment:  A Sierra Valley neighbor expressed concern about the safety of neighborhood children with 

the anticipated increase in traffic on Primrose Drive from the Grace development. 

Question:  What is the anticipated construction schedule for Phase 1 (the single family portion of the 

development)? 

 Response:  Planning and entitlement approvals are anticipated by late spring/early summer

2020, with grading, utilities and site work to begin in July.  Construction duration is anticipated

to be approximately 6 months.  The Phase 2 multi-family apartments are not anticipated to be

developed for about five years.

Question:  Who will the residents be? 

 Response:  Cindi Hammond, Loveland Habitat for Humanity Executive Director, indicated that 28

lots will be developed and sold to Habitat families at 30% - 69% of the Area Median Income

(AMI), and 28 lots will be developed and sold by Aspen Homes to families at 70% - 120% AMI.

Question:  Will garages be provided? 

 Response:  Each of the single family homes will have attached garages.  Most are 2-car garages

with driveway length to allow additional off-street parking, but a few of the 11 lots designated

“urban reduced” will have 1-car garages.
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Question:  What is the status of the traffic report? 

 Response:  Dave Lingle stated that a Traffic Impact Study has been completed, with additional 

traffic counts and analysis requested by the City for the intersection of 14th St. SE and 

Valency/Garfield. 

Question:  Can a round-about be constructed at the intersection of 19th St. SE and Primrose Drive?  

Traffic traveling east on 19th St. SE use excessive speed making the curve west of this intersection. 

 Response:  Troy Bliss, Sr. Planner with the City of Loveland, indicated that this was unlikely to be 

approved by the City’s transportation engineering department, but he would take the comment 

back to staff. 

Comment:  A neighbor who lives south of 19th St. SE expressed concern about the offset intersection of 

19th St. SE with Primrose and the intersection of 19th St. SE and S. Cleveland Avenue to the west. 

 Response:  Troy Bliss said that the City does not like these offset intersections, but unfortunately 

they do occur in the older parts of the city.  Dave Lingle added that the location and alignment 

of the ROW for Primrose has already been dedicated.  The eastern curb cut accessing the church 

from 19th St. SE will be closed and that access relocated to Primrose Drive, at the request of the 

City.  This will eliminate one conflict point on 19th St. SE. 

Comment:  A Sierra Valley neighbor expressed concern about the impact on their neighborhood of both 

the Grace Gardens development and the planned Good Samaritan paired homes development. 

Question:  What will be the average price of the homes? 

 Response:  Rob Sabin, Aspen Homes, said that it is difficult to estimate at this time, but thought 

that his product should be in the range of $260,000 - $350,000.  Cindi Hammond said that the 

Habitat homes are constructed differently, utilizing volunteer labor and donated materials, and 

therefore they do not have comparable “prices”. 

Question:  What are the qualifications for people utilizing Section 8 vouchers? 

 Response:  Jeff Feneis indicated that Grace Gardens will utilize a different financing sources, and 

that Section 8 is not anticipated to be used. 

Comment:  A Sierra Valley neighbor said that she is not pleased with the idea of this project.  She said 

that the need for affordable housing will dictate that the apartments are developed next year instead of 

the 5-year projection by LHA.  She is concerned with the impact on property values by both this 

development and the Good Samaritan project. 

Question:  How is the drainage being handled?  Concerns were expressed about the amount of storm 

water runoff that occurs on Cholla Drive (along the southern edge of Sierra Valley) during large storms, 

and that most residents have had to install sump pumps in their crawlspaces. 

 Response:  Rob Van Uffelen, civil engineer with Galloway, described the overall grading and 

drainage design concepts, with the Grace Gardens development constructing two detention 

ponds to “over-detain” the runoff in order to utilize the existing infrastructure. 
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Question:  How firm is the development plan that is being presented tonight?  Earlier site designs had a 

different mix of units and more apartments. 

 Response:  Dave Lingle indicated that the site plan shown tonight is what we are moving 

forward with through the City’s planning and entitlement approval processes. 

Question:  Are the Phase 2 apartments integral to the development proceeding? 

 Response:  Jeff Feneis said yes. 

Comment:  The same Sierra Valley neighbor concerned about property values added that LHA and 

Habitat should “do something” for their neighborhood in response to the impact of the Grace Gardens 

development, such as build a park in Sierra Valley. 

Question:  19th St. SE is in the county --- who determines what requirements should be made? 

 Response:  Troy Bliss indicated that the City has jurisdiction over 19th St. SE from US 287 to the 

Hendricks property (west of Grace Gardens), but that the city and county routinely cooperate on 

development at the fringes of the city limits. 

Question:  Is any community space planned with the development? 

 Response:  Dave Lingle indicated that there is common green space within Phase 1 of the 

development.  Phase 2 will include a community building amenity with a playground that will be 

available to all of the Grace Gardens residents. 

Question:  Are there other developments in Loveland or Larimer County similar to what is proposed? 

 Response:  While not exactly the mix of affordable housing partners that are working on the 

Grace Gardens development, other developments mentioned included Thorn Circle, Boise 

Village, and Mirasol. 

Question:  What schools will neighborhood children attend, and has the school district been involved in 

review of the development? 

 Response:  It is not known for certain which schools the children will attend, but currently they 

would be B. F. Kitchen Elementary, Bill Reed Middle School and Thompson Valley High School.  

Troy Bliss mentioned that the school district will be involved in development review during later 

project submittals. 

Question:  Is the site plan being presented tonight available on the City’s website? 

 Response:  Troy Bliss said that a current activities development map is available on the City’s 

website, and that the rezoning parcel map is available on that map.  The sketch plat will also be 

available upon submittal.  He encouraged the neighbors to follow the project on the website, 

and reach out to him for information and updates. 

Comment:  A Sierra Valley neighbor mentioned that notification to the neighborhood is limited, and 

their opportunities to provide input are also limited. 
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 Response:  Troy again encouraged people to reach out to him with questions and follow the 

City’s website for updates. 
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Community Participation Report 

 

1 - Application and Meeting Information: 

Project Name: Grace Gardens Community Neighborhood 
Meeting Date and 
Time: 

Monday, February 25, 2019, 6:00 p.m. 

Meeting Location: Grace Community Church 
240 Barberry Pl, Loveland, CO  80537 

Applicant Name: Loveland Housing Authority 
 

2 – Sign-in sheet: Please see following pages.  

 

3 – Summary of Comments give at Grace Gardens Open House: 

Q: Will there be a new access to 287?    

A: No, not likely allowed by City/CDOT 

Q: Will there be a traffic signal @ 19th/ Primrose?  

A: No, not likely due to spacing from US 287. A traffic study will be developed to review road 
operations and impacts. 

Q: How will maintenance be managed for the new neighborhood?    

A: Likely to be managed as overall maintenance led by Loveland Housing Authority (LHA) or a 
Homeowners’ Association structure – not yet determined. 

Q: Is this a new subdivision or part of Sierra Valley? 

A: This is a new standalone subdivision 

Q: Who is responsible if there are issues? How will it remain affordable?  

A: LHA to develop and manage. They will retain as 100% affordable with deed restrictions. 

Q: How does affordable housing impact standard homes? 

A: Home valuation is based on appraised value (sf, # of bedrooms, materials, etc) same as 
standard homes. We have seen no negative impacts to value of homes due to having affordable 
homes in the mix.  

Q: We are concerned about the multi-family and traffic on Primrose Drive. If EB left turns from 
Primrose to 19th are difficult, people will take the easier route through Sierra Valley, AND  

Q: 19th Street will be overloaded, may need improvements with this additional traffic, AND 

Q: What changes would likely be recommended by traffic study? (all related questions) 
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A: A traffic study will be developed to review road operations and impacts to ensure that 
standards will be met, and turn lanes and improvements will be made as required by the study. 
We’ll have more information on these details at time of submittal to the City for their review. 

Q: What is your timeline?  

A: Planning 2019, site infrastructure in 2020 (8-9 months), followed by home construction 

Q: Is there a waiting list? 

A: Yes, Loveland Housing Authority currently has a wait list for their affordable multi-family units 
in Loveland. Loveland Habitat for Humanity currently constructs approximately 8 homes per 
year to meet current demand. Aspen Homes builds a market-rate small home product and have 
over 50 buyers waiting for supply. 

Q: What schools will this neighborhood go to? 

A: Not sure, would need to confirm with school district 

Q: Who owns property to the east? 

A: The property to the east is the CDOT-owned US 287 Right-of-Way 

Q: Can you make the detention pond as useful as possible? 

A: Yes, that is the hope. We are working on the requirements for detention, drainage and other 
engineering requirements so we can prepare plans for the city’s review. 

 

4 – Summary of identified issues: 

Above is a summary of the questions asked during the open house on 02.25.19, and the 
responses given by the design team. We have not identified any issues that can be solved as 
part of this project. 
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OWNERS

GENERAL NOTES 

SURVEYOR'S CERTIFICATE: 

GRACE COMMUNITY CHURCH REZONING MAP
PART OF TRACT D, HENDRICKS FIRST ADDITION

IN THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 25, TOWNSHIP 5 NORTH, RANGE 69 WEST OF THE 6TH P.M.

CITY OF LOVELAND, COUNTY OF LARIMER, STATE OF COLORADO

SHEET 1 OF 1
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Planning Commission Staff Report 
December 9, 2019 

AGENDA ITEM # 2 

Project Name Poudre School District South East Elementary 
School PZ # 19-136 

Request Location and Extent Review - statutory review for a new elementary school    
Applicant Poudre School District, Brendan Willits, Planning Manager  
Staff Planner/ 
Presenter Kerri Burchett 

 

Recommended Motion 

There is not a motion needed for this item. This is an opportunity for the Planning Commission to provide 
comments to the school district regarding the location and general design of the school facility. If the 
Commission identifies concerns over the proposed site plan for the school that cannot be agreed upon at 
the meeting, the Commission can request a meeting with the Board of Education.  

