Land Development Code Update
Advisory Committee Meeting

October 11, 2018

We Dream Big and Deliver

PURPOSE OF MEETING
• Summary of Public Comments from LDC Open House #2 on
August 29, Survey, and Short-Term Rental Focus Group
meeting
• Bulk-Plane Options
• Introduction to LDC Draft Module 3
• Next Steps
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SHORT-TERM RENTALS (STRs)
Comments from LDC Open House #2
Do you think that short-term rentals (i.e., rentals less
than 30 days through services such as AirBnB, VRBO)
should be allowed in single-family residential areas in
Arvada, unless excluded by HOA rules?

• Yes - as long as neighborhoods can be
protected from negative impacts - 16 votes
• No - short-term rentals shouldn’t be allowed
in residential areas - 10 votes
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SHORT-TERM RENTALS (STRs)
Comments:
• Need to be taxed as lodging. Should be regulated.
• Owner should be on site
Concerns:
• Permanent residents vs. constantly rotating populations
• Provides housing to tourists rather than residents
• Impact on “stable” neighborhoods
• Allow in some areas
• Parking
• Degrades character of existing neighborhoods
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SHORT-TERM RENTALS (STRs)
Pros of Short-Term Rentals
– Invites more visitors to Arvada that can support local businesses
– Helps homeowners with a new income stream
– A “hosted” short-term rental (where the property-owner is present) provides
oversight of visitors

Cons of Short-Term Rentals:
– Can create concerns about parking, noise, and disruption to neighborhoods,
particularly when entire houses are rented
– Whole house rentals remove housing from the long-term rental market, which
can result in increasing rents
– Needs to be fairly regulated and enforcement can be an issue
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STR SURVEY RESULTS FROM SPEAK UP ARVADA
Do you think that short-term rentals (i.e., rentals less than 30 days) should
be allowed in single-family residential areas in Arvada, unless excluded by
HOA rules?
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SUMMARY OF OCTOBER 9TH STR FOCUS GROUP MEETING
Agreement on:
• Yes, STR should be allowed, licensed, and pay City’s 2% lodging tax
• Should be “hosted” (e.g., owner-occupied)
• Should provide off-street parking
• Difficult to require/enforce number of rental days/year
Next meeting:
• Review of issues in other Colorado cities and their solutions
• Review approach for STR in multifamily buildings
• Review proposed approach
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ADUS AND ACCESSORY STRUCTURES
To address current issues, some options are:
•
•
•

•

Reduce the height of Type A ADUs from 35 feet to 27 feet
– No comments
Scale the maximum size of ADUs relative to the size of the primary dwelling and
lot.
– ADUs must have same setbacks as primary residence
Revise the ADU design standards to better define compatible design elements
and allow a greater variety of roof pitches and building materials.
– Some change to “similar materials” could provide more flexibility
For corner lots, could allow greater reductions in setbacks and additional
screening requirements from the street.
– Don’t need changes to ADU ordinance…is successful as is
– ADUs might help with affordable housing
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EXPANDED BUSINESS USE OF THE HOME
Questions posed:
•
•

•
•

Should home occupations be allowed in garages?
– More “yes” than “no”
Should home occupations be allowed in ADUs?
– More “yes” than “no”
Should home occupations be allowed in accessory structures in the backyard (for
artist studio, home office, etc.)?
– Definitely more “yes” than “no”
Should there be more than one category of home occupations that address
impacts such as parking, materials storage, etc.?
– There should be reasonable limits
– 2 tier sounds good, but concerned with traffic, parking, hours, number of
clients
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NEIGHBORHOOD CONSERVATION
We’re considering decreasing the maximum height of single-family residential
dwellings from 35 feet to approximately 27 feet to better fit with the character of
existing neighborhoods. Do you agree with this approach?
– “Yes” – 16 responses
• Great idea
• I have mixed feelings. I grew up in East Arvada and I would be sad to see those
homes be boggled up by tacky monstrously scaled dwellings.
• Yes – but would prefer 30 ft.
• Yes – but exceptions for workforce housing
– “No” – 14 responses
• Reduces potential value of property. Existing height limit 35 feet.
• Only in very specific areas, under certain circumstances. The “historic” Reno
Park immediate adjacent to Olde Town is understandable. I don’t feel all of
Arvada would benefit from this height restriction.
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NEIGHBORHOOD CONSERVATION
We’re considering decreasing the maximum height of single-family residential
dwellings from 35 feet to approximately 27 feet to better fit with the character of
existing neighborhoods. Do you agree with this approach?
– “Yes” – 16 responses
– “No” – 14 responses

