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1 –Executive Summary  

The Colorado School of Mines (Mines) has been an integral part of Golden throughout its history. 

The campus, and the neighborhoods that surround it, form roughly half of the historic core of the 

community that lies west of Washington Avenue. The neighboring 12th Street Historic District, in 

particular, is an important part of Golden’s identity, and contains many of the most iconic 

structures in the community. 

 

Mines and its adjacent neighborhoods have evolved side by side over the years and, like any 

neighbors, the relationship must be nurtured in order to be successful. In recent years, Mines has 

constructed a number of new campus buildings. While many of these new structures are in the core 

of campus and do not represent a direct impact on the adjacent neighborhoods, some have been 

constructed on the edge of campus and have created challenges for residents. Common concerns 

related to the neighborhood/campus interface have included increased vehicular traffic, noise, 

lighting, parking issues and a loss of neighborhood character.  

 

As Mines prepares to update its Campus Master Plan in 2017, City Council requested that City 

staff engage the residents of the neighborhoods that surround the campus in order to be true to 

Golden’s Vision 2030 Values and Guiding Principles, which state that Golden should be 

responsive to residents, and should direct and manage change: 

 

 

Guiding Principles 

These two structural principles are the 

foundation upon which the Golden 

community intends to act and make 

decisions. 

 

o Responsive Government 

 Our City 

government is responsive, approachable, and good at listening, welcomes 

participation and involvement, is fair to all parts of the City and is 

accountable. 

o Controlled and Directed Change 

 Our community values require that we direct and manage change, assure 

smart growth (transportation & development), affordable housing and 

sustainability.  As a community, we expect sustainability that preserves 

the small town look, feel and character. 
 

City staff scheduled two community meetings in 2017, which were designed to listen to 

neighborhood residents, understand the issues and suggestions, and then report these findings to 

City Council. The goal is both for Council to understand the needs of the residents in advance of 

the Campus Master Plan process, as well as prepare for negotiation with MINES to create an 

Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) to better define the relationship between the City and 

Mines. 
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There are a number of staff recommendations that resulted from this community engagement 

process that are related to mitigating the impact of Mines development at the edge of campus, 

such as creating appropriate building setbacks and step-backs, setting height limitations, traffic 

calming, and architectural guidelines to maintain neighborhood character. In addition, there was 

strong consensus from residents that the status quo situation related to the Mines land use 

entitlement process is not desirable and leads to ongoing contention.   
 

While an IGA that creates more certainty for both Mines and area residents seems to be the most 

desirable outcome, agreement on the specific terms of the IGA will be challenging. The City of 

Golden, as a home-rule city, asserts its rights granted under the Colorado Constitution to enforce 

its municipal ordinances and to supersede any state law in conflict with them. The Colorado 

School of Mines, as a State institution, asserts that it is not subject to Golden’s municipal 

ordinances.  
 

However, at least in the abstract, an outcome that gives the community more certainty about 

what happens at the edge of campus, and Mines more predictability about what can be developed 

in the core of campus, is beneficial to both parties and greatly improves relations between these 

important historic neighbors. 
 

 

2- Current Conditions 

2.1 MINES Boundaries/Neighborhoods 

 

City Council and staff sought specific input and recommendations from adjacent neighborhoods 

as to how the relationship of the buildings and uses along the edges of the Colorado School of 

Mines Campus could meet the University’s needs while respecting and enhancing the physical 

and social relationship with adjacent neighbors. Mines has also engaged in various Master 

Planning processes over the years where they include recommendations for future buildings and 

infrastructure systems, some under their own control, and some (like public streets) under the 

control of the city.  

 

The most recent Mines Master Plan occurred in 2010, and anticipated some of the construction 

that has occurred in recent years. Community concern about the 2010 Master Plan and prior 

versions has centered on the fact that the recommendations for buildings and parking facilities 

are, by nature, policy guidelines rather than firm commitments. All of the parties have noted that 

one significant benefit of the recommended IGA would be an increased level of certainty.  
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2.2 Development Review Process 
 

Contrary to the City’s stated position, the school administration has long maintained that Mines 

is exempt from the City’s zoning regulations and land entitlement process, but, never the less, 

have engaged in the City’s process with the reservation that Golden’s process does not 

apply.  For Mines structures (which are primarily in the R-3 zone district), Golden’s zoning code 

has been interpreted to allow structures with a height of 35 feet or less without the requirement 

of a public process pertaining to height. For proposed structures that will be between 35 feet and 

50 feet, the code requires a Special Use Permit, which involves a neighborhood meeting as well 

as a Planning Commission public hearing to approve the height.  Structures greater than 50 feet 

in height require rezoning the PUD (Planned Unit Development) District, which requires a 

neighborhood meeting and public hearings before Planning Commission and City Council for 

approval. 
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3- What We Heard 

 

3.1 Neighborhood Needs Summary 

 

The following summarizes what staff heard from residents and stakeholders at the initial Open 

House held on April 12, 2017.  

12th Street Neighborhood: 
Majority of residents in attendance were from the 12th Street Neighborhood. The residents of 12th 

Street love their walkable/central location, followed by their historic character. Their greatest 

concern is noise followed by a tie between loss of historic character and new building size and 

design. They are most interested in building height limitations and building design in line with 

historic character when considering growth management strategies. While walkability is 

excellent in their neighborhood; parking, pedestrian and bike safety were rated inadequate. Their 

top mobility improvement requested was less vehicle traffic.  

Courthouse Hill Neighborhood: 
The residents of Courthouse Hill love their walkable/central location. They have several 

concerns regarding their relationship and proximity to Colorado School of Mines Campus with a 

tie between noise and new construction building size/design. They are most interested in building 

height limitations with building design in line with historic character a secondary concern when 

considering growth management strategies. While walkability is neutral to excellent in their 

neighborhood, parking, pedestrian and bike safety were rated moderately inadequate to 

inadequate. Their top mobility improvement requested was less vehicle traffic.  

East Campus Neighborhood: 
The residents of East Campus love their historic character, followed by their walkability. Their 

greatest concerns were a tie between loss of historic character and new construction building size 

and design. They are most interested in building height limitations followed closely by building 

setbacks of 20 feet when considering growth management strategies. While vehicular access is 

excellent in their neighborhood, pedestrian and bike safety were rated inadequate. Their top 

mobility improvement requested was less vehicle traffic.  