 

Project Summary 

In 2016, the Poudre School District acquired 15 acres of property to construct a new elementary school in 
the northeast portion of Loveland, near the intersection of Fairgrounds Avenue and County Road 30.  In 
this area, the District’s southern boundary extends approximately ½ mile south of County Road 30. With the 
residential growth occurring in SE Fort Collins, Windsor and Timnath, the District identified the need for a 
new elementary school in this area. In June of 2016, the District discussed the purchase of the property 
with the Planning Commission as the first part of a location and extent review. State Statutes require that 
the school district advise the Planning Commission prior to acquisition of land. The Planning Commission 
did not identify concerns with the location for the school.  
The School District is now moving forward with development plans for the school. The new school is PreK-
5th grade and has a targeted opening date of Fall of 2021. While the review and permitting of a school 
building is primarily a function of the State, the Planning Commission’s review of the site plan is a 
requirement in the Location and Extent process.  City staff has not identified concerns with the site 
development plan, which is currently undergoing staff review.  The District has scheduled public outreach 
efforts with the neighborhood on December 5th, 2019.  
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Location 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Attachments 

1. Colored Site Plan 
2. Site Development Plan 
3. Special Review Site Plan for Surrounding Residential Development  

 

Development Review Team Contacts 
Traffic Engineer:  Randy Maizland 
Fire:  Ingrid McMillan-Ernst 
Stormwater:  Kevin Gingery 
Power:  Mark Warner 
Water/Wastewater:  Chris Pletcher, Fort Collins-Loveland Water District/South Fort Collins Sanitation 

Site Data 
Address/Location 6055 Travers Stakes Street 
Subdivision Lot 2, Block 1 Thornburg-Hamilton Third Subdivision 
Land Area 14.2 acres 
Existing Buildings None 
Topography Generally flat 
Access Off of Travers Stakes Street (to be constructed) 
Water/Wastewater  
Provider Fort Collins-Loveland Water District & South Fort Collins Sanitation District 

 

• North of Crossroads 
Boulevard 

• West of Fairgrounds 
Avenue 

• South of County 
Road 30 

• East of I-25 

The Poudre School 
District Boundary is 
identified in green. 

 



3 
Planning Commission 12-9-2019 

Zoning and Existing Land Uses 
 Existing Zoning Existing Land Use(s) 
Subject Property B – Developing Business Vacant 
Adjacent North B – Developing Business Vacant, 160 unit apartment complex approved  
Adjacent South B – Developing Business Vacant, 97 unit condominiums approved 
Adjacent East B – Developing Business Vacant, 38 townhome units approved 
Adjacent West B – Developing Business Vacant, no use approval 

 

Project Description 
The Poudre School District owns approximately 15 acres of 
property near the intersection of Fairgrounds Avenue and 
County Road 30 with plans to construct a new elementary 
school. While the Poudre School District boundaries are 
predominately located in Fort Collins, there is a small portion 
of their district that lies within Loveland’s city limits, as 
shown below. The school district is experiencing significant 
growth in SE Fort Collins, Windsor, and Timnath and has 
identified the need for a new elementary school in this area.   
 
The elementary school is proposed to serve pre-
kindergarten through 5th grade with a designed enrollment 
of 600 students. The school is approximately 75,000 square 
feet and will be situated adjacent to a future master planned 
residential development consisting of apartments, 
townhomes, and condominiums. The residential 
development was approved in 2018 but has not currently 
been constructed (see site plan to the right and Attachment 
3). The infrastructure necessary to accommodate the school 
was master planned with this residential subdivision and 
includes new roadways, sidewalks, crosswalks and utilities. 
 
Pedestrian safety is a critical element in designing and 
developing a new school, particularly a school located near 
a major arterial road such as Fairgrounds Avenue. The City 
worked closely with the residential developer and the school 
district to maximize the safety of the pedestrian routes to the 
new school. The District has also indicated that all students 
will have access to bussing.  
 
In terms of roadway improvements, a new traffic signal will 
be installed at the intersection of Fairgrounds Avenue and 
County Road 30 and detached sidewalks will be provided 
along Fairgrounds Avenue, County Road 30 and internal 
subdivision streets. Pedestrian neck-downs and crosswalk 
improvements will be installed at Travers Stakes Drive, 
which is the primary access to the school. A decorative 
wrought iron fence will be installed along both the east and 
west sides of Fairgrounds Avenue within the treelawn 
between the sidewalk and the curb.  The fencing will direct 
pedestrians to cross Fairgrounds Avenue at the signalized 
intersections and prevent them from crossing elsewhere 
along the road.  

Proposed 
elementary 

 

Larimer County Road 30 

Fairgrounds Avenue 

Thornburg-Hamilton Third Subdivision 

New Elementary School Site Plan 
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Groundbreaking for the school is anticipated in February of 2020 with an opening date of Fall of 2021.    
 
State Statutes require the school board to consult with the city’s Planning Commission on the development 
of new schools in ensure that the proposed location conforms to the City’s comprehensive plan. In June of 
2016, representatives from the Poudre School District discussed the location of the school site with the 
Planning Commission. The Commission did not voice concerns with the District’s purchase of the property 
for an elementary school.      
 
A site development plan for the school is included as Attachments 2 to this report. As a second part to the 
location and extent review, State Statutes require the Board of Education to provide a site development plan 
for review and comment by the Planning Commission prior to construction of the school. If the Planning 
Commission identifies concerns with the site plan, the Commission may request a public hearing before the 
PSD Board of Education.   

 

Project History 

The property was annexed into the City of Loveland in 1987 as part of a large, 302-acre tract. The property 
was originally zoned Industrial, but was subsequently rezoned to Developing Business in 2002. A special 
review and subdivision plat for the residential development was approved in November of 2017. 
 
Planning Commission considered the School District’s purchase of the site as part of a Location and Extent 
review on June 13, 2016. At that meeting, the Commission did not voice any objections to the District’s 
purchase and future development of an elementary school. 

 

Neighborhood Outreach 
Notification The location and extent review is not a public hearing and therefore 

notification is not required. The letters notifying the neighborhood of an 
outreach meeting, however did identify the Planning Commission date. 

Neighborhood Response A neighborhood meeting is not required as part of the City’s location and 
extent review. The School District conducts neighborhood meetings and 
outreach efforts as part of their development process. The first outreach 
meeting with the neighborhood is scheduled for December 5, 2019. The 
District will be able to provide an update to the Planning Commission 
regarding neighborhood feedback from that meeting.  

 

Planning Commission Review 
Pursuant to Colorado State Statute CRS 22-32-104 (1.5), the Planning Commission has the opportunity to 
review and comment on school locations and infrastructure plans.  City staff is currently reviewing a site 
development plan for the elementary school in light of applicable City policies, codes and standards.  The 
City routinely holds school districts to applicable code requirements related to stormwater, water/wastewater, 
power, transportation, and fire, while encouraging compliance with adopted policy plans and zoning 
standards. The building code requirements and permits for the school structure are reviewed by the State 
rather than by City staff. In addition, the City has generally sought to encourage land use and design 
compatibility between school district projects and surrounding neighborhoods.   
 
As previously indicated, the infrastructure to accommodate the school was planned and included in the 
review of the surrounding residential development. A traffic impact study was reviewed and a determination 
of compliance with the Larimer County Urban Area Street Standards was made. The school will meet the 



5 
Planning Commission 12-9-2019 

criteria for level of service as outlined in the City’s Adequate Community Facilities requirements. A positive 
determination of compliance has been made by the City’s Transportation, Fire, Power, and Stormwater 
Divisions. The school district has also worked closely with the Fort Collins-Loveland Water and South 
Sanitation District to ensure compliance with the District’s infrastructure requirements. 
 
The school is not located within a 5 minute response from the City’s nearest fire station (Station 6), however 
the Fire Association has an auto-aid agreement with Windsor/ Severance Fire, and the 5 minute response 
time from their Station 3 will comply with the requirements in the ACF Ordinance for response distance 
requirements from the first due Engine Company. 

 

Conditions of Approval 

The following are conditions are associated with the City’s review of the site development plan and will be 
incorporated into a development agreement with the school district. 
 

1. Prior to the City’s acceptance of roadway and access improvements and any occupancy or use of the 
proposed school, pursuant to the provisions in the Unified Development Code of the Loveland 
Municipal Code, the School District shall design and construct the following public improvements 
unless constructed by others:  

 
a. All school access and public sidewalk improvements as shown on the Site Development Plan 

and any associated Public Improvement Construction Plans.  
b. All school zone signing and striping as shown on the Site Development Plan and any 

associated Public Improvement Construction Plans. 
c. All pedestrian neckdown and crosswalk improvements on Travers Stake Drive as shown on 

the Site Development Plan and any associated Public Improvement Construction Plans.  
d. All public improvements associated with the Thornburg Hamilton Subdivision as shown on the 

Thornburg Hamilton Public Improvement Construction Plans. 

 
 

Staff Recommendation 

City staff has determined that the site development plan complies with the City’s standards for public utilities, 
stormwater conveyance and roadway connections. The Planning Commission does not approve the location 
and extent review, however if the Commission identifies concerns with the site plan, the Commission can 
request a meeting with the Poudre School District Board of Education.    
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ELEVATION KEYNOTES

