
 

 
City of Louisville 

Department of Planning and Building Safety         
 749 Main Street         Louisville CO 80027  

303.335.4592 (phone)     303.335.4550 (fax)     www.louisvilleco.gov 

 

 

Planning Commission 

Agenda Amended 11/7/16 

November 10, 2016 
City Hall, Council Chambers 

749 Main Street 
6:30 PM 

  
 For agenda item detail see the Staff Report and other supporting documents  

included in the complete meeting packet. 

 

Public Comment will be limited to three (3) minutes per speaker.   
 

I. Call to Order 

II. Roll Call 

III. Approval of Agenda  

IV. Approval of Minutes  

 October 13, 2016 

V. Public Comment on Items Not on the Agenda  

VI. Old Business – Public Hearing Items 

 Delo Lofts Final Plat/PUD/SRU: A request for a final Plat and planned unit 

development (PUD) and special review use (SRU) to allow for eight live/work 
units and 33 apartment units in the Hwy 42 Revitalization Area. Continued from 
10/13/16 

 Applicant: Delo East, LLC (Justin McClure) 
 Owner: Boom, LLC (Elizabeth Law-Evans) 
 Representative: RMCS, Inc (Justin McClure) 
 Case Manager: Scott Robinson, Planner III/Kristin Dean, Principal Planner 

 

 Centennial Pavilions Final Plat: A request for a re-plat of Centennial 

Pavilions Filing No. 1 to create four separate legal lots. Continued from 
10/13/16 

 Applicant and Representative: NexGen Properties (Sean Sjodin) 
 Owner: NexGen Properties, Walorado Partners LLC, Centennial Pavillion Lofts Owner’s Association 
 Case Manager: Lauren Trice, Associate Planner 

 

VII. New Business – Public Hearing Items 

 North End Market PUD/GDP Amendment: A request for a final Planned 

Unit Development (PUD) and General Development Plan (GDP) amendment to 
allow 40,000 SF of commercial and 38 dwelling units. 

 Applicant, Owner, and Representative: Ridgeline Development Corp (Chad Kipfer) 
 Case Manager: Scott Robinson, Planner III/ Kristin Dean, Principal Planner 
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 Crystal Springs SRU: A request for a special review use (SRU) to allow a tap 

room at 600 Main Street. 
 Applicant and Representative: Crystal Springs Brewing Company, LLC (Tom Horst) 
 Owner: Martin and Karen Achtermann 
 Case Manager: Rob Zuccaro, Planning and Building Safety Director 

 

 Lot 2, Block 3 Park at CTC PUD: A request for a Planned Unit Development 

for a 49,600 SF flex building.   
 Applicant, Owner, and Representative: Balfour Senior Living (Hunter MacLeod) 
 Case Manager: Scott Robinson, Planner III/Lauren Trice, Associate Planner 

 

 Innovative Openings: A request for a Planned Unit Development and 

easement vacation for a 15,101 SF office, manufacturing and warehouse facility.    
 Applicant and Representative: Rosenthal Associates, LLC (Bob Rosenthal) 
 Owner: PF Investments, LLC 
 Case Manager: Kristin Dean, Principal Planner 

 

VIII. Planning Commission Comments  

IX. Staff Comments 

X. Items Tentatively Scheduled for the regular meeting December 8, 2016: 

 

 Medtronic PUD/Plat: A request for an amended Planned Unit Development 

and Subdivision Plat for a 40,000 SF office addition, increase in parking area and 
revised drainage plan 

 Applicant and Representative: CTC Commercial III, LLC (Steve Meyers) 
 Owner: Leslie Malone 
 Case Manager: Rob Zuccaro, Planning and Building Safety Director 

 

 1517 Main Street Minor Subdivision: A request for a final plat to subdivide 

the existing 31,000 SF lot into two lots. 
 Applicant: Jesse Truman 
 Owner: Janice Tesone  
 Representative: Altitude Land Consultant (Galen Hagen-Peter) 
 Case Manager: Lauren Trice, Associate Planner 

 

 Clementine Preliminary PUD/Preliminary Plat: A request for a preliminary 

plat and preliminary planned unit development (PUD) for 44 townhome units on 
3.6 acres. 

 Applicant: Louisville Gateway, LLC (Mike Jones and Mike Eisenstein) 
 Owner: Mike Jones and Mike Eisenstien 
 Representative: Hartronft Associates (Erik Hartronft) 
 Case Manager: Rob Zuccaro, Planning  & Building Safety Director 

 

XI. Adjourn  
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Meeting Minutes 

October 13, 2016 
City Hall, Council Chambers 

749 Main Street 
6:30 PM 

 
Call to Order – Pritchard called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m.  
 
Roll Call was taken and the following members were present: 
 

Commission Members Present: Chris Pritchard, Chair 
Ann O’Connell, Vice Chair 
Steve Brauneis, Secretary 
Jeff Moline 
Tom Rice 
David Hsu 

Commission Members Absent: Monica Sheets  
Staff Members Present:  Rob Zuccaro, Dir of Planning and Building Safety 

Scott Robinson, Planner III 
Lauren Trice, Planner II 
Susie Bye, Planning Clerk 

Approval of Agenda:   
O’Connell moved and Brauneis seconded a motion to approve the October 13, 2016 agenda. 
Motion passed by voice vote.  
 
Approval of Minutes:  
Brauneis moved and O’Connell seconded a motion to approve the September 8, 2016 
minutes. Motion passed by voice vote.  
 
Public Comments: Items not on the Agenda  
None. 
 
Regular Business:   

 197 S 104th PUD Amendment, Resolution 21, Series 2016. A resolution 
recommending approval of an amendment to the final Planned Unit Development (PUD) 
plan for Lots 2A & 3A, Block 4, Business Center at CTC to construct a 6,267 SF 
addition.     
 Applicant and Representative: JM Associates, Inc  (Jerry Moore)   

 Owner: CTC Commercial I, LLC (Steve Meyers)   

 Case Manager: Scott Robinson, Planner III 

 
Conflict of Interest and Disclosure: 
None. 
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Public Notice Certification:  
Published in the Boulder Daily Camera on September 25, 2016. Posted in City Hall, Public 
Library, Recreation Center, and the Courts and Police Building, and mailed to surrounding 
property owners on September 23, 2016. 
 
Staff Report of Facts and Issues: 
Robinson presented from Power Point: 

 Located in CTC 

 Property zone Planned Community Zone District-Industrial (PCZD-I) 

 Required to follow IDDSG 

 Located at the corner of 104th Street and Dogwood Street 

 Proposed 6,267 SF refrigerator on the back of the building 

 Does not impact landscaping or parking, meets both requirements 

 Adequate parking based on current uses 

 Adequate separation to provide vehicular access 

 Addition will be 37’ tall which is taller than the existing buildings, but under the maximum 
allowed height of 40’ in the IDDSG 

 Exterior will be stucco to match the existing building and made of an insulating material 

Staff Recommendations: 
Staff recommends Planning Commission move to approve 197 S 104th PUD Amendment, 
Resolution 21, Series 2016. A resolution recommending approval of an amendment to the final 
Planned Unit Development (PUD) plan for Lots 2A & 3A, Block 4, Business Center at CTC to 
construct a 6,267 SF addition.     
  
Commission Questions of Staff:  
Rice asks if there are any waivers being sought. Robinson says no. 
Hsu says “the proposed addition lacks architectural detailing, but given its size and location on 
the lot, Staff has determined it complies with the standards of the IDDSG”. The IDDSG sets a 
standard to avoid blank walls at ground level. Does this comply and if it doesn’t, isn’t this a 
waiver? 
Robinson says the IDDSG makes a distinction between the public zone and the nonpublic 
zone. There is a higher architectural standard in the public zone which is the area abutting 
public streets. Given this addition’s location in the back of the building and setback from the 
south lot line from Dogwood Street, it is considered in the nonpublic zone and considered the 
back of the building which does not have those same requirements for visual interest. It is 
relatively small and is creating more articulation by having this addition stick out. Staff believes it 
complies with the IDDSG.  
 
Applicant Presentation:  
Jerry Moore, JM Associates, 589 Arapahoe Street, Boulder, CO 
I am the architect and planner for this project. I will not make a presentation because the 
agenda this evening is long. We concur with Staff’s review and their conclusions. I will be happy 
to address questions.  
 
Commission Questions of Applicant: 
Brauneis asks if you are at liberty to discuss why this is a large freezer.  
Moore says the prime tenant in the building just to the north in the same PUD is Udi’s Foods. 
They are expanding. This is a new division they are adding to their business and they need the 
freezer space. When the space is ready, they will be expanding into 80% of this building as well.  
 
Public Comment:  None.  
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Summary and request by Staff and Applicant:  
Staff recommends approval of 197 S 104th PUD Amendment, Resolution 21, Series 2016. A 
resolution recommending approval of an amendment to the final Planned Unit Development 
(PUD) plan for Lots 2A & 3A, Block 4, Business Center at CTC to construct a 6,267 SF addition.     
 
Closed Public Hearing and discussion by Commission:  
Hsu in support. I thank Robinson for answering my question about the IDDSG. Given that there 
are no waivers, this seems like an easy decision. Moline in support. Brauneis in support and 
encouraged to see a local business growing. O’Connell in support. Rice in support. Seems like 
an eminently reasonable use for this property and it complies with all our codes. Pritchard in 
support.  
 
Motion made by Brauneis to approve 197 S 104th PUD Amendment, Resolution 21, Series 
2016. A resolution recommending approval of an amendment to the final Planned Unit 
Development (PUD) plan for Lots 2A & 3A, Block 4, Business Center at CTC to construct a 
6,267 SF addition, seconded by O’Connell.  Roll call vote.  

Name  Vote 

  

Chris Pritchard Yes 

Ann O’Connell Yes 

Steve Brauneis Yes 

Jeff Moline Yes 

Tom Rice Yes 

David Hsu  Yes 

Monica Sheets n/a 

Motion passed/failed: Pass 

Motion passes 6-0.  

 North End Block 15 PUD amendment, Resolution 22, Series 2016. A resolution 
recommending approval of an amendment to the final Planned Unit Development (PUD) 
plan for North End Block 15 to modify the building elevations. 
 Applicant, Owner, and Representative: Ridgeline Development Corp (Chad Kipfer)    

 Case Manager: Scott Robinson, Planner III 

 
Conflict of Interest and Disclosure: 
None. 
 
Public Notice Certification:  
Published in the Boulder Daily Camera on September 25, 2016. Posted in City Hall, Public 
Library, Recreation Center, and the Courts and Police Building, and mailed to surrounding 
property owners on September 23, 2016. 
 
Staff Report of Facts and Issues: 
Robinson presented from Power Point: 

 Located in North End, Phase 2, at the corner of Hecla Way and Sweet Clover Lane 

 Property zone Planned Community Zone District - Residential (PCZD-R) 

 PUD for Blocks 12 & 15 approved in 2014 

 Approved plan has 6-plex townhomes  

 Complies with North End GDP standards 

 Moved south 5 feet to provide solar access 

 Provide better solar access to the property to the north which has invested in solar 
panels. The property owner is concerned that changes to this building will negatively 
affect their ability to get sunlight on the panels.  

 New front design below. It is taller but complies with maximum height allowed in North 
End. It moves from the front gable roof to a side gable with butterfly wings on each end. 
It is a similar design to the other North End development to the east.  
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 New back design below. The butterfly wings on the ends have been cut off and go to a 

gable end.  

 Building complies with all applicable regulations in the North End GDP. We do not have 
specific design guidelines for residential construction. Staff looks for compatibility with 
surrounding properties in the neighborhood.  

 
 
Staff Recommendations: 
Staff recommends Planning Commission move to approve North End Block 15 PUD 
amendment, Resolution 22, Series 2016. A resolution recommending approval of an 
amendment to the final Planned Unit Development (PUD) plan for North End Block 15 to modify 
the building elevations. 
 
Commission Questions of Staff:  
Rice asks if there are any waivers being sought. Robinson says no. 
Rice says you alluded to those units being built to the east. Those are three stories as well. Is 
this completely consistent with that? Robinson says yes. 
Brauneis asks what the City policy is on changes after the packet has been released.  
Robinson says because it is a minor change to the PUD, we present it to you. If these were 
major substantive changes, we would ask for a continuance. Staff felt this is a small enough 
change to be handled at the meeting. 
 
Applicant Presentation:  
Chad Kipfer, Markel Homes, 5723 Arapahoe Avenue, Boulder, CO 
The PUD included Block 12 and Block 15. At that time, Block 15 had a six-unit building on it. 
The neighbor to the north brought to our attention that there could be potential shading of his 
solar panels on top of his house. We worked out a 3D model for the December 21 solar shadow 
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and decided to move the building 6’ down, and make some changes on the back side of it. 
These buildings have been submitted for a permit. We think this is a good product. Kipfer shows 
a color elevation. The front of this product is unchanged from what you see now. We are ready 
to start construction once this is approved.  
 
Commission Questions of Applicant: 
Moline asks apart from the solar access issue with the neighbor to the north, did they have any 
other concerns with your proposal?  
Kipfer says this was the main concern. They had a question about the alley to the north. The 
alley continues to a piece of open space where we will install an open rail fence and it is 
consistent with the look we have on all open space. We believe the neighbor is in support. 
Brauneis says you mentioned 6’, but Robinson mentioned 5’.  
Kipfer says the actual setback is 12’ from the property line, and the PUD has a 6’ rear 
minimum. This building is not very deep so we pushed it another 6’. It is a total of 12’ off the 
back. There is ample room in the front for the courtyards we are proposing.  
Brauneis says it is six units and is staying six units. Are they larger in square footage? 
Kipfer says they are not larger in square footage. It is a little different design. We had an 
elevation change on these, trying to stay with the market and keep designs current.  
Hsu says can you speak briefly on what prompted the change from the original design to this 
design?  
Kipfer says the original design was an older model townhouse. It was a gabled roof repetition. 
This is more in line with some of the condominium products we are doing that have more flat 
roofs, flatter elements, and sheds off the side. It is more current and is an interesting look. I 
think it is more marketable.  
 
Public Comment: 
Mark Cathcart, 1763 Sweet Clover Lane, Louisville, CO 
I am the immediate neighbor in a single story ranch behind the alley. I did have some concerns 
originally. I’d like to thank Chad and Markel Homes for accommodating me. I had two concerns 
and the second one Chad did not mention, which is the sound of the air conditioning units that 
will be on the north side of the property. From what I understand in his last email, he has agreed 
to put baffling protection around those units. My house was specifically purchased to be a single 
story. I was very clear that I wanted to put solar on it well before the house was built. I am 
grateful that he has been able to find an accommodation for the solar. I remain marginally 
concerned about the noise from the AC units, but if they install the baffles or blankets, I will be 
quite happy with that. I am concerned because the two bedrooms we use are both on the 
ground floor on the other side of the privacy fence.  
Hsu asks Kipfer about the baffling of the AC units. 
Kipfer says there was a concern for the noise, so we are proposing to install a sound blanket 
around the compressor and inside the AC. My understanding is it cuts the sound by 40%. We 
are committed to doing it.  
 
Summary and request by Staff and Applicant:  
Staff recommends Planning Commission move to approve North End Block 15 PUD 
amendment, Resolution 22, Series 2016. A resolution recommending approval of an 
amendment to the final Planned Unit Development (PUD) plan for North End Block 15 to modify 
the building elevations. 
 
Closed Public Hearing and discussion by Commission:  
Rice in support. I am happy when we can have a more marketable product that complies with 
our codes. It seems we have accomplished it. I think there should be a condition regarding the 
AC blankets.  
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O’Connell in support. I suggest we change Resolution 22 as it is written. It says solely that they 
are modifying the building elevations. I am in favor of Resolution 22 to include that the setback 
increased 6 feet so it is now 12 feet back from the back line, the removal of butterfly wings to 
gable ends, and the switch from two stories to three stories. 
Brauneis in support.  
Moline in support. I had an opportunity to walk by the other buildings that this building will mimic 
in North End. This direction with architecture is an improvement over the existing plan.  
Hsu in support. It is helpful that the applicant talked with the immediate neighbor to work out 
issues. 
Brauneis says I am concerned about the sound concern. I think it is great the developer and 
the neighbor have worked something out. I hope the compressor blanket does achieve the 40%. 
This is not an issue we have taken on in development approval in the past. AC is a concern for 
every home or apartment complex. I don’t know if the PC is meant to consider this. In the long 
term, does that mean that they will have to maintain an AC when it is replaced in 40 years? 
Since we do not have any specifications in front of us for the performance of this AC blanket, I 
am concerned about heading there.  
Rice says Brauneis has a good point. Procedurally, can we make a condition to what is an 
amendment to a PUD? 
Zuccaro says yes, you can make a condition of your recommendation of approval, specifically if 
it is connected to one of the review criteria you are looking at for the development. As long as it 
is in consideration of the PUD review criteria and you think it is a reasonable condition related to 
meeting those criteria, you can make that type of condition. There are issues of defining it and 
being able to enforce it over time. These are valid things we may want to consider and how the 
condition is worded, if you choose to adopt the condition. 
O’Connell says given those conditions and definitions, I am leaning toward leaving it out.  
Hsu says I think one of the criteria this would apply to is its appropriate relationship to the 
surrounding areas. This is clearly criteria we can draw upon to enforce this condition. I don’t see 
it as being too precedential to always worry about the noise. I don’t see this as saying the future 
owners of these townhouses have to maintain the AC to some decibel level. I think it applies to 
the PUD. If there are issues with noise in the future, that is a nuisance issue and outside the 
planning context. 
Moline says I can envision the complications of trying to enforce this in the future. I am 
comfortable leaving it out of our approval. I appreciate that the applicant has worked with the 
neighbor. I don’t think it needs to be in a condition. 
Pritchard says I agree with my commissioners that we are getting into a slippery slope in terms 
of enforcement. I believe the applicant will work with the homeowner. Technology improvement 
in AC will lend itself toward a quieter product. Historically, that has been the case.  
Rice says after hearing the discussion, I agree with O’Connell that in approving an 
amendment, we are also approving an amendment to the plan that suggested a 6 foot setback 
on the north side and now makes it 12 feet. It is an important feature and should be in the 
resolution.  
 
Motion made by Rice to approve North End Block 15 PUD amendment, Resolution 22, 
Series 2016. A resolution recommending approval of an amendment to the final Planned Unit 
Development (PUD) plan for North End Block 15 to modify the building elevations, and be 
modified to include a statement that a change in the setback from the north property line from 6 
feet in the previous PUD to 12 feet, seconded by Moline.  Roll call vote.  

Name  Vote 

  

Chris Pritchard Yes 

Ann O’Connell Yes 

Steve Brauneis Yes 

Jeff Moline Yes 

Tom Rice Yes 

David Hsu  Yes 
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Monica Sheets n/a 

Motion passed/failed: Pass 

Motion passes 6-0.  

 Foundry Replat, Resolution 23, Series 2016. A resolution recommending approval of 
an amendment to the Foundry subdivision final plat.   
 Applicant and Representative: RMCS Inc. (Justin McClure)   

 Owner: RMCS LLC   

 Case Manager: Scott Robinson, Planner III 

 
Conflict of Interest and Disclosure: 
Rice lives within 500 feet and received notification of this resolution. I don’t think I have any 
conflict because I do not believe I would enjoy or dis-enjoy any different change in property 
value. I am not conflicted.  
Pritchard agrees. I think you should be able to participate in the discussion. 
 
Public Notice Certification:  
Published in the Boulder Daily Camera on September 25, 2016. Posted in City Hall, Public 
Library, Recreation Center, and the Courts and Police Building, and mailed to surrounding 
property owners on September 23, 2016. 
 
Staff Report of Facts and Issues: 
Robinson presented from Power Point: 

 This is a request to modify a previously approved plat for the Foundry subdivision   

 Located in Steel Ranch (Takoda) at the southwest   

 Property zone Planned Community Zone District – Commercial/ Residential (PCZD-C/R)   

 Plat & PUD approved in January, 2016   

 Plat has not yet been recorded. This is an amendment to a previously approved but 
unrecorded plat to modify some of the lot line locations. 

BACKGROUND 

 32 residential condos (24 age restricted)  

 38,000 SF commercial space 

 Residential buildings on the west half of the property and the commercial on the east 
half 

PREVIOUS LAYOUT AND PROPOSED LAYOUT 

 Buildings staying in the same place. Nothing changing about the development.  

 The change is to get the land associated with the residential uses along the residential 
lots and get the land associated with the commercial uses on the commercial lots for 
ownership and future maintenance reasons.  

 Some lines are moving. Nothing is changing about the public land dedication 

 When the property was initially platted and the PUD approved for the overall Takoda 
subdivision, public land dedication was made.  

 When this change was submitted, some of the commercial land was converted to 
residential land, which has a higher public land dedication requirement. The applicant 
agreed a pay a fee-in-lieu to make up the increment in public land dedication. 

 This does not change the allocation between the residential and commercial land.  

 The fee-in-lieu is not changing. The applicant will still pay it.  

 The proposal meets all applicable requirements and criteria in the Louisville Municipal 
Code.  

 Previous layout and new layout below. 
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Staff Recommendations: 
Staff recommends Planning Commission move to approve Foundry Replat, Resolution 23, 
Series 2016. A resolution recommending approval of an amendment to the Foundry subdivision 
final plat.   
 
Commission Questions of Staff:  
Hsu says can you focus on what lines are changing. 
Robinson says Blocks 1, 2, 3, and 4 are the residential buildings. In the new proposed plat, the 
lots are expanded and the outlot that separated them, the drive aisle, parking, and landscaping, 
has expanded to absorb it. The proposal is to get the parking on the same lot as the residential 
buildings.  
Moline says it looks like the land ownership associated with the access areas is adjusting. The 
traffic flow remains the same. 
Robinson says yes. Initially, it was one outlot where the drive aisles were. Now it is being split 
in half for residential versus commercial association. There is still an access easement with one 
drive aisle to serve the whole development. 
 
Applicant Presentation:  
Justin McClure, RMCS Inc., 1002 Griffith Street, Louisville, CO 
Alex Carlson and David Waldner 
Due to construction defect liability, there are two unique products that we are providing within 
the Foundry development. According to my lenders and legal counsel, we need to do a better 
job on our plat to separate the commercial and residential uses. There are three primary 
changes.  

1. Looking at the Staff presentation, Block 1 is smaller in the previous plat than in the 
proposed because we need to pick up the garages. They did not belong in the tract 
but in the block for legal reasons.  

2. The second change is the drive aisle needed to be split into two separate tracts. The 
western portion of the street can be specifically owned and maintained by the 
residential portion. The eastern portion will be owned and maintained by the 
commercial.  

3. We had an outlying garage hanging in commercial land. It needed to be restricted for 
construction defect liability.  

These changes have resulted in a significant delay. We have not developed for-sale condos to 
date and are going through the challenges currently.  
 
Commission Questions of Applicant:  None. 
 
Public Comment:  None.  
 
Summary and request by Staff and Applicant:  
Staff recommends approval of Foundry Replat, Resolution 23, Series 2016. A resolution 
recommending approval of an amendment to the Foundry subdivision final plat.   
 
Closed Public Hearing and discussion by Commission:  
Rice says this is a legal change that the applicant needs. I don’t think it changes anything in 
terms of how we view this from a planning perspective. I support the change. 
O’Connell in support. Brauneis in support. Moline in support. Hsu in support. 
 
Motion made by Brauneis to approve Foundry Replat, Resolution 23, Series 2016. A 
resolution recommending approval of an amendment to the Foundry subdivision final plat,  
seconded by Moline.  Roll call vote. 
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Name  Vote 

  

Chris Pritchard Yes 

Ann O’Connell Yes 

Steve Brauneis Yes 

Jeff Moline Yes 

Tom Rice Yes 

David Hsu  Yes 

Monica Sheets n/a 

Motion passed/failed: Pass 

Motion passes 6-0.   
 

 Balfour Senior Living Plat/PUD Amendment, Resolution 24, Series 2016: A 
resolution recommending approval of a Planned Unit Development (PUD) and final plat 
to allow for a 56-unit assisted living community on Lots 2 and 3 of Louisville Plaza Filing 
2.  
 Applicant, Owner, and Representative: Balfour Senior Living (Hunter MacLeod)  

 Case Manager: Lauren Trice, Planner II 

 
Conflict of Interest and Disclosure: 
None. 
 
Public Notice Certification:  
Published in the Boulder Daily Camera on September 25, 2016. Posted in City Hall, Public 
Library, Recreation Center, and the Courts and Police Building on September 23, 2016. Mailed 
to surrounding property owners and property posted on September 23, 2016. 
 
Staff Report of Facts and Issues: 
Trice presented from Power Point: 
This is a resubmittal and redesign of the project previously presented at the PC July meeting.  

 Located at 1800-1870 Plaza Drive 

 Proposal is a 56-unit assisted living community 
 

LOCATION 

 
Located between the existing Balfour Senior Living facilities, Hecla Lake, the detention pond to 
the south, and the North End neighborhood to the east. 