19th Street Neighborhood: 

The residents of 19th Street love their walkable/central location and proximity to local attractions. 

Their greatest concerns were a tie between loss of historic character, new building size and 

design and parking. They are most interested in building design in line with historic character 

when considering growth management strategies. This neighborhood had the most mobility 

concerns ranking walkability, parking, vehicle access and safety neutral to inadequate. 
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3.2 Areas of Potential Change 

 

This map was provided at the Open House held on June 14, 2017 indicating areas of campus 

with potential future redevelopment as predicted by City staff. Meeting participants were asked 

which of the outlined “Areas of Potential Change” they were most interested in. A majority were 

interested in the northernmost area of change between the 12th Street Historic Neighborhood and 

west campus. Several were also interested in the Area of Change in the East Campus 

Neighborhood. A few attendees were interested in the 19th Street Neighborhood. More details are 

provided in the surveys and open house summaries in the Appendices. 

3.3  Pedestrian Improvements 

At the initial open house, staff asked participants to indicate on a map pedestrian and other 

mobility improvements they would like to see to improve transportation in their neighborhoods. 

Majority of the comments received referenced the 12th Street Historic Neighborhood. Several 

comments were provided regarding potential enhanced intersections, shared streets and complete 

streets. The map on the following page indicates locations of potential improvements to the 12th Street 

Historic Neighborhood based on feedback received.   
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3.4  Neighborhood Character Guidelines 

The summary of the April 12, 2017 Open House (page 6) indicated “preservation of historic 

character” was a priority of all four adjacent neighborhoods surveyed. As a result, staff 

developed Neighborhood Character Guidelines and asked participants to vote on the guidelines 

most important to them to ensure preservation of historic character in their neighborhood. In 

order of priority, the guidelines indicated by the participants are as follows: 
 

1. Preserve the existing building setbacks 

along the block to maintain openness between 

the street and buildings along the edge of 

campus 

2. Stories above the second floor should be 

designed to be as inconspicuous as possible 

when viewed from the street on the edge of 

campus 

3. Trees and other landscaping should be 

provided along the edge of campus facing the 

neighborhood, in order to soften this transition 

area 
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4. New structures along the edges of campus should architecturally compliment the 

surrounding neighborhood 

5. Colors of buildings should consist of neutral colors, and materials used should be 

appropriate to the character of the surrounding neighborhood at the edge of campus, such 

as wood, stone and brick siding.  

6. Wrap parking behind buildings, away from surrounding neighborhoods on the edge of 

campus 

7. Window styles of buildings along the edge of campus should be vertical in proportion 

and double hung in-line with the size and shape of windows in the surrounding 

neighborhood.  

 

Other comments received are included in the survey and open house results summaries in the 

Appendices.  

 

3.5  Site Development: Status Quo vs. Sensitivity Map 

The Colorado School of Mines contends that, as a state institution, it is not held to certain local 

regulations, including local regulations pertaining to site development. Historically, Mines has 

followed the city’s site development review process as a courtesy. The City’s current regulations 

pertaining to the height of Mines buildings on campus are provided in the following map on page 

10 (Status Quo). It outlines the process included and current height limitations. Staff explained to 

meeting participants the opportunity to create “Sensitivity Zones,” as provided on page 11, 

which could be included in an Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) between Mines and the City. 

It could cover, at a minimum, the physical aspects of campus and allow for more certainty of 

building height limitations, character in the highest sensitivity zones, massing and impact to the 

adjacent neighborhoods. Generally, participants were in favor of more certainty, especially in the 

“Areas of Potential Change.”  

 

Other comments are included in the surveys and open house summaries in the Appendices.  
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4- Recommendations  

4.1 Summary 

The process of working with the 

Campus Neighborhoods’ 

residents and the Mines 

representatives that participated 

in the effort has been a positive 

and informative experience.  By 

focusing both on the campus 

interaction with the adjacent 

areas and these neighborhoods 

themselves, the process was 

able to gather ideas and input of 

value in several contexts.  In 

addition to the specific 

recommendations for City 

Council listed later in this 

section, the opportunity also points out a few conclusions that may help the City and Mines in 

framing many of our future interactions regarding land use, transportation, infrastructure and 

operations.   A few of these conclusions to consider include: 

 The setting of the Mines campus in Golden creates a unique set of relationships in the 

community.  While there is some similarity to the neighborhoods immediately adjacent to 

downtown where there are transitions of architecture, scale, land use, and parking and traffic 

impacts, much of the Mines campus has grown up within the neighborhoods, with 

architecture and scale transitions more pronounced, and traffic and access much more 

interconnected.   

 

 The fact that the adjacent neighborhoods along 12th and 13th Streets, Washington Avenue, 

and 18th Streets are some of our oldest, attractive residential areas further intensifies the 

relationships among the residents/property owners and the City and Mines.  The three groups 

are fully connected on a daily basis.   

 

 As a result of this intimate relationship, there will always be tensions as both the campus and 

neighborhoods evolve.  While change on campus may appear more pronounced, the 

neighborhoods are also continuously changing.  The importance of recognizing the goals and 

needs of various stakeholder groups cannot be overstated.  Mines’ continued success, health, 

and the vitality of adjacent neighborhoods are extremely important to Golden’s future as a 

community.   
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4.2 Staff Recommendations  

 

In light of the suggestions and input received throughout the planning process and the above 

conclusions, staff provides the following recommendations for consideration by City Council: 

1. There was a strong consensus that the status quo situation regarding land use limitations and 

entitlement is not desirable.  Both at the meetings and in the surveys, the community input to 

Council is that more certainty would be an important part of enhanced relationships.  Given 

the State of Colorado position on the issue of jurisdiction, the idea of an Intergovernmental 

Agreement (IGA) covering at least the physical aspects of campus buildings and 

infrastructure (and certain operational issues if feasible) should be pursued. 

 

2. In addition to seeking a predictable 

pattern of building and infrastructure 

construction for the more sensitive campus 

edges, the City should recognize the 

incremental impacts to adjacent 

neighborhoods and assume a role in 

neighborhood level investment and 

adaptations to maintain the vitality of 

neighborhoods.  Such investments can 

include the early action traffic calming and 

walkability projects at 11th and Illinois and 

12th and 13th and Maple Streets, but also 

future projects as listed in the meeting and 

survey input.  These type of investments 

must be placed in context of other 

neighborhood needs in the community for funding decisions, but should not be minimized. 