4" PRECAST ARCHITECTURAL CONCRETE CAP
BRICK VENEER, ECONOMY SIZE, RUNNING BOND.  BOD: INTERSTATE BRICK, MOCHA. 
BRICK VENEER, ECONOMY SIZE, RUNNING BOND. BOD: INTERSTATE BRICK, SMOKEY MTN.
BRICK VENEER, ECONOMY SIZE, SOLDIER COURSE. BOD: INTERSTATE BRICK, SMOKEY MTN.
BRICK VENEER, ECONOMY SIZE, RUNNING BOND. BOD: INTERSTATE BRICK, COPPERSTONE.
BRICK VENEER, ECONOMY SIZE, SOLDIER COURSE. BOD: INTERSTATE BRICK, COPPERSTONE.
BRICK VENEER, ECONOMY SIZE, RUNNING BOND. BOD: INTERSTATE BRICK, PEWTER.
BRICK VENEER, ECONOMY SIZE, SOLDIER COURSE. BOD: INTERSTATE BRICK, PEWTER.
BRICK VENEER, ECONOMY SIZE, RUNNING BOND. BOD: SUMMIT, PEBLE GRAY.
BRICK VENEER, ECONOMY SIZE, SOLDIER COURSE. BOD: SUMMIT, PEBLE GRAY.
GLAZED BLOCK VENEER, 4X8X16 SIZE, RUNNING BOND. BOD: SPECTRA GLAZE DP KINGSTON BLUE
GLAZED  BLOCK  VENEER, 4X8X16 SIZE, RUNNING BOND. BOD: SPECTRA GLAZE DP CAPRI YELLOW
GLAZED  BLOCK VENEER, 4X8X16 SIZE, RUNNING BOND. BOD: SPECTRA GLAZE DEEP PUMPKIN
GLAZED  BLOCK  VENEER, 4X8X16 SIZE, RUNNING BOND. BOD: SPECTRA GLAZE CONCORD PURPLE
GLAZED  BLOCK  VENEER, 4X8X16 SIZE, RUNNING BOND. BOD: SPECTRA GLAZE DP HEMLOCK GREEN
GLAZED  BLOCK  VENEER, 4X8X16 SIZE, RUNNING BOND. BOD: SPECTRA GLAZE DP BERMUDA BLUE
FORMED METAL PANEL. BOD: BERRIDGE ZINC COTE COLOR
METAL CANOPY FASCIA. BOD: BERRIDGE ZINC GREY 
ALUMINUM STOREFRONT OR CURTAIN WALL, CLEAR ANNODIZED. SEE A620 FOR TYPES. 
ALUMINUM SECTIONAL DOOR (GARAGE DOOR). CLEAR ANNODIZED.  
METAL SPANDREL PANEL, CLEAR ANNODIZED. 
NOT USED
FIBERGLASS-SANDWICH-PANEL ASSEMBLY
NOT USED
INTEGRAL SUN SHADE (TYPICAL AT ALL SOUTH, EAST AND WEST FACING PUNCHED OPENINGS) 
COLORED LAMINATED GLASS - BOD: MCGRORY GLASS HCMC-046
COLORED LAMINATED GLASS - BOD: MCGRORY GLASS HCMC-044
COLORED LAMINATED GLASS - BOD: MCGRORY GLASS HCMC-048
COLORED LAMINATED GLASS - BOD: MCGRORY GLASS HCMC-XXX
COLORED LAMINATED GLASS - BOD: MCGRORY GLASS HCMC-045
COLORED LAMINATED GLASS - BOD: MCGRORY GLASS HCMC-047
INSULATED HOLLOW METAL DOOR
DIMENSIONAL SIGNAGE - FABRICATED
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219002

SOUTHEAST

ELEMENTARY

DESIGN DEVELOPMENT

2019/10/16

EXTERIOR

ELEVATIONS 24x36

A-200.a

POUDRE SCHOOL DISTRICT

1/16" = 1'-0"A1
NORTH ELEVATION @ SOUTH WING .a

1/16" = 1'-0"A3
SOUTH ELEVATION @ MIDDLE WING .a

1/16" = 1'-0"A6
SOUTH ELEVATION @ SOUTH WING .a

1/16" = 1'-0"D4
WEST ELEVATION @ LOBBY .a

1/16" = 1'-0"A4
WEST ELEVATION @ SOUTH WING .a
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03-1
04-1
04-2
04-2S
04-3
04-3S
04-4
04-4S
04-5
04-5S
04-6.1
04-6.2
04-6.3
04-6.4
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04-6.6
07-1
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08-2
08-3
08-4
08-5
08-6
08-7
08-8.1
08-8.2
08-8.3
08-8.4
08-8.5
08-8.6
08-9
10-1

ELEVATION KEYNOTES

4" PRECAST ARCHITECTURAL CONCRETE CAP
BRICK VENEER, ECONOMY SIZE, RUNNING BOND.  BOD: INTERSTATE BRICK, MOCHA. 
BRICK VENEER, ECONOMY SIZE, RUNNING BOND. BOD: INTERSTATE BRICK, SMOKEY MTN.
BRICK VENEER, ECONOMY SIZE, SOLDIER COURSE. BOD: INTERSTATE BRICK, SMOKEY MTN.
BRICK VENEER, ECONOMY SIZE, RUNNING BOND. BOD: INTERSTATE BRICK, COPPERSTONE.
BRICK VENEER, ECONOMY SIZE, SOLDIER COURSE. BOD: INTERSTATE BRICK, COPPERSTONE.
BRICK VENEER, ECONOMY SIZE, RUNNING BOND. BOD: INTERSTATE BRICK, PEWTER.
BRICK VENEER, ECONOMY SIZE, SOLDIER COURSE. BOD: INTERSTATE BRICK, PEWTER.
BRICK VENEER, ECONOMY SIZE, RUNNING BOND. BOD: SUMMIT, PEBLE GRAY.
BRICK VENEER, ECONOMY SIZE, SOLDIER COURSE. BOD: SUMMIT, PEBLE GRAY.
GLAZED BLOCK VENEER, 4X8X16 SIZE, RUNNING BOND. BOD: SPECTRA GLAZE DP KINGSTON BLUE
GLAZED  BLOCK  VENEER, 4X8X16 SIZE, RUNNING BOND. BOD: SPECTRA GLAZE DP CAPRI YELLOW
GLAZED  BLOCK VENEER, 4X8X16 SIZE, RUNNING BOND. BOD: SPECTRA GLAZE DEEP PUMPKIN
GLAZED  BLOCK  VENEER, 4X8X16 SIZE, RUNNING BOND. BOD: SPECTRA GLAZE CONCORD PURPLE
GLAZED  BLOCK  VENEER, 4X8X16 SIZE, RUNNING BOND. BOD: SPECTRA GLAZE DP HEMLOCK GREEN
GLAZED  BLOCK  VENEER, 4X8X16 SIZE, RUNNING BOND. BOD: SPECTRA GLAZE DP BERMUDA BLUE
FORMED METAL PANEL. BOD: BERRIDGE ZINC COTE COLOR
METAL CANOPY FASCIA. BOD: BERRIDGE ZINC GREY 
ALUMINUM STOREFRONT OR CURTAIN WALL, CLEAR ANNODIZED. SEE A620 FOR TYPES. 
ALUMINUM SECTIONAL DOOR (GARAGE DOOR). CLEAR ANNODIZED.  
METAL SPANDREL PANEL, CLEAR ANNODIZED. 
NOT USED
FIBERGLASS-SANDWICH-PANEL ASSEMBLY
NOT USED
INTEGRAL SUN SHADE (TYPICAL AT ALL SOUTH, EAST AND WEST FACING PUNCHED OPENINGS) 
COLORED LAMINATED GLASS - BOD: MCGRORY GLASS HCMC-046
COLORED LAMINATED GLASS - BOD: MCGRORY GLASS HCMC-044
COLORED LAMINATED GLASS - BOD: MCGRORY GLASS HCMC-048
COLORED LAMINATED GLASS - BOD: MCGRORY GLASS HCMC-XXX
COLORED LAMINATED GLASS - BOD: MCGRORY GLASS HCMC-045
COLORED LAMINATED GLASS - BOD: MCGRORY GLASS HCMC-047
INSULATED HOLLOW METAL DOOR
DIMENSIONAL SIGNAGE - FABRICATED
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219002

SOUTHEAST

ELEMENTARY

DESIGN DEVELOPMENT

2019/10/16

EXTERIOR

ELEVATIONS 24x36

A-201.a

POUDRE SCHOOL DISTRICT

1/16" = 1'-0"A4
EAST ELEVATION @ NORTH SIDE .a

1/16" = 1'-0"A1
EAST ELEVATION @ SOUTH SIDE .a

1/16" = 1'-0"D4
NORTH ELEVATION @ SERVICE .a

1/16" = 1'-0"D6
SOUTH ELEVATION @ CAFETERIA .a

1/16" = 1'-0"A5
WEST ELEVATION @ CAFETERIA .a
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08-3
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08-5
08-6
08-7
08-8.1
08-8.2
08-8.3
08-8.4
08-8.5
08-8.6
08-9
10-1

ELEVATION KEYNOTES

4" PRECAST ARCHITECTURAL CONCRETE CAP
BRICK VENEER, ECONOMY SIZE, RUNNING BOND.  BOD: INTERSTATE BRICK, MOCHA. 
BRICK VENEER, ECONOMY SIZE, RUNNING BOND. BOD: INTERSTATE BRICK, SMOKEY MTN.
BRICK VENEER, ECONOMY SIZE, SOLDIER COURSE. BOD: INTERSTATE BRICK, SMOKEY MTN.
BRICK VENEER, ECONOMY SIZE, RUNNING BOND. BOD: INTERSTATE BRICK, COPPERSTONE.
BRICK VENEER, ECONOMY SIZE, SOLDIER COURSE. BOD: INTERSTATE BRICK, COPPERSTONE.
BRICK VENEER, ECONOMY SIZE, RUNNING BOND. BOD: INTERSTATE BRICK, PEWTER.
BRICK VENEER, ECONOMY SIZE, SOLDIER COURSE. BOD: INTERSTATE BRICK, PEWTER.
BRICK VENEER, ECONOMY SIZE, RUNNING BOND. BOD: SUMMIT, PEBLE GRAY.
BRICK VENEER, ECONOMY SIZE, SOLDIER COURSE. BOD: SUMMIT, PEBLE GRAY.
GLAZED BLOCK VENEER, 4X8X16 SIZE, RUNNING BOND. BOD: SPECTRA GLAZE DP KINGSTON BLUE
GLAZED  BLOCK  VENEER, 4X8X16 SIZE, RUNNING BOND. BOD: SPECTRA GLAZE DP CAPRI YELLOW
GLAZED  BLOCK VENEER, 4X8X16 SIZE, RUNNING BOND. BOD: SPECTRA GLAZE DEEP PUMPKIN
GLAZED  BLOCK  VENEER, 4X8X16 SIZE, RUNNING BOND. BOD: SPECTRA GLAZE CONCORD PURPLE
GLAZED  BLOCK  VENEER, 4X8X16 SIZE, RUNNING BOND. BOD: SPECTRA GLAZE DP HEMLOCK GREEN
GLAZED  BLOCK  VENEER, 4X8X16 SIZE, RUNNING BOND. BOD: SPECTRA GLAZE DP BERMUDA BLUE
FORMED METAL PANEL. BOD: BERRIDGE ZINC COTE COLOR
METAL CANOPY FASCIA. BOD: BERRIDGE ZINC GREY 
ALUMINUM STOREFRONT OR CURTAIN WALL, CLEAR ANNODIZED. SEE A620 FOR TYPES. 
ALUMINUM SECTIONAL DOOR (GARAGE DOOR). CLEAR ANNODIZED.  
METAL SPANDREL PANEL, CLEAR ANNODIZED. 
NOT USED
FIBERGLASS-SANDWICH-PANEL ASSEMBLY
NOT USED
INTEGRAL SUN SHADE (TYPICAL AT ALL SOUTH, EAST AND WEST FACING PUNCHED OPENINGS) 
COLORED LAMINATED GLASS - BOD: MCGRORY GLASS HCMC-046
COLORED LAMINATED GLASS - BOD: MCGRORY GLASS HCMC-044
COLORED LAMINATED GLASS - BOD: MCGRORY GLASS HCMC-048
COLORED LAMINATED GLASS - BOD: MCGRORY GLASS HCMC-XXX
COLORED LAMINATED GLASS - BOD: MCGRORY GLASS HCMC-045
COLORED LAMINATED GLASS - BOD: MCGRORY GLASS HCMC-047
INSULATED HOLLOW METAL DOOR
DIMENSIONAL SIGNAGE - FABRICATED
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DESIGN DEVELOPMENT

2019/10/16

EXTERIOR

ELEVATIONS 24x36

A-202.a

POUDRE SCHOOL DISTRICT

1/16" = 1'-0"A1
NORTH ELEVATION @ AREA B .a

1/16" = 1'-0"A3
WEST ELEVATION @ CORRIDOR .a

1/16" = 1'-0"D3
WEST ELEVATION @ FIRE TOWER .a
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DESIGN DEVELOPMENT

2019/10/16

EXTERIOR

PERSPECTIVES 24x36

A-203.a

POUDRE SCHOOL DISTRICT

View of main entry from visitor parking lot, looking west View of outdoor learning courtyard, looking east.

