PLANNING COMMISSION
AGENDA
April 15, 2021
Notice is hereby given of a Public Meeting to be held before the City of Wheat Ridge Planning
Commission on April 15, 2021 at 7:00 p.m.
This meeting will be conducted as a VIRTUAL MEETING.
No members of the Commission or City Staff will be physically present at the municipal
building for this meeting. The public may not attend in person; however, the public may
participate in these ways:
1. Provide comment in advance at www.wheatridgespeaks.org (comment by noon on April 14)
2. Virtually attend and participate in the meeting through a device or phone:
• Click here to join and provide public comment (create a Zoom account to join)
• Or call 1-669-900-6833 with Meeting ID 935 1252 4139 and Passcode 152597
3. View the meeting live or later at www.wheatridgespeaks.org, Channel 8, or YouTube Live at
https://www.ci.wheatridge.co.us/view

1.

CALL THE MEETING TO ORDER

2.

ROLL CALL OF MEMBERS

3.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

4.

APPROVE THE ORDER OF THE AGENDA (Items of new and old business may
be recommended for placement on the agenda.)

5.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES – January 21, 2021

6.

PUBLIC FORUM (This is the time for any person to speak on any subject not
appearing on the agenda. Public comments may be limited to 3 minutes.)
(continued on next page)
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PUBLIC HEARING *
A. Case No. WZ-21-02: an application filed by Noel Guerrero with Molson Coors for
approval of a Specific Development Plan (SDP) amendment to allow a 40-foot tall
sound wall on property zoned Planned Industrial Development (PID) and located at
10619 West 50th Avenue.

8.

OLD BUSINESS

9.

NEW BUSINESS
A. Upcoming Dates

10. ADJOURNMENT

* Public comment is welcome during any public hearing item. The standard procedure for a
public hearing is as follows:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.

Staff presentation
Applicant presentation – if applicable
Public comment – time may be limited at the discretion of the Chair, often to 3 minutes
Staff/applicant response
Close public hearing
Commission discussion and decision

Individuals with disabilities are encouraged to participate in all public meetings sponsored by
the City of Wheat Ridge. Call Sara Spaulding, Public Information Officer at 303-235-2877 at
least one week in advance of a meeting if you are interested in participating and need inclusion
assistance.

PLANNING COMMISSION
Minutes of Meeting
January 21, 2021

1.

CALL THE MEETING TO ORDER
The meeting was called to order by Chair OHM at 7:00 p.m. This meeting was held
virtually, using Zoom video-teleconferencing technology. As duly announced and
publicly noticed, the City previously approved this meeting format in order to continue
with normal business amid the COVID-19 pandemic and the related public emergency
orders promulgated by the State of Colorado and the Wheat Ridge City Council. Before
calling the meeting to order, the Chair stated the rules and procedures necessitated by this
virtual meeting format.

2.

ROLL CALL OF MEMBERS
Commission Members Present:

Melissa Antol
Kristine Disney
Will Kerns
Ari Krichiver
Daniel Larson
Janet Leo
Scott Ohm
Jahi Simbai

Commission Members Absent:

None

Staff Members Present:

Lauren Mikulak, Planning Manager
Zareen Tasneem, Planner I
Dave Brossman, Development Review Engineer
Tammy Odean, Recording Secretary

3.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

4.

APPROVE ORDER OF THE AGENDA
It was moved by Commissioner LEO and seconded by Commissioner LARSON to
approve the order of the agenda. Motion carried 8-0.
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5.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES – December 17, 2020
It was moved by Commissioner DISNEY and seconded by Commissioner SIMBAI
to approve the minutes of December 17, 2020, as written. Motion carried 7-0-1 with
Commissioner LEO abstaining.

6.

PUBLIC FORUM (This is the time for any person to speak on any subject not appearing
on the agenda.)
No one wished to speak at this time.

7.