 

3.  Recognizing that the jurisdictional issue pertaining to land use and construction entitlements 

is not necessarily resolved if the City and Mines enter into an IGA, the City should also 

consider amending the zoning applied to campus to reflect any physical limitations placed on 

new construction by the IGA such as building height, setback, design, etc. 

 

4. It is advisable that City Council pursue an IGA with Mines and prudent to consider the 

following factors and criteria: 

 

a. If Mines seeks an understanding whereby campus construction projects fully on Mines 

property are not subject to a final approval or denial by the City, but rather have some 

level of community and/or City presentation and comment but Mines has the ultimate 

authority to proceed, it would be reasonable to expect that there are specific quantifiable 

limitations applied, and that such limitations are more stringent in the more sensitive 

edges reflective of the campus interface with nearby neighborhoods. 
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b. The community desired maximum height for the most sensitive neighborhood edges 

would not exceed 35’.  There was less discussion about a specific height limit for the 

moderate sensitivity level or campus core; however, the City should seek a height limit 

for this area and some limit on the campus core where at least a 1-block buffer exists.  It 

is unclear if Mines will agree to such limitations, as the 35’ limit realistically only 

accommodates a two story building in terms of floor to ceiling height needs for modern 

campus structures.   

 

c. The horizontal dimensions of the highest and moderate sensitivity edge areas, as 

conceptually depicted on the map displayed at the June 14th 2017 meeting (page 11),  

represent another area where there may need to be compromise to achieve an agreement.   

The community input and Planning Commission are in support of increasing the depth of 

the highest sensitivity areas from what is on this map to a full City block.   

 

d. Setbacks are an important factor, but if the most sensitive edges remain at 35’ maximum 

height they are less critical there, but remain quite important along 19th Street in the less 

restrictive height zones. 

 

e. The tennis courts on Maple 

Street between 12th and 13th Streets 

represent a special circumstance 

for the neighborhood and should be 

addressed specifically in the IGA.  

Mines provided a verbal 

commitment during the athletic 

center Planning Commission 

public hearing process that it 

would adhere to the 35 foot height 

limit in this sensitive location. It 

was reiterated again at the January 

23, 2014 Council Hearing in which 

Vice President Volpi addressed the tennis court site and noted that the 2010 Mines 

Master Plan had nothing else planned for the location. She also stated “Mines would 

commit to adding into the master plan a revision that no buildings constructed on that site 

would be taller than 35 feet in height on the north property boundary.” Planning 

Commission recommends that this earlier promise now be formalized in a written 

agreement.  

 

f. The discussion topic that may prove difficult to resolve relates to the topic of design 

character for buildings along campus edges.   The neighborhood input detailed on page 6, 

confirmed the importance of the character of buildings along campus edges near 

residential and historic structures.   The detailed input from the June 14, 2017 meeting 

(see Appendices) lists several elements that could be included in an IGA section related 

to design.  To date, Mines has been adamant that the architecture of new buildings on 

campus reflect the time of construction and therefore there is a mix of older and 
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contemporary styles.   Finding a balance between dictating specific design components 

and no community input at all will likely take compromise. 

 

g. Council will need to decide the details of what level of commitment from Mines is 

necessary to accompany the type of land use review process they seek. 

 

h. Although the survey fields were not addressed in this public engagement effort, as they 

have not previously been considered an area of contention and conflict, it would be 

timely and efficient for both partners to also address the future of the survey fields in the 

IGA. 

 

i. The neighborhood public engagement effort focused primarily on land use and mitigating 

the impacts of future development on campus neighborhoods. Although staff and Mines 

were present at both Open Houses to discuss the operational impacts of campus, it would 

be responsive of the City to also address the impacts of traffic, people, noise, and light on 

the campus neighborhoods and agree to future evaluation of these impacts with regards to 

new and existing buildings to help nurture the important relationship between campus 

and it’s adjacent neighborhoods.  
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Appendices 
 

Prior to both the April and June Open Houses, a survey was posted on the city’s website and 

social media to encourage residents and stakeholders who would be unable to attend the 

meetings to participate. Survey results aligned closely with what staff heard at the open houses. 

The majority of residents from all four neighborhoods loved their walkable/central location in 

Golden, but were concerned about noise, new building size and design, and a loss of historic 

character when considering campus growth management strategies. Survey results and more 

detailed summaries of the open houses are provided in this section as well as a report from a 

representative of the 12th Street Historic District, Tom Atkins, with recommendations to staff and 

City Council on what might be included in the future IGA with Mines. 
 

 

 

 

 



 

CSM Neighborhoods’ Open House Results Summary 
Meeting Date: April 12, 2017 

 

12th Street Neighborhood: 
Majority of residents in attendance were from the 12th Street Neighborhood. The residents of 12th Street 
love their walkable/central location, followed by their historic character. Their greatest concern is noise 
followed by a tie between loss of historic character and new building size and design. They are most 
interested in building height limitations and building design in line with historic character when 
considering growth management strategies. While walkability is excellent in their neighborhood, 
parking, pedestrian and bike safety were rated inadequate. Their top mobility improvement requested 
was less vehicle traffic.  

Courthouse Hill Neighborhood: 
The residents of Courthouse Hill love their walkable/central location. They have several concerns 
regarding their relationship and proximity to Colorado School of Mines Campus with a tie between noise 
and new construction building size/design. They are most interested in building height limitations with 
building design in line with historic character a secondary concern when considering growth 
management strategies. While walkability is neutral to excellent in their neighborhood, parking, 
pedestrian and bike safety were rated moderately inadequate to inadequate. Their top mobility 
improvement requested was less vehicle traffic.  

East Campus Neighborhood: 
The residents of East Campus love their historic character, followed by their walkability. Their greatest 
concerns were a tie between loss of historic character and new construction building size and design. 
They are most interested in building height limitations followed closely by building setbacks of 20 feet 
when considering growth management strategies. While vehicular access is excellent in their 
neighborhood, pedestrian and bike safety were rated inadequate. Their top mobility improvement 
requested was less vehicle traffic.  

19th Street Neighborhood: 
The residents of 19th Street love their walkable/central location and proximity to local attractions. Their 
greatest concerns were a tie between loss of historic character, new building size and design and 
parking. They are most interested in building design in line with historic character when considering 
growth management strategies. This neighborhood had the most mobility concerns ranking walkability, 
parking, vehicle access and safety neutral to inadequate. Due to their mobility concerns, requested 
mobility improvements included improved sidewalks, improved bike facilities, more frequent bus service 
and more available parking.   