 

Balfour Senior 
Living 
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South Boulder Road 
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BACKGROUND 

• Louisville Plaza Filing No. 2 platted in 1991  
• Part of Louisville Plaza GDP 
• Zoned - Planned Community Zone District – Commercial (P-C)  
• Two lots– Hecla Casino (moved in 1991) and residential structure (built 1979) 

REQUEST PROPOSAL 

 
 

• 3-story, 56-unit assisted living community 
• 14,400 SF residences and amenities: wellness center, salon, etc. 
• 1,400 SF administrative office 
• Interior courtyard 

 
Replat 

• Replat to combine Lots 2 and 3 
• Establish drainage easement and public access easement for interpretive sign 
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General Development Plan 
• Louisville Plaza GDP allows nursing and rest homes  

Public Land Dedication 
• Based on previous public land dedication (PLD), no additional PLD is required 

Site Plan 
• U-shaped building 
• 2 driveways off of Plaza Drive 
• Internal courtyard 
• Driveway along north side 
• 48% open space, CDDSG requires 30% 
• Preservation of Hecla Mine historic element 

Parking Setback 
• CDDSG requires 15 feet  
• Six compact car spaces extend 5 feet into setback 

Side Setback 
• CDDSG requires 10 feet 
• Fire access/turnaround extend 10 feet into setback/landscape buffer 

Accessory Structure Setback 
• CDDSG does not have requirement 
• LMC front yard 35 feet 
• Accessory structure has 26 feet front yard setback 

Parking 
• LMC – 1 space/3 beds for Residential – Home for the Aged 
• 58 beds requires 20 parking spaces 
• LMC – 1 space/300 SF of office 
• 1,400 SF of office requires 5 spaces 
• Project requires 25 spaces 
• Proposed plan provides 30 spaces (24 full size, 6 compact), 4 bicycle spaces 

Architecture 
• 3 story, gable roofed, U-shape 
• Horizontal wood shiplap, vertical board and batten, stone veneer 
• 2-story covered entry  
• Formal courtyard 
• Combination of roof angles and broken gables 
• Craftsman style 

Height 
• CDDSG limits building height to 35 feet 
• Proposed structure 3 stories, up to 49 feet 10 inches in height, reduction from 52 feet in 

the previous application 
• 3 stories along Plaza Drive 
• 2 stories along the entire east wing  
• Redesign creates a more appropriate transition between Plaza Drive and the North End 

neighborhood 
Landscape  

• Screen parking areas 
• Fence and trail connection per City’s Open Space standards 
• Keep existing Cottonwood trees to maintain buffer on eastern side of site 
• Staff recommends a condition to maintain landscaping and replace Cottonwoods with 

deciduous trees when they die 
Signs 

• 2 monument signs – one at each entrance per CDDSG 
• V-shaped monument sign with site name 
• Balfour tree logo on small shed  
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Setbacks waivers 
• Accessory structure front yard setback 35 feet to 26 feet 
• Parking setback  along Plaza Drive from 15 feet to 10 feet 
• Side yard setback for fire access 

Height waiver 
• Extend portion of structure beyond the 35 foot height requirement to a maximum of 49 

feet 10 inches 
Waiver requests complies with 17.28.120 of the LMC 
Public benefits  

• Hecla mine element preservation 
• Hecla mine interpretive sign 
• Trail connection 
• Overall design of structure 
• Additional open space (17%)  

HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION 
Historic Preservation Commission held a meeting on April 18, 2016 and had the following 
comments:  

• Preserve the historic structure at 1800 Plaza Drive by moving it to another location 
• Preserve “historic element” associated with the Hecla Mine  
• HPC expressed concern about the height of the structure retained.  

 
Staff Recommendations: 
Staff recommends Planning Commission move to approve Balfour Senior Living Plat/PUD 
Amendment, Resolution 24, Series 2016: A resolution recommending approval of a Planned 
Unit Development (PUD) and final plat to allow for a 56-unit assisted living community on Lots 2 
and 3 of Louisville Plaza Filing 2, with the following condition: 

1. Prior to the City Council hearing, the applicant shall add the following note on the 
landscape plan:  All landscaping must be maintained in a healthy and thriving condition.  
If any existing landscaping dies it must be replaced with like landscaping, and for the 
Cottonwood tree buffer on east side of the property dead or unhealthy trees must be 
replaced with a minimum 2.5 inch caliper deciduous tree with the species to be approved 
by the City.  

 
Commission Questions of Staff:  
Rice says we have a 35 foot setback requirement for the main structure. Does that apply to this 
accessory structure? 
Trice says we do not have a separate accessory structure front yard setback. Accessory 
structures typically are in the rear of the property.  
Rice says if there is a requirement, would it be 35 feet back? 
Trice says we would apply it because it is the only setback we have. This is a waiver to that 35 
foot setback. 
Rice says the applicant wants 26 feet, so we must grant a waiver with respect to the accessory 
structure only.  
 
Applicant Presentation:  
Dave Williams, DTJ Design, 3101 Iris Street, Boulder, CO 
Representatives from Balfour are present. After our meeting on July 14, 2016, we immediately 
huddled with Staff to talk about what our options would be moving forward. We started a 
redesign effort to address the concerns we heard that evening. We set up community meetings 
with neighbors and interested stakeholders, held on July 27 and August 1. We got into a 
dialogue very quickly following that July meeting on how to move forward. As a consequence, 
we were able to get to consensus with the folks who had expressed concern. One of the big 
concerns was moving the third floor mass of the building to Plaza Drive side of the site from the 
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northeast side. That allowed us to do the whole wing on the northeast side at two stories. At the 
time, we said we would try to keep it at 40 feet. We were able to get it down to 39 feet. It is still a 
height waiver, but it is definitely lower than where we were before. The other aspect was the 
preservation of the cottonwood grove at the southeast corner of the site. It was important to be 
able to preserve some privacy between the property owners to the east and this property. They 
asked that we add some low evergreen plantings along the end of the drive aisle of the parking 
lot. In the winter with car headlights from staff coming and going, it would mitigate lights coming 
into the adjacent residences. Staff had requested that we remove the Russian olives along the 
northeast property line. We will replace them with a line of alternating evergreen trees and 
ornamental grasses. The residents, we believe, are in favor of it as a screening buffer to the 
adjacent open space. Balfour has three other facilities in the same neighborhood. The Balfour 
Retirement Community was the first facility built back in the late 1990s. The Lodge at Balfour 
was built in 2003-2005 and the Residences were built a couple years later. The new facility, the 
Balfour at Lavender Farms, is an assisted living community. The Balfour Retirement Community 
is a combination of assisted living, memory care, and skilled nursing. The Lodge and the 
Residences are independent living. This new building will be another assisted living component. 
This will serve a good population, not only new residents but current residents who are in the 
independent community but feel they need a little more help. They will have the opportunity to 
move over. The portion of the building on the northeast, the east wing, is almost exclusively 
residences. The administration, dining, fitness, and salon areas are in the area facing Plaza 
Drive and the parking lot to the north. The small accessory building is in the corner. The front of 
the porte cochere is actually 53.5 feet and we tried to get the building centrally in the site. In the 
back, we are from 30 feet to 60-80 feet back from the surrounding property lines in terms of 
setback. The emergency access lane is another requested waiver to allow the firetruck to have 
a place to back up and turn around. The second floor remains the same, but the big change is 
on the third level where the units moved to the front. In our previous application, Staff asked us 
to do a solar analysis to insure that the building did not cast any shadows on the trails and open 
space. We updated it with the new massing to verify it is still the case. At winter solstice, the 
shadow does go into the open space a bit, but does not reach the trails. All of these projects 
represented on this chart have received height waivers previously and we think this is important 
to note in terms of context. This new project is not unique. The other three Balfour projects plus 
one of the Markel buildings did receive a height waiver. Williams shows renderings of the 
building. Regarding landscaping, the existing cottonwood grove will be preserved. Adjacent to 
the building where some trees will be removed, we will add some additional deciduous and 
evergreen trees. We believe this will help to mitigate any removed trees. Williams shows a 
material board.  
Materials board entered into record: 
O’Connell makes a motion to enter the material board into the record, seconded by Brauneis. 
Passed by voice vote. 
Williams says the materials are Hardy board-type siding, a combination of asphalt and metal 
roofs, and stone wainscot around the base of the building. The board also shows the detail of 
the small character structure up front, signs, walls, and perimeter fence adjacent to open space 
which matches City standard.  
 
Commission Questions of Applicant:   
Moline says I want to understand the height waiver issue in the context of the first picture of the 
Staff report. I think Mr. Williams’ slides show a number of the previous Balfour developments 
that received waivers. What was the height limit for Louisville Plaza?  
Trice says it was 35 feet.  
Moline says did the King Soopers and those buildings comply or did they get waivers.  
Trice says the King Soopers’ height is 35 feet. Balfour directly across the Plaza is 50 feet. The 
Residences which are closer to Highway 42 are 65 feet. The Balfour campus just north of that is 
60 feet. 
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Moline says in North End, the height limit is 35 feet. 
Trice says the North End residential portion is 25 feet, and the multi-family under construction is 
40 feet. 
Pritchard says for clarification, the point where it is 65 feet, the topography and the lay of the 
land is mitigated by the slope coming off Highway 42.  
Moline says the height proposed in the new application is consistent with the other Balfour 
buildings in that area.  
 
Public Comment: 
Brian Topping, 1550 White Violet Way, Louisville, CO 
My home is in Block 13 in North End. I spoke before the PC in July 14, 2016 and I want to pass 
along as a resident of North End my appreciation to Balfour for their work with the community. I 
was nervous at the time. They have done an excellent job with the efforts they’ve made toward 
the lake views being preserved. We are really grateful. 
Natasha Bond, 1841 Sweet Clover Lane, Louisville, CO 
It is my backyard that was effectively represented in one of the later photos in the presentation. 
Like Brian, I was also here in July and I had specific concerns. One was around the loss of 
privacy, not around screening the building from view and pretending it wasn’t there, but not 
feeling overlooked when I was able to enjoy my property. Speaking as a person who uses the 
trail around Hecla, I was concerned the building was similarly overlooking and shadowing the 
open space. In the previous proposal, I saw destruction of native foliage and cottonwood trees 
that are well established and dense in the area. I felt back in July that the proposal did not take 
into account these things, and would have an adverse impact on the local environment. I echo 
Brian’s comments. Balfour has done a tremendous job since July in reaching out, hearing, and 
taking those things into account. They have come up with a design that allows them to move 
forward in what I think is a valuable addition to our community but in a way that does not impact 
others negatively. I speak tonight in support of their proposal as it is laid out.  
Kerrie Merkel, 1849 Sweet Clover Lane, Louisville, CO 
My backyard is the other backyard seen in the photos. I likewise echo my neighbors. I was 
heartbroken and worried at the July meeting and I am thankful for the opportunity to come 
speak. I went to all the community meetings with Balfour and had one-on-one conversations 
with all of them, and felt heard. They were asking me questions. I promised them that I would 
stand up here and say that I support this as it is laid out before you tonight. I want to thank them 
for reaching out.  
 
Summary and request by Staff and Applicant:  
Zuccaro says Staff wants to bring up one additional item before you close the public hearing. 
The applicant may want to add to this. Staff’s recommended condition about the landscaping 
and specifically, the existing cottonwood buffer, is “if any of the cottonwood trees die, that they 
will have to replace that tree with a new tree.” I think the applicant has brought up a good point 
based on the density of those cottonwoods. It probably wouldn’t be appropriate to replace one 
for one. You couldn’t fit in new trees. It is our understanding that the applicant was going to 
present an alternative to the condition for consideration. There are a couple of options the PC 
can consider tonight.  

1. It can be delegated to Staff to determine more detail between now and CC meeting.  
2. If you feel it is important to see the details of the condition and how that condition 

changes, there could be a continuance.  
I am sure the applicant would prefer to move onto CC.  Staff is open to amending the condition 
so that it is not a one for one replacement, but something more appropriate.  
Moline says as a certified arborist, I would agree with your comments. I use the trail that goes 
along Hecla Lake and past the grove of trees. It is extremely dense. I propose we come up with 
a revision of the condition that asks that Staff or the applicant come up with proposal for 
replacement of the trees that makes sense before CC meeting.  
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Pritchard asks Moline to reword the condition so that Staff has enough direction.  
Rice says perhaps the PC should take Zuccaro’s suggestion to make it a matter of delegation 
for Staff to work with the applicant and come up with a mutually agreeable proposal in advance 
of the CC meeting.  
O’Connell says the City has an arborist on Staff. The arborist should be consulted to make the 
vegetation as dense as possible.  
Zuccaro has an arborist and City landscape architect. We will work with both of them to 
determine the condition along with the applicant’s landscape architect.  
Pritchard asks how the PC feels about this. Moline concurs.  
Rice says the condition should be modified to indicate that in advance of the CC consideration 
of this application, Staff and the applicant work together to come up with a mutually acceptable 
solution to the trees dying. 
Moline says the condition’s wording should be: 

1. Prior to the City Council hearing, STAFF IN CONSULTATION WITH THE CITY 
ARBORIST AND LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT WORK WITH THE APPLICANT TO 
DEVELOP THE LANDSCAPING, the applicant shall add the following note on the 
landscape plan:  All landscaping must be maintained in a healthy and thriving condition.  
If any existing landscaping dies it must be replaced with like landscaping, and for the 
Cottonwood tree buffer on east side of the property dead or unhealthy trees must be 
replaced with a minimum 2.5 inch caliper deciduous tree with the species to be approved 
by the City.  

 
Staff recommends Planning Commission move to approve Balfour Senior Living Plat/PUD 
Amendment, Resolution 24, Series 2016: A resolution recommending approval of a Planned 
Unit Development (PUD) and final plat to allow for a 56-unit assisted living community on Lots 2 
and 3 of Louisville Plaza Filing 2, with the condition as amended by PC: 

1. Prior to the City Council hearing, STAFF IN CONSULTATION WITH THE CITY 
ARBORIST AND LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT WORK WITH THE APPLICANT TO 
DEVELOP THE LANDSCAPING, the applicant shall add the following note on the 
landscape plan:  All landscaping must be maintained in a healthy and thriving condition.  
If any existing landscaping dies it must be replaced with like landscaping, and for the 
Cottonwood tree buffer on east side of the property dead or unhealthy trees must be 
replaced with a minimum 2.5 inch caliper deciduous tree with the species to be approved 
by the City.  

 
Closed Public Hearing and discussion by Commission:  
Hsu says two months ago, the meeting was contentious and I felt the vote was difficult for me 
and the rest of the PC. Today, reading the packet and seeing three residents come out in favor 
of it, and having no emails on this issue, it speaks to how this process worked out well. It is a 
win-win for everyone. I appreciate Balfour’s work with the public, I appreciate the public 
continuing to work toward a solution, and I appreciate Staff working to put everything together. 
Moline says I concur 100% with David. I would add that Balfour has found a way to add this 
component to their campus and do it in a way that will make sense for the community. 
Brauneis in support. O’Connell in support.  
Rice says some might recall that I supported the proposal as it came forward in July. I continue 
to believe that this proposal as modified is entirely consistent with what is out there, both in 
terms of height and in the character of the development. I am moved by the fact that this 
development provides a very important public need for our community. It sounds like it is 
headed for approval. 
Pritchard says I was not at the previous meeting but I too am in support. I am pleased that the 
applicant listened to the public. I expected they would because they have been ideal corporate 
citizens since they moved here.  
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Motion made by Moline to approve Balfour Senior Living Plat/PUD Amendment, Resolution 
24, Series 2016: A resolution recommending approval of a Planned Unit Development (PUD) 
and final plat to allow for a 56-unit assisted living community on Lots 2 and 3 of Louisville Plaza 
Filing 2, with the condition as amended by PC: 

1. Prior to the City Council hearing, STAFF IN CONSULTATION WITH THE CITY 
ARBORIST AND LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT WORK WITH THE APPLICANT TO 
DEVELOP THE LANDSCAPING, the applicant shall add the following note on the 
landscape plan:  All landscaping must be maintained in a healthy and thriving condition.  
If any existing landscaping dies it must be replaced with like landscaping, and for the 
Cottonwood tree buffer on east side of the property dead or unhealthy trees must be 
replaced with a minimum 2.5 inch caliper deciduous tree with the species to be approved 
by the City.  

seconded by Rice.  Roll call vote.  
Name  Vote 

  

Chris Pritchard Yes 

Ann O’Connell Yes 

Steve Brauneis Yes 

Jeff Moline Yes 

Tom Rice Yes 

David Hsu  Yes 

Monica Sheets n/a 

Motion passed/failed: Pass 

Motion passes 6-0.  
 

 Delo Lofts Final Plat/PUD/SRU, Resolution 25, Series 2016. A resolution 
recommending approval of a final plat for 4.39 acres which includes a 1.91 acre final 
PUD and a Special Review Use (SRU) within the core area of the Highway 42 
Revitalization District for 3 apartments and 8 live-work units. 
 Applicant: Delo East, LLC (Justin McClure)  

 Owner: Boom, LLC (Elizabeth Law-Evans)  

 Representative: RMCS, Inc (Justin McClure)  

 Case Manager: Scott Robinson, Planner III 

 
Conflict of Interest and Disclosure: 
None. 
 
Public Notice Certification:  
Published in the Boulder Daily Camera on August 21, 2016. Posted in City Hall, Public Library, 
Recreation Center, and the Courts and Police Building, and mailed to surrounding property 
owners on August 19, 2016.  It was originally advertised for the September PC meeting and was 
continued to the October meeting. 
 
Staff Report of Facts and Issues: 
Robinson presented from Power Point: 

• Located in Hwy 42 Revitalization Area 
• Property zoned Mixed-Use – Residential (MU-R) 
• Governed by MUDDSG 
• Preliminary Plat & PUD approved in November, 2015 
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There is a discrepancy between the Plat and the PUD. The Plat area is larger than the PUD 
area. The overall development is shown in red and blue areas on the Power Point presentation 
with Cannon Street to the west and Highway 42 to the east, Griffith Street to the north.  
 
Building A = Live/Work, 3-Plex 
Building B = Live/Work, 5-Plex 
Building C = Apartment/Condo, 33 units 
 
Plat 

• Complies with all appropriate regulations except that the individual Live/Work units are 
proposed to be on their own lots 

• Each would be 29 feet wide 
• LMC requires 40 foot minimum lot width 
• The applicant is requesting a waiver to allow more narrow lots than zoning allows 

Considering this type of development, this waiver has been granted for other developments in 
the area, such as original Delo and Coal Creek Station. Staff supports this waiver request. 
PUD 

• Complies with MUDDSG Bulk and Dimension Standards 
• Except requirement for 70% building frontage 
• Proposal has 62% building frontage, largely because of the two accesses off Cannon 

Street and the landscape areas 
Staff believes these make the development more usable, more esthetically pleasing, and more 
pedestrian friendly by providing these landscape areas. Staff supports this waiver request. 
Parking 

• Complies with MUDDSG Parking Standards 
• 14 on-street spaces counted toward non-residential parking requirement 
• 10 bike spaces 

Access 
 

 
 
Proposed interim condition    Proposed final condition 
 
Two accesses off Cannon Street, proposed third access off Griffith Street where there is 
currently a shared access easement between the property in question and the Louisville Tire 
property to the east.  The Highway 42 Revitalization Plan calls for an alley running north-south 
down the middle of this block. This development is setting up so that the alley can eventually be 
constructed once additional development occurs on the block. Currently, there is not enough 
land for it to go anywhere. There is a proposed interim condition in which parking may be 
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provided for the northern most Live-Work units with access off Griffith Street using the shared 
access easement. They would be disconnected from the rest of the parking drive aisles within 
the development. Once the alley is constructed further south, the access connection would be 
punched through so the parking on the northern portion would be connected to the rest of the 
development internally.  
While this is not an ideal situation, this is a Revitalization Area and this is the nature of these 
kinds of developments. As they come in bit by bit, accommodations are made so that they work 
with the proposed future plans and still function in the interim condition and meet the overall 
goals once the rest of the redevelopment occurs. Staff supports this proposal. 
 
ARCHITECTURE 

 
Live/Work building 

 
Apartment building 
 
Complies with the Design Guidelines in the MUDDSG. Both combine a mix of materials and 
vertical and horizontal articulation, and a significant use of glazing especially on the first floor. 
This makes it a pedestrian-friendly design for what is intended to be a pedestrian-oriented 
environment. Staff believes both of these comply. 
LANDSCAPING 

• MUDDSG requires 1 street tree for every 20 linear feet of street frontage 
• This translates to 26 street trees and 38 total trees 
• Applicant proposing 15 street trees (5 along Griffith Street and 10 along Cannon Street) 

and 44 total trees throughout the development 
• They are requesting a waiver to reduce the number of street trees, but are exceeding the 

requirement for total trees. 
• The request to reduce the number of street trees is to provide better visibility to the 

commercial uses and avoid utility conflicts. Each of the Live-Work units will be on its own 
lot with its own utilities.  

Staff supports the request considering the total number of trees required is being exceeded and 
believes the number of street trees being provided will still provide a pleasant pedestrian 
environment. 
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Sidewalk 
• MUDDSG requires 10 foot sidewalk 
• Applicant proposes a 10 foot sidewalk in front of the apartment building to the south 
• North of this, the sidewalk will shrink down to 5 feet 
• In front of the Live/Work buildings, it will shift onto private property with a public access 

easement. 
• There will be a 8 foot tree lawn and landscape buffer proposed in front of Live/Work 

Staff believes with the combination of the 5 foot walk and the tree lawn, it will still be met while 
reducing the amount of impervious surface and increasing the amount of landscaping in the 
area. Staff believes with the public access easement, this waiver should be supported. 
Signage 

• Governed by the Downtown Sign Manual 
• Applicant proposing two signs at the northern entrance off Cannon Street 
• Proposed sign will be 12 feet tall, 57 square feet, which is larger than what the 

Downtown Sign Manual allows which is 6 feet tall and 9 square feet 
Staff has concerns that these signs are too large for what is intended to be a pedestrian-
oriented environment. These may be more appropriate on the other side of the block facing 
Highway 42 which is an auto-oriented environment. Staff does not support the waiver request 
for the larger signs and recommends a condition that signs have to comply with the Downtown 
Sign Manual to create a more pedestrian-friendly environment. 
Carport 

• Much parking will be provided in carports along the east side of the property 
• They will be 5 feet from rear lot line 
• MUDDSG requires 20 foot rear setback 
• No differentiation for principal and accessory structures 
• Carports would be considered accessory structures and would comply with the same 

setback as principal structures. 
Considering the location adjacent to what is intended to be a future alley, Staff feels that the 5 
foot rear setback is appropriate for these structures. Staff supports the waiver request. 
 
WAIVER REQUEST SUMMARY 
 

Waiver Requirement Request Location Recommendation 

Minimum Sidewalk 
Width  

10’ 5’ Buildings A and B Approve 

Street Trees 1 per 20’ 1 per 42’ Cannon and Griffith 
Streets 

Approve 

Rear Setback 20’ 5’ Carports Approve 

Minimum Lot Width 40’ 29’ Lots 1-8 Approve 

Minimum Street 
Frontage 

70% 62% Cannon and Griffith 
Streets 

Approve 

Signage 6’, 9SF 12’, 57SF Between Buildings A 
and B 

Deny 

 
Special Review Use 

• First floor residential uses require SRU approval 
• Live/Work designs so the ground floor will be Work commercial and the upper two floors 

will be Live portion 
• Design conditions from preliminary approval require horizontal and vertical variation 

Staff believes residential use in this area is appropriate considering the surrounding 
development. When this went through preliminary approval last year, there were specific design 
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conditions placed on the residential building that had to be met before the SRU could be 
approved. Staff went through those design conditions and worked with the applicant to refine 
the design of the building. Staff believes that the current design meets those requirements 
providing variation both horizontally and vertically, creating a strong pedestrian environment 
with the use of materials, a well-defined entrance on the ground floor, operable doors and 
windows on the ground floor, change of materials from the ground floor to the upper floors, and 
larger windows on the ground floor. Staff believes these have been met and recommends 
approval of the SRU.  
 
Staff Recommendations: 
Staff recommends Planning Commission move to approve Delo Lofts Final Plat/PUD/SRU, 
Resolution 25, Series 2016. A resolution recommending approval of a final plat for 4.39 acres 
which includes a 1.91 acre final PUD and a Special Review Use (SRU) within the core area of 
the Highway 42 Revitalization District for 3 apartments and 8 live-work units with two conditions: 

1. The proposed signage shall be modified to comply with the Downtown Sign Manual. 
2. The applicant shall address all issues in the Department of Public Works October 4, 

2016 memo prior to the City Council hearing. 
 