PUBLIC HEARING
A. Case No. MS-20-06: an application filed by Habitat for Humanity of Metro
Denver, Inc. for approval of a minor subdivision to replat 3 lots into 4 lots on
property zoned Residential-Two A (R-2A) located at on vacant land south of 4550
Miller Street.
Ms. Tasneem gave a short presentation regarding the minor subdivision and the
application. She entered into the record the contents of the case file, packet
materials, the zoning ordinance, and the contents of the digital presentation. She
stated the public notice and posting requirements have been met, therefore the
Planning Commission has jurisdiction to hear this case. Ms. Tasneem added that
no formal comments were received on Wheat Ridge Speaks, however, there was
one inquiry received about the ownership of the property and timing of
construction. Staff commented that Habitat for Humanity owns the land, and the
applicant will be available to answer the question about construction.
Kory Whitaker, Real Estate Manager, Habitat for Humanity
Applicant
Mr. Whitaker gave a brief video presentation regarding the Miller Gardens
Subdivision.
Commissioner KERNS inquired about the street improvements.
Mr. Whitaker explained there will be a 6-foot detached sidewalk and a 6-foot tree
lawn. The curb and gutter will be attached to the Montessori School’s curb and
gutter to the south.
Commissioner DISNEY asked where the residents will park.
Ms. Mikulak mentioned the applicant will have to comply with the zoning code
parking requirements which is 4 parking spaces per unit. On-street, driveway, and
garage parking spaces are provided and can all count towards meeting the parking
requirement.
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Commissioner SIMBAI asked why the parkland dedication fee could be different
and inquired if another structure type could be built besides duplexes.
Ms. Tasneem confirmed that single family homes or duplexes can be built on this
property, based on the property’s zoning, and Ms. Mikulak added that the parkland
dedication is based on how many units are actually built and will be assessed at
time of building permit.
Commissioner SIMBAI asked if there is an update on the drainage report that is
pending approval and if it is possible to move forward on this project without that
report being finalized.
Mr. Brossman said the drainage report is under review and is close to having all the
civil plans completed. He added that the plan is close enough to finalization and
approval to review the plat.
Commissioner LARSON asked if the front doors of the duplexes will face Miller
Street.
Mr. Whitaker confirmed that the front doors will face Miller Street.
Commissioner Larson also asked if the residents will be able to park on the
pervious drainage areas.
Mr. Whitaker explained that the residents should be able to park on the pervious
parking pads without an issue.
Commissioner ANTOL wanted to be reminded how the rules of fees in lieu of
parkland dedication works.
Ms. Mikulak explained the fees are used to improve existing parks and trail
systems owned and maintained by the City of Wheat Ridge and not to always build
more parkland.
Commissioner KRICHIVER asked if there is any plan to regulate the intersection
at Miller Street and W. 44th Avenue due to the increased traffic in this area or this
project.
Ms. Mikulak explained that Miller Street is a collector street and these duplexes
will not make a significant impact on traffic in this area based on the existing
volumes; no improvements to Miller or the intersections are triggered by this
proposal.
PUBLIC COMMENT
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Nobody wished to speak.
Chair OHM closed the public forum.
Commissioner KRICHIVER said he is excited to see Habitat for Humanity in the
Community and thinks this is a great project.
Commissioners OHM and LARSON agreed and added the project will be
beneficial to the area.
It was moved by Commissioner DISNEY and seconded by Commissioner
KRICHIVER to APPROVE Case No. MS-20-06, a request for approval of a 4lot subdivision on property zoned Residential-Two A (R-2A) and located south
of 4550 Miller Street, for the following reasons:
1. All agencies can provide services to the property with improvements
installed at the developer’s expense.
2. The requirements of Article IV (Subdivision Regulations) of the zoning
and development code have been met.
With the following conditions:
1. Fees in lieu of parkland dedication shall be provided at time of
building permit.
2. The developer shall enter into a subdivision improvement agreement
with required security prior to recordation of the subdivision plat.
Motion approved 8-0.
B. Case No. WS-19-06: an application filed by Frank Zwolinski, Power Surveying
Company, for approval of a 6-lot subdivision for townhomes on property zoned
Mixed Use-Commercial (MU-C) and located at 7661 West 41st Avenue.
Ms. Tasneem gave a short presentation regarding the subdivision and the
application. She entered into the record the contents of the case file, packet
materials, the zoning ordinance, and the contents of the digital presentation. She
stated the public notice and posting requirements have been met, therefore the
Planning Commission has jurisdiction to hear this case. Ms. Tasneem also
summarized and entered into the record the one comment received through Wheat
Ridge Speaks. She described follow-up between the staff and the commenter and
added that parking was reviewed during the site plan process and is not under
review tonight.
Frank Cefaratti, Owner
3605 Dudley Street
Mr. Cefaratti gave a brief presentation regarding the Sweetridge subdivision.
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Commissioner KERNS asked about on-street parking.
Mr. Cefaratti mentioned that he has an after-hours parking agreement with the
neighbor to the east who owns the medical office building.
Commissioner SIMBAI asked to understand the roles of Mr. Cefaratti versus Frank
Zwolinski who was listed as the applicant.
Mr. Cefaratti said he is part of the ownership group, and Mr. Zwolinski is the
surveyor for the subdivision who handled putting together the plat document.
In response to a question from Commissioner SIMBAI about the townhomes being
built before the subdivision case was submitted, Ms. Tasneem stated that
townhomes are a use-by-right in the MU-C zone district. If a request for a
subdivision had not been submitted, then the building would have stayed as rental
apartments, maintained under one ownership, and the units could not be sold
individually.
Commissioner LARSON asked if the Certificate of Occupancy (CO) has been
issued.
Ms. Tasneem confirmed the CO has been issued, but the units cannot be sold
individually until City Council has approved the subdivision and the plat has been
recorded at the County. Ms. Mikulak added the units can be advertised for sale and
go under contract, but no closing can occur until the plat is recorded.
Commissioner Larson also inquired if there will be a limit to the number of these 6
townhomes that can be rented by the owners in the HOA regulations.
Mr. Cefaratti said there will be no limitations in the HOA documents. He does not
think this site will be one for attracting investors.
Commissioner KRICHIVER asked if the Short-Term Rental ordinance is approved
will this subdivision have to follow those limitations.
Ms. Mikulak explained that, in a townhome situation, each owner can have a shortterm rental unless otherwise precluded by the covenants of that property.
Commissioner KRICHIVER asked what the price-point of the townhomes will be.
Mr. Cefaratti said the units are 3 bedroom 3 ½ bath and will run from $490,000 to
$510,000.
Commissioner OHM asked why in Tract D the easement does not go all the way to
the property line.
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Ms. Tasneem explained it is related to the water lines getting to the individual
units. Mr. Cefaratti added that the easement ends at the curb, and the area between
the western boundary of that easement line and the western property line will all be
landscaped.
Commissioner OHM asked if there was a traffic count done.
Ms. Mikulak said no traffic study was required and we expect there will be about
60 trips per day, based on standards from the ITE Manual for trip generation. Ms.
Tasneem said the concerned citizen who submitted a comment on Wheat Ridge
Speaks was referred to the City’s Neighborhood Traffic Management Program.
She added the concerns were more for the Yarrow Street neighborhood at large,
versus for this particular development specifically.
Commissioner OHM asked if this is considered a slot home development.
Ms. Mikulak clarified that this is not a slot home development because the
southernmost unit is oriented to W. 41st Avenue and doesn’t meet the definition of
a slot home simply by virtue of being sideways-oriented townhomes.
Commissioner OHM also inquired if the deck of that front unit protrudes into the
front yard setback.
Ms. Tasneem mentioned that in the Mixed-Use districts there are build-to
requirements and for this site, because it is zoned MU-C, it is 0-20 feet. A portion
of the building structure has to be within the build-to area; there is no front setback.
Public Comment
Nobody wished to speak. Chair OHM closed the public forum.
Commissioner DISNEY complimented Mr. Cefaratti on the construction of these
units which has a very peaceful setting to it and hopes City Council entertains
some traffic management in the area.
It moved by Commissioner SIMBAI and seconded by Commissioner LEO to
recommend APPROVAL of Case No. WS-19-06, a request for approval of a 6lot subdivision on property zoned Mixed Use-Commercial (MU-C) and locate
at 7661 West 41st Avenue, for the following reasons:
1. All agencies can provide services to the property with improvements
installed at the developer’s expense.
2. The requirements of Article IV (Subdivision Regulations) of the zoning
and development code have been met.
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With the following conditions:
1. The developer shall record documentation establishing a
homeowner’s association for the site concurrently with the
recordation of the subdivision plat.
Motion carried 8-0.
8.