View of Travers Stakes Street, at main visitor cehicular entry looking northwest. View from roundabout at American Oaks Street looking south.
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 
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LOT 3 - FEE SIMPLE TOWNHOUSES AND CLUBHOUSE WITH POOL 

LOT 4. TOVVNHOME STYLE AND STACKED CONDOMINIUMS 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: 

Thornburg - Hamilton 3rd Subdivision Lots 1, 3 and 4 

PLANNING MANAGER APPROVAL CERTIFICATE 

TH IS SPEC IAL REVIEW IS APPROVED, SUBJECT TO ALL CONDITIONS SET FORTH HEREON, BY THE 

CURRENT PLANNING MANAGER OF THE CITY OF LOVELAND, LARIMER COUN1Y, COLORADO, 

THIS 1-s DAY OF J1 )O:f' AD., 20.lb_ BY TI,E CURRENT Pl.ANNING 

. - ------

OWNER'S SIGNATURE BLOCK 

THE UNDERSIGNED AGREE THAT THE REAL PROPERTY DESCRIBED IN THE APPLICATION FOR SPECIAL REVIEW FILED 

HEREWITH, AND AS SHOVVN ON THE SITE PLAN AND CONDITIONS, SHALL BE SUBJECT TO THE REQUIREMENTS OF 

CHAPTER 18.40 OF THE MUNICIPAL CODE OF THE CITY OF LOVELAND. COLORADO, AND ANY OTHER ORDINANCES OF 

THE CITY OF LOVELAND THERETO. THE UNDERSIGNED ALSO UNDERSTANDS THAT IF CONSTRUCTION OF ALL 

IMPROVEMENTS IS NOT COMPLETED AND IF THE SPECIAL REVIEW USES ARE NOT ESTABLISHED WITHIN THREE YEARS 

OF THE DATE OF APPROVAL, OR OTHER COMPLETIONS DATE OR DATES ESTABLISH ED IN A DEVELOPMENT 

AGREEMENT APPROVED BY THE CITY, THE CITY MAY TAKE AN ACTION TO DECLARE THE PERMIT AND SPECIAL REVIEW 

PLANS ABANDONED AND NULL ANO VOID 

NOTARIAL C_ER1lf:_ICATE 

STATE OF COLORADO 

couNTYOF Lo.6me..r 
I 
)SS. 
I 

THE FOREGOING INSTRUMENT WAS ACKNOWLEDGED BEFORE ME THIS 

DAY OF P117n\ . , () I 6 
BY ;1/"m :1:i:1, oer 

WITNESS MY HAND AND OFFICIAL SEAL. 

(SEAL) 

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

PLANNING 

KELLIE NIETFELD 
NOTARY PUBLIC 

-STATE OF COI.ORAD0 
NOTARY ID 20 164034783 

MV C0M\ltSSl0N EXPIRES SEPTEMBER 9. 2020 

1. ALL LANDSCAPING. IRRIGATION, ANO FENCING WITHIN THE RIGHTS-OF-WAY MUST BE INSTALLED OR FINANCIALLY 
SECURED WlTH THE CITY PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE FIRST BUILDING PERMIT WITHIN THORNBURG HAMIL TON 
THIRD SUBDIVISION. THE MAINTENANCE OF THE FENCE AND LANDSCAPING SHALL BE THE RESPONSIB ILITY OF THE 
DEVELOPER OR METROPOLITAN DISTRICT IF SAID DISTRICT HAS BEEN ESTABU SHED 

2 ALL LANDSCAPED AREAS SHALL HAVE A PERMANENT IRRIGATION SYSTEM INSTAU.ED CAPABLE OF MEETING THE 
TYPICAL WATERING REQUIREMENTS OF THE PLANT MATERIAL . WITHIN THE NON· IRR1GATED NATIVE GRASS AREA FOR 
THE DETENTION POND, PERMANENT DRIP LINES FOR THE TREES SHALL BE INSTALLED AND TEMPORARY IRRIGATION 
OF THE SEED MIX SHALL BE PROVIDED TO ENSURE THAT THE SEED GERMINATES AND IS ESTABLISHED WEED FREE. 

3. PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE FIRST BUILDING PERMIT IN EACH PHASE OF DEVELOPMENT ON LOT 1, THORNBURG 
HAMILTON 3RD/ SUBDIVISION, ALL LANDSCAPING AND AMENITIES ASSOCIATED WITH THAT PHASE SHALL BE El"TrlER 
INSTALLED OR SECURED WITH THE CITY. THIS INCLUDES ALL WA1ER IRRIGATION METERS AND TAP FEES. 

4. PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF TI-IE FIRST RESIDENTIAL BUILDING PERMIT IN PHASE 3 OF LOT 1, THORNBURG HAMIL TON 
3RD/ SUBDlVISION , THE CLUBHOUSE AND ASSOCIATED /.W'iENITIES SHOWN ON THE SPECIAL REVIEW DRAWINGS SHALL 
BE EITHER CONSlRUCTED OR FINANCIALLY SECURED 

5. THE GARAGES WITHIN LOT 1 ARE REQUIRED PARKING SPACES FOR VEHICLES AND ARE NEEDED TO SATISFY THE 
CITY'S PARKING STANDARDS. GARAGES SHALL BE USED FOR OPERABLE MOTOR VEHICLES ONLY. THIS CONDITION 
SHALL ALSO BE INCORPORA1ED INTO THE COVENANTS AND RESTRICTIONS FOR THE PROPERTY. 

6. ALL COMMON AREA LANDSCAPING, FENCING, AND AMENITIES SHALL BE EITHER INSTALLED OR FINANCfALL Y SECURED 
WITH THE CITY PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE FIRST BUILDING PERMIT WITHIN LOT 3. 

7. ALL LANDSCAPING WITH IN THE INDIVIDUAL TOWNHOME LOTS, AS SHOWN ON THE LANDSCAPE PLAN, SHALL BE 
INSTALLED OR FINANCIALLY SECURED CITY THE CITY PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF A CERTIFICATE OF OCCUPANCY FOR 
THE LOT. 

8. PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE FIRST BUILDING PERMIT VVITHIN EACH PHASE OF DEVELOPMENT IN LOT 4, 
THORNBURG HAMIL TON 3RD/ SUBDIVISION, ALL LANDSCAPING, FENCING AND IRRIGATION TAPS AND METER SHALL BE 
EITHER INSTALLED OR FINANCIALLY SECURED WITH THE CITY 

TRANSPORTATION 

9. A LL PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS SHALL COMPLY WITH THE LARIMER COUNTY' URBAN AREA STREET STANDARDS (LCUASS). 

10. THE DEVELOPER AGREES TO ACQUIRE AND DED ICATE, AT NO COST TO THE CITY, ANY RIGHTS-OF-WAY NECESSARY 
FOR THE REQUIRED S1REET IMPROVEMENTS ASSOCIATED WITH THIS DEVELOPMENT. 

11. PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF ANY BUILDING PERMITS WITHIN THE THORNBURG HAMILTON 3RD OR 4TH FILING, 
PURSUANT TO THE PROVIS IONS IN SECTION 16.40.010.B OF THE LOVELAND MUNICIPAL CODE, THE DEVELOPER SHALL 
DESIGN AND CONSTRUCT THE FOLLOWING PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS UNLESS ALREADY DESIGNED AND CONSlRUCTEO 
BY OTHERS· 

a. ALL PUBLIC STREET IMPROVEMENTS ON FAIRGROUNDS AVENUE (CR5) AND CR30 INCLUDING, INTERSEC"TlON 
IMPROVEMENTS, INTERSECTION PEDESTRIAN SIGNALIZATION, FENCING ON FAIRGROUNDS AVENUE, 
ROADWAY PAVING, CURB & GUTTER, RAISED MEDIANS AND AUXILIARY TURN LANES AS SHOWN ON THE 
OFF-SITE PUBLIC IMPROVEMENT CONSTRUCTION PL.ANS TITLED LCR 30 AND FAIRGROUNDS AVENUE 
PREPARED BY NORTHERN ENGINEERING. 

b. ALL CURB, GUTTER, ROADWAY PAVING, SIDEWALKS, /J.DA RAMPS AND ACCESS DRIVEWAYS AS SHOWN ON 
THE CITY APPROVED PUBLIC IMPROVEMENT CONSTRUCTION PLANS FOR THORNBURG HAMIL TON 3RD FILING, 
WITHIN EACH RESPECTIVE PHASE AS SHOWN ON THE PHASING PLAN 

12 IF ANY FUTURE CONNECTIONS FOR ACCESS ARE PROPOSED TO THE LOCAL RESIDENTIAL ROUNDABOUT WITH THE 
DEVELOPMENT OF THE SCHOOL Sl1E WITHIN THE THORNBURG HAMIL TON 3RD SUBDIVISION THAT WILL RESULT IN 
SCHOOL BUSES ENTERING THE ROUNDABOUT, THEN A ROUNDABOUT ANALYSIS REPORT AS REQUIRED BY LCUASS 
APPENDIX I SHALL BE SUBMITTED FOR REVIEW BY THE CITY AND MODIFICATIONS TO THE ROUNDABOUT MAY BE 
NECESSARY PRIOR TO ANY APPROVAL FOR THE SCHOOL SITE. 

