
38th & Blake Station Area Height Amendments 
Public Meeting #4 Meeting Summary 

Tuesday, May 24, 2016 
 

Open House: 5:30pm – 6:00pm 
Meeting Start: 6:00pm 
 
Councilmember Albus Brooks opened the meeting by recommending attendees to sit with 
someone with whom they do not know. Councilmember Brooks introduces himself as 
representative for District 9. He then asks the attendees to introduce themselves by raising their 
hands if they are residents who live within one mile of the station; employees who work within 
one mile of the station; developers within one mile of the station; those who this is their first time 
attending a 38th & Blake Height Amendments meeting; and those who have been attending two or 
more meetings.  
 
Councilman Brooks Introduction:  
 
This is the first time in the City’s history that we have amended adopted plans. We are doing this 
because the adopted plans within this station area conflict with each other around heights and 
other reasons. The first meeting we have begun to have conversations about what is an acceptable 
height within the station area. With the opening of the rail to the airport and the A-Line, (a $1.2 
billion dollar investment) should we be taking advantage of density around the station?  
 
We should value design. We don’t want ugly buildings – we want great design. There should be 
affordable/workforce housing around the station. We should support affordable housing around 
transit. We want investment in infrastructure. Everyone knows the hump – everyone knows it is 
two lanes right now, and everyone knows you will be in a line down Downing Street for a while 
due to traffic. So, that has been the conversation for the past several meetings.  
 
This process will have two steps: (1) Plan amendments – on the table you will see a draft of the 
plan amendments. Tim Watkins, Planner, will speak to you about how we have taken your 
feedback to put together this draft. (2) Once the draft is approved and will go through the City 
Council process, in June we will begin the discussion about design. Some of that will include 
concepts like ground-floor activation, and things like stepbacks so we are not intruding the river 
or intruding the pedestrian realm. If you want these heights that we are talking about, how do you 
include affordable housing – something called a ‘density bonus’.  
 
This is a very transparent process. All of the maps that you see are a result of your input and your 
participation. You can speak to members of the Steering Committee present here tonight 
(introduces all Steering Committee members present) and you can ask them any questions you 
might have. These members have been helping us craft this language as well.  
 
Councilmember Brooks introduces Tim Watkins.  
Tim’s Presentation:  
 
We are looking forward to sharing with you what we heard from last meeting, just a little over a 
month ago. The previous public meeting presentation is playing on a loop in the television behind 
you all and we would be happy to answer any questions you might have from the last public 
meeting.  
 



Tim presented a summary of information from the previous public meeting and the exercise that 
was conducted. He then presented the broad outcomes of the exercise and conversation and the 
main themes that were presented as a result of the group conversation.  
 
Tim then presented the River Corridor Sunlight Study, as the public expressed interest in 
understanding how the building heights would affect light on and along the river.  
 
Tim then presented some information regarding the theme brought up by some tables last meeting 
regarding the desire to preserve the community fabric and historic structures. He provided a case 
study for preserving neighborhood building fabric and how preservation creates unique 
development opportunities. Taller buildings can make historic structure integration more cost 
feasible. Height can be a tool in historic building preservation.  
 
We also heard tables expressing concerns that mountain views would be blocked by taller 
buildings. Tim presented street-level images to show the heights recommended in the current 
plans would block mountain views as much as taller buildings would, if implemented, and that, 
while concern for views is valid, mountain views could only truly be maintained without any 
further development at any height in many areas within the station area.   
 
We also heard there was reference to affordable housing as part of the support for the overall 
height concept – that affordable housing should be integrated into projects within the station area. 
We saw in the keypad polling exercise two meetings ago that there was very strong support for 
affordable housing as well as ground-floor activation.  
 
Tim then begins by introducing the plan amendment language – a broad overview.  

• Plan Purpose 
• Plan Recommendations 
• Proposed changes from existing plans to the draft plan amendment heights map 

o The general theme remains transitioning down in height towards protected 
neighborhoods 

 
Tim walked through the additional public process to follow. Following this meeting we will move 
into Phase 2: Plan amendments adoption process between June and September and Phase 2a: Text 
Amendments (Design Overlay & Affordability) between July and December. Phase 2b: Council-
Initiated Rezoning between September and December.  
 
Before the exercise Councilmember Brooks announces that a new lead for the NDCC has been 
hired: Anna Jones. Attendees welcomed Ms. Jones.  
 
Move into exercise.  
 
Discuss amongst your group thoughts and concerns regarding the plan amendments. Explain to 
others why you are comfortable or not comfortable with the plan recommendations.  
 
Following the conversation, we would like you to take the dots and represent your comfort level 
on the recommendations provided on the boards around the room. We ask that you only put one 
dot per board.  
 
Activity begins: 6:40pm 
 
 



Report out from each of the tables:  
 
Table 1: Table of 6 residents: Cole and RiNo. We have an urban planner, an architect, and some 
designers, as well. We spoke that the plan does a good job feathering down into the Curtis Park 
Neighborhood, but is a little harsh in section D. Looking to the west side of the tracks, all of the 
12-story height recommendation along the river: this group uses that river a lot and enjoys it and 
feels that there should be a stepback buffer of maybe 5 or 8 stories of the first 100 feet along the 
river, or incorporating some sort of coverage for buildings that could get up to 12 stories. More of 
tower development that breaks up the buildings. There are a lot of historic buildings in all of the 
contributing neighborhoods and we value maintaining existing preservation efforts.  
 
Table 2: Establishing design guidelines: we all agree that they are important but encourage that 
they do not get too specific so there is incentive to have creative design and avoid making 
development all the same. Parking is still going to be crucial as more density comes to this area. 
We need to think about parking incentives and how we address parking issues.  Ground-floor 
activation is important. As far as low-income housing: who shares the cost – is it shared by the 
developers? Can it still be viable for developers to build here? There should be some incentive for 
keeping buildings and integrating them into new projects.  
 