OLD BUSINESS
1. Commissioner OHM complimented staff on the word crafting of a
condition for a previous case heard in December.

9.

NEW BUSINESS
1. Ms. Mikulak confirmed there will not be a Planning Commission meeting
on February 4.
2. Ms. Mikulak mentioned staff is about to launch the 2nd and final round of
the Let’s Talk conversations for the Bel Aire and East Wheat Ridge
neighborhoods and encouraged residents to participate.
3. Commissioner ANTOL asked about the status of the 44th Avenue Corridor
Plan. Ms. Mikulak mention a contract was awarded a year ago but has
been put on hold due to COVID budget cuts and is still on the list for the
future. She also mentioned there is a Lutheran Hospital Master Plan in the
works to consider the future of the 100-acre site due to SCL purchasing
property at the Clear Creek Crossing site.

10.

ADJOURNMENT
It was moved by Commissioner DISNEY and seconded by Commissioner LARSON
to adjourn the meeting at 8:30 p.m. Motion carried 8-0.
__________________________
Scott Ohm, Chair
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CITY OF WHEAT RIDGE
PLANNING DIVISION STAFF REPORT

REVIEW DATES:

April 15, 2021

CASE MANAGER:

Stephanie Stevens, Senior Planner

CASE NO. & NAME:

WZ-21-02 / RMBC Sound Wall SDP Amendment

ACTION REQUESTED:

Request for a Specific Development Plan (SDP) amendment to allow a 40-foot tall
sound wall on property zoned Planned Industrial Development (PID)

LOCATION OF REQUEST: 10619 W. 50th Ave.
APPLICANT / OWNER:

Noel Guerrero, Molson Coors

APPROXIMATE AREA:

Approximately 1,194,590 square feet (27.42 acres)

PRESENT ZONING:

Planned Industrial Development (PID)

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN: Employment
ENTER INTO RECORD:
(X)
CASE FILE & PACKET MATERIALS
(X)
ZONING ORDINANCE

(X)
(X)

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
DIGITAL PRESENTATION

Location Map (subject site outlined in red)
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JURISDICTION:
All notification and posting requirements have been met; therefore, there is jurisdiction to hear this
case.
I.