Results of the April 12th Open House are below, with numbers corresponding to the number of people 
choosing that question’s response. Meeting boards are also available upon request.  

Location of Attendee Residence: 
26 were located in the 12th Street Neighborhood 
2 in Courthouse Hill Neighborhood 
2 East Campus Neighborhood 



 

1 19th Street Neighborhood 
2 from other areas of town.  
*Several attendees did not visit this board.  

Streets Map: 
Several interested attendees were interested in a 4 way stop at Maple and 12th Streets 
Several interested attendees in opening 14th Street between Maple and Illinois 
No CSM Signal parking on Golden Streets 
Coordinate all City Event closures with CSM events/construction 
Move traffic to campus out of 12th Street Historic District 
Traffic calming or reduced speeds on 11th 
Dangerous intersection at 11th and the athletic center 

*Each Neighborhood (12th, Courthouse Hill, East Campus, and 19th Street had their own station) 

12th Street Neighborhood: 
What do you love most about your neighborhood? 
Historic Character 13 
Walkable/Central Location 18 
Close to local business/attractions 10 
Other 
 
What is your greatest concern, current or future, regarding your neighborhoods’ relationship to CSM? 
Loss of Historic Character 14 
Noise 20 
New Construction building size/design 14 
Parking 10 
Lighting 9 
Other: Event parking, Light pollution, pedestrian safety 
 
When considering residential areas adjacent to CSM, which of the following growth management  
strategies is most important in your neighborhood? 
Building Height Limitations 19 
Building set back 20 ft from property line 6 
Building design in line with historic character 17 
Upper floors stepped back from lower floors 12 
Other: Traffic, Buffer Zone 
 
Please rate the following mobility options in your neighborhood with 1 being inadequate and 5 being 
excellent 
Walkability = Excellent 
Vehicular Access = Neutral 
Parking = moderately inadequate 
Ped & Bike Safety= Moderately inadequate 
 
 



 

Which of the following mobility improvements is your top priority? 
Improved Sidewalk Connections 
Improved Bike Facilities 
More frequent bus service 
Less vehicle traffic 23 
More available parking 2 
 
Other 12th Street Comments? 
Construction traffic should abide by the “no construction” signs 
Repurpose the GRL Annex and remove HVAC 
Circulator Bus 
Temporary closure of roads is a safety issue 
Move parking garage location to 19th 
Tennis courts should be a transition area by keeping as is, no building 

Courthouse Hill Neighborhood: 
What do you love most about your neighborhood? 
Historic Character 13 
Walkable/Central Location 18 
Close to local business/attractions 13 
Other  

What is your greatest concern, current or future, regarding your neighborhoods’ relationship to CSM? 
Loss of Historic Character 10 
Noise 14 
New Construction building size/design 16 
Parking 16 
Lighting 7 
Other:  Need to better control light pollution  

When considering residential areas adjacent to CSM, which of the following growth management 
strategies is most important in your neighborhood? 
Building Height Limitations 17 
Building set back 20 ft from property line 7 
Building design in line with historic character 12 
Upper floors stepped back from lower floors 9 
Other  

Please rate the following mobility options in your neighborhood with 1 being inadequate and 5 being 
excellent 
Walkability = Neutral to Excellent 
Vehicular Access = Moderately Inadequate to Neutral 
Parking = Inadequate to Moderately Inadequate 
Ped & Bike Safety= Inadequate to Neutral 
 
 



 

Which of the following mobility improvements is your top priority? 
Improved Sidewalk Connections 3 
Improved Bike Facilities 3 
More frequent bus service 1 
Less vehicle traffic 18 
More available parking 2 

Other Courthouse Hill Comments? 
Need better enforcement of permit parking 

East Campus Neighborhood: 
What do you love most about your neighborhood? 
Historic Character 10 
Walkable/Central Location 8 
Close to local business/attractions 3 
Other  

What is your greatest concern, current or future, regarding your neighborhoods’ relationship to CSM? 
Loss of Historic Character 11 
Noise 3 
New Construction building size/design 11 
Parking 3 
Lighting 
Other  

When considering residential areas adjacent to CSM, which of the following growth management 
strategies is most important in your neighborhood? 
Building Height Limitations 11 
Building set back 20 ft from property line 10 
Building design in line with historic character 7 
Upper floors stepped back from lower floors 5 
Other  

Please rate the following mobility options in your neighborhood with 1 being inadequate and 5 being 
excellent 

Walkability = Neutral to Excellent 
Vehicular Access = Excellent 
Parking = Neutral 
Ped & Bike Safety= Inadequate 

 
Which of the following mobility improvements is your top priority? 
Improved Sidewalk Connections  
Improved Bike Facilities 3 
More frequent bus service 1 
Less vehicle traffic 7 



 

More available parking 5 
Other East Campus Comments? 

19th Street Neighborhood: 
What do you love most about your neighborhood? 
Historic Character 2 
Walkable/Central Location 3 
Close to local business/attractions 3 
Other  

What is your greatest concern, current or future, regarding your neighborhoods’ relationship to CSM? 
Loss of Historic Character 3 
Noise 2 
New Construction building size/design 3 
Parking 3 
Lighting 1 
Other Congestion on 6th and 19th 6 

When considering residential areas adjacent to CSM, which of the following growth management 
strategies is most important in your neighborhood? 
Building Height Limitations 2 
Building set back 20 ft from property line  
Building design in line with historic character 4 
Upper floors stepped back from lower floors 
Other  

Please rate the following mobility options in your neighborhood with 1 being inadequate and 5 being 
excellent 
Walkability = Neutral 
Vehicular Access = Neutral 
Parking  = Inadequate 
Ped & Bike Safety= Inadequate 

Which of the following mobility improvements is your top priority? 
Improved Sidewalk Connections 2 
Improved Bike Facilities 2 
More frequent bus service 2 
Less vehicle traffic 1 
More available parking 2 

Other 19th Street Comments? 
Light rail 3 
Elm Street Roundabout and pedestrian safety 6 
Parking on Illinois Street narrowing the road  



 

CSM Neighborhoods’ Open House #2 Results Summary 
Meeting Date: June 14, 2017 

 

Attendance: 
17 from 12th Street Neighborhood 
5 from Courthouse Hill Neighborhood 
5 from East Campus Neighborhood 
8 from 9th Street Neighborhood 
3 residing just outside the plan area 

*Summary Results of the last Open House in April was provided 
 
Which “Area of Change” are you most interested in? 
3 suggested development along 6th Avenue on the west side of campus 
3 suggested a public trail along the south edge of campus between campus and the golf course 
connecting to the 6th Avenue Trail 
15 were interested in the Area of Change within the East Campus Neighborhood 
5 were interested in the 19th Street Neighborhood Area of Change 
1 was interested in the Courthouse Hill Area of Change 
1 was interested in Illinois Street improvements 
3 were interested in the future of the tennis courts 
21 were interested in the Area of Change between the 12th Street Neighborhood and west campus 
parking lot.  
Comments also include requests to address the Annex HVAC noise and a max height of 35’ on 
the Washington Ave side of the East Campus Area of Change. 
 