Table 3: Cole residents, architects, Globeville residents, and developers. Most everyone has been 
to multiple meetings. Everyone is okay with the height recommendations, but they want more 
definitions for what that means in feet. Also concern about stepbacks: The stepbacks in one of the 
images in the presentation showed a two-story historic building, but on the same block going up 
to 8 or 12 massive structure. Concern about stepbacks: stepbacks should be more appropriate to 
the historic structure character. Also, regard for how the design affects the visual environment 
and trying to get reflective materials to get sun at the street level when the sun doesn’t actually hit 
the street level. Concern about a definition about what affordable housing is – that means 
different things to different people. There are various degrees of concern about affordable 
housing.  
 
Table 4: Mainly spoke about stepdown of the form and mass of buildings near B and C into Cole 
and Curtis Park – we are in agreement with those and that is pretty much all that we spoke about.  
 
Table 5: 5 people. First spoke about Curtis Park between Walnut and Lawrence and most were 
comfortable with this, but one was not comfortable and should remain consistent with the 
Northeast Downtown Neighborhoods Plan (NEDN). Along the river, we need to describe 
setbacks to step down to the river. While this is the maximum height that would be allowed, there 
is also several existing buildings there that are fairly new or actively in use, so we will not 
necessarily see things reaching the maximum recommended density. The importance of design 
review: there is consensus with design overlay and further design review that may be much more 
important than the height conversation here. The process would have to be real and have teeth 
and might be the most important thing we are talking about overall.  
 
Table 6: We had a number of people at our table and our consensus was that we like the 
flexibility with the design review. We have to have the flexibility to look at projects individually 
and the different elements of those projects. There is no one-fits-all concept. We all agreed that 
the language in the proposed amendment that allowed for flexibility in the design is 
advantageous.  
 
Table 7: We had 8 people at our table. In general we had consensus in support of the plan 
recommendations but there were questions about the details. How the zoning is being broken up 



in alleys and even in the middle of the block, perpendicular to the streets and alleys – how does 
that affect development of projects and financing of those projects? In general, we have support 
for design standards in the form of design overlay or other methods. The affordable housing 
component: questions about how the affordable housing integration would work, but support for 
the concept. Also, strong support for a less auto-dependent TOD community. But also questions 
about how that might work. We like the idea of wrapped parking, recognizing full-lot 
developments.  
 
Table 8: Mixture of Cole residents and land developers. We are concerned about height transition 
into Cole from the NW corner of Cole that goes from 16 to 1 story in just a block or two and 
potentially moving the 16 stories to the west side of the tracks. Item 4 is a bit vague – the 38th 
underpass needs to be widened for us to support this and also the City needs to encourage RTD to 
connect the two rail stations. We are in favor of design quality regulations, but we would like to 
know how that works.  
 
Table 9: We were generally pleased with the recommendations. We would like to also see the 
underpass addressed for all types of traffic, because “man, it’s gross under there.”  
 
Table 10: Incentive-base for height increase. Maintaining the character of the RiNo 
neighborhood. We agree that we should preserve existing buildings to get greater height. Mid-lot 
height transitions are strange. There were some 5 stories on one side of the alley and existing 
single family on the other and should be looked at closer.  
 
Table 11: We had general consensus and support. Exceptions: concern with height transitions – 
should not get higher closer to the neighborhoods. Yes to regulatory approach to design quality 
and affordable housing. As well as consensus for public open space and making environments 
more walkable.  
 
Table 12: 8 people at our table – mixture of residents, property owners, and business owners. 
Concentrations around the station seemed reasonable so long as that is within walking distance – 
perhaps define this area better (Area within walking distance of station). Design overlay is 
absolutely critical – higher standards for building quality and a sense of space. Lower heights 
around the river are critical and even 5 stories might be too high. Transitions mid-block are odd 
and create development difficulties. Make it consistent across the whole site whether it is higher 
or lower.  
 
Tim draws attention to the boards and provides the overall comfort/support for these 
recommendations. We will report comments provided on these boards, as we do not have time 
tonight. There seems to be support for design, affordable housing, and pedestrian-scale building 
forms along the riverfront. Some very uncomfortable for riverfront recommendations. Mostly 
comfortable to very comfortable for transition to the Curtis Park Neighborhood. Concentration in 
comfortable to very comfortable for the Brighton Blvd height recommendation. Cole 
neighborhood transition show the greatest variability in comfort level.  
 
Report from Cole Neighborhood Transition Variability in Comfort Level:  
 
Prefer to see no more than three stories on the border of Cole. I am not comfortable with 8 and 
not really with the 5 bordering Cole either. The northwest corner of Cole where 16 stories 
abruptly transitions to the recreation center. Moving south into RiNo is a nice feathering, but it 
seems very sharp moving west into Cole. It moves from 16 to three in one block. Replace 8 with 
a 5 or something like that to ease into the neighborhood would be better. The map does not show 



projects already in construction – the abruptness might not seem too abrupt if you look at what is 
on the ground today.  
 
Many agree that there is still some height tapering to be done into Cole.  
 
Cannot see 16 along the edge near Cole. In the area on the 3300 block along Larimer/Walnut. The 
current plans show three stories going up to 5 and I think it is too much of an intrusion to go up to 
8 stories this close to small-scale residential development (near Lawrence Street). 8-to-12 split of 
blocks should not be split and should remain lower.  
 
Tim closes the meeting and recommends looking to the website for upcoming announcements 
and announces we will likely meet again in July.  
 
Meeting End: 7:40pm 