REQUEST

This request is for approval of a Specific Development Plan amendment for a 40-foot tall sound wall
on property zoned Planned Industrial Development (PID). This sound wall is proposed to surround the
existing oxygen plant on the north side of the property and is in response to complaints from the
adjacent neighborhood.
Pursuant to Section 26-302 of the Municipal Code, there are two distinct steps in establishing a
planned development: 1) approval of an outline development plan (ODP) that establishes the planned
development zoning designation, permitted uses, underlying development parameters, and general
design concepts; and 2) approval of a specific development plan (SDP) to provide specific site plans,
building elevations, and civil documents.
An ODP and SDP were both established for the site by way of a Final Development Plan dating back
to 1976, and heavy industrial uses are permitted. Final Development Plans were replaced with the
Planned Development ODP and SDP process in 2012 per Ordinance 1515. As such, the original Final
Development Plan is treated the same as either the ODP or SDP as applicable to future amendments.
Since the proposed sound wall relates to the site-specific planning, it must follow the SDP amendment
process pursuant to Section 26-307 of the Municipal Code. It does not qualify for administrative
review since walls and fencing were not contemplated beyond what is allowed by the fencing code
regulations (Section 26-603 of the Municipal Code), which only allows walls or fences up to six feet in
height. Given the size and purpose, staff has reviewed this as a structure, not a divisional wall or
fence. The criteria for review and analysis of the SDP are provided in Sections III and IV below.
II.

EXISTING CONDITIONS/PROPERTY HISTORY

The subject property is zoned Planned Industrial Development (PID) and is located in the Coors
Planned Industrial Development, a major industrial and employment hub in the city, near the southwest
corner of Miller Street and Ridge Road. It contains the Praxair Plant (aka Rocky Mountain Bottling
Company) within Lot 1 of the Rocky Mountain Bottling Company Subdivision. The lot contains four
(4) industrial buildings, and measures 1,194,590 square feet (27.42 acres) in size.
The surrounding area has primarily industrial uses. Properties to the south, west, and east are also
zoned PID and contain a mix of industrial uses. Properties to the north, across Ridge Road, are zoned
PID, Planned Residential Development (PRD), and Agricultural-One (A-1), and contain a Fire Station,
single-family homes, and government facilities.
A copy of the approved Final Development Plan (FDP) for the subject property is attached, which was
originally approved by City Council in 1976, with 10 subsequent amendments, and titled “Coors
Planned Industrial Development” (Exhibit 3, Final Development Plan). This plan is included to
provide context when reviewing the SDP Amendment.
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While the site has been utilized as a manufacturing facility for decades, noise complaints have
increased in the last few years. The property owner completed improvements on the site, some of
which were required for compliance with federal environmental regulations. The applicant has worked
with neighbors and the City Council to address noise complaints, and the proposed sound wall is one
of the mitigation solutions.
III.

SPECIFIC DEVELOPMENT PLAN

Attached is a copy of the proposed SDP amendment, which includes 4 sheets (Exhibit 4, Specific
Development Plan Amendment):
•
•
•
•

Sheet 1: Cover page – This page includes signature blocks, legal description, and general
reference information, as well as the development standards established per the original FDP.
Sheet 2: Site plan – This detailed plan shows the site layout, including building location,
parking, water detention, easements, and the site data table.
Sheet 3: Enlarged site plan – This detailed plan shows more specific details of the proposed
sound wall.
Sheet 4: Sound wall elevations – Includes building materials matrix and legend.