Pedestrian Improvements 
Several Comments were provided regarding potential enhanced intersections, shared street and 
complete streets.  
Requests included locations for retractable bollards in locations along Maple St 
Shared street west from Maple on 12th Street 
Reduced speeds on Maple Street 
Dangerous to cross Maple at 12th 
All proposed enhanced intersections were desirable 
6’ is too wide with bicycles and large vehicles 
Raised crosswalks 
Keep Washington Avenue two lanes going uphill 
11th Street needs a bike lane and traffic calming 
The 2000-2100 block of Arapahoe St. remains unlimited parking with no permit required. The 
block is overwhelmed with CSM students with little space for residents to park in front of their 
houses. Please start permit parking here.  
 



 

CSM Neighborhood Character Guidelines 
19- Preserve the existing building setbacks along the block to maintain openness between the 
street and buildings along the edge of campus 
12- Stories above the second floor should be designed to be an inconspicuous as possible when 
viewed from the street on the edge of campus.  
12- Trees and other landscaping should be provided along the edge of campus facing the 
surrounding neighborhood, in order to soften this transition area.  
12- New structures along the edges of campus should architecturally compliment the surrounding 
neighborhood 
11- Colors of buildings should consist of neutral colors, and materials used should be appropriate 
to the character of the surrounding neighborhood at the edge of campus, such as wood, stone, 
and brick siding.  
6- Wrap parking behind buildings, away from surrounding neighborhoods on the edge of campus 
6-Window styles of buildings along the edge of campus should be vertical in proportion and 
double hung in-line with the size and shape of windows in the surrounding neighborhood.  
Other Comments: 
Building usage should be considered with high usage buildings at the center of campus 
Mitigate noise pollution in the neighborhoods 
Building height is critically important to the building character 
Open 14th Street to lesson impact of new parking garage 
Put in cement blocks to prevent the new parking garage access from the 12th Street 
neighborhood 

Street Grid  
Make a 4-way stop at 12th and Maple 
Install retractable bollards at 13th and Maple together with opening 14th at Maple 
Open 14th to traffic Illinois to Maple Streets 
Open 14th before the parking structure is built 
Fix cross pans at 18th and Elm Streets 
Slow the traffic on 11th thru Maple Street. The removing of the stop sign is a major issue. 

CSM Sensitivity Map 
5 requests for the block between 17th and 18th Streets from Arapahoe to the edge of campus 
should be high sensitivity area.  
Several requests for a max height in the High Sensitivity Area to be 35’ 
Lowest Sensitivity Area should be focused only on the center of campus 
I love the idea of height restriction agreement, there should be a Moderate Sensitivity Area 
between the Highest and Lowest Sensitivity Areas. 
A transition zone between town and campus is a good idea 
Leaving the tennis courts or some other open space is a good idea between campus and the 12th 
Street Historic District 
Transform the tennis courts into a parking area and buffer between the neighborhood and the 
Annex 
Moderate Sensitivity Edge along 6th Avenue is a better location for Low Sensitivity Development 



 

High Sensitivity Edges should be less than 35’ to 40’ Height restrictions 
Extend High Sensitivity Edges to a full block 
Prefer no change to the tennis court 
Would like the Highest Sensitivity Edge on the east side of the football field in case of future 
development 
Would like different restrictions on the tennis courts.  

 
 



Constant Contact Survey Results
Survey Name: Colorado School of Mines Neighborhoods Survey 

Response Status: Partial & Completed 

Filter: None 

6/19/2017 12:21 PM MDT

Which of the following neighborhood areas includes your place of residence? 

Answer 0% 100%
Number of

Response(s)
Response

Ratio
12th Street Neighborhood 18 35.2 %

Courthouse Hill
Neighborhood

7 13.7 %

East Campus Neighborhood 2 3.9 %

19th Street Corridor 6 11.7 %

Other 18 35.2 %

No Response(s) 0 0.0 %

Totals 51 100%

What do you love most about your neighborhood? Please rank the following
1 = Least

Answer 1 2 3 4
Number of

Response(s)
Ranking

Score*
Historic Character 49 2.4

Walkable/Central Location 49 3.0

Close to local
business/attractions

49 2.3

Other 49 2.3

*The Ranking Score is the weighted average calculated by dividing the sum of all weighted rankings by the number of total responses.

What is your greatest concern, current or future, regarding your neighborhood's relationship to the

Colorado School of Mines Campus? Please rank the following. 
1 = Least

Answer 1 2 3 4
Number of

Response(s)
Ranking

Score*
Loss of historic character 49 2.3

Noise 49 2.6

New construction building
size and design

49 2.7

Other 49 2.4

*The Ranking Score is the weighted average calculated by dividing the sum of all weighted rankings by the number of total responses.
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 When considering residential areas adjacent to CSM, which of the following growth management

strategies is most important in your neighborhood? Please rank the following
1 = Least

Answer 1 2 3 4 5
Number of

Response(s)
Ranking

Score*
Building height limitations
where campus meets
residential areas

47 3.6

Buildings set back from the
property line at least 20 feet

47 3.1

Building design in line with
neighborhood historic
character

47 2.7

Upper floors stepped back
from lower floors to reduce
impact

47 2.6

Other 47 3.0

*The Ranking Score is the weighted average calculated by dividing the sum of all weighted rankings by the number of total responses.