Commission Questions of Staff:  
Moline asks can you explain to me how the future alley will relate to that line of parking. 
Robinson says where the curb cut is, it extends straight down to the outlot. It would be off the 
property to the east.  
Moline says the carports would then back to the alley. 
Robinson says they would be accessed from the internal drive and then the 5 foot setback to 
the alley.  
Moline asks what your rationale is for approving the waiver to allow the 5 foot walk instead of 
the 10 foot walk.  
Robinson says it still meets the intent of the regulation which is to provide a wide area for 
pedestrians separated from the street with the combination of the 5 foot walk and the 8 foot tree 
lawn area. It provides a tree lawn instead of a paved walk to reduce the impervious surface and 
increases the amount of landscaping. 
Brauneis says I am comfortable with the allowance to go from a 40 foot width to a 29 foot width. 
From a LMC perspective, why would we focus on 40 foot as being the ideal lot width? 
Robinson says when those regulations were put in place, it was envisioned that a building 
would sit on an individual lot. Creating a narrower 40’ lot makes that it hard to develop. It was 
not contemplating these multi-unit townhomes would straddle lot lines. It still meets the intent of 
the LMC in that these buildings are wider than 40 feet. In order to meet the ownership structure 
that the applicant has in mind, it requires dividing them up into smaller than 40 foot lots. 
Rice says regarding the Live/Work units, comments were made that right now, there are no 
particular tenants proposed but when they do come in, they will need to meet the MU-R district 
requirements. What are the kinds of uses the first floor work units could be? 
Robinson says the uses allowed in the MU-R are general commercial uses, likely office uses 
such as accountants, architects, and engineers. Retail uses would also be allowed.  
Rice says regarding the 40 foot versus 29 foot widths, comments were made that similar 
waivers have been approved for Delo and Coal Creek Station. What did we approve in those 
two instances and how narrow a slice did we draw? 
Robinson says I do not have the numbers with me, but I know the Delo townhomes just across 
Cannon Street are on individual lots. 
Rice says on page 12 in the Staff report matrix, you show minimum building coverage. The 
requirement is 40% and show this proposed at 28%. Is that a typographical error? 
Robinson says that is an error. There is no waiver being sought, but is more than 40%.  
Hsu says does the SRU only apply to the apartment building?  
Robinson says it allows residential on the first floor of the apartment building. 
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Hsu says there was discussion about how the Revitalization Commission looked at the Cannon 
Street and said there would not be enough foot traffic. Does that include all the residents in this 
development and to the west? 
Robinson says when the Revitalization Area Plan was originally approved, the whole MU-R 
district was intended to have commercial on the ground floor. As years passed, we looked at it 
and realized it was not realistic and did some analysis a few years ago. We looked at what the 
demand would be and what the market would support as far as commercial. We had zoned for 
too much commercial.  
Hsu says with Live/Work, you have commercial on the first floor but not retail, is that a 
distinction? 
Robinson says it could be retail. It is general commercial such as office or retail.  
Hsu says with the apartment building, why couldn’t the first floor be commercial office space? 
Robinson says from a zoning perspective, it could be. From a building perspective, it is a 
doable design. It is a matter of what the demand is. Given that it is further from Downtown, 
further from the Gateway Underpass, and further from Highway 42, there is not as strong a 
demand for just commercial space. If you look at what happened in the original Delo, instead of 
spreading out the commercial in multiple buildings on the ground floor, the commercial portion is 
concentrated in one building right at the underpass. The rest of the buildings are residential. To 
make a viable commercial building, you need more square footage than just the ground floor of 
one apartment building. It does not make sense from a market perspective to have a ground 
floor office building with apartments above it in this location. 
Hsu says with the tree waiver, we have one tree per 42 feet along Cannon and Griffith. The 
rationale is that too many trees would block the view of the commercial Live/Work, and get in 
the way of utilities for the Live/Work. In front of the apartment buildings, do we have one tree per 
20 feet? Those issues don’t seem to exist for the apartment building. 
Robinson says the tree separation is more or less consistent all the way along Cannon Street 
and in front of all buildings. In front of the apartment building, there are 10 foot sidewalks. Trees 
are provided there in tree grates instead of a tree lawn. That is probably the justification for 
reducing the density of trees. Too many trees would result in too many tree grates and no 10 
foot walk.  
Hsu says the extra six trees that are not fronting the streets, where are they located? 
Robinson says a lot of them are in the landscape area at the corner of Griffith and Cannon. 
Trees are further set back. They are in the landscape area between the apartment building and 
the Live/Work building. They are spread throughout the development, breaking up the parking 
lot in landscape islands.  
 
Recess at 8:12 pm, reconvene at 8:17 pm. 
 
Applicant Presentation:  
Justin McClure, RMCS Inc, 1002 Griffith Street, Louisville, CO.  
David Waldner, Alex Carlson, RMCS Inc.  
Randy Law, property owner, representing the Law family 
I have had the good fortune to appear in front of this PC for various projects throughout the City 
of Louisville for over 12 years. My company originally started investing in 2004 and has been 
struggling in excess of a decade with land assemblage. It has always been a significant 
challenge; it was a challenge with Steel Ranch. Our previous mayor, Mayor Sisk, pointed this 
out years ago. It took us years to assemble all the land for the Steel Ranch subdivision. When 
we talk about Delo and urban infill, this was even more complex. We have Burlington Northern 
Santa Fe and Aggregate Industries. The vision for Delo came about in 2008 and we started 
investing in this area in 2010. McClure shows a short video shot by drone. This area was 
defined as the core area in the Highway 42 Framework Plan in 2003. Our company does a good 
job reviewing municipal documents, attending public process, talking with the community to see 
what their desires and needs and wants are, and then focusing on that so we can work together 
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to accomplish collective goals. The South Street Pedestrian Gateway work has been completed 
by BNSF. By the end of October, we should be able to walk through it. We will get as much 
done as we can before the snow starts to fall. The video shows Delo Phase 1, Delo Phase 2, 
Miners’ Field, Delo commercial building under construction, Building C, B, A, and E, Coal Creek 
Collision Center, the Deborski property, eastern half of BOOM property, and Louisville Tire on 
the northeast corner. The subject property within our application of approximately 1.9 acres is 
for 33 residential units and 8 Live/Work units. There is a shared access off Griffith Street and 
Cannon Street with Phase 1 and 1A Delo townhomes. The original plans, MUDDSG, and 
Highway 42 Framework Plan are documents that go back to 2003. In 2008, my company had 
the first idea to redevelop this area within Louisville. We started conversations with Aggregate 
Industries and at that time, they were not interested sellers. They had visions of manufacturing 
concrete. It took us a couple of years to get them to sell. They called us in October 2010 and 
said, “If you can close before the year is out, due to tax reasons, we will sell you the property. 
Otherwise, it is off the market.” We closed in 60 days. This particular property was risky 
because there were undermining issues. This proposal is the finished product of 33 apartment 
buildings and 8 Live/Work units. Since 2008, we have been able to effectuate the City’s plan 
and it has been a public partnership. While we have sought waivers in the past, we think they 
provide a compelling reason to do so, because they make for a better project. I would like to 
take this opportunity to thank Staff, especially Public Works, for their willingness to work with us. 
McClure shows images of the northwest townhomes under construction and for sale by Boulder 
Creek. Here are the the five Live/Work units with deck and balcony spaces fronting out onto 
Cannon Street. Looking southwest, there are three Live/Work units and then the 33 residential 
apartment units. The architecture is stepped back from Cannon in terms of pedestrian scale, 
and generous setbacks allowed on Griffith Street. It adds value to the future owners, but it 
complies with Section 8 of the Residential Transition Protection Standards of MUDDSG. We 
have put effort in creating a pleasant experience at the back of these units for the commercial 
users. While we have omitted it from the FTP per direction from Staff, we are no longer calling 
this an adaptable space. We have off-street parking for the commercial uses. The residential 
units have varied window packages, color schemes, and altered entrances to the building. The 
interim condition could be a final condition in perpetuity. I don’t have any specific agreements 
with the BOOM family to redevelop the eastern half of their parcel. Looking at the Highway 42 
Framework Plan, the alley is shown to come down and connect with Caledonia Way. The alley 
is supposed to provide mid-block access to both the east and west parcels. The alley allows for 
more efficient development of both sides. I don’t know when that alley will be built out because it 
is up to the BOOM family. We have a joint development agreement for the 1.9 acres. They are 
generous to work with us and allow us to do so. The back half of their property does not have a 
lot of tenants on it; therefore, it was not generating a significant amount of cash flow. There are 
a lot of dated properties built in the past that provide good cash flow, so there is little motivation 
or incentive to take the risk to redevelop. In the interim condition, the alley is not going through. I 
hope that it will.   
 
Commission Questions of Applicant: 
Hsu asks if you are concerned that you might not get tenants for the commercial space of the 
Live/Work units. 
McClure says Live/Work in Louisville is a unique product type. There is only one unit on Main 
Street that qualifies as Live/Work. It is a new addition to municipal code. In terms of civic uses 
and MUDDSG, we are pleased to bring this use forward because it adds diversity. The 
commercial aspect of this is not what we’re after. In the preliminary PUD, we had blocky design 
with little architectural interest. We redid all of the designs to add some softness and residential 
context. The owners we envision paying premiums for these spaces (they will be very expensive 
and large 4200 SF spaces) are architects, chiropractors, CPAs, or consulting firms. These units 
will be in excess of $800,000. If you are a retailer, you can’t overcome that hurdle because it is 
too expensive.  
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Moline asks can you explain your rationale on street trees. 
McClure says on all of our projects, we want to do as intensive a landscape application as 
possible. Regarding Cannon Street, where originally there was a tree lawn, there are water 
mains and utility conflicts. So while complying with utility conflicts, we want to comply with 
visibility for commercial. We are also meeting and exceeding the landscape requirements 
through other opportunities. We want to plant more trees as long as Public Works approves.  
Brauneis says there is a proposed condition regarding working things out with Public Works. 
That wasn’t trees but other issues. Did you work them out? 
McClure says there is usually one last public memorandum before final recordation to make 
sure Public Works has an opportunity to do final review. We are okay with the condition. 
Rice asks do you know what the reduction was from the 40 foot minimum width in Delo.  
McClure says due to construction defect liabilities, we had a conversation with building partners 
about creating fee simple lots. The legal theory is that there is greater flexibility in terms of 
construction defect. That is the sole purpose in doing so. I believe Delo townhomes, Phase 1 
and 1A, were 24 feet.  
Rice says here we are talking about 29 feet. Regarding the density issue in the apartment 
building, unless the SRU is granted, you would be required to have commercial on the first floor. 
There are three stories and 33 units. If the SRU is not granted, would we have 22 units on the 
second and third floors. So we are adding 11 residential units.  
 
Public Comment: 
Scott Osgood, 838 W. Dahlia Court, Louisville, CO 80027 
I am here as the attorney for the Gallawa family who owns the Louisville Tire and Auto property. 
We are specifically concerned about the re-plat of Louisville Trade Center which is the northern 
edge of it. Where you see the jog and where it continues across is the Louisville Trade Center, 
which was subdivided separately from the other property. On the plat of Louisville Trade Center, 
they describe an area for a shared parking and access easement. People think an access 
easement is where you can drive freely, but that is not the case. It is access for the two 
properties and nothing else. If and when there is a connection made to serve these lots, it would 
require a condemnation of a right-of-way that hasn’t been mentioned. We came to the prior 
hearing supporting the preliminary approval, but asked for a condition regarding concerns about 
the easement and the use of it being resolved. Part of it is that the entire area has been used 
exclusively by the Gallawa family and their tenants since the mid 1980s. It is fenced and used 
as a parking lot for Louisville Tire and Auto. It is not a driveway and does not go anywhere. It 
has not been used by anyone else for 30 years. We ask the PC to propose a condition that we 
resolve this in a way that would not be harmful to our tenant. I ask you to deny the application 
because as constructed, there is no resolution and the condition has not been met. I’m sorry 
that Staff did not bring that to your attention because it was one of the conditions for the 
preliminary approval last September 2015. There was one meeting between my clients and Mr. 
McClure in April 2016. He proposed a solution which would have been a stack up for cars, but 
since this is really customer parking and it would not be usable. He was told that in April. My 
clients waited for other proposals that never happened and there has been no other 
communication. This was brought to my attention a couple days ago and I wrote McClure and 
gave him a counter proposal that I thought would be useful. The only thing that would be 
harmful would be if he needed those spaces for parking. Looking at Staff’s numbers, it might 
work without it. The interim plan and the permanent plan would eliminate a large number of 
those parking spaces which we have the right to use. The easement would not permit them. The 
final plan which he is asking you to approve tonight would turn this into a driveway for access to 
the developed properties to the south. That is not what the condition was. I have a copy of the 
plat of the Louisville Trade Center which was submitted as part of the record September 2015. 
Given that the plans take away our parking and eventually turn it into a road for other people, 
we are asking you to deny the plan as it is currently postured. There are currently 12 or 13 
parking spaces there. The curb cut change eliminates at least one parking space in the interim 
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plan. The area that becomes part of the greenspace seems greater than shown on this drawing. 
When you get to the final drawing, it is cut down to make 6 spaces. We already know that when 
Louisville Trade Center was developed, there was a footprint of another industrial building to be 
built.  The primary parking was going to come in off Cannon. The shared parking was secondary 
to that building that was never built. The only surface parking other than on the street for those 
properties will be here. Regardless of easement rights and regardless of legal rights, we know 
there will be an ongoing problem for our tenants dealing with tenants who want to park their 
cars. There is no right or reason to remove the parking spaces and there is no reason to allow 
or approve a plan that provides an access to other properties. There is no easement that gives 
that right. It would have to be condemned.  
Moline asks if that is the lot line shown depicted where Louisville Tire parks cars.  
Osgood says there is a fence 65 feet west of the Louisville Tire property that runs the length of 
the lot. You see the very edge of Louisville Tire property. It was installed by the Law family. It 
has been completely enclosed since the 1980s, and the parking has been used exclusively by 
Louisville Tire.  
Moline asks if you will make an adverse possession claim. 
Osgood says we have an adverse possession claim. We had hoped to resolve this amicably 
without going to that extent. That is why we asked for a condition to get a resolution, but there 
has been no real effort to get that resolution. Since you have made that a condition, I am asking 
you to hold the condition and say, “no, you haven’t solved that condition so we can’t approve it.”  
 
Easement map entered into record: 
Hsu makes motion to enter easement map into the record, seconded by Brauneis.  Passed by 
voice vote. 
 
Osgood says this easement map was entered into the record last September 2015.  
Moline asks Staff if the City Attorney has weighed in on this issue. At what point would the City 
Attorney weigh in? 
Robinson says he has not weighed in on this point. He was consulted last year when the 
preliminary went through but not on this final.  
Pritchard asks Staff, in regard to the condition on the preliminary in September 2015, do you 
know the actual wording of it.  
Osgood says it is Condition 3 on page 12 of the September 10, 2015 minutes.  

3. Easement concerns, with the Louisville Trade Center Plat, will be resolved prior to final 
approval.  

My clients do not want to oppose this project. We want to be able to preserve our rights. We 
think there is a way to get that done, it just hasn’t gotten done. In terms of the potential for 
litigation, that is not your concern but the effect of it could potentially be a concern. If we were to 
bring an adverse possession claim and acquire ownership, it would change the square footage, 
change other requirements, and require additional waivers. If we only establish a prescriptive 
easement and those parking spaces are lost, it looks like it might get approved anyway. I don’t 
know where the parking spaces came from in the Staff report as available for the Live/Work 
areas. It is not our goal to end up in litigation; it is our goal to get it resolved. The first time I 
heard anything on it was a response from the attorney developer at 4:40 pm, saying we don’t 
need to worry about this because we have this easement. We are opposing it today.  
Michael Menaker, 1827 West Choke Cherry Drive, Louisville, CO 
I was not going to talk about this, but since it came up, I think there is some interesting language 
from CC if we prevail in adverse possession and if we acquire rights to this property. My 
understanding is that they don’t own that property. I think it is inappropriate for PC to be party to 
an adverse possession suit. I think dealing with that is outside the scope of reasonable activities 
of the PC, and certainly not something to be done on the fly. I know that Mr. McClure and his 
partners are fairly confident in their property rights or they wouldn’t have come this far forward 
and presented such detail plans. My understanding has always been, and I have lived here 
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since 1987, that it is not their property. In fact, I believe there was an offer outside these 
chambers to buy that property, which would also indicate that the owners know they don’t own 
it. I will set that aside and move forward. I think what I want to talk about most is this: there are 
very few of us still active in government who were present at the beginning, when the MUDDSG 
were created, discussed, and adopted. Since that time, things have changed tremendously. 
From the very first design that RTD posted when we still believed that we would have 
FasTracks coming into Downtown Louisville, it was apparent immediately that there would 
never, ever be the foot traffic required to support first floor retail anywhere in the urban renewal 
area. That was supported by studies paid for by the City and the Urban Renewal Authority, and 
by EPS on two occasions. In discussions with then Planning Director Troy Russ, my concern 
always was that we would end up in this place today with an SRU and a body of people who 
didn’t remember how we got here. Only Mr. Pritchard and myself have been doing this so long 
that we were present at the creation. The reasoning behind an SRU was that Staff at the time 
felt they actually had more control over design elements by doing a special review for first floor 
residential. I argued strenuously at the time, and did not prevail, that we should rewrite the code. 
I think it eliminates questions, concerns, and lack of understanding when you lose institutional 
memory. But I will assure this PC that at no time at the beginning when we were still talking 
about five story buildings with densities greater than 30 dwelling units an acre, did we ever see 
a commercial feasibility study that supported first floor retail anywhere in the Urban Renewal 
Area with the exception of highway facing, highway-oriented retail on Highway 42. At the time, 
we thought Highway 42 would be the first place to develop. How little did we know? What I 
would offer is this. As someone who was present throughout the process and is an active and 
current member of the Urban Renewal Board, if you have detailed questions about any of this, I 
would be glad to answer them; or we can simply move forward and know that we are where we 
are, that the code has evolved, that it is intended to be a living document which was the point of 
the SRU, and recognize that we did this on purpose. It wasn’t a decision I would have made but 
it was the decision made at the time. I think we can all be confident that there is absolutely zero 
viability for first floor commercial and also recognize that the intent to make a street-oriented, 
pedestrian friendly first floor façade in these buildings regardless of what takes place inside 
those walls has been achieved, and be confident to move forward.  
Scott Osgood says I would like to respond to one point. The prior comments said that if we 
acquire this, we will then own it. Regardless of whether we own what people think of as 
ownership, we own an easement on that and we have the right to use that space. If it is 
impinged upon and if the parking is reduced or altered, that does affect our property rights 
without regard to whether we have a lawsuit and what the outcome is. The issue I ask you to 
consider is that the plan would impinge on our legal rights in a way that frankly, cannot be done. 
If the City can approve this, he doesn’t have the right to take away our easement. The question 
is whether he has any rights in the easement. It isn’t a question of whether we have rights in the 
easement. We certainly do. 
 
Summary and request by Staff and Applicant:  
O’Connell asks Staff if I am correct in thinking that the City Attorney has not had any input as to 
whether that condition has been met? Robinson says no, not at this point. 
Rice says I am not remembering any of this discussion, so I conclude that I was probably not 
present at the September meeting. Who has fee title to the property that has been presented as 
a development plan? Is there any question about that? The applicant has fee title to the property 
that we are being asked to recommend a development plan. The only other issue that is 
outstanding in my view from a planning perspective is what Ann just raised. If there was a 
condition that we attached on final approval and it hasn’t been met, it seems to me that we can’t 
approve a final plan. I am looking for guidance.  
Robinson says in Staff’s opinion, the condition has been met. When the preliminary went 
through, it was more vague on how the access would work. This proposal provides access to 
the property they have fee title to, and utilizes a platted access easement to get access to it. In 
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Staff’s analysis of it at this point, there is no conflict with the easement or the properties. That 
condition has been met but the City Attorney has not reviewed it. If you’d like, we can have him 
review it. The condition was that it be resolved before final approval. If that is the only concern 
of PC at this point, you can leave that condition on it or put a similar condition on it that it be 
resolved before CC approval. We’d have an additional month to work it through with the City 
Attorney. 
Rice says my concern is that the reason we are at this point today is because we put a 
condition on it. I am not sure it is our place to be doing that. It becomes a planning issue 
because we made it a condition. Otherwise, I am keenly in agreement with the idea that it is not 
our place as the PC to get into prior property disputes. 
Moline says would another month or another visit on the project change anything for us. I would 
be at the point of recommending approval with the same condition.  
Osgood says in looking at the September 2015 minutes, it is apparent that the resolution called 
for a resolution between parties. I am telling you there is no resolution and the applicant has not 
said otherwise. Not only the condition, but the minutes and the statements by commissioners 
make it very clear that the point of the condition was a resolution between parties. Does the 
condition matter or will you ignore it? You are being asked not only for approval of an interim 
plan but approval of a final plan which would involve access through the north properties and 
the Louisville Trade Center down the south.  
McClure says when we are in the preliminary process, what we originally wanted to do with 
access was to have access come through off Griffith and access our land here. To digress, it is 
a horribly inefficient design to have two alley accesses. Given where we are in the process, we 
need to be able to move forward with our project and this is the decision we made. We have 
eliminated access entirely onto our parcel from the Louisville Trade Center plat joint access 
easement. The plan calls for a joint access easement to the mutual benefit of both property 
owners. We are not doing anything to change it. The preliminary plat had existing parcel 
conditions and had final conditions. We identified the easement on that plat as well but we have 
totally adjusted and reviewed our site plan per our comments at the preliminary process to not 
have access to the interior of our parcel from this joint access easement, simply because of the 
argument they have made. It is supposed to be specifically for this 60 foot area and not provide 
internal access. Whether we agree or disagree, we have complied. We are not doing anything 
with our final plat that negatively affects the existing use of that easement. It is parking for us 
and parking for them. It is access for us and access for them as it always has been. To be 
totally frank, I have incurred a significant amount of project delay and soft cost expenses to be 
able to accommodate this. I have a great reputation of working with the community. I have never 
been in front of this PC with an adjacent property owner disagreeing with our proposals. That is 
because we have a great track record of working with our neighbors and being kind, generous, 
and responsive to the community. People like what we do because we are raising property 
values, which was the intent of the MUDDSG.  
Rice says I want you to respond to the comment that if we approve this final PUD, that we are 
also approving this alley. I hear you tell me that is your ultimate plan. 
McClure says it is not my ultimate plan. It is the City’s.  
Rice says my point is we are not voting on that. 
McClure says I have intentionally set it up where you do not vote on that tonight. As I previously 
indicated, what I am calling an interim condition in the final development plan may exist in 
perpetuity as a final condition. I hope it doesn’t and I’d like to be able to effectuate the alley 
access that is shown in Exhibit A of the MUDDSG. But if we can’t, we can’t. That is not going to 
be up to me. That will be up to the BOOM family. Ultimately, they have the largest interest on 
eastern Highway 42-oriented development. That is east of midblock where the alley is supposed 
to go. They have great cash flows off that property. I certainly hope that they give me an 
opportunity to redevelop it, but we have no agreement right now. In Resolution 27, Series 2015, 
there are no easement concerns because we have the entire package to make sure that we are 
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not conflicting with the easement. Therefore, the condition has been satisfied. I can’t speak for 
Staff, but Robinson clearly stated that Staff thought the condition had been satisfied.  
 
Closed Public Hearing and discussion by Commission:  
Hsu says let me start with the easier issues. There are a lot of waivers and special review use 
issues in front of us. When I saw this in the packet, I was worried that there were so many 
questions, it might be difficult to approve every single one. I appreciate Staff’s and the 
applicant’s presentations and I now feel comfortable with the SRU, the tree waiver, and the 
subdivision plat. I am not comfortable with the sign but it seems okay, and I am comfortable with 
the parking. On this question of the easement, I am going to take the easy way out and say that 
right now, I don’t favor approving this, not so much for the substantive issues but for the 
procedural issues that this easement question was not in front of us in the packet at the right 
time. It did not have adequate public notice. There are probably some due process concerns. I 
didn’t brush up on my property law to figure out whose rights are here. I don’t think anyone on 
this PC feels comfortable adjudicating property law right now. I think procedurally, we are 
missing something by not having this be considered. I do want to make another comment that 
has come up a few times. There is the question of institutional memory and the performance of 
citizenship of applicants. Those are great for the community but that is not our legal criteria. It is 
not in the LMC or City Charter or state law. I appreciate people talking about how it is great to 
have institutional memory and that applicants who come back and develop have a tie to the 
City. Unfortunately for better or worse, that is not in our criteria to consider and I don’t think we 
should give that any weight pro or con. I am thinking of voting against this because of the 
procedural issues. I am open to hearing what my fellow commissioners think.  
Moline says I agree with David on the first part of this. For me, the application is consistent with 
the preliminary plan and has been enhanced. I had concerns about the street trees and those 
have been explained. From that perspective, I am in support of this application along with the 
two conditions proposed by Staff. I don’t think our denial of the application really addresses 
what might be a legal issue. I am leaning toward Staff’s perspective of the application that works 
with the existing property the applicant owns. If there is some other issue that needs to be 
worked out, it will be worked out in a court of law or where it needs to be. I agree with Staff that 
the condition applied at the preliminary has been met and I am ready to approve it. 
Brauneis says it is unfortunate that we find ourselves with this issue so late in the game. When 
I step back, I see a neighbor concerned about important parking and the viability of an ongoing 
operation of the business on the site. There is clear potential legal action surrounding this issue 
that may or may not play out going forward. In the narrow confines presented tonight, as the 
PC, we are within reason to move forward in approving it. I am leaning towards approval but 
wished this issue had been worked out. If we do move to approve this evening, it may push it in 
one direction that may not serve the City well.  
O’Connell says I want to approve it but I don’t think we can. I think we need to continue this and 
submit it to the City Attorney. The reason I feel that way is because we did inject ourselves into 
this by putting on the condition. I am afraid that if we go forward and approve it without a 
definitive statement from the City as to whether or not this condition has been met, we may 
potentially inject the City into this dispute should it go to court. That is my hesitation. I think we 
need to see the language of the condition and see an opinion from the City Attorney as to 
whether or not the City feels that the condition has been met given. We have a party here who 
says there is no easement at play and another party who says there is.  
Rice says from a substantive standpoint, I think this is a great proposal. All my questions have 
been answered and I think it is solid. I am enthusiastic about it. My concern is the same as 
Ann’s. We have injected ourselves into this by creating this condition which, quite frankly, I can’t 
resolve in my mind based on what I’ve heard tonight. In terms of lessons learned, don’t make a 
condition for two private parties to agree to something. We only want to have a condition where 
we, the City, have some control over it. We are best to continue this matter and get some advice 
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from the City Attorney with regard to that condition. I am sad to say that, but I think that is the 
prudent thing to do.  
Pritchard says looking at this proposal and this project, I am in favor of it. I agree with Ann and 
Tom. This is the first time in 20 years since I have been on the PC that we have not resolved 
something before we put on some type of limitation. I am disappointed in both parties. This 
should have been worked out. I want the City Attorney to look at this. I think this matter should 
be continued. I hate the fact that we are continuing it, but I do believe Staff is correct that the 
condition under the preliminary was met. I want this matter pushed back for 30 days to 
November 10, 2016 for Staff present this to the City Attorney, get it reviewed and confirm Staff’s 
findings. If the City Attorney says it is not, then we will address it accordingly.  
Brauneis says I am comfortable with a continuance. Moline is comfortable with a continuance.  
Zuccaro read the condition from the September 10, 2015 minutes: 

3. Easement concerns, with the Louisville Trade Center Plat, will be resolved prior to final 
approval.  

Moline asks what does Staff consider to be final approval, is that a CC meeting? 
Zuccaro says it would constitute CC’s final decision. 
Rice says we should not send something to CC that we haven’t given our blessing to. We are 
sending them something that is unresolved. 
O’Connell says we have not heard all sides and we are basically making a legal determination. 
 