The scope of the Planning Commission review is focused on the sound wall as a structure, and the
features of the wall are summarized below:
Setbacks, Height, and Lot Coverage
The proposed sound wall meets the requirements for a 25-foot setback along the northern (rear)
property line, and 10-foot setbacks at side property lines. A setback of approximately 39 feet is
provided along the northern property line, and over 200 feet of setback is provided at side property
lines.
The sound wall is proposed at 40-feet in height, where a maximum of 50-feet is allowed for buildings
per the PID zoning.
The PID allows for a maximum of 85% lot coverage. A total of 66.35% of lot coverage is proposed.
Architectural Standards
The PID requires all fencing to be in conformance with Section 26-603 of the Municipal Code, which
allows fencing or divisional walls up to 6-feet in height. The proposed sound wall is not considered a
divisional wall and therefore is not subject to the fencing and wall requirements and is instead
proposed to substantially comply with the Architectural and Site Design Manual (ASDM) and
development standards applicable to buildings and structures.
The PID specifically refers to architectural design being subject to compliance with the “streetscape
and architectural design manual,” which was the predecessor to the Architectural and Site Design
Manual’s (ASDM) and Streetscape Design Manual. Based on the location of the sound wall and its
proximity to and visibility from a public street, the current ASDM shall apply.
The ASDM includes architectural standards for Heavy Commercial/Light Industrial buildings,
including requirements pertaining to façade design, materials, transparency, and screening. The sound
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wall substantially meets the ASDM standards, but exceptions are being requested related to
requirements for:
• Emphasis on primary entries
• Variation in roof form
• Limitation on the use of metal panel as a material
• Material variation; and
• Transparency
Staff is supporting the proposed design and exceptions from the ASDM because of the unique purpose
of the sound wall: first, it is a structure and not a building, so it not subject to the strict provisions of
the ASDM in the same way as a building; and second, the wall is necessary to achieve noise
mitigation, and it cannot be structurally altered to such a degree that its functional purpose is
compromised. Further details on the requested exceptions can be found in the SDP criteria analysis
below, as well as the applicant’s letter attached (Exhibit 6, Applicant Letter).
The wall achieves the intent of the ASDM by providing base and cap articulation, variation in material
and color, and the articulation of bays through columns and panels. The PID also calls for use of earth
tones, which is being met.
The sound wall does not trigger any right-of-way improvements. Therefore, the Streetscape Design
Manual does not apply to the subject project.
Landscaping
The PID calls for a minimum of 20% landscaping where 34.45% of the site is landscaped. Overall
compliance with the landscaping plan of record is achieved on site.
Typically, landscaping is required at the base of walls to soften their appearance. Due to grades, the
base of the wall is not visible from Ridge Road so typical requirements for landscaping at the base of
walls would not be beneficial. A cross-section diagram showing the view from Ridge Road has been
provided (Exhibit 4, Specific Development Plan Amendment and Exhibit 5, Sound Wall Exhibits).
Noise
The City’s noise regulations are not located in the zoning code, but rather are established in Section
16-103 (Unreasonable noise; disturbing the peace). This code section includes limitations on
unreasonable noise for all properties in the City and specific limits for industrial land uses. It also
outlines a permit process for special exceptions, and the applicant is pursuing a noise permit, which is
scheduled to be reviewed by City Council on April 12, 2021. Staff will report on the results of that
decision at the Planning Commission public hearing. Compliance with the noise regulations are not
within the purview of the Community Development staff or Planning Commission, however, a noise
engineering analysis has been provided to prove that the sound wall design will achieve the intent to
mitigate noise.
IV.

SPECIFIC DEVELOPMENT PLAN CRITERIA

Criteria for the review of SDP documents is provided in Section 26-305.D. Staff has provided analysis
of these criteria below. Planning Commission shall base its decision in consideration of the extent to
which the criteria have been met.
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1. The proposed specific development plan is consistent with the purpose of a planned
development as stated in section 26-301 of the zoning and development code.
The intent of a planned development is to permit well-designed, innovative developments which
may not be feasible under a standard zone district and to promote flexible and efficient use of land.
Other general purposes of a planned development are:
• To promote the efficient use of land to facilitate a more economic arrangement of building,
circulation systems, land use and utilities.
• To promote compatible development with adjacent commercial, residential and/or industrial
land uses through proper land use transitions and buffering techniques.
• To promote conformance with the adopted comprehensive plan, established policies and
guidelines for the area and for the community.
Staff has concluded that the SDP is consistent with these goals by supporting the employment base
in the area per the comprehensive plan, promoting an efficient use of the site, and adding a sound
wall that supports more compatible development with adjacent land uses in response to noise
complaints.
Staff concludes that this criterion has been met.
2. The proposed specific development plan is consistent with the design intent or purpose of the
approved outline development plan.
Per the established FDP, the character of this development shall reflect the industrial nature of the
intended use. Acceptable materials shall be concrete, metal or glass. Building colors shall be earth
tones. The amended SDP is consistent with the intent and character statement of the established
FDP and mitigates impacts on the adjacent uses.
Staff concludes that this criterion has been met.
3. The proposed uses indicated in the specific development plan are consistent with the uses
approved by the outline development plan.
The proposed use is consistent with the allowed uses from the FDP and is being proposed by the
same owner that originally proposed the FDP.
Staff concludes that this criterion has been met.
4. The site is appropriately designed and it consistent with the development guidelines
established in the outline development plan.
The SDP amendment is consistent with the development guidelines of the FDP in all respects
including height, setbacks, building coverage, landscaping, parking, lighting, fencing, and signage.
The sound wall meets the intent of the ASDM, with some relief as appropriate for a structure (as
opposed to a building) and in order to maintain the wall’s structural integrity to effectively mitigate
sound.
Staff concludes that this criterion has been met.
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5. Adequate infrastructure/facilities are available to serve the subject property, or the applicant
will upgrade and provide such where they do not exist or are under capacity.
The property contains an established industrial use and services are provided for. No objections or
concerns were raised by utility agencies with this SDP amendment.
Staff concludes that this criterion has been met.
6. The proposed specific development plan is in substantial compliance with the applicable
standards set forth in the Architectural and Site Design Manual, Streetscape Design Manual,
and other applicable design standards.
The SDP amendment meets the intent and substantially meets the requirements of the ASDM by
providing for a higher level of façade detail and articulation.
Because of the nature of the proposed improvement being a sound wall which cannot be
structurally altered to a degree that minimizes its function and the fact that it is a unique structure
rather than a building or fence, the applicant has requested exceptions to the following
requirements of Section 4.2 of the ASDM:
• Emphasis on primary entries - The primary entry shall be emphasized through at least two of
the following: Changes in wall plane or building massing, differentiation in material and/or
color, higher level of detail, or enhanced lighting.
• Variation in roof form - Roof forms and parapet heights should be varied, and where
appropriate, should emphasize the façade articulation and variation of building materials. Roof
forms over 100 linear feet shall incorporate at least two of the following: changes in roof or
parapet height, decorative cornice or eave treatment, differentiation in material and/or color, or
changes in roof type, such as hipped or gabled roof lines and modulated flat roof lines.
• Limitation on the use of metal panel as a material - Each facade shall contain at least 40% of
one or more of the following materials: brick, stone, integral colored textured concrete block,
hard coat stucco, synthetic brick and masonry materials, or terra-cotta. The following materials
are allowed but may not exceed 60% of any facade: smooth-faced concrete masonry units
(cmu), exterior insulating finishing system (EIFS), metal panels, or articulated concrete panels.
• Material variation - Each facade shall include at least three different materials. A change in
color or texture may count as one material variation. Windows, canopies, and doorways will
not count as a change in material.
• Transparency - Each facade shall be at least 15 percent transparent.
Staff finds that the requirements pertaining to emphasis on primary entries, variation in roof form,
and transparency are not applicable to the proposed sound wall, but some variation is needed to
meet the intent of the ASDM and to help achieve visual interest. The sound wall is proposed to be
comprised of all metal panel as needed for structural integrity. That said, the intent of the ASDM
has been achieved by providing two panel types with repeating structural elements that vary in
depth by at least one foot with three different colors incorporated, all in earth tones as required by
the PID. It also has a cornice top which extends outward from the main body of the wall. The
applicant contends that adding materials other than metal panels to the noise wall would
significantly impact the structural integrity of the wall, as well as prevent it from achieving its
noise reduction purpose. Staff supports the requested exceptions and finds that the SDP
amendment meets the intent of the ASDM.
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The sound wall does not trigger any right-of-way improvements. Therefore, the Streetscape Design
Manual does not apply to the subject project.
Staff concludes that this criterion has been met.
VII.