Please rate the following mobility options in your neighborhood. 
1 = Inadequate, 3 = It Works, 5 = Excellent

Answer 1 2 3 4 5
Number of

Response(s)
Rating
Score*

Walkability 50 4.0

Vehicular Access 50 3.1

Parking 50 2.4

Pedestrian and Bike Safety 50 2.6

*The Rating Score is the weighted average calculated by dividing the sum of all weighted ratings by the number of total responses.

 Please prioritize the following mobility improvements
1 = Low Priority

Answer 1 2 3 4 5
Number of

Response(s)
Ranking

Score*
Improved sidewalk
connections

46 3.1

Improved bike facilities 46 2.7

More frequent bus service 46 2.4

Less vehicle traffic 46 3.3

Other 46 3.5

*The Ranking Score is the weighted average calculated by dividing the sum of all weighted rankings by the number of total responses.
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Constant Contact Survey Results
Survey Name: CSM Neighborhoods Survey 2 

Response Status: Partial & Completed 

Filter: None 

7/11/2017 9:18 AM MDT

TextBlock:

 

Click here to enlarge image: http://www.cityofgolden.net/media/CSMOpenHouseFeedback.pdfThis board represents a summary of

what staff heard at the Open House for the Colorado School of Mines Neighborhoods' which was held in April. A second Open

House was held on June 14th. For those who missed the Open House or would like to leave additional comments, this survey is

an opportunity to do so prior to the development of a report to Council in August.

Click here to enlarge image: http://www.cityofgolden.net/media/CSMCommunityInputNeighborhoods.pdf

Which CSM neighborhood are you most interested in whether it be your place of residence or just a

location in Golden important to you.  

Answer 0% 100%
Number of

Response(s)
Response

Ratio
12th Street Neighborhood
(outlined in yellow between
the CSM sports fields and
Arapahoe Street)

4 36.3 %

Courthouse Hill
Neighborhood (outlined in
purple between Washington
Ave and Arapahoe Street)

1 9.0 %

East Campus Neighborhood
(outlined in green between
18th Street and 20th Street)

1 9.0 %

19th Street Corridor
Neighborhood (outlined in
red along 19th Street)

4 36.3 %

Other 2 18.1 %

Totals 11 100%
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Click here to enlarge image: http://www.cityofgolden.net/media/12thStreetNMap.pdf At the initial CSM

Neighborhoods' Open House in April, staff heard several comments regarding pedestrian improvement

needs in the 12th Street neighborhood. This map represents potential future improvements including

enhanced intersections, shared streets and complete streets. Choose your top two priority intersections

listed below for improvements.

Answer 0% 100%
Number of

Response(s)
Response

Ratio
11th and Illinois Streets
Enhanced Intersection

4 36.3 %

12th and Illinois Streets
Enhanced Intersection

2 18.1 %

11th and Cheyenne Streets
Enhanced Intersection

3 27.2 %

12th and Cheyenne Streets
Enhanced Intersection

3 27.2 %

Shared Street on 14th Street
between Maple and Illinois
Streets

3 27.2 %

14th and Maple Streets
Enhanced Intersection

2 18.1 %

Illinois Street Complete
Street from 10th Street to
16th Street

5 45.4 %

Other 0 0.0 %

Totals 11 100%
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At the April CSM Neighborhoods' Open House staff heard preservation of the historic character in the

neighborhoods surrounding the Colorado School of Mines was important. Choose 3 of the following

character guidelines most important to you. 

Answer 0% 100%
Number of

Response(s)
Response

Ratio
Preserve the existing
building setbacks along the
block to maintain openness
between the street and
buildings along the edge of
campus

6 54.5 %

Colors of buildings should
consist of neutral colors, and
materials used should be
appropriate to the character
of the surrounding
neighborhood at the edge of
campus such as wood, stone
and brick siding.

0 0.0 %

Wrap parking behind
buildings, away from
surrounding neighborhoods
on the edge of campus

6 54.5 %

Window styles of buildings
along the edge of campus
should be vertical in
proportion and double hung
in-line with the size and
shape of windows in the
surrounding neighborhood.

1 9.0 %

New structures along the
edges of campus should
architecturally compliment
the surrounding
neighborhood.

7 63.6 %

Stories above the second
floor should be designed to
be as inconspicuous as
possible when viewed from
the street on the edge of
campus.

2 18.1 %

Trees and other landscaping
should be provided along the
edge of campus facing the
surrounding neighborhood,
in order to soften this
transition area.

10 90.9 %

Other 0 0.0 %

Totals 11 100%

TextBlock:

Click here to enlarge image: http://www.cityofgolden.net/media/IGAOperationalDiscussionPoints.pdf Above are operational

discussion points which could be included in a future Intergovernmental Agreement between the Colorado School of Mines and

the City of Golden.

Page 3



Click here for enlarged images: http://www.cityofgolden.net/media/StatusQuoRegulations.pdf and

 http://www.cityofgolden.net/media/CSMSensitivityMap.pdf Which of the site development regulation

options shown in the above maps would you prefer? Status Quo involving individual development review

processes with some oversight of building heights and other design characteristics of new development

on campus, or a version of the above sensitivity map (which could be negotiated to provide some

certainty for both residents and CSM) creating zones which would limit height and other design

characteristics through an IGA between the City and CSM. 

Answer 0% 100%
Number of

Response(s)
Response

Ratio
Status Quo 1 8.3 %

Sensitivity Zone 10 83.3 %

No Response(s) 1 8.3 %

Totals 12 100%

 Click here to enlarge image:http://www.cityofgolden.net/media/CSMAreasofChangeMap.pdfWhich

potential "Area of Change" are you most interested and why. Please leave a comment below. 

8 Response(s)

Page 4



GHNA Public Input Page 1 of 6 April 4, 2017 

To: Golden Community and Economic Development Department 
 Golden City Council 
From: Golden Historic Neighborhoods Association 
By: Tom Atkins, President 
Date: 04/05/2017 
 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

• GHNA strongly supports the City’s process to seek specific input and recommendations as to the 
relationship of the Colorado School of Mines campus as a whole to the community, and the 
interface of campus edges with nearby residential, commercial, cultural, and recreational uses. 

• GHNA believes this public input should be used as the basis for an Inter-Governmental 
Agreement between Golden and Mines governing development standards throughout the 
campus and focusing on differentiating between the core of campus and the campus 
boundaries, which we refer to as “Transition Zones”. 