Motion made by Rice to continue Delo Lofts Final Plat/PUD/SRU, Resolution 25, Series 
2016. A resolution recommending approval of a final plat for 4.39 acres which includes a 1.91 
acre final PUD and a Special Review Use (SRU) within the core area of the Highway 42 
Revitalization District for 3 apartments and 8 live-work units with two conditions: 

1. The proposed signage shall be modified to comply with the Downtown Sign Manual. 
2. The applicant shall address all issues in the Department of Public Works October 4, 

2016 memo prior to the City Council hearing. 
to the November 10, 2016 meeting to have legal counsel look at it and see whether the 
condition from the September 10, 2015 has been met, seconded by O’Connell.  Roll call vote.  

Name  Vote 

  

Chris Pritchard Yes 

Ann O’Connell Yes 

Steve Brauneis Yes 

Jeff Moline Yes 

Tom Rice Yes 

David Hsu  Yes 

Monica Sheets n/a 

Motion passed/failed: Pass 

Continuation passes 6-0.   
 

 Centennial Pavilions Final Plat: A request for a re-plat of Centennial Pavilions Filing 
No. 1 to create three separate legal lots. Continue to 11/10/16 
 Applicant and Representative: NexGen Properties (Sean Sjodin)     

 Owner: NexGen Properties, Walorado Partners LLC, Centennial Pavilions Lofts Owner’s Association 
 

Motion made by Brauneis to continue Centennial Pavilions to the November 10, 2016 meeting, 
seconded by Moline. Passed by voice vote.  
 
Planning Commission Comments:  
Hsu says that both Robinson and Trice have received promotions. Congratulations to you 
both.  
Pritchard says there is a new Planning Staff member. Zuccaro introduces Kristin Dean who is 
the new Principal Planner. She will be the liaison to the PC. 
Brauneis thanks Staff for creating chapters in the PDF. It makes it easier to move around. 
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Staff Comments:   
Robinson says that CC appointed a new PC member, Monica Sheets. She was not able to 
attend tonight, but I believe she will be here at the November meeting. She was a member of 
PC a few years ago so she is familiar with the PC.  
 
Items Tentatively Scheduled for the regular meeting: November 10, 2016: 

 Crystal Springs SRU: A request for a special review use (SRU) to allow a tap room at 
600 Main Street. 
 Applicant and Representative: Crystal Springs Brewing Company, LLC (Tom Horst) 

 Owner: Martin and Karen Achtermann 

 Case Manager: Rob Zuccaro, Planning and Building Safety Director 
 

 Innovative Openings: A request for a Planned Unit Development and easement 
vacation for a 15,101 SF office, manufacturing and warehouse facility.    
 Applicant and Representative: Rosenthal Associates, LLC (Bob Rosenthal) 

 Owner: PF Investments, LLC 

 Case Manager: Kristin Dean, Principal Planner 
 

 Lot 2, Block 3 Park at CTC PUD: A request for a Planned Unit Development for 49,600 
SF flex building.   
 Applicant, Owner, and Representative: Balfour Senior Living (Hunter MacLeod) 

 Case Manager: Scott Robinson, Planner III 
 

 Medtronic: A request for an amended Planned Unit Development and Subdivision Plat 
for a 40,000 SF office addition, increase in parking area and revised drainage plan. 
 Applicant and Representative: CTC Commercial III, LLC (Steve Meyers) 

 Owner: Leslie Malone 

 Case Manager: Rob Zuccaro, Planning and Building Safety Director 
 

 North End Market PUD/GDP Amendment: A request for a final Planned Unit 
Development (PUD) and General Development Plan (GDP) amendment to allow 40,000 
SF of commercial and 65 dwelling units. 
 Applicant, Owner, and Representative: Ridgeline Development Corp (Chad Kipfer) 

 Case Manager: Scott Robinson, Planner III 

 
Adjourn: 
O’Connell made motion to adjourn, Brauneis seconded. Pritchard adjourned meeting at 9:25  
pm.   
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ITEM: Case #16-025-UR, Crystal Springs  
 

PLANNER: Robert Zuccaro, AICP, Planning and Building Safety Director 
 

APPLICANT:  Crystal Springs Brewing Company, LLC 
876 Sunshine Canyon Drive 
Boulder, CO  80202 

 

OWNER:  Martin and Karen Achtermann 
777 West Mulberry St.  
Louisville, CO  80027 

 

REPRESENTATIVE:  Tom Horst, Crystal Springs Brewing Company, LLC 
 

EXISTING ZONING:  Commercial Community (CC) 
 

LOCATION: 600 Main Street (Lot 7, Block 4, Louisville Old Town) 
 

TOTAL SITE AREA: 6,809 square feet  (0.16 acres) 
 

REQUEST:  Approval of Resolution No. 26, Series 2016, a resolution 
recommending approval of a Special Review Use to allow for 
an approximately 720 square-foot outdoor patio seating area 
associated with the proposed Crystal Springs Brewing 
Company Satellite Tap Room 

VICINITY MAP:  
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PROPOSAL: 
The applicant, Chrystal Springs Brewing Company LLC, requests approval of a Special 
Review Use (SRU) to allow an approximately 720 sq. ft. outdoor patio seating area 
associated with the establishment of a proposed tap room at 600 Main Street.  The 
outdoor patio seating area is part of the conversion of an existing 780 sq. ft. detached 
garage on the east side of the parcel to a tap room, with the patio space located on the 
south, southwest and west sides of the converted garage.  The proposal includes 
converting the existing driveway on the south side of the garage into part of the patio 
space, with the curb cut removed and landscaping added to the right of way portion of 
the old driveway.  The plans also call for adding two alley-loaded parking spaces to 
replace the two parking spaces lost with the conversion of the driveway.  The 
conversion of the garage to an indoor tap room is a use by right under Louisville 
Municipal Code (LMC) Sec. 17.12.30, Use Group 31, Indoor Eating and Drinking 
Establishments and is not part of the SRU request.  The outdoor patio space falls under 
Use Group 35, Outdoor Sales: Eating and Drinking Establishments, which requires SRU 
approval.      
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BACKGROUND: 
The subject property is located within the boundaries of Downtown Louisville and is 
zoned Community Commercial (CC).   The property currently contains a chiropractic 
business in an approximately 1,500 sq. ft. converted residence on the west side of the 
property and an approximately 780 sq. ft. detached garage on the east side of the 
property with a driveway connecting to Elm Street to the south.  The residence was 
originally built in 1890. Properties to the south and west across Elm Street and Main 
Street are residential uses.  The property immediately to the north is an office use and 
to the east is a public parking lot. 
 
ANALYSIS: 
LMC Chapter 17.40 provides procedures and review criteria for SRU requests.  The 
Planning Commission is to review the SRU request at a public hearing and make a 
recommendation for approval, approval with conditions or denial of the application to 
City Council.  Review criteria are found in LMC Sec. 17. 40.100.  The following contains 
staff’s analysis of the request and recommended findings on each review criteria.  
 
Sec. 17.40.100.A The following criteria shall be considered by the planning 
commission and the city council in reviewing applications for special review use under 
this chapter. 

1. That the proposed use/development is consistent in all respects with the spirit 
and intent of the comprehensive plan and of this chapter, and that it would not 
be contrary to the general welfare and economic prosperity of the city or the 
immediate neighborhood;  

  
 The Comprehensive Plan classifies Downtown Louisville as Center type 

development.  Centers are described by as follows: 
 

Centers are defined by their mixture of uses (retail, commercial, and 
residential), street interconnectivity, and integrated public spaces. A 
center’s physical design is that of a destination, or gathering point for city-
wide activities. Centers are connected to and oriented toward their 
adjacent land uses. Centers typically have the greatest retailing 
opportunities. Centers feature integrated public spaces with a recognized 
public space, or focal point. Centers also have the highest potential for a 
vertical mix of uses.   

  
 The Comprehensive Plan also includes the following applicable policy for 

Downtown Louisville in support of the proposal:   
 

Downtown and Highway 42 Revitalization District Framework Policy No. 9:  
Promote the health of downtown through a traditional development pattern 
and pedestrian scaled redevelopment including expansion of business 
and housing opportunities. 

 

 Staff finds that the proposal is consistent with the Center type development as it 
provides adaptive reuse of a property that provides a destination, gathering 
place and provides a new commercial use to the area. Staff also finds the 
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development proposal promotes the health of Downtown by adding pedestrian 
scale development and expansion of businesses consistent with Downtown and 
Highway 42 Revitalization District Framework Policy No. 9.   

 
Development of the property is subject to the Design Handbook for Downtown 
Louisville.  The property falls within the Transition Area of Downtown, which is 
intended to be more residential in character than the Core Area of Downtown.  
The Design Handbook also calls for pedestrian scale development with visual 
interest.  Staff finds that the adaptive reuse of the garage as the tap room is 
consistent with the Transition Area’s residential character requirements.  The 
patios and landscaping incorporated in the development will add visual interest 
and a pedestrian scale to the development.  The proposal is also consistent 
with applicable Design Handbook standards on site lighting, alley loaded 
parking and shielding refuse areas from view.   
 

 Any development in Downtown Louisville that increases floor area by less than 
1,000 sq. ft. is exempt from any requirements to add new parking.  However, 
any existing spaces must be maintained.  Because the existing business 
utilized the driveway that will be converted to patio, two new spaces are 
required on-site.  This requirement is being met with the two alley loaded 
spaces.  The space dimensions are 19’ deep x 9’ wide.  Staff finds that the 
parking complies with the LMC and intent of the Design Handbook for 
Downtown Louisville and. 

  
2. That such use/development will lend economic stability, compatible with the 

character of any surrounding established areas;  
 
 The use will provide a new business to Downtown Louisville through adaptive 

reuse of an existing commercially zoned property.  Staff finds the use will 
compliment other businesses in the downtown area and will lend to economic 
stability.   

 
3. That the use/development is adequate for internal efficiency of the proposal, 

considering the functions of residents, recreation, public access, safety and 
such factors including storm drainage facilities, sewage and water facilities, 
grades, dust control and such other factors directly related to public health and 
convenience;  

 
 A chiropractic business operates out of the existing building on the west side of 

the property.  The owners of this business will be leasing the converted garage 
space to the applicant.  Conversion of the east side of the property is not 
anticipated to impact the other use of the property.  A separate water and sewer 
tap will be required for the conversion of the garage to a separate business 
premises.  No net additional impervious surface is anticipated impacting storm 
drainage.  

 
4. That external effects of the proposal are controlled, considering compatibility of 

land use; movement or congestion of traffic; services, including arrangement of 
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signs and lighting devices as to prevent the occurrence of nuisances; 
landscaping and other similar features to prevent the littering or accumulation of 
trash, together with other factors deemed to effect public health, welfare, safety 
and convenience;  

 
 The applicant has provided a lighting and photometric plan with full cut-off light 

fixtures and demonstrating that there will be no external light spill across the 
property boundaries.  Staff recommends that amplified music not be allowed 
within such close proximity to residential uses.  At the request of staff, the 
applicant has also added a note regarding the intent to have outdoor amplified 
music.  The note states that “No amplified music is planned for the site.”  In 
order to clarify the meaning of the note, staff recommends the wording be 
changed to the following: “Outdoor amplified music shall be prohibited.” The 
proposal also includes additional landscaping along the south side of the 
property to help buffer the use from the residential properties across Elm Street.  
In addition, the proposal includes adding a cedar fence screened refuse area in 
the alley on the northeast side of the property. Staff finds that the external 
effects of the proposed outdoor patio area are reasonably controlled through 
the site design and restriction on outdoor amplified music. To date, no 
comments have been received from nearby property owners regarding this 
proposal. 

 
5. That an adequate amount and proper location of pedestrian walks, malls and 

landscaped spaces to prevent pedestrian use of vehicular ways and parking 
spaces and to separate pedestrian walks, malls and public transportation 
loading places from general vehicular circulation facilities.  

 
 The parking spaces will be alley loaded and set back 8 feet from the public 

sidewalk along Elm Street.  Bicycle parking will be located on the east side of 
the garage.  The proposal includes pedestrian access to the property from the 
Elm Street sidewalk in addition to access from the alley.  Staff finds that the 
pedestrian and vehicular access plan meets the intent of this criterion.  

 
 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff finds that the proposal complies with the SRU criteria in LMC Section 17.40.100 
and recommends that the Planning Commission recommend approval of Resolution No. 
26, Series 2016, a resolution recommending approval of a Special Review Use to allow 
an approximately 720 sq. ft. outdoor patio seating area associated with the proposed 
Crystal Springs Brewing Company Satellite Tap Room at 600 Main Street with the 
following condition: 

 Prior to the City Council public hearing, the plan note addressing amplified music 

shall be amended to read “Outdoor amplified music shall be prohibited.”   

The Planning Commission may recommend approval (with or without conditions) or 
denial of the request or move for a continuance if additional information related to the 
proposal is needed.    
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ATTACHMENT(S): 

1. Resolution No. 26, Series 2016 
2. Application documents 
 

 



 
RESOLUTION NO. 26 

SERIES 2016 
 

A RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING APPROVAL OF A SPECIAL REVIEW USE TO 
ALLOW FOR AN APPROXIMATELY 720 SQUARE-FOOT OUTDOOR PATIO 
SEATING AREA ASSOCIATED WITH THE PROPOSED CRYSTAL SPRINGS 
BREWING COMPANY SATELLITE TAP ROOM LOCATED AT 600 MAIN STREET 
(LOT 7,  BLOCK 4, LOUISVILLE OLD TOWN)  
  
 WHEREAS, there has been submitted to the Louisville Planning Commission an 
application for approval of a Special Review Use (SRU) to allow for an outdoor patio 
seating area associated with a proposal to locate the Crystal Springs Brewing Company 
Satellite Tap Room at 600 Main Street;  
 
 WHEREAS, the outdoor patio seating area is classified under Louisville 
Municipal Code (LMU) Section 17.12.30, Use Group 35, Outdoor Sales: Eating and 
Drinking Establishments; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the City Staff has reviewed the information submitted and found 
that, subject to conditions, the application complies with the Louisville zoning 
regulations and other applicable sections of the Louisville Municipal Code, including the 
SRU review criteria in LMU Section 17.40.100; and 
 

 WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has considered the application at a duly 
noticed public hearing on November 10, 2016, where evidence and testimony were 
entered into the record, including the findings in the Louisville Planning Commission 
Staff Report dated November 10, 2016.  
 
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Planning Commission of the City of 
Louisville, Colorado does hereby recommend approval of an approximately 720 square 
foot outdoor patio seating area associated with the proposed Crystal Springs Brewing 
Company Satellite Tap Room at 600 Main Street with the following conditions:  
 

• Prior to the City Council meeting the plan note addressing amplified music shall 
be amended to read “Outdoor amplified music shall be prohibited.”   

 
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 10th day of November, 2016. 

 
 
By: ______________________________ 

Chris Pritchard, Chairman 
Planning Commission 

 
Attest: _____________________________ 
 Steve Brauneis, Secretary 
 Planning Commission 
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ITEM: Case #16-028-FP, L2 B3 Park at CTC 
 

PLANNER: Scott Robinson, Planner II 
 

APPLICANT:  JM Associates Inc 
5589 Arapahoe Unit 104 
Boulder, CO 80301 

 

OWNER:  CTC Commercial III LLC 
168 CTC Blvd Suite E 
Louisville, CO 80027 

 

REPRESENTATIVE:  Jerry Moore 
 

EXISTING ZONING:  Industrial (I) 
 

LOCATION: Lot 2, Block 3, Park at CTC (312 CTC Blvd) 
 

TOTAL SITE AREA: 186,310 square feet  (4.28 acres) 
 

REQUEST:  Approval of Resolution No. 27, Series 2016, a resolution 
recommending approval of a final Planned Unit Development 
(PUD) to construct a 49,600 square-foot single-story 
industrial/flex building with associated site improvements on 
Lot 2, Block 3, Park at CTC. 

VICINITY MAP:  
 

 

 

Planning Commission 
Staff Report 

November 10, 2016 
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PROPOSAL: 
The applicant, JM Associates, is requesting approval of a final Planned Unit 
Development (PUD) to allow for the construction of a 49,600 square-foot industrial/flex 
building.  The site is located in the Colorado Technology Center (CTC) at the corner of 
Dogwood Street and CTC Blvd on Lot 2, Block 3, of the Park at CTC subdivision.  The 
property is zoned Industrial (I) and is subject to the Industrial Development Design 
Standards and Guidelines (IDDSG). 
 
ANALYSIS: 
 
IDDSG  
The following contains staff’s analysis of the proposed development’s compliance with 
the IDDSG: 
 
Site Plan 
The proposed lot coverage and setbacks meet the requirements of the IDDSG. The 
proposed building foot print, parking, and driveways cover 71% of the site, less than the 
75% allowed by the IDDSG.  Pedestrian plazas, landscaped setback areas, and 
landscaped drainage facilities would cover the remainder of the site.  A break area 
would be provided on the east side of the site. 
   
The front of the proposed building would face west with surface parking surrounding the 
building.  The east side of the building would contain the loading area, with loading dock 
and trash enclosure.  Concrete walls painted to match the building would screen the 
trash enclosure.  Screen walls would screen the loading dock from Dogwood Street.  
The setbacks and site layout comply with the IDSG and no waivers are required.  
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Parking 
The applicant is proposing 130 parking spaces, or 2.6 spaces per 1,000 square feet.  
The IDDSG recommends a ratio of four spaces per 1,000 square feet for flex buildings, 
but allows individual uses to be evaluated at tenant finish as long as a minimum of two 
spaces per 1,000 square feet are provided.  The proposed parking ratio is similar to 
other flex buildings in CTC.  In addition, the dock areas can be used for deferred 
parking if a use does not need them and requires more parking spaces. 
 
Vehicular and Pedestrian Circulation 
There are two proposed vehicular access points to the site.  One, from CTC Blvd, 
utilizes and existing drive and access easement shared with the property to the south.  
The other access would be from Dogwood Street.  Both entrances would lead to a drive 
aisle that circles the site, providing access to parking and loading areas.   
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The site plan includes internal sidewalks to provide access from the parking areas to the 
main building entrances along the west side of the building.  The CTC sidewalk plan 
does not call for sidewalks adjacent to this property, but the proposal includes a 
connection from the internal walks to the intersection of Dogwood and CTC Blvd to 
access the sidewalks on the other sides of the streets.   
 
Architecture 
Concrete tilt up panels incorporating reveals and recesses in the façade comprise the 
majority of the building.  The building design encompasses a range of neutral colors and 
features an aluminum canopy at the entrances. 
 
There would be five entrances along the west side of the building defined by triangular 
extensions from the building.  The north and west elevations, facing the street, 
incorporate glazing and variations in color and materials, meeting the IDDSG 
requirements for architecture on street-facing facades.  In addition, the west elevation 
would step back in segments going from north to south, following the curve in the lot 
line. 
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The building would include a varied roof line between 27 and 29 feet.  The proposed 
building height of 29 feet is below the maximum permitted height of 40 feet found in the 
IDDSG.  All roof mounted mechanical equipment would be setback a minimum of 20 
feet from the building parapet, and would be painted to match the dominant color of the 
building.   
 
Landscape Plan, Drainage and Retaining Walls 
The proposed landscaping would screen the parking lot and the loading areas from 
public view point and provide a buffer between adjacent land uses.  The parking area 
would incorporate landscaped islands separating parking bays consistent with IDDSG 
requirements.  The proposed landscaping complies with the IDDSG.  The plans also 
include a detention pond on the southeast corner of the site.   
 
Signs 
The applicant is requesting one monument sign at the corner of Dogwood and CTC 
Blvd.  The proposed design is consistent with the IDDSG.  No specific designs are 
proposed for the building-mounted signs, but notes on the PUD to regulate the signage 
are consistent with the IDDSG. 
 
Lighting 
The applicant has submitted a lighting plan that includes wall lights on the building and 
pole lighting in the parking lot.  The parking lot light poles cannot exceed 24 feet in 
height per the requirements of the IDDSG.  The proposed lighting standards meet the 
specifications of the IDDSG.   
 
PUD Criteria  
Section 17.28.120 of the Louisville Municipal Code lists 13 criteria for Planned Unit 
Developments (PUDs) that must be satisfied or found not applicable for the PUD to be 
approved.  Staff finds that all applicable criteria are met because the proposal meets all 
the requirements of the IDDSG and is located in an industrial area surrounded by 
compatible developments.  The public land dedication requirement was met when the 
property was originally platted. 
 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff finds that the proposal complies with the IDDSG and PUD approval criteria in LMC 
Section 17.28.120 and recommends Planning Commission recommend approval of 
Resolution No. 27, Series 2016, a resolution recommending approval of a Final Planned 
Unit Development to allow for the construction of a 49,600 square-foot single-story 
industrial/flex building with associated site improvements on Lot 2, Block 3, Park at 
CTC.  The Planning Commission may recommend approval (with or without conditions), 
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continuance, or denial of the applicant’s request for Final Planned Unit Development 
approval.   
 
ATTACHMENT(S): 

1. Resolution No. 27, Series 2016 
2. Application documents 
3. Final PUD  

 



 
RESOLUTION NO. 27 

SERIES 2016 
 

A RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING APPROVAL OF A FINAL PLANNED UNIT 
DEVELOPMENT (PUD) TO CONSTRUCT A 49,600 SQUARE-FOOT SINGLE-STORY 
INDUSTRIAL/FLEX BUILDING WITH ASSOCIATED SITE IMPROVEMENTS ON LOT 
2, BLOCK 3, PARK AT CTC. 
  
 WHEREAS, there has been submitted to the Louisville Planning Commission an 
application for approval of a final Planned Unit Development (PUD) to allow for the 
construction of a 49,600 square-foot single-story industrial/flex building with associated 
site improvements on Lot 2, Block 3, Park at CTC; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the City Staff has reviewed the information submitted and found that 
the application complies with the Louisville zoning and subdivision regulations and other 
applicable sections of the Louisville Municipal Code; and; 
 

 WHEREAS, after a duly noticed public hearing on November 10, 2016, where 
evidence and testimony were entered into the record, including the findings in the 
Louisville Planning Commission Staff Report dated November 10, 2016, the Planning 
Commission finds the PUD for Lot 2, Block 3, Park at CTC should be approved. 
 
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Planning Commission of the City of 
Louisville, Colorado does hereby recommend approval of a final Planned Unit 
Development (PUD) to allow for the construction of a 49,600 square-foot single-story 
industrial/flex building with associated site improvements on Lot 2, Block 3, Park at 
CTC. 
 
 
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 10th day of November, 2016. 

 
 
By: ______________________________ 

Chris Pritchard, Chairman 
Planning Commission 

 
Attest: _____________________________ 
 Steve Brauneis Secretary 
 Planning Commission 





  
  

LETTER OF REQUEST 
Rev 10/14/16 

 
FINAL PUD  

Lot 2, Block 3, The Park at CTC 
 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION: 
Lot 2, Block 3, The Park at CTC, Boulder County, CO 
 
ADDRESS: 
312 CTC Boulevard, Louisville CO 
 
PROJECT AREA:  
4.77 Acres 
 
PROPOSED USE: 
Any uses allowed in City of Louisville Industrial zone districts  
 
PROJECT INTENT: 
The Project proposes development of a single story building on an existing vacant lot located on the 
southwest corner of the intersection of CTC Boulevard and Dogwood Street. The Building is oriented 
with (10) prospective tenant entries on the west facing CTC Boulevard and (1) prospective tenant 
entry on the north facing Dogwood Street. All loading and utility services are on the rear (east) of the 
Building which are screened from view of the adjacent commercial property to the south (368 CTC 
Boulevard) and the commercial property to the north across Dogwood Street (2051 Dogwood). The 
Project includes two driveway access points: an existing one on the CTC Blvd frontage which is 
shared with the neighboring property to the south; and, a proposed new access from Dogwood Street 
near the northeast corner of the property.  
 
LAND USE:                
Building footprint      49,541 sf       26.98%    
Screen walls footprint            52 sf       0.03% 
Exterior storage footprint (future)       1,460 sf       0.80% 
Trash enclosure footprint          348 sf       0.19% 
Driveways/parking/sidewalks    78,775 sf       42.90%   
Landscaped area        53,434 sf       29.10% 
 Total Site Area   183,610 sf             100.00%  
 
BUILDING SETBACKS:   East  North  West  South 
Min. setback from principal structure 128.0’   69.0’  87.0’   60.0’ 
 
BUILDING HEIGHT: 
1 story / 29’-0 maximum parapet height above floor elevation      
 
BUILDING AREA: 
Footprint         49,541 sf     



  
  
PARKING:             
Standard Parking          124 sp  
HC Parking               6 sp 
Total Parking            130 sp  
 
Average parking ratio        2.62 sp/1,000 sf  
Bicycle parking                       9 sp 
 
EXTERIOR MATERIALS: 
Walls    Painted precast concrete with accent reveals (minimum 2 colors) 
Window Framing  Aluminum storefront framing system 
Glazing   Tinted insulating glazing 
Sloped Roof   Standing rib metal roofing 
Flat Roof   Epdm membrane roofing mechanically adhered 
Mechanical Screen  Painted vertical ribbed steel decking (if screening is required per IDDSG) 
 
See Exterior Elevations (Dwg 01/A03) for  exterior color specifications and scope.   
 