13 CITY SIGNED SITE DEVELOPMENT PLANS (INCLUDING ANY ASSOCIATED PUBLIC IMPROVEMENT CONSTRUCTION 
PLANS), OR THE ISSUANCE OF BUILDING PERMITS, DOES NOT ALLOW ANY CONSTRUCTION WITHIN PUBLIC STREET OR 
ALLEY RIGHTS-OF-WAY OR PEDESTRIAN EASEMENTS. A SEPARATE Cl1Y DEVELOPMENT CONSTRUCTION PERMIT OR 
STREET RIGHT·OF·WAY (ROW) WORK PERM IT MUST BE OBTAINED BY THE DEVELOPER AND/OR HIS CONTRACTOR AT 
THE ClTY PROJECT ENGINEERING OFFICE (AND APPROVED BY PROJECT ENGINEERING) PRIOR TO ANY REPAIR OR 
CONSTRUCTION OF SIDEWALK, CURB AND GUTTER, DRIVEWAY ACCESSES, OR ANY OTHER CONSTRUCTION IN CITY 
STREET OR ALLEY RIGHTS·OF·WAY OR PEDESTRIAN EASEMENTS, (THIS INCLUDES ALL ITEMS PROPOSED IN 
RIGHTS-OF-WAY SUCH AS UTILITY STREET CUTS, SIDEWALK RAMPS, CONSTRUCTION STAGING PROPOSED IN STREET, 
LANDSCAPING, TRAFFIC CONTROL, ETC.). (CALL 970-962·2510 TO DISCUSS DETAILS TO OBTAIN A ROW WORK PERMIT) 

14. PRIOR TO THE COMMENCEMENT OF ANY CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY THAT WILL INVOLVE ANY EXISTING OR PROPOSED 
STREET SIGNS OR TRAFFIC CONTROL DEVICES FOR OR WITH IN PUBLIC STREET RIGHTS·OF-WAY (ROW), THE 
DEVELOPER AND/OR HIS CONTRACTOR SHALL CONTACT THE CITY TRAFFIC DIVISION AT (970) 962·2535 TO 
COORDINATE THE REMOVAL , RELOCATION, INSTALLATION, AND/OR PROPER STORING OF THE SIGN(S) OR TRAFFIC 
CONTROL DEVICE($) AND OBTAIN A ROW WORK PERMIT FROM THE CITY PUBLIC WORKS ENGINEERING DIVISION TO DO 
SUCH WORK. HOWEVER, IF THE DEVELOPER AND/OR HIS CONTRACTOR REMOVES OR RELOCATES ANY EXISTING 
STREET SIGN($) OR TRAFFIC CONTROL DEVICE(S) FOR OR WITHIN ~E PUBLIC ROW WITHOUT FIRST OBTAINING A ROW 
WORK PERMIT FROM THE CITY PUBLIC WORKS DIVISION, THEN THE CONTRACTOR WILL BE CHARGED FOR THE LABOR, 
MATERIALS , AND EQUIPMENT TO REINSTAU. THE SIGN{S) OR TRAFFIC CONTROL DEVICE($) AS DEEMED NECESSARY 
BY THE CITY. THE DEVELOPER AND/OR HIS CONTRACTOR WILL ALSO BE CHARGED TO REPLACE ANY EXIS11NG 
STREET SIGNS OR TRAFFIC CONTROL DEVICES THAT WERE DAMAGED OR BLEMISHED DURING ANY CONSTRUCTION 
ACTIVITY AS DEEMED NECESSARY BY THE CITY. THE DEVELOPER AND/OR HIS CONTRACTOR MAY ALSO BE SUBJECT 
TO ADDITIONAL FINES AS PER THE LOVELAND MUNICIPAL CODE. 

15 ALL TREES, SHRUBS , AND OTHER PLANT MATERIALS LOCATED V\JITHIN CLEAR SIGHT TRIANGLES SHALL BE TRIMMED IN 
ACCORDANCE WITH THE REQUIREMENTS OF SEC110N 7 OF THE LARIMER COUNTY URBAN AREA STREET STANDARDS 
(LCUASS). UNDER CURRENT LCUASS REQUIREMENTS, TREES SHALL BE LIMBED TO A HEIGHT OF NOT LESS THAN 
EIGHT (8) FEET AND SHRUBS ANO OTHER PLANT MATERIALS SHALL BE MAINTAINED AT A HEIGHT OF NOT MORE THAN 
TH IRTY (30) INCHES, AND SAID MAINTENANCE SHALL BE CONDUCTED IN PERPETUITY. TREES ARE ALSO REQUIRED TO 
BE KEPT LIMBED UP A MINIMUM OF 8' ABOVE AU. STREET SIDEWALKS. 
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Thornburg 

LAND USE STATISTICS - LOT 1 

LAND USE STATISTICS - LOT 1 

EXISTING ZONING: 

SITE ACREAGE 

LAND USE: 

B - BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT 

481,511 SF/11.0SAC 

MULTI-FAMILY APARTMENTS 

16 UNIT BUILDINGS= TEN= 160 UNITS MAX HEIGHT= 29'-6" HEIGHT TO EAVE= 19'- 4" 

TOT AL BUILDINGS - 10 
TOTAL UNITS= 160 
DENSITY= 14.5 OU/AC 

16 UNIT GUlLDINGS- QTY= 10 
1 BEDROOM UNITS = 4 1 X 4 a. 4 BEDROOM x 10 SLOGS = 
2 BEDROOM UNITS• 10 
3 BEDROOM UNITS= 2 

2 X 10 = 20 BEDROOMS){ 10 BLDGS = 
3 X 2 = 6 BEDROOMS x 10 BLDG$= 

TOTAL FOR PROJECT 
1 BEDROOM UNITS = 40 
2 BEDROOM UNITS'" 100 
3 BEDROOM UNITS .a 20 

TOTAL BEDROOMS= 300 

SQUARE FOOT AGE 

16 UNIT BUILDING FOOTPRINT = 
TOTAL FOOTPRINT FOR 10 BUILDINGS= 

BUILDING FOOTPRINT FOR CLUBHOUSE= 

8 ,364 
83,640 

1,728 

BUILDING FOOTPRINT FOR 6 CAR GARAGE= 1,360 
TOTAL FOOTPRINT FOR 2 BU ILDINGS= 2,720 

BUILDING FOOTPRINT FOR 7 CAR GARAGE= 1,585 
TOTAL FOOTPRINT FOR 7 BUILDINGS= 11,095 

BUILDING FOOTPRINT FOR 8 CAR GARAGE= 1,797 
TOTAL FOOTPRINT FOR 2 BUILDINGS"' 3,594 

BUILDING FOOTPRINT FOR 9CAR GARAGE= 2,043 
TOTAL FOOTPRINT FOR 1 BUILDINGS= 2,043 

FOOTPRINT FOR TRASH ENCLOSURE = 140 
TOTAL FOOTPRINT FOR 10 ENCLOSURES = 1,400 

TOTAL FOOTPRINT FOR ALL BUILDINGS= 106,220 

GROSS BUILDING SF :::: 16,571 

TOTAL BUILDINGS SF FOR 10 BUILDINGS= 165,710 

NO"IE: CALCULATION5 INCLUDE SQUARE FOOTAGE FROM ALL FLOORS 
Of ONLY APARTMENT BUILDINGS 

BUILDING OCCUPANCY 

TYPE OF CONSTRUCTION 

LANDSCAPE AREAS 

TURF AREAS: 

MULCH AREAS· 

168,062 SF. 

60,513 SF 

R2 

V-B 

TOTAL: 228,575 SF= 47.4% OF TOTAL SITE 

OPEN SPACE AREAS 

INTERNAL SIDEWALKS: 

LANDSCAPE AREAS 

53,806 SF 

228,575 SF 

TOTAL: 282,381 SF= 58.6% OF TOTAL SITE 

FEMA FLOODPLAIN NO 

PARKING REQUIREMENTS 

VEHICULAR PARKING 

# UNITS PARKING REQUIREMENT 

160 x 2 = 320 SPACES 

NUMBER OF SPACES PROVIDED: 

SINGLE CAR CAR GARAGE = 
ADA SPACES = 
ON SITE PARKING :c: 

TOTAL PROVIDED =-

86 SPACES 
14 SPACES 
227 SPACES 

327 SPACES 

40 BEDROOMS 
200 BEDROOMS 
60 BEDROOMS 

BICYCLE PARKING: 2 BIKE SPACES FOR EVERY 25 REQ. VEHICULAR SPACES 

REQUIRED: 26 SPACES 

PROVIDED· 
FIXED RACKS 

TOTAL PROVIDED: 

SINGLE LOOP RP.CK IN BREEZEWAY­
PROVIDES 2 SPACES EACH 
20 X 2 = 40 BIKE SPACES 

40 SPACES 

GROSS AREA COVERAGE 
SQUARE FEET ACRES %OF 

TOTAL BUILDING FOOTPRINTS 106,220 2.44 22.1% 

LANDSCAPE 228,575 5.25 47.4% 

PAVED DRIVE AND PARKING 92.910 2. 13 19.3% 

SIDEWALKS/HARDSCAPE 53,806 1.23 11.2% 

TOTAL AREA: 48 1,511 11.05 100% 

- Hamilton 3rd Subdivision, 
' 
3 and 4 Lots 1 

Land Use Statistics 

LAND USE STATISTICS - LOT 3 

LAND USE STATISTICS - LOT 3 

EXISTING ZONING : 

SITE ACREAGE 

LAND USE: 

B - BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT 

H1,190SF/3.93AC 

MUL Tl-FAMILY - TOVVNHOMES 

5 UNIT BUILDINGS= FOUR= 20 UNITS MAX HEIGHT= 31- O" HEIGHT TO EAVE= 21'- O" 

6 UNIT BUILDINGS::: l HREE =18 UNITS MAX HEIGHT"' 31'- O" HEIGHT TO EAVE= 21 '- O'' 

TOTAL BUILDINGS- 7 
TOTAL UNITS= 38 
DENSITY= 9.7 DU/AC 

5 UNIT BUILDINGS - QTY= 4 
1 BEDROOM UNITS= 0 
2 BEDROOM UNITS:::: 2 
3 BEDROOM UNITS= 3 

2 x 2 = 4 BEDROOMS x 4 BLDGS = 16 BEDROOMS 
3 x 3 = 9 BEDROOMS x 4 BLOGS = 36 BEDROOMS 

6 UNIT BUILDINGS _(~NCH ENQ~} - QTY= 2 
1 BEDROOM UNITS= 0 
2 BEDROOM UNITS= 3 2 x 3 = 6 BEDROOMS x 2 BLDGS = 12 BEDROOMS 
3 BEDROOM UNITS= 3 3 x 3 = 9 BEDROOMS x 2 BLDGS::: 18 BEDROOMS 