• We believe such an IGA is a unique opportunity for each side to show respect for the other and 
for the neighborhoods surrounding the campus. It would go a long way toward resolving the 
long-standing differences of opinion as to the right of Golden to enforce its zoning code and 
other local ordinances and the legal obligation of CSM to conform to those ordinances, all while 
avoiding the courts. 

• We offer specific suggestions as to development standards in the Transition Zones, including 
building heights and setbacks, traffic, parking, safety, noise, lighting, and other nuisance 
impacts. 

BACKGROUND 
 
The 12th Street Historic District is in the very heart of historic Golden. It contains some of the oldest 
homes in Golden – some preceding even the founding of the Colorado School of Mines. The long history 
of the 12th Street Historic District as a neighbor of CSM has given us a unique and important perspective 
on the relationship between the City and CSM. We were, to the best of our knowledge, the only 
neighborhood group to negotiate a Memorandum Of Understanding with CSM in order to express our 
mutual commitment of respect, while alleviating potential development concerns of the neighborhoods. 
 
Since then, with a change of administration on campus, we have experienced a planning process in 
which Mines has explicitly claimed exemption from Golden’s zoning codes; has publicly claimed to City 
Council little or no impact of proposed developments which have turned out to have serious impacts; 
and has demonstrated their claim of exemption by constructing, immediately adjacent to the 12th 
Street Historic District, a building that exceeds zoning limitations after having bypassed Golden’s 
planning process by presenting incomplete plans to the Planning Department. 
 
These conflicts regarding Golden’s ability to enforce its own zoning code are detrimental not only to the 
12th Street Historic District, but to the entire Golden community.  
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INTRODUCTION 
GHNA understands that it represents only a portion, albeit an important portion, of the Transition Zone 
around campus. The City’s expressed purpose for community input at this time is directed toward “the 

relationship of campus as a whole to the community, and the interface of campus edges with nearby 

residential, commercial, cultural, and recreational uses”.  
 
We support the negotiation of a comprehensive development agreement between the City of Golden 
and the Colorado School of Mines. If done properly, this agreement would provide benefits to all 
constituents and would provide an expedited path to the legal resolution of potential conflicts without 
either side having to challenge the other’s rights or authorities. Because of our first-hand experience 
with the limitations of either an “agreed-upon process” or a Memorandum Of Understanding, we 
believe that only an Inter-Governmental Agreement, constituted in the manner proscribed by state 
statute, will be effective and enforceable. 
 
GHNA member residents have been encouraged to submit the City’s online survey, to attend the April 
12 public meeting, and to provide input to City staff. We have also gathered specific input from 
residents, however, and have had conversations about this subject for nearly two years. 
 
It is therefore our desire to provide broad input on our members’ views about the purposes, 
characteristics, and provisions of an agreement that would protect and respect all constituents: the 
community; the City; and CSM.  

PURPOSE 
The City of Golden and the Colorado School of Mines have a fundamental difference of opinion as to the 
right of Golden to enforce its zoning code and other local ordinances and the legal obligation of CSM to 
conform to those ordinances. In recent years, the two entities have had an “agreed upon process” 
wherein CSM has agreed to voluntarily comply with Golden’s planning and zoning processes. This 
process broke down nearly three years ago, when CSM designed and built the GRL Annex building, 
which exceeds the City’s zoning code, without following the “agreed upon” planning process. To the 
best of our knowledge, the City has taken no action to remedy that situation. When the process fails, it 
is the community that suffers the consequences – in this case, that means portions of the 12th Street 
Historic District and the neighborhood immediately adjacent to it on Maple. We believe it is the City’s 
responsibility to protect its residents from the consequences of inappropriate or illegal development 
that causes negative impacts on those residents. 

An Inter-Governmental Agreement is an attempt to resolve these conflicts with an enforceable 
agreement that avoids going to court but provides legal remedies for violations of the agreement. The 
IGA would spell out conditions, limitations, and freedoms for development on campus that are 
acceptable to the City, to Mines, and to the community. 

GHNA member neighbors strongly support the needs and purpose of this IGA and urge the City of 
Golden to actively pursue the agreement with utmost priority. We hope the City will continue to solicit 
community input and to remain in contact with community constituents throughout the process.  

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE IGA: 
• Explicitly acknowledge the conflict between the City of Golden and CSM: 
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o The city of Golden, as a home-rule city, asserts its rights granted under the Colorado 

Constitution to enforce its municipal ordinances and to supersede any state law in 

conflict with them. 

o The Colorado School of Mines, as a State institution, asserts that it is not subject to 

Golden’s municipal ordinances. 

• Express a spirit of respect and equity to both sides in this conflict. 

• Express the importance of Mines to the City of Golden and the importance of the City of Golden 

to Mines. 

• Express the desire of Mines to be a “good neighbor” within the Golden community. 

• Acknowledge the impact of campus development on the residential areas surrounding the 

campus. 

• Cite the State Statute, CRS 29-20-105, which explicitly encourages an IGA to resolve inter-

governmental disputes regarding land use: 

o “Local governments are authorized and encouraged to cooperate or contract with other 

units of government pursuant to part 2 of article 1 of this title for the purposes of 

planning or regulating the development of land including, but not limited to, the joint 

exercise of planning, zoning, subdivision, building, and related regulations.” 

• Define “Transition Zones” around the campus and express the intent to define different 

development standards in these Transition Zones from those in the Core of Campus. The 

Transition Zone should include ALL boundaries of campus that border with residentially-zoned 

areas. This zone should provide a clear visual, harmonious transition between the Mines campus 

and the adjacent residential areas. 

• Express the intent for the City, CSM, and the community to agree upon campus development 

standards, addressed as different standards in the Campus Core and the Transition Zones, as an 

alternative to the strict adherence to Golden’s zoning code throughout the campus. 

 

SPECIFIC DEVELOPMENT ISSUES IN THE TRANSITION ZONES 
• Standards in the Transition Zones may vary from area to area and should be determined by 

potential IMPACT on the adjacent neighborhood.  