PROJECT PHASING: 
Construction of the Project will commence within 6 months following approval of this PUD by the City 
of Louisville. Site improvements and core and shell building construction will be complete within 9 
months following commencement of construction.  
 
EXTERIOR LIGHTING: 
See Sheets E1 and E2 for: pole mounted, wall mounted, bollard and recessed exterior lighting 
locations and fixture specifications.  
 
SIGNAGE: 
The Project proposes 1 double faced exterior lit project identification signs located as indicated on 
Dwg 01/A01.  Monument sign shall be limited to 25 sf per face.  Building mounted signage shall 
conform to the criteria indicated on Dwg 01/A03. 
 
FUTURE TENANT FINISH: 
Parking requirements will be reviewed during the building permit process for individual tenant 
finishes.  No tenant finish permits or certificates of occupancy will be issued if the combined parking 
of the various uses as required by the IDDSG exceeds the total provided parking on the site. 
 
WAIVERS: 
The IDDSG includes a standard for alignment of new driveway entrances with existing driveway 
entrances on the opposing street face.  Exact alignment of the proposed Dogwood driveway with the 
existing driveway at 2051 Dogwood creates two negative impacts on the Project: 1) emergency 
vehicles and truck traffic using this entrance/exit would be forced to make a tight “S” turn in order to 
avoid the end of the northern screen wall peninsula and parked tractor trailers on the loading apron to 
the south; and, 2) this reconfiguration would result in the loss of at least (3) parking spaces. There 
currently exist many neighboring pairs of driveway entrances in CTC which are not in direct alignment 
with one another. In this particular instance, we respectfully request a waiver of this IDDSG standard. 
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SCALE:

POLE BASE DETAIL   5
E2 NONE
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Vicinity Map:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ITEM: Case #16-029-FP, Innovative Openings PUD 
 
PLANNER: Kristin Dean, Principal Planner 
 
APPLICANT:  Rosenthal Associates, LLC 

Bob Rosenthal 
6400 Modena Ln.  
Longmont, CO 80503 

 
OWNER:  PF Investments, LLC 
 
REPRESENTATIVE:  Bob Rosenthal 
 
EXISTING ZONING:  Planned Community Zone District – Industrial (PCZD-I) 
 
LOCATION: Lot 1, Block 2 Colorado Technological Center, Filing No. 1 

(674 S. Arthur) 
 
TOTAL SITE AREA: 47,679 square feet  (1.1 acres) 
 
REQUEST:  Approval of Resolution No. 28, Series 2016, a resolution 

recommending approval of a Final Planned Unit Development 
(PUD) to allow for a 15,101 square foot office, manufacturing, 
and warehouse facility and associated site improvements on 
Lot 1, Block 2, Colorado Technological Center, Filing No. 1.  
 
 

 

Planning Commission 
Staff Report 

November 10, 2016 
 

 

 

Existing Innovative 
Openings 

 

Proposed Expansion 
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PROPOSAL: 
Innovative Openings is a manufacturer of window coverings and Insolroll™ outdoor 
shades.  Their headquarters and manufacturing facility has been at 637 Pierce in the 
Colorado Technological Center (CTC) since 1996.  In 2011, they expanded their 
campus to include 667 Pierce.  The company would like to expand its Insolroll 
operations and is therefore requesting a Final Planned Unit Development (PUD) to 
allow for a 15,101 square foot building on the subject property.  The property is zoned 
Industrial (PCZD -I) and the proposed use is permitted in this zoning district. The 
property is located at Lot 1, Block 2, Colorado Technological Center (674 S. Arthur 
Ave.).  The property is not subject to a General Development Plan but it is subject to the 
Industrial Development Design Standards and Guidelines (IDDSG).   
 
COMPLIANCE WITH THE IDDSG: 
Site Planning 
The property is situated along a bend in Arthur Ave. as it curves to the east to meet S. 
Pierce Ave.  The entire portion of the property adjacent to Arthur Ave. is considered to 
be the front.  Due to the orientation of the buildings on the adjacent lot to the north (624 
S. Arthur Ave.) and the adjacent lot to the east (667 Pierce Ave.), staff determined the 
east property line is the rear and the north property line is the side.  The primary 
building, trash enclosure and the parking areas comply with the applicable setback 
requirements.   
 
The IDDSG limits site coverage to 75% of the site.  The property is 47,679 square feet.  
The building, walkway, and driveway coverage amount to 32,365 square feet (67.88%), 
and thus, proposed site coverage complies with the IDDSG.  The remainder of the site 
is comprised of landscape and drainage areas. 
 
The applicant has requested a waiver from IDDSG Standard 1.6.a which addresses the 
orientation of overhead doors. The loading dock is located on the south side of the 
building and faces Arthur Ave.  The IDDSG requires that loading docks be located in 
areas of low visibility such as at the side or rear of buildings.  Due to the fact that 
approximately one-third of the property is located adjacent to Arthur Ave. and due to the 
design objectives and access plan, the loading dock is located in a manner where the 
garage bay doors would be considered to be on the front façade.  However, the building 
has been designed so that the garage bay doors are recessed 56-feet back from the 
front façade.  Thus, the loading dock is not technically located on the street side of the 
building, but rather adjacent to the rear property line.  The proposed landscaping along 
Arthur Ave. will also lend to reducing the visibility of the loading dock.  Thus, staff finds 
that the location of the loading dock meets the standard that they be located in areas of 
low visibility and a waiver from this standard is not necessary.   
 
Vehicular, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Circulation 
The proposal includes two access points off of Arthur Ave. to allow for a through-traffic 
pattern.  A guideline set forth under IDDSG 2.1.1.d states that the number of driveways 
per street frontage to any building site is determeind by the size of the building site.  On 
properties less than two acres, the guideline allows for only one driveway.  However, to 
re-iterate, this a guideline and not a standard.   
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In their application letter, the applicant requested a waiver from this standard based on 
the unique shape of the lot which does not allow for a truck to make a 3-point turn and 
exit the lot with only one driveway.  Two driveways allow trucks to exit the loading area 
with more ease, and also allows a fire truck to exit the lot without having to back-up.  
The proposed driveways align with the driveways on the opposite side of the street.  
However, because the regulation is a guideline and not a standard, a waiver is not 
necessary.  As demonstrated in the Emergency Access Plan, the access through the 
site meets the minimum turning radius for emergency vehicles.   
 
Although the CTC Master Sidewalk and Bicycle Plan (“master plan”) calls for bike lanes 
on all of the roads within the CTC, to date, bike lanes have not been designated on 
these roads.  This master plan requires sidewalks on the south and west side of Arthur 
Ave., but not on the side adjacent to the subject property.  The sidewalk in this area has 
already been constructed.   
 
The owners would like to allow for access between their two properties from the 
adjoining rear property lines.  This access is being designed primarily to allow for 
forklifts and delivery delivery vans to easily go between the two properties.  This access 
has also been designed to include a designated pedestrian walkway to allow for 
employees to walk between the two sites.  This access requires minor site work on the 
property at 667 Pierce, and that work will have to be reviewed through the PUD 
amendment process. A condition has been included which requires the PUD 
Amendment for 667 Pierce be approved prior to the issuance of a building permit for the 
subject property.  
 
To enhance the pedestrian amenities of the site, the plans call for scored colored 
concret for the sidewalk along the front entry.  The proposal also includes a small 
lanscaped plaza in front of the entry towards the west side of the building, a small 
landscaped island near the east entrance of the building.  and an employee gathering 
space on the west side of the property, adjacent to the front entry.  The employee 
gathering space includes bench seating and landscaping.     
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Employee 
Seating Area 
 

Recessed  
Loading  
Dock 
 

Forklift/Delivery Truck 
Shared Access 
 

 
 
Parking 
The IDDSG sets forth parking standards for the various types of uses that could be built 
in the industrial zone.  The plans (Sheet A1) include a breakdown of the square footage 
for the uses intended in the building.  A total of 35 parking spaces are proposed, which 
meets the minimum standards.  However, four of these spaces are located along the 
east property line on either side of the shared access designed between the two 
adjacent sites.  While these parking spaces meet the minimum dimensions, they may 
not be accessible if there is a truck parked in the western most bay of the loading dock.  
To solve this issue, the owners have agreed to execute an access easement that will 
allow cars ingress and egress to these parking spaces from the shared access drive.  
Staff recommends a condition that requires this easement to be executed prior to the 
issuance of a building permit.  
 
As required by the IDDSG, the proposal includes landscape islands at the ends of each 
row of parking and a bike rack near the western building entrance.  The bike parking 
meets the requirement that a minimum of three bike parking spaces be provided based 
on the size of the building.   
 
Architecture 
The design includes locating the façade with the main entrances within the public zone 
on the property.  The proposed building incorporates some of the materials used in the 
two other buildings owned by Innovative Openings, but the proposed building is more 
unique than similar to the other buildings when evaluating overall architecture.  The 
roofline varies to provide for articulation which ranges from a roof height of 20-feet along 
the front façade to 24-feet for the majority of the building, and is well within the 40-foot 
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South Elevation 

height limit. Primarily, the building design incorporates fluted block, which is a light gray 
color. The design also includes a light beige single scored block accent strip along the 
top two-thirds of the structure.  Numerous buildings throughout the CTC incorporate this 
feature including the Innovative Openings building at 667 Pierce and the Servpro 
building to the south of the subject property.  The overhead doors at the loading dock 
will be painted a color which matches the color of the surrouding façade. 
 

   
The building has two main entrances, both located on the front south-facing façade in 
the public zone.  While the building entrances are designed to possible allow two 
tenants in the future, only Insolroll operations will be housed in this building.  Additional 
glazing and architectural accents further define the front façade.  These south-facing 
windows will lend to increasing the solar gain for energy savings.  
 
Landscape Design and Drainage 
 
The original plat of the property (Colorado Technological Center, Filing No. 1 Reception 
No.361998) includes a drainage easement along the east property line.  The applicant 
would like to vacate this easement and the City Engineer has determined that it is not 
necessary to keep it in place.  The applicant intends to submit an application for the 
easement vacation request in the near future and understands that it must be vacated 
prior to the issuance of a building permit since parking is proposed in this location.  
Thus, Staff recommends a condition that the drainage easement be vacated prior to the 
issuance of a building permit.  
 
The plans show the most intensive landscaping on the site along the entire roadway 
frontage, including a mix of deciduous trees, located at regular 40-foot intervals, sod, 
shrubs and perennial flowers.  Each entrance includes perennial flower beds.  The 
landscaping proposed will effectively screen the parking lot and the loading areas from 
public view.  In addition, the plans call for landscape islands at the ends of each parking 
row, screening of the dumpster enclosure with a mix of coniferous and deciduous trees 
and small landscape beds framing the western most public entrance to the building.  
Bench seating for employees and the public is also located in this planting area.  
 
The proposed detention pond wraps around the east, north, and west sides of the 
building. Landscaping for the pond includes dryland seed and three coniferous trees at 
the edge of the pond along the north side of the property to add aesthetic interest to this 
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side facing façade.  Overall, the landscaping plan meets the intent of the landscape 
standards set forth in the IDDSG with no waivers required.  

Signs 
The plans show one monument sign at the northwesterly entrance with a copy area of 
14.25 square feet, which is under the maximum size allowed.  The sign complies with 
the sign regulations set forth in the IDDSG.  While there are two entrances to the 
building, the IDDSG only allows one sign unless the building converts to a multi-tenant 
building in the future. The applicant understands this limitation and has labeled the 
signs on the PUD plans as “Conceptual” to allow for time to design the sign before they 
apply for a sign permit.  
 
Lighting 
The applicant has submitted a lighting plan that includes wall lights on the building and 
pole lighting in the parking lot.  The parking lot light poles cannot exceed 24 feet in 
height per the requirements of the IDDSG.  The proposed lighting standards meet the 
specifications of the IDDSG.   
 
COMPLIANCE WITH THE PUD CRITERIA 
Section 17.28.120 of the Louisville Municipal Code lists 13 criteria for Planned Unit 
Developments (PUDs) that must be satisfied or found not applicable for the PUD to be 
approved.  Staff finds that all applicable criteria are met because the proposal meets all 
the requirements of the IDDSG and is located in an industrial area surrounded by 
compatible developments.  No waivers from the development standards are being 
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requested.  
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff finds that the proposal complies with the IDDSG and PUD approval criteria in LMC 
Section 17.28.120 and recommends Planning Commission recommend approval of 
Resolution No. 28, Series 2016, a resolution recommending approval of a Final Planned 
Unit Development (PUD) to allow for a 15,101 square foot office, manufacturing, and 
warehouse facility and associated site improvements on Lot 1, Block 2, Colorado 
Technological Center with the proposed conditions.  The Planning Commission may 
recommend approval (with or without conditions) or denial of the applicant’s request for 
Final Planned Unit Development approval, or it may continue the application.   
 
Conditions 

1. Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall obtain approval of 
the PUD Amendment for the site work needed to create the shared access at 
667 Pierce.  

2. Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall execute the access 
easement to allow for cars parked in the spaces adjacent to the east property line 
to have ingress and egress through 667 Pierce.  

3. Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall receive approval by 
the City to vacate the drainage easement along the eastern property line.  

 
ATTACHMENT(S): 

1. Planning Commission Resolution No. 28, Series 2016 
2. Application documents 
3. Final PUD Plans and Colored Elevations 



 
RESOLUTION NO. 28 

SERIES 2016 
 

A RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING APPROVAL OF A FINAL PLANNED UNIT 
DEVELOPMENT (PUD) FOR INNOVATIVE OPENINGS TO ALLOW FOR A 15,101 
SQUARE FOOT OFFICE, MANUFACTURING, AND WAREHOUSE FACILITY AND 
ASSOCIATED SITE IMPROVEMENTS ON LOT 1, BLOCK 2, COLORADO 
TECHNOLOGICAL CENTER, FILING NO. 1. 
  
 WHEREAS, there has been submitted to the Louisville Planning Commission an 
application for approval of a Final Planned Unit Development (PUD) to allow for a 
15,101 square foot office, manufacturing, and warehouse facility and associated site 
improvements on Lot 1, Block 2, Colorado Technological Center, Filing No. 1; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the City Staff has reviewed the information submitted and found 
that, subject to conditions, the application complies with the Louisville zoning and 
subdivision regulations and other applicable sections of the Louisville Municipal Code; 
and; 
 

 WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has considered the application at a duly 
noticed public hearing on November 10, 2016, where evidence and testimony were 
entered into the record, including the findings in the Louisville Planning Commission 
Staff Report dated November 10, 2016.  
 
 
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Planning Commission of the City of 
Louisville, Colorado does hereby recommend approval of a 15,101 square foot office, 
manufacturing, and warehouse facility and associated site improvements on Lot 1, 
Block 2, Colorado Technological Center, Filing No. 1 with the following conditions:  
 

1. Prior to the issuance of a Building Permit, the application shall obtain approval of 
the PUD Amendment for the site work needed to create the shared access at 
667 Pierce.  

2. Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall execute the access 
easement to allow for cars parked in the spaces adjacent to the east property line 
to have ingress and egress through 667 Pierce.  

3. Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall receive approval by 
the City to vacate the drainage easement along the eastern property line.  

 
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 10th day of November, 2016. 

 
 
By: ______________________________ 

Chris Pritchard, Chairman 
Planning Commission 

 
Attest: _____________________________ 
 Steve Brauneis, Secretary 
 Planning Commission 
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Department of Planning and Building Safety  
749 Main Street   Louisville CO 80027   303.335.4592   www.louisvilleco.gov 

LAND USE APPLICATION      CASE NO. ______________

APPLICANT INFORMATION 
Firm: _____________________________________    

Contact: __________________________________ 

Address: __________________________________ 

               __________________________________    

Mailing Address: ____________________________ 

                            ____________________________ 

Telephone: ________________________________ 

Fax: ______________________________________ 

Email: ____________________________________

OWNER INFORMATION 
Firm: _____________________________________    

Contact: __________________________________ 

Address: __________________________________ 

               __________________________________    

Mailing Address: ____________________________ 

                            ____________________________ 

Telephone: ________________________________ 

Fax: ______________________________________ 

Email: ____________________________________

PROPERTY INFORMATION 
Common Address: __________________________ 
Legal Description: Lot ____________ Blk ________ 
          Subdivision ___________________________ 
Area: ___________________ Sq. Ft.

REPRESENTATIVE INFORMATION 
Firm: _____________________________________    

Contact: __________________________________ 

Address: __________________________________ 

               __________________________________    

Mailing Address: ____________________________ 

                            ____________________________ 

Telephone: ________________________________ 

Fax: ______________________________________ 

Email: ____________________________________

TYPE (S) OF APPLICATION
Annexation 
Zoning 
Preliminary Subdivision Plat 
Final Subdivision Plat 
Minor Subdivision Plat 
Preliminary Planned Unit Development 
(PUD) 
Final PUD 
Amended PUD 
Administrative PUD Amendment 
Special Review Use (SRU) 
SRU Amendment 
SRU Administrative Review 
Temporary Use Permit: ________________ 
CMRS Facility: _______________________ 
Other: (easement / right-of-way; floodplain; 
variance; vested right; 1041 permit; oil / gas 
production permit) 

PROJECT INFORMATION 
Summary: _________________________________ 

__________________________________________ 

__________________________________________ 

__________________________________________ 

__________________________________________

__________________________________________

__________________________________________

__________________________________________

__________________________________________ 

Current zoning: ______  Proposed zoning: _______

SIGNATURES & DATE 
Applicant: _________________________________ 

Print: _____________________________________ 

Owner: ___________________________________ 

Print: _____________________________________ 

Representative: ____________________________ 

Print: _____________________________________

CITY STAFF USE ONLY  
Fee paid: ___________________________ 
Check number: ______________________ 
Date Received: ______________________ 

Rosenthal Associates, LLC 

Robert Rosenthal 

6400 Modena Ln 

Longmont, CO  80503 

      same 

  

303-604-2900 

  

rrosenthal@rosenthalassociates.net

PF Investments, LLC

Rick Pease / Dave Friedlander

667 S. Pierce Ave.

Louisville, CO 80027

same

303-665-1305

Same as Applicant

674 S. Arthur Ave
1 2

CTC
47,679

X

A 15,101 s.f. new office, manufacturing

and warehouse facility for Innovative Openings

and Insolroll, existing and adjacent companies located

in the CTC. Innovative Openings sells energy-efficient

blinds, shades, shutters, drapes & other window

treatments in Denver, Boulder & surrounding areas.

Insolroll is a quality manufacturer of solar screen and

blackout window shades

Ind. Ind.

Robert Rosenthal

Rick Pease



6400 Modena Lane |   Longmont, CO  80503  |  Phone: 303.604.2900 |  rrosenthal@rosenthalassociates.net 

 
August 03, 2016 
 
City of Louisville - Planning Department 
749 Main Street 
Louisville, CO  80027 
 
Re: Letter of Request 
 New Building for Innovative Openings 
 674 S. Arthur, Louisville, CO 
 
 
Dear Planning Department: 
 
David Friedlander and Rick Pease started Innovative Openings, a distributor and retailer of window 
covering products, in Boulder County in 1980.  Since then, the company has grown to include retail 
outlets in Denver, Boulder, and Ft. Collins.  They also have a manufacturing company, Insolroll, which 
fabricates screens and shades, and distributes them throughout the United States. 
 
Their headquarters and manufacturing facility has been at 637 S. Pierce in the Colorado Technological 
Center since 1996.  In 2011 they expanded their campus to include 667 S. Pierce.  They foresee 
outgrowing the existing facility, and are exploring different options to accommodate future growth.  This 
P.U. D. application proposes to increase the size of their present facility by developing the adjacent 
property to the west. 
 
The functional programming requirements are to 1) provide additional office, high bay manufacturing and 
warehouse space to satisfy anticipated requirements, 2) provide grade and dock high level access for 
inbound and outbound van and truck deliveries, and 3) provide circulation for forklifts and delivery vans 
between the new warehouse and the existing campus.  
 
The aesthetic program includes the use of materials, massing, and fenestration details that are 
compatible with the existing buildings, yet articulated to avoid a large, monolithic box-like shape.  Exterior 
walls will be fluted concrete block with scored block accents, similar to the warehouse bldg. at 667 S. 
Pierce.  Planting materials have been chosen to be harmonious with the existing campus landscaping. 
 
The plan is consistent with the zoning requirements and design guidelines with the following exceptions: 
 
1. The overhead doors are facing the street (IDDSG 1.6.a).  The unique shape of the lot creates street 

frontage on two sides and reduces options to have a rear setback wide enough for truck 
maneuverability.  We have created a deep recess for the loading area, and heavily landscaped the 
street frontage on the south side of the lot to soften the view of the overhead doors. 
 

2. The lot is less than two acres but has two driveways (IDDSG 2.1.1.d).  The unique shape of the lot 
does not allow for a truck to make a 3-point turn and exit the lot with only one driveway.  Two 
driveways allow trucks easy exiting from the loading area, and allow a fire truck to exit the lot without 
having to back-up.  The driveways have been aligned to be directly across from the driveways on the 
opposite side of the street. 

 
Sincerely,  

 
Robert Rosenthal, AIA 



 
 

 

ITEM: Case #15-037-FS/FP/ZN, North End Market 
 

PLANNER: Kristin Dean, Principal Planner 
 

APPLICANT:  North End Market LLC 
5723 Arapahoe Ave #2B 
Boulder, CO, 80303 

 

OWNER:  Ridgeline Development Corporation 
5723 Arapahoe Ave #2B 
Boulder, CO, 80303 

 

REPRESENTATIVE:  Chad Kipfer 
 

EXISTING ZONING:  Planned Community Zoned District – Commercial (PCZD-C) 
 

LOCATION: The subject parcel is located at the northwest corner of South 
Boulder Road and Blue Star Lane 

 

LEGAL 
DESCRIPTION:  

Block 11, North End Phase II 

 

TOTAL SITE AREA: 4.55 acres  
 

REQUEST:  Resolution No 29, Series 2016:  A request for a final plat, final 
planned unit development (PUD), and general development 
plan (GDP) amendment to construct a multi-use development 
consisting of 38 dwelling units and 40,000 square feet of 
commercial space at Block 11, North End Phase II. 

  

 

Planning Commission 
Staff Report 

November 10, 2016 
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Planning Commission 
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November 10, 2016 
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SUMMARY: 
The applicant, North End Market LLC, has submitted a request for a general 
development plan (GDP) amendment, final plat, and final planned unit development 
(PUD) to develop a 4.55 acre parcel in the North End subdivision.  If approved, this 
development would allow up to 38 residential units and 40,000 square feet of retail and 
office space on the parcel.  
 
Planning Commission originally considered this request on March 10, 2016.  At that time, 
the request included 65 residential units and 40,000 square feet of retail and office 
space.  Planning Commission recommended approval of the request, but before the 
application was heard by City Council, the City adopted the South Boulder Road Small 
Area Plan, which included a policy that no additional residential units should be permitted 
in the South Boulder Road area above what was currently allowed.  The applicant 
decided to revise the proposal to include only the 38 units allowed under the adopted 
General Development Plan. 
 
PROPOSAL: 
GDP Amendment 
The City approved the original North End General Development Plan on December 19, 
2006 by Ordinance No. 1505, Series 2006, allowing 350 residential units and 65,650 SF 
of commercial space.  The commercial use was all in Planning Area 1, roughly 
equivalent in size and location to the parcel in question.  A first amendment to the 
General Development Plan was approved in May, 2010, reallocating some of the 
residential units, including putting 12 units in Planning Area 1.  A second amendment 
was approved in July, 2011, redefining  the boundaries of Planning Area 1 and allowing 
21 residential units, along with the original 65,650 SF of commercial space. 

 
 
 
 Planning Area 1 

Original GDP 

Current/Proposed GDP 
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The applicant is requesting a third amendment to the GDP to reallocate residential units.   
Of the 350 residential units allowed by the existing GDP, 312 have been allocated to 
Planning Areas 2 through 5 and are either built, under construction, or have an approved 
PUD.  There are 21 units designated for Planning Area 1, leaving 17 units unallocated to 
a Planning Area.  The proposal is to allocate the 17 remaining units to Planning Area 1 
increasing the total allowed to 38 units.  The request does not increase the amount of 
residential development allowed in the North End subdivision, but instead clarifies the 
allowed locations for the residential units.   
 
The proposal also decreases the amount of commercial space to 40,000 SF.  The size, 
shape, and location of the Planning Area would not change under this request. 
 
Adopted Plans 
All GDP amendment requests are evaluated for their consistency with the Louisville 
Comprehensive Plan and applicable small area plans, in this case the South Boulder 
Road Small Area Plan. 
 
The South Boulder Road Small Area Plan Urban Design Plan designates the subject 
parcel “Retail/Office/Residential.”  Page 21 of the Small Area Plan states “properties with 
previously approved residential special review uses would be allowed to redevelop at the 
same density.”  As stated above, the applicant is not requesting any additional residential 
units.  Staff believes the proposal complies with the South Boulder Road Small Area 
Plan. 
 

 
 
The 2013 Comprehensive Plan identifies this area as an “Urban Corridor” and states 
“This urban corridor focuses on commercial opportunities including office and 
neighborhood retail along with higher density housing in close proximity to the roadway.”  
The comprehensive plan also states urban corridors must demonstrate a positive fiscal 
return and establishes a residential density allowance up to 25 units per acre.   
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This application is requesting a mix of commercial uses and neighborhood retail, with 
medium density residential.  The proposed density is approximately 17 units per acre 
when calculating density for the residential portion of the property and about 8 units per 
acre when calculating for the whole parcel.   
 