6 UNIT BUILDINGS - QTY= 1 
1 BEDROOM UNITS - 0 
2 BEDROOM UNITS = 2 
3 BEDROOM UNITS :::: 4 

2 x 2 = 4 BEDROOMS x 1 BLDG$:::: 4 BEDROOMS 
3 x 4 = 12 BEDROOMS x 1 BLDGS = 12 BEDROOMS 

TOT AL FOR PROJECT 
1 BEDROOM UNITS= 0 
2 BEDROOM UNITS"' 16 
3 BEDROOM UNITS = 22 

TOTAL BEDROOMS= 98 

SQUARE FOOTAGE 

5 UNIT BUILDING FOOTPRINT • 
TOTAL FOOTPRINT FOR 4 BUILDINGS= 

6,299 
25.196 

6 UNIT BUILDING FOOTPRINT (RANCH ENDS) :::: 8,006 
TOTAL FOOTPRINT FOR 2 BUILDINGS= 16,012 

6 UNIT BUILDING FOOTPRINT = 7,492 
TOTAL FOOTPRINT FOR 1 BUILDINGS= 7,492 

BUILDING FOOTPRINT FOR CLUBHOUSE"' 1,728 

TOTAL FOOTPRINT FOR ALL BU ILDINGS= 

5 UNIT GROSS BUILDING SF :::: 
TOTAL SF FOR 4 BUILDINGS= 

50,420 

11,803 
47,212 

6 UNIT GROSS BUILDING SF (RANCH ENDS) = 14 ,320 
TOTAL SF FOR 2 BUILDINGS"' 28,640 

6 UNIT GROSS BUILDING SF = 
TOTAL SF FOR 1 BUILDINGS= 

TOTAL SF FOR ALL BU ILDINGS"' 

14,068 
14,068 

89,920 

NOTE CALCULATIONS INCLUDE SQUARE FOOTAGE FROM ALL FLOORS 
ANO BASEMENTS OF ONLY TOl/i/NHOME BUILDINGS. 

BUILDING OCCUPANCY 

TYPE OF CONSTRUCTION 

LANDSCAPE AREAS 

TURF AREAS: 

MULCH AREAS: 

OPEN SPACE AREAS 

INTERNAL SIDEWALKS: 

LANDSCAPE AREAS 

FEMA FLOODPLAIN 

37,053 SF. 

25,037 SF. 

NIA 

NIA 

TOTAL: 62,090 SF:::: 36.3% OF TOTAL SITE 

24,386 SF 

62,090 SF 

TOTAL: 86,476 SF= 50.5% OF TOTAL SITE 

NO 

PARKING REQUIREMENTS 

VEHICULAR PARKING 

#UNITS PARKING REQUIREMENT 

38 x 2 "' 76 SPACES 

NUMBER OF SPACES PROVIDED: 

DOUBLE CAR GARAGE 
DRIVEWAY SPACES 
ADA SPACES 
ON SITE PARKING 

76 SPACES 
76 SPACES 
2 SPACES 
20 SPACES 

= 174 SPACES TOTAL PROVIDED 

BICYCLE PARKING : 2 BIKE SPACES FOR EVERY 25 REQ. VEHICULJ\R SPACES 

REQUIRED: 7 SPACES 

PROVIDED· 
FIXED RACKS 

TOTAL PROVIDED: 

TWO (2) TRIPLE LOOP RACKS 
PROVIDES 4 SPACES EACH 
2 X 4 = 8 BIKE SPACES 

8 SPACES 

GROSS AREA COVERAGE 
SQUARE FEET ACRES 

TOTAL BU ILDING FOOTPRINTS 50,428 1.16 

LANDSCAPE 62,090 1.42 

PAVED DRIVE AND PARKING 34,286 0.79 

SIDEWALKS/HARDSCAPE 24.386 0.56 

TOTAL AREA 171, 190 3.93 

%OF 

29.5% 

36.3% 

20.0% 

14 .2% 

100% 

LAND USE STATISTICS - LOT 4 

LAND USE STATISTICS - LOT 4 

EXISTING ZONING: 

SITE ACREAGE: 

B - BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT 

375,054 SF/ 8.61 AC 

LAND USE: MUL T l-FAMI LY - CONDOMINIUMS 

4 UN IT BUILDINGS= FOUR= 16 UNITS MAX HEIGHT= 31'-6" HEIGHT TO EAVE= 21 - O" 

5 UN IT BUILDINGS= FIVE= 25 UNITS MAX HEIGHT= 31' - 6" HEIGHT TO EAVE= 21 - O" 

8 UN IT BUILDINGS:::: SEVEN= 56 UNITS MAX HEIGHT"' 31' - 8" HEIGHT TO EAVE= 19'- 1 O'' 

TOTAL BUILDINGS ­
TOTAL UNITS= 
DENS ITY .. 

16 
97 
11.3 DU/AC 

4 UN IT BUILDINGS - QTY= 4 
1 BEDROOM UNITS - 0 
2 BEDROOM UNITS= 1 
3 BEDROOM UNITS .a 3 

2 x 1 = 2 BEDROOMS x 4 BLDGS = 8 BEDROOMS 
3 x 3"' 9 BEDROOMS x 4 BLDGS = 36 BEDROOMS 

5 UN IT BUILDINGS- QTY= 5 
--, EfEDROOM UNtTs·-~ o 

2 BEDROOM UNITS= 2 
3 BEDROOM UNITS= 3 

2 x 2:::: 4 BEDROOMS x 5 BLDGS "'20 BEDROOMS 
3 x 3 = 9 BEDROOMS x 5 BLDGS = 45 BEDROOMS 

8 UNIT BUILDINGS - QTY:::: 7 
1 BEDROOM UNITS - 0 
2 BEDROOM UNITS= 4 
3 BEDROOM UNITS= 4 

2 x 4 = 8 BEDROOMS x 7 BLDGS = 56 BEDROOMS 
3 x 4 = 12 BEDROOMS x 7 BLDGS"' 84 BEDROOMS 

TOTAL FOR PROJECT 
1 BEDROOM UNITS= 0 
2 BEDROOM UNITS "' 42 
3 BEDROOM UNITS= 55 

TOTAL BEDROOMS= 249 

SQUARE FOOTAGE 

4 UNIT BUILDING FOOTPRINT "' 
TOTAL FOOTPRINT FOR 4 BU ILDINGS= 

5 UNIT BUILDING FOOTPRINT "' 
TOTAL FOOTPRINT FOR 5 BUILDINGS"' 

8 UNIT BUI LDING FOOTPRINT • 
TOTAL FOOTPRINT FOR 7 BUILDINGS= 

TOTAL FOOTPRINT FOR ALL BU ILDINGS:: 

4 UNIT GROSS BUILDING SF = 
TOTAL SF FOR 4 BUILDINGS= 

5 UNIT GROSS BUILDING SF = 
TOTAL SF FOR 5 BUILDINGS"' 

6 UNIT GROSS BUILDING SF = 
TOT ALT SF FOR 7 BUILDINGS = 

TOTAL T SF FOR All BUILDINGS= 

4,624 
18,496 

5,736 
28,680 

8,012 
56,084 

103,260 

6,302 
25,208 

7,728 
38,640 

11,528 
80,696 

144,544 

NOTE: CALCULATIONS INCLUDE SQUARE FOOTAGE rnOM ALL FLOORS 
OF CONDOMINIUM BUILDINGS 

BUILDING OCCUPANCY 

TYPE OF CONSTRUCTION 

LAN_DSCAPE ~REAS 

TURF AREAS: 

MULCH AREAS: 

OPEN SPACE AREAS 

INTERNAL SIDEWALKS: 

LANDSCAPE AREAS 

FEMA FLOODPLAIN 

86,944 SF 

42 ,690 SF 

R2 

V-B 

TOTAL: 129,634 SF= 34.8% OF TOTAL SITE 

33,090 SF 

129,634 SF 

TOTAL: 162,724 SF= 43.4% OF TOTAL SITE 

NO 

PARKING REQUIREMENTS 

VEHICULAR PARKING 

# UNITS _ P~8KING REQUIREMENT 

97 x 2 = 194 SPACES 

NUMBER OF SPACES PROVIDED 

194 SPACES DOUBLE CAR GARAGE 
DRIVEWAY SPACES 
ADA SPACES 

= 194 SPACES 
5 SPACES 

ON SITE PARKING 61 SPACES 

454 SPACES TOTAL PROVIDED 

BICYCLE PARKING · 

REQUIRED: 7 SPACES 

PROVIDED: 

2 BIKE SPACES FOR EVERY 25 REQ. VEHICULAR SPACES 

FIXED RACKS 

TOTAL PROVIDED: 

TWO (2) TRIPLE LOOP RACKS 
PROVIDES 4 SPACES EACH 
3 X 4 = 12 BIKE SPACES 

12 SPACES 

GROSS AREA COVERAGE 
SQUARE FEET ACRES 

TOTAL BUILDING FOOTPRINTS 103,260 2 .37 

LANDSCAPE 129,634 2.98 

PAVED DRIVE AND PARKING 109,070 2 .50 

SIDEWALKS/HARDSCAPE 33,090 0 .76 

TOTAL AREA: 375,054 8.61 

%OF 

27.5% 

34.6% 

29.1% 

8.8% 

100% 
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Thornburg Hamilton - 3rd Subdivis 
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Planning Commission Staff Report 
December 9, 2019 

Ranch Acres – Rezoning 
Agenda #: Regular Agenda #3 PZ #19-00137 Rezoning 
Location 101 & 109 Ranch Acres Drive – West side of N. Garfield Avenue (Highway 

287) between Ranch Acres Drive and W. 57th Street 
 

Development Review Team Recommended Motion 
Recommended Motion(s): 
Move to make the findings listed in this Staff Report dated December 9, 2019, and based on those findings recommend 
approval to the City Council for rezoning Ranch Acres First Addition from P-94: Ranch Acres First Addition Planned Unit 
Development (PUD) to B – Developing Business. 