AGENCY REFERRAL

All affected service agencies were contacted for comment on the SDP amendment request. Specific
referral responses follow:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Engineering Division: No objections.
Building Division: Will review all building permits in coordination with the Planning Division
and Engineering.
Police Department: No objections.
Arvada Fire Protection District: No comments.
Valley Water: No comments.
Xcel Energy: No comments.
Century Link: No comments.
Comcast: No comments.
Clear Creek Valley Sanitation: No comments.
City of Arvada Planning Department: No comments.

VIII. STAFF CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATION
Staff has concluded that the proposed Specific Development Plan amendment is consistent with the
planned development regulations, with the goals and policies of the City’s guiding documents, and
with the Coors Planned Industrial Development. Because the requirements for an SDP have been met
and the review criteria support the SDP, a recommendation for approval is given.
X.

SUGGESTED MOTIONS – SPECIFIC DEVELOPMENT PLAN

Option A:
“I move to recommend APPROVAL of Case No. WZ-21-02, a request for approval of a specific
development plan amendment on property zoned Planned Industrial Development (PID) located at
10619 W. 50th Ave. for the following reasons:
1. The specific development plan is consistent with the intent and purpose of a planned
development, as stated in Section 26-301 of the City Code.
2. The specific development plan is consistent with the intent and purpose of the outline
development plan.
3. The proposed uses are consistent with those approved by the outline development plan.
4. All responding agencies have indicated they can serve the property with improvements
installed at the developer’s expense.
5. The specific development plan is in substantial compliance with the applicable standards set
forth in the outline development plan and with the City’s adopted codes and policies.
With the following conditions:
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1. Prior to construction, a building permit shall be subject to review and approval by staff and
shall be consistent with the representations depicted in the SDP.
Option B:
“I move to recommend DENIAL of Case No. WZ-21-02, a request for approval of a specific
development plan amendment on property zoned Planned Industrial Development (PID) located at
10619 W. 50th Ave. for the following reasons:
1. …
2. …
3. …”
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EXHIBIT 1: AERIAL (2018)
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EXHIBIT 2: ZONING MAP
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EXHIBIT 3: FINAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN
(Attached)
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EXHIBIT 4: SPECIFIC DEVELOPMENT PLAN
AMENDMENT
(Attached)

Case No. WZ-21-02 / RMBC Sound Wall SDP Amendment

12

EXHIBIT 5: SOUND WALL EXHIBITS
(Attached)
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Note: staff report provided here was updated on April 13 to include this
section exhibit

EXHIBIT 6: APPLICANT LETTER
(Attached)
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Thursday, April 01, 2021