In the Neighborhood Housing chapter of the Comprehensive Plan, Principle NH-5 states 
“There shall be a mix of housing types and prices to meet changing economic, social, 
and multi-generational needs of those who reside, and would like to reside, in Louisville.”  
Policy NH-5 states “housing should meet the needs of seniors, empty nesters, disabled, 
renters, first time home buyers and all others by ensuring a variety of housing types, 
price, and styles are created and maintained.”  This application is providing a range of 
housing types including single-family detached, townhomes, and 
apartment/condominiums, thereby providing a variety of housing types for varying family 
situations.  
 
Staff modelled the fiscal impacts based on information provided by the applicant and 
standard information incorporated into the model.  The following table summarizes the 
results: 
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 Cumulative Combined Funds Results (x$1,000) - Scenario Comparisons (x$1,000) 

    SCENARIO 

  
Proposed 

Gdp 

  

Revenue by Fund % 

General Fund  $669 33% 

Urban Revitalization District Fund $383  19% 

Open Spaces & Parks Fund $179  9% 

Lottery Fund $0  0% 

Historic Preservation Fund $65  3% 

Capital Projects Fund $741  36% 

TOTAL REVENUE $2,036  100% 

Expenditures by Fund     

General Fund  $287  27% 

Urban Revitalization District Fund $0  0% 

Open Spaces & Parks Fund $12  1% 

Lottery Fund $0  0% 

Historic Preservation Fund $65  6% 

Capital Projects Fund $710  66% 

TOTAL EXPENDITURES $1,074  100% 

NET FISCAL RESULT BY FUND     

General Fund  $382    

Urban Revitalization District Fund $383    

Open Spaces & Parks Fund $167    

Lottery Fund $0    

Historic Preservation Fund $0    

Capital Projects Fund $30    

NET FISCAL IMPACT $963    

 
The model estimates a net positive fiscal impact of +963,000 over a 20-year period, or 
+$48,150 per year.  Staff believes the request complies with the framework of the 2013 
Comprehensive Plan. 
 
City of Louisville Zoning Map 
The City of Louisville Zoning Map is reviewed to ensure GDP amendment requests are 
compatible with zoning and surrounding properties.  The property is zoned Planned 
Community Zone District – Commercial (PCZD-C), which allows general retail and office 
uses as proposed, as well as “Other uses as established by the city council as found to 
be specifically compatible for commercial and office planning areas” (LMC 
§17.72.090(B)(19)).  The residential previously approved for this property was approved 
under this section that allows “other uses.” 
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The current City of Louisville Zoning Map shows this property is adjacent to properties 
zoned PCZD-C (shown as P-C) to the west (Black Diamond Car Wash) and PCZD-R (P-
R) to the north (North End).  To the east is the North End detention pond, zoned PCZD-
R, and an office development in the City of Lafayette.  To the south, across South 
Boulder Road, is the Harney/Lastoka Open Space.  Staff believes the proposed changes 
to the GDP would be compatible with the surrounding zoning. 
 
Final Plat 
The subject property was platted as one lot as part of the original North End plat.  The 
applicant is requesting a replat to include necessary easements.  The size, location, and 
number of lots is not changing.  The easements are for utilities, and drainage.  
 
Public Land Dedication 
When the North End subdivision was originally platted, the developer dedicated 25.3 
percent of the land as public land dedication (PLD).  According to Chapter 16.12 of the 
Louisville Municipal Code (LMC), commercially zoned properties require a 12% PLD, 
while residentially zoned properties requires a 15% PLD.  The applicant has already 
exceeded the PLD requirement, so no additional PLD is required with a change in 
allowed land uses.   
 
Final PUD 
Land Use 
The applicant is requesting 38 residential units, 22,250 SF of retail/restaurant space, and 
17,750 SF of office space in 14 buildings.  The requested uses comply with the proposed 
amended GDP, which would control the allowed uses on the site. 
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Site Plan 
The development is designed as a walkable mixed use environment that provides 
common entries accessible to shared parking and internal circulation.  There are three 
primary access points proposed:  South Boulder Road (right-in, right-out); Blue Star Lane 
(full movement); and Hecla Way (full movement).   
 

 
 
The plans include four commercial buildings located along the south side of the site 
(Buildings 4, 5, 6 and 7), with a restaurant/retail building at the southeast corner (Building 
7).  Buildings 4, 5 and 6 would have retail and office space, while Building 7 would be 
retail/residential.  The residential units would be in 10 buildings along the north side of 
the site, across the street from existing residential development (Buildings 1a-1f, 2a, 2b, 
3a, 3b).  
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The proposal includes pedestrian connections between the existing sidewalks on the 
perimeter of the development and the internal walks and buildings.  A connection is also 
provided to the existing City trail on the west side of the development.  The large 
drainage swale on the south side of the site, between the development and South 
Boulder Road, limits the possibility of connections to the sidewalk along South Boulder 
Road.  However, two pedestrian connections are made to South Boulder Road on the 
east and west sides of the development.  
 
Bulk and Dimension Standards 
The applicant is not requesting any modifications to the yard and bulk standards 
previously approved in the GDP, as described below.  The proposed development 
complies with the yard and bulk standards. 
 

 
 
Height 
The GDP allows a maximum building height of 40 feet for all buildings in the 
development.  The residential buildings would be three stories and between 35 and 40 
feet tall.  The two-story office/retail buildings would be 30-33 feet tall, except building 3, 
which would have a small third story approximately 40 feet tall  The one-story 
restaurant/retail building would be 25 feet tall.  The buildings heights would create a 
step-down effect from the 40 foot tall residential buildings on the north side of Hecla 
Way. 
 
Architecture 
The architectural design for the commercial component of this project is regulated by 
chapter 4 of the Commercial Development Design Standards and Guidelines (CDDSG).  
The City of Louisville does not have any residential design standards, so the residential 
design component of this project must comply with bulk and dimension standards 
established in the GDP. 
 
Commercial  
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The three office/retail buildings would be two stories with a varied roof line consisting of 
flat and shed roofs, except building 3 which will have a small third story.  The façade 
would be articulated with a variety of materials, including cementitious panels, lap siding, 
and stucco.  There would also be a significant amount of glazing with multiple window 
patterns. 
 

 
 

The restaurant/retail building would be one story with similar design elements.  It would 
have more glazing, and include areas of metal siding.  It would also have a patio area for 
outdoor seating. 
 

 
 
Residential 
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The proposed residential structures come in three types and pull in design features of 
many of the other residential structures being built in North End.  There would be two 
three-story, 12-unit buildings similar to the buildings on the north side of Hecla Way.  
They would have underground parking accessed from the internal drive aisle.  
 

 
 
There would be two three-story fourplex townhome buildings fronting on Hecla Way.  
Parking would be provided in individual garages accessed from the internal drive aisle. 
 

 
 
There would be six three-story single-family units with three facing Hecla Way and three 
facing into the development.  Parking would be in individual garages accessed from an 
alley between the units. 
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For all residential buildings, the angled roof forms would echo the butterfly roofs on the 
residential structures under construction on the north side of Hecla Way.  The materials 
would include cementitious panels, lap siding, stucco, and stone elements at the base 
and entrances.  Balconies and varied window patterns also contribute to the visual 
interest of the buildings.  
 
Parking 
The GDP sets the following parking standards for the development: 
 

Residential: 
 2 bedroom units – 1.5 spaces per unit 

3 bedroom units – 2 space per unit 
Commercial: 
 Office – 1 space per 300 square feet 
 Retail – 1 space per 250 square feet 

 
Based on these standards, the development would be required to provide 64 residential 
parking spaces and 149 commercial parking spaces.  The residential buildings would 
have parking in garages for each building totaling 86 spaces.  The surface parking in the 
development would be for the commercial uses, and total 163 spaces.  In addition, 46 
on-street parking spaces would be available on Hecla Way and Blue Star Lane. 
 
Landscaping 
Chapter 5 of the CDDSG is the governing document for the proposed landscape plan.  
Staff reviewed the proposed landscaping plan for the development and believes it 
complies with the CDDSG.  The landscaping will consist of areas of sod and low to 
moderate water use planting areas.  Trees would be located through the interior of the 
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development and along the streets.  A large drainage area is located along the south 
side of the development near South Boulder Road, with existing street trees between it 
and the road. 
 
Urban Form 
The overall design would provide a development compatible with its neighbors in 
architectural style, scale, and mass.  The proposed development provides commercial 
visual interest along South Boulder Road, while the residential component provides an 
appropriate buffer for the existing adjacent housing in North End.  The proposed design 
changes land uses mid-block, allowing residential to face residential.   
 
Signs 
The applicant is requesting three monument signs – one at each entrance to the 
development.  Signage is regulated by Chapter 7 of the CDDSG, which allows one 
monument sign per entrance.  The proposed signs would be 55 square feet, less than 
the 60 square feet allowed in the CDDSG.  Wall signs are also proposed for individual 
tenants, which would also comply with the CDDSG. 
 
Phasing 
The development is designed so it could be developed in three phases, each consisting 
of commercial and residential buildings.  Phase 1 would include buildings 3A, 3B, 6, and 
7, totaling 24 residential units and 14,500 SF of commercial space.  Phase 2 would 
include buildings 2A, 2B, and 5, totaling eight units and 15,500 SF.  Phase 3 would 
include buildings 1A-1F and 4, with six units and 10,000 SF. 
 
Traffic 
The applicant has provided a traffic impact analysis.  The analysis concludes the 
development would not have adverse impacts and the nearby intersections would 
continue to operate at acceptable levels of service for the foreseeable future. 
 
Boulder Valley School District 
The Boulder Valley School District was a referral on this project and provided a letter 
with the following statement based on the initial proposal “The North End Market Final 
PUD application proposes to add 31 senior condominiums and 34 unrestricted 
condominium units with an anticipated student impact of 2 students on Louisville 
Elementary, 1 student on Louisville Middle, and 3 students on Monarch High School.  
When considering this and all other development activity in Louisville, and resident 
enrollment growth within the attendance areas of Louisville schools, Louisville Middle 
and Monarch High are able to accommodate projected growth.  Louisville Elementary, 
however will likely reach its program capacity within 5 years should growth within the 
existing housing stock of central Louisville continue at the pace of recent years.  
Elementary capacity in Louisville as a whole, however, is ample to accommodate 
continued enrollment growth.”   
 
The letter continues to state “recent enrollment growth at Louisville Elementary continues 
to be managed by restricting open enrollment thus reducing the proportion of enrollment 
from outside the school’s attendance area.  As of the preliminary October 1 count, 
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approximately 39 open enrolled students occupied the seats the school and continued 
restrictions will eventually make these seats available to new resident students.”  
Because the revised proposal includes fewer residential units, impacts on the school 
system should be less than described above. 
 
PUD Criteria  
Section 17.28.120 of the Louisville Municipal Code lists 13 criteria for Planned Unit 
Developments (PUDs) that must be satisfied or found not applicable for the PUD to be 
approved.  Staff finds that all applicable criteria are met.  The proposal complies with the 
requirements of the GDP and the CDDSG.  The proposed development complies with 
the spirit and intent of the 2013 Comprehensive Plan and South Boulder Road small 
area plan to provide a mixture of uses and housing types in a pedestrian friendly 
environment.  It is compatible with the developments previously approved in North End 
and the other surrounding uses, including nearby residential neighborhoods.  There is 
adequate pedestrian and vehicular access, as well as adequate open space within the 
site and nearby. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve Resolution 29, Series 2016, a 
resolution recommending approval of the requested GDP amendment, final Plat, and 
final PUD to allow for the development of The North End Market.  The proposal would 
allow for the development of approximately 40,000 SF of retail/office and 38 residential 
units on a 4.55 acre site, with no conditions. 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 

1. Resolution No. 29, Series 2016  
2. Application documents  
3. North End GDP, 3rd Amendment 
4. Final Plat 
5. Final PUD 
6. Traffic impact analysis 



 
RESOLUTION NO. 29 

SERIES 2016 
 

A RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING APPROVAL OF A GENERAL DEVELOPMENT 
PLAN (GDP) AMENDMENT, FINAL PLAT AND FINAL PLANNED UNIT 
DEVELOPMENT (PUD) TO CONSTRUCT A MULTI-USE DEVELOPMENT 
CONSISTING OF 38 DWELLING UNITS AND 40,000 SQUARE FEET OF 
COMMERCIAL SPACE AT BLOCK 11, NORTH END PHASE II. 
  
 WHEREAS, there has been submitted to the Louisville Planning Commission an 
application for approval of a General Development Plan (GDP) amendment, final Plat 
and final Planned Unit Development (PUD) to construct a multi-use development 
consisting of 38 residential units and 40,000 square feet of commercial space at Block 
11, North End Phase II; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the City Staff has reviewed the information submitted and found 
that, subject to conditions, the application complies with the Louisville zoning and 
subdivision regulations and other applicable sections of the Louisville Municipal Code; 
and; 
 

 WHEREAS, after a duly noticed public hearing on November 10, 2016, where 
evidence and testimony were entered into the record, including the findings in the 
Louisville Planning Commission Staff Report dated November 10, 2016, the Planning 
Commission finds the GDP amendment, plat, and PUD for North End Market should be 
approved with the no conditions.  
 
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Planning Commission of the City of 
Louisville, Colorado does hereby recommend approval of a General Development Plan 
(GDP) amendment, final Plat and final Planned Unit Development (PUD) to construct a 
multi-use development consisting of 38 residential units and 40,000 square feet of 
commercial space at Block 11, North End Phase II, with no conditions.  
 
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 10th day of November, 2016. 

 
 
By: ______________________________ 

Chris Pritchard, Chairman 
Planning Commission 

 
Attest: _____________________________ 
 Steve Brauneis, Secretary 
 Planning Commission 





 
24 August 2016  
 
Mr. Scott Robinson 
Planner II  
City of Louisville 
749 Main Street 
Louisville, CO  80027 
 
Re:  North End Phase 2 – Amended Block 11 PUD and GDP 
  
Dear Scott, 
 
The PUD application for Block 11 was adjusted to align with the Louisville Small Area Plan and 
Comprehensive Plan. The proposed number of residential units on Block 11 was reduced to the 
approved number of units at North End.  Parking spaces on site were increased to better serve guest 
and commercial users.      
 
The northern residential edge of Block 11 was designed for a diversity of architecture to create a 
friendly transition to the residential scale of the community and an interesting street scape on Hecla 
Way.   
 

- 2 - 12plex buildings with 3 stories and below grade parking planned for the North East 
corner of Block 11.  Each building has an elevator and provides for a large number of 
accessible units. The architecture of these buildings is similar to those constructed on Block 
12. 
 

- 2 – 4plex townhome style buildings with detached garages, enclosed courtyards, upper level 
decks and engaging architecture are planned for the middle of Block 11 along Hecla Way.  
 

- 6 – Detached units are planned on the North West corner of Block 11.  Architectural rhythm 
of form, texture and color anchor the western entry to North End. 

 
The southern edge of Block 11 is unchanged from our previous design with four commercial 
buildings.  The commercial buildings frame South Boulder Road for easy access, parking and 
visibility. A pedestrian streetscape and outdoor court is created where the commercial and 
residential uses meet. North End Market is designed to be a successful mixed use center that fits the 
scale of North End. 
 
Block 11 Summary 
10 residential buildings  38 DU 

- Secure parking for all dwelling units within each building or unit. 
o 12plex parking is located below the building. 



o All other units have 2 parking spaces in their own garage. 
 

4 commercial buildings  40,000 sqft 
- Retail on the first floor – Buildings 4-7 
- Office on the second floor – Building 4-6 
- Ample parking within a pedestrian scaled area 

 
Phasing 
Block 11 will be constructed in phases with commercial and residential buildings built in each 
phase.  Phase 1 includes an age restricted residential building and 2 commercial buildings. 
 
PUD Standards 
Block 11 is designed within the standard North End PUD bulk standards for height, setbacks and 
parking. 

 
GDP Planning Area Correction 
The North End development has been redesigned and improved over the years.  Block 6, 7, 9 and 10 
have amended PUD plans.  It has come to our attention that the North End GDP planning areas were 
not accurately updated to reflect the unit changes approved with these PUD amendments.  The 
correct GDP unit counts are listed below and reflect the currently approved PUD amendments over 
the entire subdivision. 
 

GDP Planning Areas  GDP Planning Areas with PUD Amendment 
PA 1 –   38 DU*    PA 1-    38 DU 
PA 2 – 112 DU   PA 2 – 112 DU 
PA 3 –   10 DU   PA 3 –   10 DU 
PA 4 – 147 DU*  PA 4 – 147 DU 
PA 5 -    43 DU   PA 5 -    43 DU 
Total – 350 units  Total – 350 units 
 

*These planning areas have corrected DU totals to align with amended PUD’s. 
 

Ownership 
Block 11 is owned by Ridgeline Development Corporation and will be plated in the name of North 
End Market LLC. 
 
Mineral Notification CRS 24-65.5-103 
No mineral notification is required.  There are no mineral interest surface rights. 
  
We look forward to presenting this project and gaining your approval.  Feel free to contact me if 
you have any questions or need additional information. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Chad Kipfer  
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LUMINAIRE LOCATIONS

Label MH Tilt

AA4 20.5 0.0

AA3T 20.5 0.0

AA4S 20.5 0.0

AA3S 20.5 0.0

WW1 8.0 0.0

CC 8.0 0.0

BB 3.5 0.0

LUMINAIRE SCHEDULE

Symbol Label Qty File Lumens LLF WattsCatalog Number Description Lamp

AA3S 2 DSX1_LED_40
C_530_40K_T3
M_MVOLT_HS

.ies

Absolute 1.00 68

AA4S 1 DSX1_LED_40
C_530_40K_T4
M_MVOLT_HS

.ies

Absolute 1.00 68

WW 24 DSXW1_LED_
10C_350_40K_
T2M_MVOLT.i

es

Absolute 1.00 13.23

AA4 6 DSX1_LED_40
C_530_40K_T4
M_MVOLT.ies

Absolute 1.00 68

AA3T 2 DSX1_LED_40
C_530_50K_T3
M_MVOLT.ies

Absolute 1.00 136

WW1 22 WS-W1218-
SS.ies

530 1.00 15.8

CC 30 LF6N_1_26TRT
_F6O1AZ.ies

1800 1.00 26.7

BB 7 303-B1-LEDB2-
-4000-UNV-T4-
DIM10-BK.ies

Absolute 1.00 15.5

DSX1 LED 40C 530
40K T3M MVOLT
HS

DSX1 LED WITH (2) 20
LED LIGHT ENGINES,
TYPE T3M OPTIC, 4000K,
@ 530mA WITH HOUSE
SIDE SHIELD

LED

DSX1 LED 40C 530
40K T4M MVOLT
HS

DSX1 LED WITH (2) 20
LED LIGHT ENGINES,
TYPE T4M OPTIC, 4000K,
@ 530mA WITH HOUSE
SIDE SHIELD

LED

DSXW1 LED 10C
350 40K T2M
MVOLT

DSXW1 LED WITH 1
LIGHT ENGINE, 10 LED's,
350mA DRIVER, 4000K
LED, TYPE 2 MEDIUM
OPTIC

LED

DSX1 LED 40C 530
40K T4M MVOLT

DSX1 LED WITH (2) 20
LED LIGHT ENGINES,
TYPE T4M OPTIC, 4000K,
@ 530mA

LED

DSX1 LED 40C 530
50K T3M MVOLT

DSX1 LED WITH (2) 20
LED LIGHT ENGINES,
TYPE T3M OPTIC, 5000K,
@ 530mA

LED

P1228564L Exterior Wall Sconce LED

LF6N 1/26TRT
F6O1AZ

6" OPEN DOWNLIGHT
WITH ONE TRIPLE-TUBE
LAMP AND SPECULAR
REFLECTOR

ONE 26-WATT TRIPLE-
TUBE COMPACT
FLUORESCENT

303-B1-LEDB2-
4000-UNV-T4-
DIM10-BK

LUMIERE EON 303-B1,
SINGLE HEAD BOLLARD,
DOUBLE LED BAR. TYPE
IV FORWARD THROW
OPTICS, CLEAR GLASS
LENS.

(14) 4000K CCT, 75 CRI
LEDS ABSOLUTE
PHOTOMETRY IS BASED
ON CALIBRATION
FACTORS CREATED
USING LAB LUMEN
STANDARDS IN
GONIOPHOTOMETER
WITH TEST DISTANCE
OF 28.75 FEET Industrial,
Landscape, Parks,
Pathway, Pedestrian,
Residential, Sidewalk,
Walkway, Accent, Bollard
Damp Location, Wet
Location

STATISTICS

Description Symbol Avg Max Min Max/Min Avg/Min

Bldg Surrounds

Boundary Spill

Parking / Drives

0.6 fc 8.7 fc 0.0 fc N / A N / A

0.0 fc 0.2 fc 0.0 fc N / A N / A

0.9 fc 3.4 fc 0.1 fc 34.0:1 9.0:1

TYPES: AA3S, AA3T, AA4, AA4S
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1.0 Project Description 

This  traffic  analysis  is  intended  to  update  the  previous  study  associated with  the 
North End Phase 2 project in Louisville.  The project site is located at 1501 S. Boulder 
Road on  the northeast quadrant of S. Boulder Road and Plaza Drive.   The project 
consists of a 4.56‐acre parcel of land that is currently vacant.  Figure 1 illustrates the 
site vicinity in relation to the rest of Louisville. 

The City’s Comprehensive Plan  identifies  this  site as a  future Urban Center.5   LSC’s 
April 1, 2011 Traffic Memorandum1 assumed 42,700 square feet of retail space and 
22,300 square feet of office space for Filing 2, Block 11.  The applicant is proposing a 
revised land use of this site.  The new site plan incorporates 17,750sf of commercial 
space, 17,750sf office space, 4,500sf restaurant space, and 65 multifamily units on 
Block 11.  The construction is anticipated to be constructed in 2016.   

Figure 1: Area Map 
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1.1  Project Phasing 

The North End Filing 2, Block 11 project  is anticipated to be constructed  in a single 
phase of development in Year 2016.   

1.2 Project Access Locations 

The  site has  access  to  the  greater  roadway network  via  two direct  accesses  to  S. 
Boulder Road.   One  is a  right‐in,  right‐out only access.   The other  is a ¾ access at 
Blue Star.  In addition, Helca Way is accessible from Block 11.  Refer to the site plan 
in Figure 2.  
 

1.3 Intersection Analysis Locations 

This report studies four intersections: 

1. S. Boulder Road / Plaza Drive 
2. S. Boulder Road / North End RIRO Access 
3. S. Boulder Road / Blue Star 3/4 Access 
4. Plaza Drive / Helca Way 
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Figure 2: Site Plan  

 
(Not to Scale) 
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2.0 Existing Conditions 

2.1 Description of Existing Transportation System 

South  Boulder  Road:    South  Boulder  Road  is  an  east‐west  arterial  roadway  that 
connects the City of Boulder to the City of Lafayette via Louisville. In the vicinity of 
the North End development, South Boulder Road is a four lane facility with a raised 
center median. The posted speed  limit on this section of South Boulder Road  is 35 
mph. 

There are paved sidewalks on either side of South Boulder Road.   RTD’s DASH bus 
serves the South Boulder Road corridor.   A map of the bus route  is  included  in the 
Appendix. 

Plaza Drive:    This  north‐south  collector  roadway  connects  South  Boulder Road  to 
Helca Drive.  Plaza Drive is a two‐lane roadway with curb, gutter and sidewalk.  It has 
a posted speed limit of 25mph. 

Blue Star Lane:  Blue Star Lane is a two‐lane, collector roadway that connects North 
End Phase 1 and Phase 2 to South Boulder Road.   It has curb, gutter, and sidewalk.  
The intersection with South Boulder Road is restricted to 3/4 movement access.  The 
southbound left turn onto South Boulder Road is restricted by a raised island.   

Helca Way:  Helca Way is a two‐lane, collector roadway that connects the North End 
site to Plaza Drive.  It has curb, gutter, and sidewalk.   

 
2.2 Background Traffic Data 

The  previous  traffic  data  from  LSC’s  Traffic  Letter1 was  used  for  long  term  traffic 
projections.   Figure 2 of the Traffic Letter1 provided Year 2030 traffic projections for 
the  four  intersections at  the periphery of  the North End Phase 1 project site.   The 
Year 2030 Background traffic projections (AM/PM Peak Hour) are shown in Figure 3.   
 
The Traffic  Letter1 used a historic growth  rate of 3.5%.   Therefore, a 3.5% growth 
rate was  applied  to  the  through movements  on  South  Boulder  Road  to  forecast 
background Year 2035 volumes.  These peak hour volumes are shown in Figure 4. 
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*From LSC's North End Phase 2 Traffic Letter  dated April 1, 2011; Figure 2 "Year 2030 Background Traffic"

LEGEND : 

AM/PM Peak Hour Volumes =  XX/XX (vph)

Turning Movements(NTS)

1

550/1690

35/90

115/245

75
/1

10

80
/2

45

1255/1100

4

40/165

5/5

10/40

20/30

5/5
15

/3
5

60
/1

25

5/
0

45
/1

55
45

/1
15

10
/1

0

0/5

1

2

3

4

2

630/1935

1370/1345

3

630/1935

1370/1345

Block 11



Project Number: M1185

Prepared by: KJS

Phase 2, North End Filing 2

Louisville, Colorado

Figure 4: Year 2035 Background Traffic

Revised January 18, 2016

LEGEND : 

AM/PM Peak Hour Volumes =  XX/XX (vph)

Turning Movements(NTS)

1

653/2007

35/90

115/245

75
/1

10

80
/2

45

1491/1306

4

40/165

5/5

10/40

20/30

5/5
15

/3
5

60
/1

25

5/
0

45
/1

55
45

/1
15

10
/1

0

0/5

1

2

3

4

2

748/2298

1627/1597

3

748/2298

1627/1597

Block 11



M1185 North End Filing 2, Block 11                                               January 18, 2016                                                    Page    11

Level of Service:    Using  Highway  Capacity  Manual  2010  (HCM) 
methodology,  Synchro  Version  8  software was  used  to  determine  the  delay  and  
Level of Service (LOS.)  