Options Consequence 
Approve the Motion Approval of the motion would allow the application to proceed onto City 

Council for consideration of an ordinance to rezone Tracts DD & EE – Ranch 
Acres First Addition. 

Deny the Motion or take no action Denying the motion would require the applicant to reconsider the 
application or proceed onto City Council knowing that the request is not 
supported by Planning Commission. 
 
Taking no action on the motion would cause further delay in the applicant's 
ability to develop the site.  

Adopt a Modified Action As an alternative, additional conditions could be added to the Rezoning 
(based upon the findings) should the Planning Commission identify findings 
not being addressed and/or contrary to the City staff analysis. 

Refer back to Staff If the item was referred back to staff, staff requests that Planning 
Commission provide specific direction in reaching resolution on the 
requested Rezoning. 

Project Summary 
Summary 
This application proposes to rezone 6.0 acres (Tracts DD & EE – Ranch Acres First Addition) and approximately 9.2 
additional acres of rights-of-way (i.e. portions of Ranch Acres Drive, N. Garfield Avenue, and W. 57th Street) (the 
“Property”) from p-94: Ranch Acres First Addition Planned Unit Development (PUD) to B – Developing Business.  The B 
zoning district designation allows for a variety of commercial, office and multi-family uses.  As such, this zoning would 
allow the applicant to pursue a planned senior multi-family housing development at this location (see Exhibit A below).  
The B zoning district designation is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan land use designation and with the goals and 
policies of the Highway 287 Corridor Plan (see Exhibit B below).  In addition, the proposed zoning is consistent and 
compatible with the surrounding City zoning pattern.  (Please refer to Relevant Zoning District Regulations below, 
regarding specific details to UDC standards.)  
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Purpose 
The goal with this rezoning is to establish a zoning designation that is conducive to an anticipated senior multi-family 
housing development.  With the Highway 287 Corridor Plan, incorporating multi-family developments along the corridor 
is an important land use goal in sustaining commercial development while providing such commercial conveniences to 
multi-family uses.  The rezoning also cleans-up an existing PUD zoning that no longer has vested/entitlement rights due 
to the fact that the process was never followed through as required under the previous zoning ordinance.  The current 
PUD zoning has no development rights and would have to be rezoned under any circumstance for future development.  
 

VICINITY MAP 

 
Site Highlighted in Red 

6.0 acres, currently zoned P-94: Ranch Acres First Addition Planned Unit Development (PUD) 
 
Background 
The Property was annexed into the City in 2007 as the Ranch Acres First Addition through a “serial” process that 
included 5 separate additions (see Attachment E).  The entire series was zoned PUD and reason why the proposed 
rezoning should include not only the parcels but the rights-of-way as well.  PUD zoning was established because a 
specific commercial development was anticipated at the time of annexation.  However, the applicant is not the original 
developer and does not intend to development the property as prescribed under the current Preliminary Development 

W. 57th Street 
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Plan (see Attachment E).  In comparison, the current PUD (if vested) has a greater impact on surrounding developments 
than what is currently being proposed. 
 
 
EXHIBIT A – Potential Development Concept Excerpt (This development concept has been 
provided by the applicant for information purposes.  The concept is not being formally 
proposed with this rezoning application and is not a guarantee that the property would 
develop as shown.)  
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EXHIBIT B – Comprehensive Plan Excerpt 

 
 
 
Key Issues 
From a City staff perspective, the proposed rezoning presents no key issues.  Following any successful rezoning, 
applications for replatting the property and Site Development Plan for detailed on and off-site improvements will be 
required.  These applications are processed administratively.  No neighborhood meetings or public hearings would be 
held beyond the requested rezoning.    

Attachments 
Attachment A – Rezoning Resolution 
Attachment B – Rezoning Assessment 
Attachment C – Applicant’s Community Participation Report 
Attachment D – Rezoning Map & Concept Plan (for illustration purposes only) 
Attachment E – Ranch Acres First Addition & Ranch Acres Preliminary Development Plan (current PUD zoning standards) 

Applicant Information Development Review Team Contacts 
Applicant:  
Brock Loomis 
JF Capital 

Planner: Troy Bliss 
Traffic Engineer: Randy Maizland 
LFRA: Ingrid McMillan-Ernst 

Property Owner:  
Chad Bessinger 
JF Capital 

Stormwater: Suzette Schaff 
Power: Mark Warner 
Water/Wastewater: Melissa Morin 

Site Data 
Subdivision Ranch Acres First Addition 
Land Area Approximately 15.2 acres 
Existing Buildings N/A – site is vacant/undeveloped 
Topography The site slopes west to east and is elevated above N. Garfield Avenue.  

SITE: CORRIDOR COMMERCIAL 
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Access Primary access would be from Ranch Acres Drive along the south end of the property as well 
as the likelihood of a restricted access with future development onto N. Garfield Avenue.  

Water Provider City of Loveland 
Wastewater Provider City of Loveland 
Power Provider City of Loveland 

Subject Property and Adjacent Property Designations 
 Existing Zoning Comprehensive Plan Existing Land Use(s) 
Subject Property P-94: Ranch 

Acres First 
Addition Planned 
Unit 
Development 

Corridor Commercial Vacant/undeveloped. 

Adjacent North Unincorporated 
Larimer County 

Corridor Commercial Vacant/undeveloped. 

Adjacent South Unincorporated 
Larimer County 

Corridor Commercial Commercial/office. 

Adjacent East Unincorporated 
Larimer County 
and B – 
Developing 
Business 

Corridor Commercial Commercial/retail/auto repair/auto sales 

Adjacent West Unincorporated 
Larimer County 

Low Density 
Residential 

Existing single-family neighborhood. 
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Relevant Zoning District Regulations 

Ranch Acres First Addition Current PUD – Preliminary 
Development Plan 

Proposed (B – Developing Business) 
UDC 

Minimum Lot Square Footage N/A 10,000 square feet for General 
Multifamily 

Maximum Building Coverage N/A 35% 
Minimum Open Space 56% N/A – However, multifamily 

developments require certain 
percentage of amenity areas 

Maximum Building Heights 40 feet 40 feet 
Minimum Lot Width N/A 100 feet 
Minimum Building Setback:   

• Front N/A 25 feet 
• Rear and Street Side N/A 15 feet 
• Interior Side N/A 6 feet 

 
Neighborhood Outreach 

Notification A neighborhood meeting was held on October 2, 2019, at the Development Center 
and began at 5:30 p.m.  Property owners within a 500-foot radius around the subject 
site were notified by mail and a sign posted at least 15 days in advance of the 
meeting.  
 
Notice for the Planning Commission hearing on December 9, 2019, was also mailed 
to property owners within a 500-foot radius of the site, a sign posted at least 15 days 
in advance of the hearing, and a notice published in the Reporter Herald. 
 
The neighborhood meeting and the public hearing were noticed in advance on the 
City’s website. 

Neighborhood Response No neighborhood response has been provided prior to the December 9, 2019 
Planning Commission hearing.   
 
At the neighborhood meeting held on October 2, 2019, approximately 3 neighbors 
along with the applicant and City staff were in attendance.  All of the neighbors were 
from the residential subdivision directly west and south of the subject property.  
Generally, neighbors expressed concerns with increased traffic on Ranch Acres drive 
and building heights associated with the proposed senior multi-family development.  
It was mentioned that traffic in the adjacent subdivision has to head south to W. 50th 
Street in order to reach a signalized intersection on N. Garfield Avenue.  It is 
anticipated that residents of the future senior multi-family development will do the 
same, impacting their subdivision.  The location of building(s) and preservation of 
open space were important design considerations for any future development. 

 

Planning Commission Criteria and Findings for Approval or Denial 
Pursuant to Section 18.17.09.01.A-D. of the City of Loveland Municipal Code the Planning Commission shall 
consider and make findings regarding the following criteria for B – Developing Business zoning. All findings must be 
met in order to approve the requested rezoning. 

Standards for Rezoning 
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The criteria of Resource Protection Policy & Plan Consistency and Public Benefits, below, are met; and 
Finding:  Staff finds that the criteria has been met. 
Analysis:  See Resource Protection Policy & Plan Consistency and Public Benefits analysis below. 
One or more of the alternatives set out in the Additional Findings, below, are met; 
Finding:  Staff finds that the criteria has been met. 
Analysis:  See Resource Protection Policy & Plan Consistency and Public Benefits analysis below. 
The subject property is a legal lot of record (or group of contiguous legal lots of record); and 
Finding:  Staff finds that the criteria has been met. 
Analysis:  The subject property is a legal lot of record.  However, due to the proposed development, the property will be 
replatted prior to any development activity. 
No legal lot of record will contain multiple zones within its boundaries as a result of the rezoning. 
Finding:  Staff finds that the criteria has been met. 
Analysis:  The rezoning is not proposing multiple zones within the property boundary. 

Resource Protection Policy 
It is the policy of the City not to rezone property in a manner that would create or facilitate the creation of 
development rights or entitlements that would either: 
Reduce the level of protection for significant natural resources that exist on the subject property; or 
Expose additional people or personal property to unmitigated natural hazards that are present on the subject 
property (e.g., fire, flood, or geological hazards). 
Finding:  Staff finds that the criteria has been met. 
Analysis:  Ranch Acres First Addition does contain some natural/habitat areas along the north property boundary 
(Louden Ditch).  However, no development is anticipated that would impact the ditch.  This area would be retained as 
natural open space associated with the development.   
This policy may be waived upon a finding by the City Council that: 
Alternative means have been implemented to achieve a comparable or better level of resource protection (e.g., 
conservation easements, development agreements, or other comparable mechanisms for resource protection); or 
The policy is outweighed by a substantial community interest that is served by approval of the rezoning (see 
Subsection C.1., below). 
Finding:  Staff finds that the criteria has been met. 
Analysis:  Not applicable. 