Since the responses were almost equal, staff will survey a broader audience
through SpeakUp Arvada.
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BULK PLANE – OPTION 1, EXISTING
6.3.2. - Exception to general rule: Transitional
heights.
“Where a multifamily residential structure or
nonresidential structure is constructed within 100
feet of a single family detached or attached structure
on an adjacent lot, the new multifamily or
nonresidential structure shall meet one of the
following criteria:
A. It shall not extend upward through
a bulk plane beginning on the nearest lot line
of the adjacent residential structure and
extending upward at an angle of 45 degrees
over the multifamily residential or
nonresidential lot.
B. Alternately, the new multifamily or
nonresidential structure may be constructed to
a height no taller than the adjacent existing
single-family structure.”
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BULK PLANE – OPTION 2
Option 2: 45 degree bulk plane begins 6 ft. above the zoning district boundary.

Residential District
Building in Residential,
Mixed-Use or Commercial District

Zoning District
Boundary Line
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BULK PLANE – OPTION 3
Option 3: New buildings cannot exceed maximum building height of adjacent
residential district within a 75 ft. transition zone from zoning district boundary.
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Intro to Procedure
Key Objective –
“Make things as simple as
possible, but not simpler.”

Pre-Application

Suggestions

Neighborhood
Meeting
Application

• Use a streamlined set of
procedural steps for
nearly all application
types, with different
decision points based on
the type of application
• Ultimately, all
application types should
fit into one of about 5 to
7 procedural “pathways”
or “tracks”

Completeness
Review
Referrals

Compliance
Review
Recommendation
or Decision (Staff)
Recommendation
or Decision (PC)
Decision (Council)

Notice / Public
Comment

Hearing / Decision
Notice
Hearing / Decision
Notice

Suggestions
• Decision making pathways can be standardized into “tracks” with
distinct requirements for procedural steps and, potentially, notice
• Instead of customizing a process for each type of application, the
Code could create tracks and then assign them to the various
required approvals and permits
• That way, over time, process improvements could focus on tracks
rather than just particular types of approvals and permits

Current – Process Detailed by Approval Type

Proposed – Establish “Tracks”

Proposed – Assign Tracks to Approval Types

Appeals
• Administrative appeals are appeals to a person or an appointed or
elected body (e.g., Hearing Officer, Board of Adjustment, Planning
Commission, or Council), as opposed to a court
• Current code allows two administrative appeals for FDP, minor plat,
minor subdivision, certain easements, site plans, certificates of
compliance with design guidelines (Olde Town), and several other
approvals
• “Best practice” is “one bite at the apple” for an administrative appeal
– balances convenience and cost to appellant (and applicant, if
different), control of City’s fate by City itself, and time necessary for
“finality” of decision

Appeals
• Need to decide:
•
•
•
•

Who hears appeals?
What’s the standard for review?
What qualifications, if any, are required of appellants?
What are the timeframes?

NEXT STEPS
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UPCOMING MEETINGS
• City Council/Planning Commission Workshop, Code Module 2 cont’d –
November 12, 6:00 p.m.
• Community Open House #3, Code Module 2 cont’d – Thursday, Nov. 29,
6:00 – 8:00 p.m.
• Advisory Committee #9 – Thursday, December 6, 6:00 – 8:00 p.m.
• Advisory Committee #10 – Thursday, January 10, 2019 6:00 – 8:00 p.m.
• City Council/Planning Commission Workshop, Code Module 3 – January
14, 2019
• Community Open House #4, Code Module 3 – 1st Quarter 2019
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Questions?
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