HCM LOS is defined by the following criteria: 

  Table 1: Year HCM Level of Service Criteria 

LOS  Expected Delay to Minor Street Traffic Average  Signal 
Delay 
(seconds/vehicle) 

Average  Stop‐
Controlled  Delay 
(seconds/vehicle) 

A  Little or no delay.                                                        0‐10 0‐10 

B  Short traffic delays.                                                 >10‐20 >10‐15 

C  Average traffic delays.                                            >20‐35 >15‐25 

D  Long traffic delays.                                                  >35‐55 >25‐35 

E  Very long traffic delays.                                          >55‐80 >35‐50 

F  When volume exceeds the capacity of the   lane extreme 
delays will be encountered with queuing that may cause 
severe congestion affecting other traffic 
movements in the intersection. This  
condition usually warrants improving the intersection. 

>80 >50 
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Table 2 shows the resulting LOS under the project background Year 2016 conditions 
as determined by the HCM analysis: 

Table 2: Year 2035 Background Traffic Level of Service 

         Level of Service 

   Traffic     (Delay in Seconds) 

Intersection  Control  Approach  AM  PM 

1. S. Boulder Road / 
Plaza Drive  Signal  Overall  B (15.7)  C (20.8) 

      EB  A (6.6)  C (24.9) 

    WB  B (19.5)  B (14.8) 

    SB  B (16.7)  C (22.3) 

2. S. Boulder Road / 
Sweet Clover RIRO 

Access 
 

SB 
Stop 

EB 
WB 

A (0) 
A(0) 

A (0) 
A (0) 

3. S. Boulder Road / 
Blue Star 3/4 Access         

  
SB

Stop   EB  A(0)  A (0) 

      WB  A(0)  A (0) 

4. Plaza Drive / Helca 
Way 
  EB/WB  EB  A (9.4)  B (13.1) 

    Stop  WB  B (10.4)  C (20.0) 

   
NB
SB 

A (3.0)
A (0) 

A (4.0) 
A (0) 

 

S. Boulder Road/Plaza Drive:  This signalized intersection is anticipated to operate at 
an acceptable Level of Service through Year 2035. 

S. Boulder Road/Blue Star 3/4 Access:  LSC’s data1 for this intersection’s future traffic 
projections was used  in  this analysis.   Data was not collected  to  reflect  the partial 
buildout of the residential portion of Phase 2.  Therefore, the background Year 2035 
analysis above does not reflect the Phase 2 residential’ s turning movements.   

Plaza Drive/Helca Way:  This intersection  is anticipated to operate at an acceptable 
Level of Service through Year 2035. 
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3.0 Project Traffic 

3.1 Trip Generation 

The  previous  2011  North  End  development  plan  incorporated  122  single‐family 
dwelling units, 240 multi‐family dwelling units, 42,700  square  feet of  retail  space, 
and 22,300 square feet of office space.  As of October 2015, the residential portion 
of the project has been partially constructed.  No changes to the residential portion 
of Phase 2 are proposed. 

This new application  is proposing a  land use change  in Block 11 of  the North End 
Phase 2 development.  As shown in Figure 2, the new site plan incorporates: 

 17,750sf commercial space 

 17,750sf office space 

 4,500sf restaurant space 

 65 multifamily units 

Construction is anticipated to be completed in Year 2016.   

A  trip  generation  analysis  was  performed  using  the  Institute  of  Transportation 
Engineers’ (ITE) Trip Generation Manual3.  Internal trip capture is anticipated on the 
mixed‐use property.   The  internal capture  rates were calculated  for each  land use 
category using ITE’s Trip Generation Handbook6 methodology.  Internal capture rates 
were  not  applied  to  the  residential  portion  of  the  project  that  was  previously 
approved.  The internal capture calculations are included in the Appendix. 

A spreadsheet showing the total trip generation analysis can be seen in Table 3.   

The North End Phase 2, Block 11 project is expected to generate 1,477 trips over the 
course of an average weekday.  This includes 76 trips during the morning peak hour 
and 124 trips during the evening peak hour.   

With  the  residential component of Phase 2,  the project as a whole  is expected  to 
generate 2,616 trips over the course of an average weekday.  This includes 164 trips 
during the morning peak hour and 238 trips during the evening peak hour. 

This is an increase of 18% of the average weekday traffic from the previous Phase 2 
plans.    The morning  peak  hour  traffic  is  anticipated  to  decrease  by  1.2%.    The 
evening peak hour will decrease by 10.9%. 
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3.2 Trip Mode Split 

As  the RTD DASH Route  serves  the  South Boulder Road  corridor  from Boulder  to 
Lafayette,  there  is a strong  likelihood  that a portion of  trips generated by  this site 
will  utilize  travel methods  other  than  automobiles. However,  in  the  interest  of  a 
conservative  roadway  infrastructure  analysis,  all  trips  were  assumed  to  use 
automobiles.  

3.3 Trip Distribution 

Anticipated directional distribution for the site‐generated traffic is heavily influenced 
by  the  surrounding  roadway network,  as well  as  similar  and  complementary  land 
uses.  LSC’s Traffic Letter’s1 assumptions were reviewed and found to be consistent 
with the anticipated directional distribution for the site traffic.  

Refer to Figure 5 for the anticipated directional distribution of the North End Phase 
2’s site‐generated traffic.   

3.4 Trip Assignment  

The  assignment  of  anticipated  vehicular  trips  on  the  local  roadway  network was 
calculated  by  applying  the  site  trip  generation,  the  vehicular mode  split  and  the 
estimated trip distribution.  Project trip assignment for the peak hour (AM/PM) site‐
generated traffic can be found in Figure 6.  

3.5 Future Total Traffic Projections 

The Year 2035 anticipated  total  traffic  is  the  sum of Year 2035 Background Traffic 
(Figure 4) traffic with the 2035 Trip Assignment (Figure 6) and can be seen in Figure 
7. Volumes are shown in AM/PM peak hour volumes. 
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Figure 5: Directional Distribution of Site-Generated Traffic*
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Figure 6: Assignment of North End Phase 2's Site-Generated Traffic
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4.0 Transportation Impact Analysis 

4.1 Year 2035 Total Conditions (Background + Site‐Generated Traffic) 

A Highway Capacity Manual  (HCM 2010) analysis was performed  for the  long term 
Year 2035 conditions. Table 3 summarizes the anticipated level of service (LOS) and 
delays.  

Table 3: Year 2035 Total Traffic Level of Service 

         Level of Service 

   Traffic     (Delay in Seconds) 

Intersection  Control  Approach  AM  PM 

1. S. Boulder Road / 
Plaza Drive  Signal  Overall  B (17.7)  C (22.6) 

      EB  A (6.8)  C (26.7) 

    WB  C (22.5)  B (16.6) 

    SB  B (17.9)  C (24.5) 

2. S. Boulder Road / 
Sweet Clover RIRO 

Access 
 

SB 
Stop 

EB 
WB 
SB 

A (0) 
A (0) 

C (18.4) 

A (0) 
A (0) 

C (18.1) 

3. S. Boulder Road / 
Blue Star 3/4 Access         

  
SB

Stop   EB  A (0)  A (0) 

     
WB
SB 

A (0)
C (18.4) 

A (0) 
C (18.2) 

4. Plaza Drive / Helca 
Way 
  EB/WB  EB  A (9.6)  B (14.2) 

    Stop  WB  B (11.7)  D (32.5) 

   
NB
SB 

A (3.0)
A (1.0) 

A (4.0) 
A (0) 

 

S. Boulder Road/Plaza Drive:  This signalized intersection is anticipated to operate at 
an acceptable  Level of Service  through Year 2035 with or without  the addition of 
site‐generated traffic. 

S.  Boulder  Road/Sweet  Clover  RIRO  Access:    This  intersection  is  anticipated  to 
operate  at  an  acceptable  Level of  Service  through  Year 2035 with or without  the 
addition of site‐generated traffic. 
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S. Boulder Road/Blue Star 3/4 Access:  This intersection is anticipated to operate at 
an acceptable  Level of Service  through Year 2035 with or without  the addition of 
site‐generated traffic. 

Plaza Drive/Helca Way:  This  intersection  is anticipated to operate at an acceptable 
Level of Service  through Year 2035 with or without  the addition of  site‐generated 
traffic. 

 

4.2 Project Accesses 

North  End  Phase  2,  Block  11  will  have  three  accesses  to  the  greater  roadway 
network.  In addition to serving this project, these accesses will also serve the entire 
North End Phase 2 site and a few adjacent properties to the west.   

S.  Boulder  Road/Sweet  Clover  RIRO  Access:    The  secondary  site  access  to  South 
Boulder Road  is a right‐in, right‐out driveway that aligns with Sweet Clover Lane to 
the north.  There is a median in South Boulder Road that restricts this access to right 
turn  in and  tight  turn out movements only.   There are  currently no auxiliary  turn 
lanes at this intersection.  There is a 12 foot wide painted shoulder in the vicinity of 
this access. 

S. Boulder Road/Blue Star 3/4 Access:  The proposed primary site access is located at 
South Boulder Road and Blue Star Lane.  This access is restricted to a 3/4 movement 
by  a  raised  median.    The  southbound  left  turn  onto  South  Boulder  Road  is 
prohibited.    This  intersection  currently  has  a westbound  right  and  eastbound  left 
deceleration lane.  There is also a southbound right acceleration lane. 

Plaza Drive/Helca Way:    This  is  another  secondary  access  via Helca Way  to  Plaza 
Drive and S. Boulder Road.    It  is an existing east‐west, stop‐controlled  intersection.  
There are auxiliary northbound and southbound left turn lanes. 

4.3 Project Sight Distance 

Both South Boulder Road and Plaza Drive provide adequate sight distance in excess 
of the 165 feet for a 35mph roadway required by AASHTO.8   

 
4.4 Auxiliary Turn Lanes 

The City of Louisville’s Design and Construction Standards6 do not address auxiliary 
lane requirements.   Therefore, the State of Colorado’s State Highway Access Code7 
was  used  to  determine  auxiliary  turn  lane  requirements  for  the  project.    South 
Boulder  Road  is  the  equivalent  of  CDOT’s  urban  arterial,  NR‐B,  roadway 
classification. 
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S. Boulder Road/Plaza Drive:  This signalized intersection currently has auxiliary turn 
lanes that are anticipated to accommodate the forecasted Year 2035 traffic.   

S.  Boulder  Road/Sweet  Clover  RIRO  Access:    This  intersection  does  not  require 
auxiliary turn lanes per the Access Code7.  However, there are existing 12 foot wide 
shoulders  on  either  side  of  the  access.    The  applicant may  consider  providing  a 
westbound right turn deceleration lane in this width.  It is not mandatory. 

S. Boulder Road/Blue Star 3/4 Access:   This  intersection currently has auxiliary turn 
lanes that are anticipated to accommodate the forecasted Year 2035 traffic.   

Plaza Drive/Helca Way:   This  intersection currently has auxiliary turn  lanes that are 
anticipated to accommodate the forecasted Year 2035 traffic.   
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5.0 Conclusions and Recommendations  

This new application  is proposing a  land use change  in Block 11 of  the North End 
Phase 2 development.  As shown in Figure 2, the new site plan incorporates 17,750sf 
commercial  space,  17,750sf  office  space,  4,500sf  restaurant  space,  and  65 
multifamily units.  Construction is anticipated to be completed in Year 2016.   

The North End Phase 2, Block 11 project is expected to generate 1,477 trips over the 
course of an average weekday.  This includes 76 trips during the morning peak hour 
and 124 trips during the evening peak hour.   

With  the  residential component of Phase 2,  the project as a whole  is expected  to 
generate 2,616 trips over the course of an average weekday.  This includes 164 trips 
during the morning peak hour and 238 trips during the evening peak hour. 

This is an increase of 18% of the average weekday traffic from the previous Phase 2 
plans.    The morning  peak  hour  traffic  is  anticipated  to  decrease  by  1.2%.    The 
evening peak hour will decrease by 10.9%. 

The North End Phase 2, Block 11 property will have  three accesses  to  the greater 
roadway network.   In addition to serving this project, these accesses will also serve 
the entire North End Phase 2 site and a few adjacent properties to the west.   

S. Boulder Road/Plaza Drive:   This signalized  intersection  is anticipated to continue 
operating at an acceptable Level of Service through Year 2035 with or without the 
addition of site‐generated traffic.     

S.  Boulder  Road/Sweet  Clover  RIRO  Access:    This  intersection  does  not  require 
auxiliary turn lanes per the Access Code7.  However, there are existing 12 foot wide 
shoulders  on  either  side  of  the  access.    The  applicant may  consider  providing  a 
westbound  right  turn  deceleration  lane  in  this width.    It  is  not mandatory.    It  is 
anticipated to operate at an acceptable Level of Service through Year 2035. 

S. Boulder Road/Blue Star 3/4 Access:   This  intersection  is anticipated  to continue 
operating at an acceptable Level of Service through Year 2035 with or without the 
addition of site‐generated traffic.     

Plaza Drive/Helca Way:   This  intersection  is anticipated to continue operating at an 
acceptable Level of Service through Year 2035 with or without the addition of site‐
generated traffic.     
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McDowell Engineering; Kari McDowell Schroeder, PE, PTOE
970-623-0788
kari@mcdowelleng.com

Markel Homes/Chad Kipfer

North End Phase 2

1501 South Boulder Road, Louisville
PUD Modification. From 42,700sf commercial and 22,300sf office, to:
17,850sf commercial, 17,850sf office, 5,400sf restaurant, and 79 condo/
townhomes

See Attached.

2015 2018 2035

Helca Way S. Boulder Road

Blue Star Access Plaza Drive

S. Boulder Rd. / Plaza Dr.

S. Boulder Rd. / Blue Star Access

Plaza Dr. / Helca Way

Match LSC's distribution from the April 1, 2011 Traffic Impact Analysis for North
End Phase 2.



Per ITE Trip Generation
Manual rates. See attached.

2.0% from LSC's 2011 Traffic Addendum for
Year 2030 to a forecasted Year 2035. Applicable
on on S. Boulder Road and Plaza Drive.

x x

x

x

x

9/25/2015
9/28/2015 revised

N/A 0
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary 3: S. Boulder Rd. & Plaza Dr.
2035 Background Traffic - AM.syn

North End, Phase 2 Synchro 8 Report
Louisville, CO McDowell Engineering

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 35 653 1491 115 80 75
Number 7 4 8 18 1 16
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow veh/h/ln 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3
Lanes 1 2 2 1 1 1
Cap, veh/h 204 2174 1798 764 492 439
Arrive On Green 0.03 0.58 0.48 0.48 0.28 0.28
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 3725 3725 1583 1774 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 38 710 1621 125 87 82
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1863 1863 1583 1774 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.6 5.7 23.0 2.6 2.1 2.3
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.6 5.7 23.0 2.6 2.1 2.3
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 204 2174 1798 764 492 439
V/C Ratio(X) 0.19 0.33 0.90 0.16 0.18 0.19
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 271 2327 1810 769 492 439
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 12.3 6.2 13.7 8.4 15.8 15.9
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.4 0.1 6.7 0.1 0.8 0.9
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile Back of Q (50%), veh/ln 0.2 2.1 10.7 0.9 1.0 0.1
Lane Grp Delay (d), s/veh 12.7 6.3 20.3 8.5 16.6 16.8
Lane Grp LOS B A C A B B
Approach Vol, veh/h 748 1746 169
Approach Delay, s/veh 6.6 19.5 16.7
Approach LOS A B B

Timer
Assigned Phs 7 4 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 5.8 37.6 31.8
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 4.0 4.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 4.0 36.0 28.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.6 7.7 25.0
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 21.8 2.8

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 15.7
HCM 2010 LOS B

Notes



HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary 3: S. Boulder Rd. & Plaza Dr.
2035 Background Traffic - PM.syn

North End, Phase 2 Synchro 8 Report
Louisville, CO McDowell Engineering

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 90 2007 1306 245 245 110
Number 7 4 8 18 1 16
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow veh/h/ln 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3
Lanes 1 2 2 1 1 1
Cap, veh/h 262 2235 1786 759 473 422
Arrive On Green 0.05 0.60 0.48 0.48 0.27 0.27
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 3725 3725 1583 1774 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 98 2182 1420 266 266 120
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1863 1863 1583 1774 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.5 33.9 19.2 6.3 7.8 3.6
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 1.5 33.9 19.2 6.3 7.8 3.6
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 262 2235 1786 759 473 422
V/C Ratio(X) 0.37 0.98 0.80 0.35 0.56 0.28
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 285 2236 1786 759 473 422
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 11.6 11.6 13.1 9.8 19.0 17.4
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.9 13.9 2.6 0.3 4.8 1.7
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile Back of Q (50%), veh/ln 0.7 16.7 8.5 2.3 3.8 3.6
Lane Grp Delay (d), s/veh 12.5 25.5 15.7 10.0 23.7 19.1
Lane Grp LOS B C B B C B
Approach Vol, veh/h 2280 1686 386
Approach Delay, s/veh 24.9 14.8 22.3
Approach LOS C B C

Timer
Assigned Phs 7 4 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 7.2 40.0 32.8
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 4.0 4.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 4.0 36.0 28.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 3.5 35.9 21.2
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 0.0 6.7

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 20.8
HCM 2010 LOS C

Notes



HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary 3: S. Boulder Rd. & Plaza Dr.
2035 Total Traffic - AM.syn

North End, Phase 2 Synchro 8 Report
Louisville, CO McDowell Engineering

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 57 662 1522 115 121 95
Number 7 4 8 18 1 16
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow veh/h/ln 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3
Lanes 1 2 2 1 1 1
Cap, veh/h 216 2196 1780 756 485 433
Arrive On Green 0.04 0.59 0.48 0.48 0.27 0.27
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 3725 3725 1583 1774 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 62 720 1654 125 132 103
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1863 1863 1583 1774 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.9 5.7 24.4 2.6 3.4 3.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.9 5.7 24.4 2.6 3.4 3.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 216 2196 1780 756 485 433
V/C Ratio(X) 0.29 0.33 0.93 0.17 0.27 0.24
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 261 2294 1784 758 485 433
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 13.2 6.1 14.3 8.7 16.7 16.5
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.7 0.1 9.2 0.1 1.4 1.3
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile Back of Q (50%), veh/ln 0.4 2.1 12.1 0.9 1.6 0.2
Lane Grp Delay (d), s/veh 13.9 6.2 23.5 8.8 18.0 17.8
Lane Grp LOS B A C A B B
Approach Vol, veh/h 782 1779 235
Approach Delay, s/veh 6.8 22.5 17.9
Approach LOS A C B

Timer
Assigned Phs 7 4 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 6.5 38.5 31.9
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 4.0 4.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 4.0 36.0 28.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.9 7.7 26.4
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 22.1 1.5

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 17.7
HCM 2010 LOS B

Notes



HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary 3: S. Boulder Rd. & Plaza Dr.
2035 Total Traffic - PM.syn

North End, Phase 2 Synchro 8 Report
Louisville, CO McDowell Engineering

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 137 2027 1337 245 286 131
Number 7 4 8 18 1 16
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow veh/h/ln 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3
Lanes 1 2 2 1 1 1
Cap, veh/h 274 2235 1739 739 473 422
Arrive On Green 0.07 0.60 0.47 0.47 0.27 0.27
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 3725 3725 1583 1774 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 149 2203 1453 266 311 142
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1863 1863 1583 1774 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 2.4 34.7 20.5 6.5 9.4 4.3
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 2.4 34.7 20.5 6.5 9.4 4.3
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 274 2235 1739 739 473 422
V/C Ratio(X) 0.54 0.99 0.84 0.36 0.66 0.34
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 274 2235 1739 739 473 422
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 12.8 11.7 14.0 10.3 19.6 17.7
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 2.2 15.7 3.7 0.3 7.0 2.1
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile Back of Q (50%), veh/ln 1.1 17.4 9.0 2.3 4.7 4.3
Lane Grp Delay (d), s/veh 15.0 27.5 17.7 10.6 26.5 19.9
Lane Grp LOS B C B B C B
Approach Vol, veh/h 2352 1719 453
Approach Delay, s/veh 26.7 16.6 24.5
Approach LOS C B C

Timer
Assigned Phs 7 4 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 8.0 40.0 32.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 4.0 4.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 4.0 36.0 28.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 4.4 36.7 22.5
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 0.0 5.5

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 22.6
HCM 2010 LOS C

Notes
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HCM Analysis 
South Boulder Road/RIRO Access 

 
   



HCM 2010 TWSC 5: S. Boulder Rd. & Sweet Clover Ln
2035 Total Traffic - AM.syn

North End, Phase 2 Synchro 8 Report
Louisville, CO McDowell Engineering

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 0.1
 

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Vol, veh/h 0 798 1642 12 0 15
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - 0 - 0
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 867 1785 13 0 16
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 1785 0 - 0 2219 892
             Stage 1 - - - - 1785 -
             Stage 2 - - - - 434 -
Follow-up Headway 2.22 - - - 3.52 3.32
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 343 - - - 37 285
             Stage 1 - - - - 120 -
             Stage 2 - - - - 621 -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 343 - - - 37 285
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver - - - - 37 -
             Stage 1 - - - - 120 -
             Stage 2 - - - - 621 -
 

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 0 18
 

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 343 - - - 285
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - - 0.057
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - - - 18.4
HCM Lane LOS A C
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - - 0.181

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined



HCM 2010 TWSC 5: S. Boulder Rd. & Sweet Clover Ln
2035 Total Traffic - PM.syn

North End, Phase 2 Synchro 8 Report
Louisville, CO McDowell Engineering

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 0.1
 

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Vol, veh/h 0 2359 1612 27 0 15
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - 0 - 0
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 2564 1752 29 0 16
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 1752 0 - 0 3034 876
             Stage 1 - - - - 1752 -
             Stage 2 - - - - 1282 -
Follow-up Headway 2.22 - - - 3.52 3.32
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 354 - - - 10 292
             Stage 1 - - - - 125 -
             Stage 2 - - - - 224 -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 354 - - - 10 292
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver - - - - 10 -
             Stage 1 - - - - 125 -
             Stage 2 - - - - 224 -
 

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 0 18
 

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 354 - - - 292
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - - 0.056
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - - - 18.1
HCM Lane LOS A C
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - - 0.177

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined
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HCM Analysis 
South Boulder Road/Blue Star 3/4 Access 

 
   



HCM 2010 TWSC 8: S. Boulder Rd. & Blue Star Ln.
2035 Total Traffic - AM.syn

North End, Phase 2 Synchro 8 Report
Louisville, CO McDowell Engineering

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 0.2
 

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Vol, veh/h 9 789 1639 12 0 15
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - 0 - 0
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 10 858 1782 13 0 16
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 1782 0 - 0 2230 891
             Stage 1 - - - - 1782 -
             Stage 2 - - - - 448 -
Follow-up Headway 2.22 - - - 3.52 3.32
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 344 - - - 36 285
             Stage 1 - - - - 120 -
             Stage 2 - - - - 611 -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 344 - - - 35 285
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver - - - - 35 -
             Stage 1 - - - - 120 -
             Stage 2 - - - - 593 -
 

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 0 18
 

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 344 - - - 285
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.028 - - - 0.057
HCM Control Delay (s) 15.771 - - - 18.4
HCM Lane LOS C C
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.088 - - - 0.181

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined



HCM 2010 TWSC 8: S. Boulder Rd. & Blue Star Ln.
2035 Total Traffic - PM.syn

North End, Phase 2 Synchro 8 Report
Louisville, CO McDowell Engineering

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 0.1
 

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Vol, veh/h 20 2339 1624 27 0 15
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - 0 - 0
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 22 2542 1765 29 0 16
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 1765 0 - 0 3080 883
             Stage 1 - - - - 1765 -
             Stage 2 - - - - 1315 -
Follow-up Headway 2.22 - - - 3.52 3.32
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 350 - - - 9 289
             Stage 1 - - - - 123 -
             Stage 2 - - - - 215 -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 350 - - - 8 289
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver - - - - 8 -
             Stage 1 - - - - 123 -
             Stage 2 - - - - 201 -
 

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 0 18
 

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 350 - - - 289
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.062 - - - 0.056
HCM Control Delay (s) 15.966 - - - 18.2
HCM Lane LOS C C
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.198 - - - 0.178

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined
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HCM Analysis 
Plaza Drive/Helca Way 

 



HCM 2010 TWSC 9: Plaza Dr. & Helca Wy.
2035 Background Traffic - AM.syn

North End, Phase 2 Synchro 8 Report
Louisville, CO McDowell Engineering

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 4.5
 

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 10 5 40 20 0 5 45 45 10 5 60 15
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - 0 - - 0 - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 11 5 43 22 0 5 49 49 11 5 65 16
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 239 242 73 261 244 54 82 0 0 60 0 0
             Stage 1 84 84 - 152 152 - - - - - - -
             Stage 2 155 158 - 109 92 - - - - - - -
Follow-up Headway 3.518 4.018 3.318 3.518 4.018 3.318 2.218 - - 2.218 - -
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 715 660 989 692 658 1013 1515 - - 1544 - -
             Stage 1 924 825 - 850 772 - - - - - - -
             Stage 2 847 767 - 896 819 - - - - - - -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 692 637 989 639 635 1013 1515 - - 1544 - -
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver 692 637 - 639 635 - - - - - - -
             Stage 1 894 822 - 823 747 - - - - - - -
             Stage 2 815 742 - 848 816 - - - - - - -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 9 10 3 0
 