Plan Consistency and Public Benefits 

The proposed zone, as applied to the subject property, is consistent with its land use designation in the 
Comprehensive Plan or an amendment to the Comprehensive Plan is approved in accordance with Section 4 of the 
Comprehensive Plan prior to the approval of the rezoning application; 
Finding:  Staff finds that the criteria has been met. 
Analysis:  The proposed zoning is consistent with the Commercial Corridor land use designation of the Comprehensive 
Plan. 
Rezoning to the proposed zone will provide a benefit to the community or immediate area that cannot be provided 
under the existing zone, and the balance between the anticipated benefit, if any, and the anticipated burden on the 
community or immediate area, if any, is either neutral or favors the rezoning; 
Finding:  Staff finds that the criteria has been met. 
Analysis:  The proposed B zoning will provide a benefit to the community in offering a zoning that would accommodate 
a variety of commercial, office, and multi-family uses.  More particularly (based on the proposed future development), 
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the possibility of providing more senior housing options to residents of Loveland.  Under the current PUD zoning, no 
vesting or entitlements currently exist which does not allow for the PUD to develop in initially conceived. 
The proposed zone would not cause an I zone to share a boundary with an ER, R1e, R1, R2, R3e, or R3 zone, unless 
there is sufficient land area on the subject property to provide a buffer, as set out in Division 18.08.03, Standards for 
Bufferyards, and a development agreement is approved to mitigate use incompatibilities with fencing, walls, 
landscaping, noise and lighting restrictions, or other appropriate techniques; and 
Finding:  Staff finds that the criteria has been met. 
Analysis:  Not applicable. 

Adequate community facilities are available to serve development in the proposed zone in accordance with Section 
18.15.02.05, Determination Regarding Adequacy; or the proposed zone would limit demands upon community 
facilities more than the existing zone; or reasonable assurances are provided that adequate community facilities will 
be made available to serve new development by the time the new development places demands on the facilities. 
Finding:  Staff finds that the criteria has been met. 
Analysis:   
Transportation 
Rezoning a parcel or property does not warrant compliance with the City’s Adequate Community Facilities (ACF) 
ordinance. All future development or land application within this property shall be in compliance with the City of 
Loveland Transportation Plan, the Larimer County Urban Area Street Standards and any updates to either in effect at 
the time of development application. Moreover, as identified in the City Municipal Code Title 16, a Traffic Impact Study 
shall be required with all future development or other land use applications. The property will also be required to 
dedicate, free and clear, all applicable right-of-way to the City, at no cost to the City, at the time of development.  
 
Therefore, pending future proposed development within this property, of which review and approval by the City is 
required, the Transportation Development Review staff does not object to the proposed rezoning. 
 
Fire 
Staff believes that this finding can be met, due to the following: 

• With the proposed rezoning, the development site will comply with the requirements in the ACF Ordinance for 
response distance requirements from the first due Engine Company. 

• The rezoning of the land from PUD to B will not negatively impact fire protection for the subject development 
or surrounding properties. 
 

Water/Wastewater 
The development is situated within the City’s current service area for both water and wastewater. The Department 
finds that: 

• Reasonable assurances are provided that adequate community facilities will be made available to serve new 
development by the time the new development places demands on the facilities. 
 

Stormwater 
Staff believes the this finding can be met, due to the following: 

• The proposed development will meet all applicable requirements contained in the City of Loveland Storm 
Drainage Criteria; 

• The proposed development will provide for adequate major drainage facilities to convey stormwater flows 
from a hundred year storm event which will minimize property damage; and, 

• The proposed development meet all applicable drainage requirements of the City. 
 

Power 
This development is situated within the City’s current service area for power. The Department finds that the 

http://online.encodeplus.com/regs/loveland-co/doc-viewer.aspx?ajax=0&tocid=021.003.004.003
http://online.encodeplus.com/regs/loveland-co/doc-viewer.aspx?ajax=0&tocid=021.003.004.003
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Development will be compliant to ACF for the following reasons: 
• The proposed development will not negatively impact City power facilities. 
• The proposed public facilities and services are adequate and consistent with the City’s utility planning and 

provides for efficient and cost-effective delivery of City power. 
 

Additional Findings 
(The City Council may approve an application for rezoning upon a determination that at least one of the following 

three criteria has been met.) 

Alternative #1: Plan Implementation. The proposed zone is more appropriate than the existing zone to implement 
an adopted or approved current City plan that was developed with public input (e.g., the Comprehensive Plan, the 
Highway 287 Strategic Plan, etc.). 
Finding:  Staff finds that the criteria has been met. 
Analysis:  The proposed B zoning is more appropriate than the current PUD zoning with respect to implementing the 
City’s Comprehensive Plan of corridor commercial development.  Multi-family development is an appropriate corridor 
commercial development per the City’s Highway 287 Corridor Plan. 

Alternative #2: Change in Character of the Area. The City Council finds that the proposed zone is more appropriate 
than the existing zone because: 
a. There has been a change in character or capacity of public infrastructure in the area (e.g., installation of 
public facilities, other zone changes, new growth trends, deterioration, development transitions, etc.); and 
b. The proposed zone allows for the reasonable development or redevelopment of the subject property in a 
manner that will be compatible with its existing or planned context. 
Finding:  Staff finds that the criteria has been met. 
Analysis:  a) Not applicable. 
b) The proposed B zone is more appropriate than the current PUD zone because the current PUD is no longer 
vested/entitled.  Consequently, the property no longer has zoning in place to accommodate future development.  
Rezoning the property to a B zoning designation would allow for reasonable development of the subject property, 
compatible within both the existing and planned context of the area.  With future development applications, 
mitigating impacts on existing surrounding residential properties will need to be considered.  

Alternative #3: Need for Zone in Land Inventory. The City Council finds that the proposed zone is more appropriate 
than the existing zone because: 
a. There is greater need in the City for land in the proposed zone than the existing zone based on a market 
study provided by the applicant; and 
b. The proposed zone will promote a balance of land uses in the City that will improve economic opportunity 
or community mobility in alignment with the Comprehensive Plan. 
Finding:  Staff finds that the criteria has been met. 
Analysis:  a) No analysis has been provided in determining whether or not B zoning is in greater need compared to PUD.  
Consequently, this finding has not been met.  However, it is not required considering Alternative #1 is being addressed.   
b) The proposed B zone is more appropriate than the current PUD zone because it provides opportunities for additional 
housing rather than raw/vacant land not being utilized.  More housing options adds to the economic welfare of the City 
and helps balance land uses and support existing/proposed commercial development along the corridor. 

 
Planning Commission Comprehensive Plan Policy Guidance for Approval or Denial 

In considering an application for approval or denial the Planning Commission finds that the application either 
complies or does not comply with the following goals, and policies within the City of Loveland Comprehensive Plan: 
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Create Loveland 
Land Use Designation: Corridor Commercial 

• Serves local and regional retail uses; applies to a limited 
number of established businesses. 
 

• New development under this category should better integrate 
parcels and circulation as they redevelop.  Redevelopment 
should emphasize quality architecture and public realm over 
parking. 
 

• Suitable for B – Developing Business zoning. 
 

• Suggests building heights of 1 to 3 stories. 
 

• Appropriate residential uses including single and multi-family 
(as permitted by zoning).  Mixed-use is preferred. 

 

Staff Recommendation 
 
Staff is recommending approval of the Ranch Acres First Addition Rezoning.  No conditions are included in this 
recommendation.  

 

 



Rezoning Assessment – Ranch Acres Rezone from PUD to B 

1) Resource Protection
a) Protection of Natural Resources:  An environmental analysis of the subject property

revealed no significant existing natural resources.  Rezoning the property to Developing
Business will not reduce the level of protection of natural resources that the property
currently has under the PUD zoning designation.

b) Unmitigated Natural Hazard:  There is no reason to believe that the proposed rezone
will expose people or property to any unmitigated natural hazards to a degree more
than that to which they presently are under the current zoning.

2) Plan Consistency and Public Benefit
a) Consistency with the Comprehensive Plan – the subject property is identified in the

Comprehensive Plan as a “Development Opportunity Area.”  Additionally, Figure 3-6 of
the Plan labels the subject property and surrounding properties with this
implementation statement: “Broaden the feasible uses in the B- Developing Business
zoning district in order to facilitate residential and mixed-use development.”  The
proposed change of zoning is consistent with the intents and purposes identified in the
Comprehensive Plan.

b) Public Benefit – the PUD that was approved is no longer feasible.  The proposed rezone
will allow the property to be developed.  Development will include improvements to
public rights-of-way, needed utility connections that currently do not exist, and will also
lead to increased housing choice for community members.

c) Compatibility with Industrial Zoned Property – The properties surrounding the subject
property have not been annexed into the City and, therefore, do not have a zone
assigned by the City.  The parcels across the Garfield Ave. that are within city limits are
zoned Developing Business.

d) Adequate Community Facilities – the applicants have discussed the improvements to
community facilities that will be required to be constructed if the subject property were
developed under the Developing Business zoning district and are prepared to ensure
that the needed facilities are installed as discussed.

3) Additional Findings
a) Plan Implementation and Character of the Area – the proposed zoning district would

allow for the reasonable development of the property in a manner that will be more
compatible with the planned context of the area and would be consistent with the
Comprehensive Plan.

PC ATTACHMENT B



Community Participation Report 

Neighborhood Meeting Date:  October 2, 2019 

Attendance:  Brock Loomis (applicant), Troy Bliss (city staff), and four community members 

Summary of discussion: 
During the neighborhood meeting, residents voiced some concerns with the proposed 
conceptual project that was submitted.  Citizens had concerns regarding the potential height of 
the building as well as the potential of increased traffic in their neighborhood.  They were 
reminded that, at this point, the application is for a rezone of the property and not for the 
approval of a specific project shown on the conceptual plan that was submitted per the city’s 
request.  The current PUD allows for a building to be 50 feet in height – conceptually, we plan 
to develop four-story buildings, which would result in an overall height that is less than 50 feet.  
We also plan to add a new entrance onto Highway 287 that would be used as the primary 
entrance and exit for the project.   

The residents stated that they were of the opinion that it does not make sense to develop the 
property as a commercial project, requesting instead that it be developed as single family 
homes or that it be made into a park.  Our response to these concerns is that the zone we are 
requesting is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan designation of the property as a 
Development Opportunity Area.  We would not ask for a rezoning of the property were it not 
compatible with the community’s Comprehensive Plan. 

Overall, the meeting was a productive opportunity for us to receive input from our neighboring 
property owners.  While we appreciate all neighboring residents who care enough about their 
community to attend meetings regarding our project, we also acknowledge our responsibility to 
develop projects that meet market needs according to the city’s Comprehensive Plan and 
Zoning Ordinance.  

Thank you, 

Brock Loomis 
JF Capital 

PC ATTACHMENT C
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APARTMENT
169,000 SF

RANCH ACRES
LOVELAND, COLORADO

4-STORY APARTMENT - SITE PLAN STUDY - 10.24.2019
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