Stephanie Stevens, AICP / Senior Planner
Community Development Department
7500 W. 29th Avenue
Wheat Ridge, CO 80033
(Phone) 303-235-2848
(e-mail) sstevens@ci.wheatridge.co.us
Re:

10619 W. 50th Ave SDP Amendment 11

Dear Ms. Stevens,
We are applying for an SDP Amendment for the Rocky Mountain Bottling Company in order for them to add a
noise wall to their property. This noise wall will be around the existing oxygen plant at their facility and is in
response to complaints from the adjacent neighborhood. The wall is a technically designed sound wall, not a
building or a fence, thereby subjecting it to the standards outlined in the SDP.
Please note that the existing zoning does not contemplate walls beyond what is allowed by the fencing code.
Therefore, we need an amendment and review by the Planning Commission.
Compliance with Wheat Ridge Specific Development Plan Review Criteria
The project meets the intent and requirements of Section 26-301 of the Wheat Ridge Municipal code.
The intent of the planned development district is to permit the establishment of well-designed, innovative
developments which may not be feasible under a standard zone district, but which may be permitted through the
use of an approved development plan by assuring greater control and specificity of intended development
character, use, operations and maintenance, while at the same time allowing flexibility and diversity.
The project is an amendment to an existing PID. The proposed uses for the Amendment correspond to the existing
use of the property and ODP, as it is all industrial development. No additional infrastructure or facilities will be
required by this proposed amendment.
Existing Zoning
The project is zoned Planned Industrial Development (PID) and contains several different industrial uses. Across
Ridge Road to the north is Planned Residential Development (PRD) and Agriculture-One (A-1).
Compliance with Coors Planned Industrial Development Requirements
Minimum building setbacks:
sec. 26-302 b.
Maximum building height:
50'-0"
Maximum building coverage:
sec. 26-302 b.
Because this is a PID district, the Industrial Employment (I-E) zoning standards apply. The northern property line is
at the rear of the property and requires a setback of 25 feet. Side setbacks are 10 feet. The noise wall meets all
setback requirements. For I-E, the maximum height of structures is 50 feet. The noise wall is 40 feet and so meets
this requirement. The noise wall adds very little building coverage to the site, so the building coverage still does
not exceed the maximum allowed.
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Landscaping shall be a minimum of 20% of the total lot area (section 26-502)
The project already meets all landscaping minimums. No additional landscaping is proposed as part of the project.
All parking shall be in conformance with section 26-501 of the wheat ridge code of laws.
No new parking is proposed in this project.
All exterior lighting shall be in conformance with section 26-503 of wheat ridge code of laws.
No new exterior lighting is proposed in this project.
All fencing shall be in conformance with section 26-603 of the wheat ridge code of laws.
No fencing is proposed in this project. The noise wall will be reviewed under the Architectural and Site Design
Manual.
All signage shall be in conformance with article vii of the wheat ridge code of laws.
No signage is proposed in this project.
Architectural detail to be approved by the planning and development director in accordance with the streetscape
and architectural design manual.
Please see below review of compliance with the current Architectural and Site Design Manual.
The character of this development shall reflect the industrial nature of the intended use. Acceptable materials shall
be concrete, metal or glass. Building colors shall be earth tones.
The noise wall’s façade will be made up of earth-toned metal.
Fencing and Wall Requirements
Section 26-603: Generally, no divisional fence, wall or hedge above the height of forty-eight (48) inches shall be
permitted within a minimum required front yard, or above the height of six (6) feet in instances not otherwise
specified.
The noise wall is 40 feet tall. Due to its height, the noise wall is not covered by the fencing and wall requirements.
The wall instead will substantially comply with the Architectural and Site Design Manual. This is also the reason
why we need an amendment and review by the Planning Commission.
Compliance with Architectural and Site Design Manual - 4.2 Heavy Commercial / Light Industrial
The proposed amendment is in substantial compliance with the applicable design standards, which are the
Architectural and Site Design Manual. The project is requesting relief from a few sections due to both technical and
structural design requirements of the noise wall as well as the nature of the noise wall itself.
A - Façade Design - Design Standards
1 - Façade Detail – Each façade shall incorporate at least two of the following elements:
Reveals, Belt courses, Cornices, Deep overhangs a minimum of 3 feet in depth, Expression of a structural or
architectural repeating element of least one foot in depth, Recessed windows and/or storefronts, Color and/or
texture differences, or Articulation of windows and doorways, which may include sills, mullions, or pilasters that
create a three-dimensional expression.
The noise wall meets this requirement by having 3 different color differences in the different metal panel types
and by having repeating columns (structural elements) that are at least one foot in depth.
2 – Façade Articulation - Each facade shall have at least one variation in plane depth, a minimum of one foot in
depth for every 100 linear feet of the length of the facade. Nonpermanent features such as canopies or awnings will
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not qualify as variation. Plane depth variation may be accomplished through elements such as: Upper level
stepbacks, Recessed entries, Recessed windows and/or storefronts, or Offsets in the general plane of the facade