• Height and Setbacks. The impact of building height and setbacks will vary according to: 

o Orientation. Buildings on the south side of homes block the sun more than buildings on 

the north side of homes. Therefore, buildings on the south side of homes should 

probably have lower height limits and greater setbacks. 

o Slope. Buildings uphill from homes are taller relative to the home’s property than 

buildings on the downhill side (or level). Therefore buildings uphill from homes should 

also have greater setbacks and lower height limits. 

o Height limits should be measured from the adjacent homeowner’s property line, not the 

customary average around the building (which can make the building appear much 

taller to residents on the downhill side.) 

o Some neighbors have suggested that building heights should not exceed the height of 

adjacent residential homes. 

o Setbacks in the Transition Zones should be no less than 24 feet. Setbacks in the 

Transition Zone should have the purpose of protecting sunlight, views, and aesthetic 

feel of the adjacent properties. 
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o Building height limits should be no more than 25 to 35 feet measured from the adjacent 

property owners’ property line on the downhill side of the development. 

o Since the IGA will supplant Golden’s normal planning and zoning process, there should 

be no “special permits” or other exceptions to these standards.  

• Safety and Nuisance Impacts 

o Traffic on neighborhood streets is both a safety and a nuisance impact. The IGA should 

recognize that the neighborhood streets are similar to campus streets in that pedestrian 

traffic is important, but different in that neighborhood streets often have small children 

crossing, where campus streets have “peak” pedestrian periods determined by class 

times. For streets that traverse campus, the “Shared Streets” concept could play an 

important role. For neighborhood streets that are near the Transition Zones, every 

effort should be made to avoid increasing traffic. 

o Any development on the campus should be done with the goal of no traffic increase in 

residential areas within or adjacent to the Transition Zones. 

o Any traffic studies required to protect neighborhood streets from traffic impacts should 

be performed by Golden staff or contractors.  

o Similarly, any parking studies required to study the impact of Mines developments or 

activities on adjacent City streets should be performed by Golden staff or contractors. 

o If “Site A” is chosen by CSM for their proposed parking garage, we recommend that 14th 

Street be opened using the existing Golden right-of-way between Illinois and Maple in 

order to alleviate traffic impacts in the 12th Street Historic District. A commitment to 

restore 14th Street to the street grid can be a part of the development agreement in the 

IGA. 

o The development agreement should contain a commitment by CSM to bring the GLA 

Annex building into compliance with Transition Zone standards by removing the rooftop 

mechanical equipment after the CoorsTek building is open and operational. This area is 

often described by nearby neighbors as “an industrial site.” 

o One specific comment: “We recommend CSM and the city of Golden coordinate all 

events in "the neighborhood" together and in advance to insure temporary road 

closures do not put people or property at risk.” 

o Light and noise 

▪ Development standards should have strict guidelines for light and noise in the 

Transition Zones.  

▪ Lighting should always be shrouded and downward-directed and avoid 

“bleeding out” toward nearby homes, which then constitutes “light pollution”. 

▪ Noise standards should be lower than allowed within the Campus Core. Ideally, 

a decibel limit should be imposed, measured on the property line of adjacent 

residences. 

▪ Effluents should not be detectable as odors on adjacent residential properties.  

▪ Runoff should be controlled to avoid impact in and around the Transition Zones. 

Golden should retain the right to require detention ponds or other measures to 

enforce this requirement. 

▪ Both gaseous effluents and liquid runoff should be monitored and tested 

periodically for safety. This is not an unimportant issue: it is a little-known fact 
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that the campus has caused runoff containing volatile hydrocarbons into the 

12th Street Historic District…runoff that then went straight into Clear Creek.  

▪ The City should establish a process for residents to file complaints regarding 

safety, traffic, parking, or nuisances, and for testing and follow-up to resolve 

those complaints. This process should be the responsibility of the City of 

Golden, not CSM. 

• City Street Grid 

o The IGA should specifically cite the importance of maintaining the City street grid as it 

currently exists. Because of the existence of the campus as a large block in the historic 

heart of Golden, with many streets in the grid already closed or broken to accommodate 

campus needs, the remaining grid serves a greater purpose in providing alternative 

routes through the area. This need is exacerbated by the periodic temporary closing of 

through-streets for City events. 

Specific comment: “We feel boxed in.” 

o No new street vacations should be considered within the campus boundaries. 

o The concept of “Shared Streets” can be accommodated after a suitable test period for 

the “Shared Street” concept, such as 16th Street between Illinois and Cheyenne. The 

Shared Streets concept seeks to improve walkability and enhance both pedestrian and 

vehicular safety by reducing the dominance of vehicles, reducing vehicular speeds, and 

reducing casualty rates, all while maintaining vehicular access and thereby protecting 

the street grid. Shared Streets could be a desirable accommodation for the pedestrian 

character of the Mines campus along with the community’s need to protect alternative 

access routes through the street grid. 

o Streets eligible for “Shared Street” status should be identified within the IGA. 

• Parking 

o The IGA should recognize the unique parking circumstances caused by athletic events at 

the Clear Creek Athletic Center. CSM should agree to make specific good-faith efforts to 

minimize the impact of those events. 

o The IGA should also recognize the impact of campus student and staff vehicles parking 

off-campus on City streets and the burden that places on Golden businesses and 

residents. A cooperative effort should be identified to help minimize those impacts. 

Many other cities charge annual fees to University campuses for parking on city streets 

that traverse or surround the campus in order to compensate the community for the 

impacts of such parking. 

• Special Consideration: The tennis courts on Maple. 

A good case can be made that the 12th Street Historic District (especially on 12th Street) 
and Maple Street have been extraordinarily impacted by the Clear Creek Athletic Center, 
the GRL Annex Building, and probably soon by a parking structure at the corner of 
Maple and W. Campus Drive, and it is unreasonable to expect those residents to bear 
further impacts from development on the Tennis Court property. Furthermore, the 
Tennis Court property sits both on the uphill slope and on the south side of the homes 
on 12th Street, so development there would have the greatest impact on those homes. 
That property should remain as an undeveloped “buffer area” between the campus and 
the 12th Street Historic District. 
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DEVELOPMENT IN THE CORE OF CAMPUS 
 
Our primary intent is to provide input for development in the “Transition Zones” around the campus. 
We expect that in return for agreeing to these stricter development standards in the Transition Zones, 
CSM should be granted greater freedom for development in the core of campus. It will be up to CSM to 
ask for what they want in the process of negotiating an IGA, but we don’t think it would be 
unreasonable to remove the requirement that CSM follow Golden’s planning and zoning process in the 
campus core. That should significantly reduce delays and costs, and give them greater flexibility in their 
design and development process. The IGA should provide a legal alternative to Golden having to modify 
its zoning code to accommodate these different development standards. 
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