including columns, pilasters, protruding bays, reveals, fins, ribs, balconies, cornices or eaves.
The noise wall meets this requirement through repeating structural columns that are least 1’ in depth from the
main plane of the wall. The noise wall also has a cornice which extends out from the main body of the wall.
5 – Overhead Roll-up Doors - Overhead roll-up doors should be placed on facades that are
not visible from the public street or visible from an adjacent residential property. If roll-up doors are visible from the
street, architectural enhancement shall be provided, such as canopies, recessed entries, or variation in the
surrounding building materials.
The project is not proposing any overhead roll-up doors.
B - Materials – Design Standards
3 – Prohibited Materials - The following materials are not allowed: Plywood paneling, Vinyl and aluminum siding,
Un-articulated large format concrete panels, or Exposed raw concrete.
The noise wall does not include any prohibited materials.
D – Screening – Loading, Service Areas, and Utilities
No loading, service areas, or utility areas are proposed for this project.
Requests for Relief from the Architectural and Site Design Manual
Architectural and Site Design Manual - 4.2 Heavy Commercial / Light Industrial
A - Façade Design – Design Standards
3 - Primary Entrance - The primary entry shall be emphasized through at least two of the following: Changes in wall
plane or building massing, Differentiation in material and/or color, Higher level of detail, or Enhanced lighting.
The design team is requesting relief from the primary entrance design standard. The noise wall is screening the
north, east, and west sides of the oxygen plant. Primary access to the oxygen plant is from the south side, where
there is no screen wall. Therefore, there is no primary entrance to emphasize, and this design standard cannot be
met.
4 – Roof Form - Roof forms and parapet heights should be varied, and where appropriate, should emphasize the
façade articulation and variation of building materials. Roof forms over 100 linear feet shall incorporate at least
two of the following: Changes in roof or parapet height, Decorative cornice or eave treatment, Differentiation in
material and/or color, or Changes in roof type, such as hipped or gabled roof lines and modulated flat roof lines.
The design team is requesting relief from the roof form design standard. The noise wall does not have a roof, so
would not be able to meet any roof standards.
B - Materials – Design Standards
1 – Primary Materials - each facade shall contain at least 40% of one or more of the following materials: Brick,
Stone, Integral colored textured concrete block, Hard coat stucco, Synthetic brick and masonry materials, or Terracotta.
The design team is requesting relief from the use of ‘primary materials’ on the wall. Adding materials other than
metal panels to the noise wall would significantly impact the structural integrity of the wall, as well as prevent it
from achieving its noise reduction purpose. The metal panels are an integral part of the wall’s sound reduction and
isolation characteristics.
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2 – Secondary Materials - the following materials are allowed but may not exceed 60% of any facade: Smoothfaced concrete masonry units (CMU), Exterior insulating finishing system (EIFS), Metal panels, or Articulated
concrete panels.
The design team is requesting to increase the allowed metal panel usage from 60% to 100%. The metal panels are
an integral part of the wall’s sound reduction and isolation characteristics. Adding materials other than metal
panels to the noise wall would significantly impact the structural integrity of the wall, as well as prevent it from
achieving its noise reduction purpose.
4 – Material Variation - Each facade shall include at least three different materials. A change in color or texture
may count as one material variation. Windows, canopies, and doorways will not count as a change in material.
The design team is requesting relief from the requirement to have three different materials on the façade. The
design team has tried to meet the intent of the design standard by providing as much variation as possible with the
metal panels, while still preserving the structural integrity of the noise wall. The noise wall includes two different
metal panel types in three different colors with two different orientations.
C – Transparency – Design Standards
1 - Each facade shall be at least 15 percent transparent.
2 - Transparency calculation: transparency shall be calculated as the percentage of clear, non-reflective glass within
the ground floor facade. Transparent doors and window mullions shall count as transparent area. Structural
elements and opaque or reflective glass shall not be counted as transparent area.
The design team is requesting relief from the transparency design standard. The purpose of this structure is to
reduce noise from the adjacent oxygen plant. Transparency in the noise wall would prevent it from achieving this
purpose.
Compliance with Streetscape Design Manual
1.3 Applicability
The standards and guidelines in this manual apply to:
• Any new development along collector and arterial streets, identified in the Roadway Classification Map (Figure
1.14). This includes new development, redevelopment, and additions over 50 percent of the existing floor area.
• Improvements to existing collectors and arterials.
• The new construction of collectors, arterials, or any local street serving mixed use or commercial development.
• Any City-funded street improvement project.
Based on this list, the noise wall does not trigger any ROW improvements. Therefore, the Streetscape Design
Manual does not apply to the project.

We look forward to your review of our SDP application.

Best regards,
Kenneth W. Harshman, AIA
Principal
Grey Wolf Architecture

1543 CHAMPA STREET
SUITE 200
DENVER, COLORADO
80202
303.292.9107 arch@greywolfstudio.com