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt NBL NBT NBR EBLn1 WBLn1 SBL SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1515 - - 877 690 1544 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.032 - - 0.068 0.039 0.004 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 7.456 - - 9.4 10.4 7.34 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A B A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - - 0.219 0.123 0.011 - -

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined



HCM 2010 TWSC 9: Plaza Dr. & Helca Wy.
2035 Background Traffic - PM.syn

North End, Phase 2 Synchro 8 Report
Louisville, CO McDowell Engineering

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 6.9
 

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 40 5 165 30 5 5 155 115 10 0 125 35
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - 0 - - 0 - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 43 5 179 33 5 5 168 125 11 0 136 38
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 628 628 155 714 641 130 174 0 0 136 0 0
             Stage 1 155 155 - 467 467 - - - - - - -
             Stage 2 473 473 - 247 174 - - - - - - -
Follow-up Headway 3.518 4.018 3.318 3.518 4.018 3.318 2.218 - - 2.218 - -
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 395 400 891 346 393 920 1403 - - 1448 - -
             Stage 1 847 769 - 576 562 - - - - - - -
             Stage 2 572 558 - 757 755 - - - - - - -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 352 352 891 248 346 920 1403 - - 1448 - -
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver 352 352 - 248 346 - - - - - - -
             Stage 1 746 769 - 507 495 - - - - - - -
             Stage 2 495 491 - 600 755 - - - - - - -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 13 20 4 0
 

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt NBL NBT NBR EBLn1 WBLn1 SBL SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1403 - - 671 284 1448 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.12 - - 0.34 0.153 - - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 7.916 - - 13.1 20 0 - -
HCM Lane LOS A B C A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.408 - - 1.506 0.533 0 - -

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined



HCM 2010 TWSC 9: Plaza Dr. & Helca Wy.
2035 Total Traffic - AM.syn

North End, Phase 2 Synchro 8 Report
Louisville, CO McDowell Engineering

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 5.8
 

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 10 8 40 81 5 10 45 45 32 8 60 15
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - 0 - - 0 - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 11 9 43 88 5 11 49 49 35 9 65 16
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 263 273 73 281 263 66 82 0 0 84 0 0
             Stage 1 91 91 - 164 164 - - - - - - -
             Stage 2 172 182 - 117 99 - - - - - - -
Follow-up Headway 3.518 4.018 3.318 3.518 4.018 3.318 2.218 - - 2.218 - -
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 690 634 989 671 642 998 1515 - - 1513 - -
             Stage 1 916 820 - 838 762 - - - - - - -
             Stage 2 830 749 - 888 813 - - - - - - -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 658 610 989 616 618 998 1515 - - 1513 - -
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver 658 610 - 616 618 - - - - - - -
             Stage 1 886 815 - 811 737 - - - - - - -
             Stage 2 789 725 - 835 808 - - - - - - -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 10 12 3 1
 

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt NBL NBT NBR EBLn1 WBLn1 SBL SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1515 - - 844 642 1513 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.032 - - 0.075 0.163 0.006 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 7.456 - - 9.6 11.7 7.393 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A B A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - - 0.242 0.577 0.017 - -

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined



HCM 2010 TWSC 9: Plaza Dr. & Helca Wy.
2035 Total Traffic - PM.syn

North End, Phase 2 Synchro 8 Report
Louisville, CO McDowell Engineering

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 9.7
 

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 40 12 165 92 10 10 155 115 57 7 125 35
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - 0 - - 0 - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 43 13 179 100 11 11 168 125 62 8 136 38
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 674 694 155 759 682 156 174 0 0 187 0 0
             Stage 1 170 170 - 493 493 - - - - - - -
             Stage 2 504 524 - 266 189 - - - - - - -
Follow-up Headway 3.518 4.018 3.318 3.518 4.018 3.318 2.218 - - 2.218 - -
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 368 366 891 323 372 890 1403 - - 1387 - -
             Stage 1 832 758 - 558 547 - - - - - - -
             Stage 2 550 530 - 739 744 - - - - - - -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 321 320 891 226 326 890 1403 - - 1387 - -
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver 321 320 - 226 326 - - - - - - -
             Stage 1 732 754 - 491 482 - - - - - - -
             Stage 2 467 467 - 577 740 - - - - - - -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 14 32 4 0
 

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt NBL NBT NBR EBLn1 WBLn1 SBL SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1403 - - 625 249 1387 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.12 - - 0.377 0.489 0.005 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 7.916 - - 14.2 32.5 7.61 - -
HCM Lane LOS A B D A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.408 - - 1.755 2.482 0.017 - -

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined



 
 

ITEM: Case #16-011-FS/FP/UR, Delo Lofts 
 

PLANNER: Kristin Dean, Principal Planner 
 

APPLICANT:  Delo  East, LLC. 
21 S. Sunset Street 
Longmont, CO  80503 

 

OWNER:  Boom LLC 
Contact:  Elizabeth Law-Evans 
1045 Emerald 
Broomfield, CO  80020 

 

APPLICANT  Justin McClure 
 

ZONING:  Mixed Use-Residential (MU-R) 
 

LOCATION: Located east of Cannon Street, west of Highway 42, and South of 
Griffith Street   

 

LEGAL 
DESCRIPTION:  

1100 Griffith St: Lot 101, Louisville Trade Center  

1331 Cannon Street: Lot 2, Block A, Industrial Area 

1301 Courtesy Road: Lots 3, 4 and 5, Block A, Industrial Area 
(replat of Caledonia Place) 

 

TOTAL AREA: 4.39 acre replat; 1.91  acre final PUD / SRU 
 

REQUEST:  A request to consider a replat for 4.39 acres which includes a 1.91 
acre final PUD, and a Special Review Use (SRU) within the core 
area of the HWY 42 Revitalization District for 33 apartments and 8 
live-work units. 

 

Planning Commission 
Staff Report 

November 10, 2016 
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November 10, 2016 update: 
This application was initially heard at the October 13, 2016 Planning Commission 
meeting.  At that meeting, a question was raised about whether the applicant had 
complied with condition 3 of the preliminary plat and PUD approval.  The condition 
states: “Easement concerns, with the Louisville Trade Center Plat, will be resolved prior 
to final approval.” 
 
The easement was granted as an access easement on the Louisville Trade Center plat 
in 1984.  It was granted to the adjacent property owner and the City has no interest in the 
easement.  Staff has conferred with the City Attorney and determined the proposed 
development is compatible with the recorded easement.  Any disputes about the use of 
the easement between the applicant and the owner of the easement are beyond the 
jurisdiction of the City.  Therefore, staff concludes the condition is satisfied to the extent it 
relates to the City’s development criteria.  To the extent the condition relates to any 
private dispute between the property owners, it is beyond the City’s jurisdiction and 
invalid. 
 
The staff report from the October 13 meeting follows below.  Staff recommends approval 
of the proposal with the condition described below. 
 
BACKGROUND: 
The applicant, Delo East, Inc., has submitted a plan to replat 4.39 acres and to develop 
1.91 acres for 33 apartments units and eight live/work units. The project is located within 
three previously platted Louisville Subdivisions: Industrial Area, Louisville Trade Center, 
and Caledonia Place Subdivisions.  The project is in the Highway 42 Revitalization Area 

 
VICINITY MAP:  
 

 

DELO Lofts 
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and is subject to the Mixed Use Development Design Standards and Guidelines 
(MUDDSG).  A rezoning, preliminary plat, and preliminary PUD were approved for the 
property in November, 2015 under the name Delo Flats.  The project has since been 
renamed Delo Lofts. 
 

 
 
The western portion of the project adjacent to Cannon Street was zoned Mixed Use – 
Residential (MU-R) and is the subject of the proposed PUD and SRU as well as the final 
plat.  The eastern portion of the project adjacent to Hwy 42 was zoned Commercial 
Community (CC) and is the subject of the final plat request only.  A future PUD will be 
required to develop the eastern portion of the project. 
 
Highway 42 Revitalization Area, Highway 42 Framework Plan and Mixed Use 
Development Design Standards and Guidelines (MUDDSG) 

Final Plat & 
PUD 

Zoned MU-R 

Final Plat 
only 

Zoned CC 

Louisville 
Tire – Not 

Included 

Louisville 
Store & 
Lock – Not 

Included 
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The proposed Delo Lofts development is the 5th development request in the area 
commonly referred to as the “Highway 42 Revitalization Area”.  The first development 
request was the Coal Creek Station PUD.  The second and third development requests 
were DELO (Phases 1 & 2).  The fourth development request was DELO Plaza. 
 
The HWY. 42 Revitalization Area is bounded by South Boulder Road (north), Highway 
42 (east), BNSF Rail line (west) and Pine Street (south).  The plan was established to 
create a pedestrian oriented revitalization strategy for the blighted areas near the 
proposed Regional Transportation District’s (RTD) FasTracks’ Northwest Commuter Rail 
station.   
 
The City developed the Highway 42 
Framework Plan in 2003 to define a 
vision for the area.  The Plan was to 
be compatible with the walkability and 
character of Downtown Louisville and 
oriented toward the RTD’s transit 
investment.  
 
In 2007, the City created the Mixed 
Use Overlay District (Sec. 17.14 of the 
LMC) and the Mixed Use Development 
Design Standards and Guidelines 
(MUDDSG) to provide the regulations 
necessary to ensure development 
would be consistent with the HWY 42 
Framework Plan.  The creation of the 
MUDDSG was facilitated by staff, 
drafted by Clarion and Associates, and 
approved by City Council.   These 
guidelines were Louisville’s first 
attempt at regulating mixed-use 
development and redevelopment. 
 
REQUEST: 
The applicant is requesting a final plat, 
PUD, and SRU to allow for the construction of 33 residential apartment/condo units and 
eight live/work units at an overall density of 17.37 units per acre.  The request includes 
15,840 square feet of commercial development.  The SRU is requested to build 
exclusive residential buildings within the MU-R District.  The MU-R allows up to 20 units 
per acre. 
 
Zoning 
Allowed uses in the MU-R zone district are described in section 17.14.050 of the LMC.  
Multi-unit dwellings are allowed by right above the ground floor and by special review on 
the ground floor.  The live/work units are designed to have commercial uses on the 
ground floor and residential space on the second and third floors, in compliance with the 

DELO Lofts 
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zoning.  No specific tenants or uses have been identified at this time for the ground floor 
commercial space, but individual tenants will be evaluated at time of tenant finish to 
ensure the proposed uses are allowed in the MU-R district. 
 
Special Review Use (SRU) 
The applicant is requesting ground floor residential in the apartment/condo building along 
Cannon Street.  The purpose of an SRU is ensure a proposed use is compatible in an 
area based on the specifics of the use, the area, and the design of the 
development.  The intent of the ground floor retail requirement along Cannon Street in 
the MUDDSG was to boost the economic performance of the district and create an 
activated architectural ground floor and street experience to ensure a high quality 
pedestrian environment.   
 
However, during the time since adopting the ground floor retail requirement in the 
MUDDSG, many people have questioned the viability of ground floor retail along a 
secondary street such as Cannon Street.  Over the last several years, the Louisville 
Revitalization Commission (LRC) has facilitated a number of forums focusing on the 
potential retail performance of ground floor retail if it is located on Cannon Street and 
whether this requirement creates a liability for the district that may limit investment in the 
area.  During these forums participants noted that Cannon Street is a secondary street 
that is not expected to carry an adequate volume of traffic necessary to support ground 
floor retail. 
 
While the questionable viability of ground floor retail on Cannon Street provides grounds 
for granting a SRU, exclusive residential architecture introduces a number of design 
challenges that must be addressed to ensure a high quality pedestrian experience.  If not 
properly designed, residential architecture (unlike retail) could “turn its back” to the street 
and remove many important architectural features that are necessary to ensure a high 
quality pedestrian experience, such as operable doors and windows, building entries, 
and higher quality ground floor architectural details. 
 
At the time of preliminary approval for Delo Lofts, the City placed the following design 
conditions on the residential building to help ensure it met the goals described above:   
 
Design Conditions 
The Applicant shall satisfy the following architectural details for the residential buildings 
along Cannon Street at Final PUD: 
 

1) HORIZONTAL VARIATION 
a. Vary the horizontal plane of a building to provide visual interest and enrich 

the pedestrian experience, while contributing to the quality and definition of 
the street wall. 

b. Horizontal variation should be of an appropriate scale and reflect changes in 
the building function, structure, and materials.   

c. Avoid extensive blank walls that would detract from the experience and 
appearance of an active streetscape. 
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d. Provide well-marked public and private entrances to cue access and use 
through compatible architectural and graphic treatments.  

e. Provide operable doors and windows on the ground floor street front of 
buildings 

f. Main residential building entrances should reflect different design than retail 
storefronts, restaurants, and commercial entrances. 

 
 

2) VERTICAL VARIATION 
a. Employ a different architectural treatment on the ground floor façade than 

on the upper floors, and feature high quality materials that add scale, texture 
and variety at the pedestrian level. 

b. Vertically articulate the street wall façade, establishing different treatment 
for the building’s base and upper floors  

c. Use balconies, fenestration, or other elements to create an interesting 
pattern of projections and recesses. 

d. Provide an identifiable break between the building’s ground floors and upper 
floors. This break shall include a change in material, change in fenestration 
pattern or similar means. 

e. Provide more fenestration on the ground floor than upper floors. 
 
Staff believes the proposed residential building satisfies these conditions.  The design 
includes horizontal articulation and variation in materials, a well-defined entrance, 
significant glazing, and operable windows and doors on the ground level.  The ground 
floor is also clearly distinct from the upper floors, utilizing different materials and larger 
windows.  Staff believes the design would contribute to a high-quality pedestrian 
environment along Cannon Street. 
 

 
West (Cannon St) elevation of residential building 
 
Special Review Use Criteria: 
Louisville Municipal Code § 17.40.100.A lists five criteria to be considered by the 
Planning Commission in reviewing a Special Review Use application, which follow.  The 
Planning Commission is authorized to place conditions on their recommendation of 
approval, if they believe those are necessary to comply with all of the criteria.  Staff’s 
conclusions on whether the proposal satisfies each criterion are summarized below and 
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reflect the information and proposal details covered in the subsequent sections of this 
Communication.   
 

1. That the proposed use / development is consistent in all respects with the spirit 
and intent of the comprehensive plan and of this chapter, and that it would not be 
contrary to the general welfare and economic prosperity of the city or the 
immediate neighborhood; 

 
Exhibit A, which designates the land use framework for the MUDDSG, originally 
required ground floor retail along Cannon and South Street. In 2012 the City Council 
amended the MUDDSG to permit ground floor residential, along Cannon and South 
Street, as a special review use (SRU).  The 2013 Comprehensive Plan reflects the 
land use framework as it was established in the MUDDSG and updated by City 
Council.   
 
The fiscal impact of the development is generally consistent with the original fiscal 
impact analysis of the original Revitalization Plan.  For these reasons and based on 
the additional information contained in the subsequent sections of this report, staff 
believes this request is consistent with the spirit and intent of the Comprehensive 
Plan and  the criterion is met. 
 
2. That such use / development will lend economic stability, compatible with the 

character of any surrounding established areas; 
 

The request for ground floor residential use lends economic stability to the 
surrounding established area in that the future residents will likely become patrons of 
the restaurants and retail businesses found in Downtown Louisville.  This area is 
within walking distance of downtown via the planned adjacent South Street Gateway.  
Future residents will likely walk, not drive, to Downtown to shop and dine without 
adding vehicle congestion and further impacting the tight parking conditions 
downtown. Staff believes this criterion is met.  

 
3. That the use / development is adequate for the internal efficiency of the proposal, 

considering the functions of residents, recreation, public access, safety and such 
factors including storm drainage facilities, sewage and water facilities, grades, 
dust control and such factors directly related to public health and convenience; 

 
The proposed development would have adequate access for both vehicles and 
pedestrians from Cannon Street and Griffith Street.  The development would be 
connected to City water and sanitary sewers, and would utilize the storm water 
detention facilities constructed with the Delo development.  Overall, staff believes the 
proposal would function well for the needs of its residents and users and finds this 
criterion is met. 

 
4. That external effects of the proposal are controlled, considering compatibility of 

land use; movement or congestion of traffic; services, including arrangement of 
signs and lighting devices as to prevent the occurrence of nuisances; landscaping 
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and other similar features to prevent the littering or accumulation of trash, together 
with other factors deemed to affect public health, welfare, safety and convenience; 

 
The proposed land uses are consistent with the Hwy 42 Revitalization Area plan.  
The traffic caused by the development can be accommodated by the street network 
being constructed with the Delo development and the proposed traffic signal at Short 
St and Hwy 42.  Proposed lighting and signage are appropriate for the development 
and the location.  Adequate landscaping would be provided, including a significant 
landscape buffer along Griffith St.  Staff finds this criterion is met.   

 
5. That an adequate amount and proper location of pedestrian walks, malls and 

landscaped spaces to prevent pedestrian use of vehicular ways and parking 
spaces and to separate pedestrian walks, malls and public transportation loading 
places from general vehicular circulation facilities. 

 
Pedestrian walkways are proposed for all sides of buildings, providing access from 
both parking lots and streets to building entrances.  Landscaping around the 
buildings, along the streets, and in the parking lot is appropriate for the development 
and the area.  Parking areas are provided behind buildings in compliance with the 
MUDDSG.  Staff finds this criterion is met. 
 

Staff finds all five SRU criteria are met along with the design conditions placed on the 
preliminary approval and recommends approval of the SRU to allow ground-floor 
residential uses. 
 
Final Subdivision Plat  
The platting for the Delo Lofts development involves a replat the Louisville Trade Center, 
Industrial Area and Caledonia Place Subdivisions.  The Industrial Area Subdivision was 
originally approved by City Council in 1959.  The Industrial Area Subdivision was a replat 
of portions of the Caledonia Place Subdivision which was originally approved by City 
Council in 1890.  The Louisville Trade Center Subdivision was a replat of the Industrial 
Area Subdivision in 1984.   
 
The proposed plat divides the parcel into 10 lots and four tracts and one outlot: 

A. Lots 1-8 are for the individual live/work units.   
B. Lot 9 is for the apartment/condo building. 
C. Lot 10 is for the area zoned CC.  Two existing structures are located on Lot 10.  

It is not included in the boundary for the PUD. 
D. The tracts are for public access to and from Cannon Street and landscape areas. 
E. The outlot is for future access from the development to Hwy 42.   

 
No public right-of-way is proposed to be dedicated with this plat as the properties are 
adequately served by Cannon Street, Griffith Street and Hwy 42. 
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The lots being created would meet the lot requirements for both Title 16 and Section 
17.14 in the LMC, except lots 1-8 which would not meet the 40 foot minimum width 
requirement.  The proposed lots would be 29 feet wide to allow each unit to sit on its own 
lot.  Requirements may be modified or waived under section 17.14.090(A)(2)(b)(i) of the 
LMC “if the decision-making body finds that the proposed development represents an 
improvement in site and building design over that which could be accomplished through 
strict compliance with otherwise applicable district standards.”  Staff believes a waiver is 
justified in this situation to allow each unit to be located on an individual lot.  Similar 
waivers have been approved for Delo and Coal Creek Station. 
 
Additionally, if the replat is approved, the existing structures on Lot 10, would not comply 
with the LMC’s setback requirements and would be considered legal non-conforming 
structures. 
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Non-conforming structures, or uses, resulting from the proposed replat of Lot 10 are not 
prohibited in the LMC.  Section 17.56.170 regulates non-conforming structure and uses.  
The section states, “structures or premises which are not in conformity with the 
provisions of this chapter may be continued, subject to the following conditions: 
 

A. No such use shall be expanded or enlarged except in conformity with the 
provisions of this chapter. 

 
B. Substantial improvement, as defined in section 17.56.010, to any nonconforming 

structure or use must result in the permanent change of the structure or use to a 
conforming use.   

 
C. If such use is discontinued for 12 consecutive months, any future use of the 

building and premises shall conform to this chapter. 
 

D. Uses or adjuncts thereof which are public nuisances shall not be permitted to 
continue as nonconforming uses. 

 
E. Any alterations, additions, or repairs to any existing nonconforming structure 

shall be protected, where applicable by flood proofing measures, pursuant to 
section 17.56.250”   

 
In summary, the applicant may replat a property to include legal non-conforming 
structures and land uses.   However, once the applicant requests to “develop” the 
property through the PUD process they will be required to bring the structures and land 
uses into compliance with Section 17.14. 
 
Public Land Dedication 
Section 16.16.060.B of the LMC requires a subdivider to dedicate for park, school, or 
other public purposes determined by the City Council, a minimum of 12 percent for 
nonresidential subdivisions and a minimum of 15 percent for residential subdivisions of 
the total land area of the tract being subdivided.  Section 16.16.060.B.4 also states, “The 
requirements of the section shall not apply in cases where satisfactory dedication 
arrangements were made and approved by the city council at the time of annexation or 
previous subdivision of the same property.” City staff, based on consultation with the City 
Attorney, has in past cases interpreted these provisions in LMC to mean that land 
dedication is not required for projects that have been previously platted in the City.  This 
property was originally platted as part of the Industrial Area subdivision (1959) and the 
Caledonia Place Subdivision (1890).  Consequently, to be consistent with past practice, 
staff and the City Attorney believe that land dedication is not required in this case.     
 
Final PUD Development Plan 
The Delo Lofts development is proposed to follow intent of the City’s Mixed Use 
Development Design Standards and Guidelines (MUDDSG) and the design themes of 
the original Delo development.   
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As described above, the development would consist of eight live/work units and 33 
apartment/condo units.  The live/work units would be in two buildings on the northern 
portion of the site (Buildings A and B), with each unit on its own lot.  Building A would 
face Griffith Street with a landscaped plaza separating the building from the street.  
Building B would face Cannon Street, set back about five feet.  The apartment/condo 
units would be in one building (Building C), also facing Cannon Street on the south 
portion of the property, separated from Building B by a landscape area. 
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Section 17.14.060 of the LMC gives the following dimension and bulk standards: 
 

 Allowed Building A Building B Building C 

Minimum 
Building 
Coverage 

40% 70% 70% 77% 

Maximum Front 
Setback 

10’ 0’1 5’ 4.5’ 

Minimum Side 
Setback 

0’ 5’ 0’ 0’ 

Minimum Rear 
Setback 

20’2 485’ 70’ 63’ 

Maximum 
Building 
Footprint 

10,000 SF 5,048 SF 8,414 SF 9,828 SF 

Maximum 
Building Length 

200’ 86’ 145’ 151’ 

1.  Front setback for Building A is measured to the property line with Tract A, which is 50 
feet from Griffith Street. 
2.  Per Footnote 5 in the PUD Bulk and Dimension Standards, rear setbacks area 
measured to the project boundary instead of internal lot and tract lines. 
 
Building A also complies with the Residential Protection and Transition Standards in 
section 8 of the MUDDSG, which requires a minimum setback of 10 feet from Griffith 
Street. 
 
Section 17.14.060 also has the following requirements which apply to the overall project: 
 

 Required Proposed 

Minimum Density 12 units/acre 17.37 units/acre 

Maximum Density 20 units/acre 17.37 units/acre 

Minimum Building Coverage 40% 28% 

Minimum Landscape 
Coverage 

10% 20% 

Minimum Street Frontage 70% 62% 

 
As noted in the table, the proposal meets all of the requirements except the minimum 
street frontage occupied by a building, for which the applicant is requesting a waiver. 
 
Parking and Circulation 
The proposal includes two vehicular accesses off of Cannon Street – one at the south 
end of the project and one towards the north end, between Buildings A and B.  The 
accesses would be connected by and interior drive aisle that would serve the off-street 
parking.   
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The site plan also proposes utilizing a shared access easement off of Griffith Street to 
serve parking for Building A.  The access is shared with Louisville Tire and would initially 
serve temporary parking spaces east of Building A.  Eventually, as surrounding 
properties redevelop, the access would be extended to form an alley running the length 
of the block, in conformance with the Hwy 42 Revitalization Area Plan. 
 

 
Proposed interim (left) and final (right) conditions for Griffith Street access 
 
While providing a temporary condition is not ideal, it is often required in redevelopment 
areas where property ownership is fragmented and development occurs over time.  
Redesigning the site to provide a permanent solution now would make constructing the 
alley in the future more difficult and costly. 
 
Parking would be provided primarily in covered spaces along the east side of the project.  
The live/work units also include garages accessed from the interior drive along with 
driveways/aprons that could be used for tandem parking.  Parking requirements are 
described in Section 4 of the MUDDSG. 
 

 Standard Required Proposed 

Live/Work Commercial 1 space/300 SF 32 spaces 46 spaces 

Live/Work Residential 2 spaces/unit 16 spaces 16 spaces 

Apartment 1-Bedroom 1 space/unit 27 spaces 28 spaces 

Apartment 2-Bedroom 2 spaces/unit 12 spaces 13 spaces 

Guest Parking 1 space/8 units 5 spaces 5 spaces 

Total  92 spaces 108 spaces 

 
The MUDDSG allows on-street parking spaces abutting non-residential uses to be 
counted towards the required parking for those uses.  The proposal includes 14 on-street 
spaces on Cannon Street in the provided commercial parking.  One bicycle parking 
space is required for every 10 vehicle spaces, which translates to 9 required bicycle 
spaces.  The proposal includes 10 bicycle parking spaces. 
 
Building Height and Design 
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Buildings A and B would three stories and 39 feet tall.  Section 17.14.060 allows 
minimum building heights of two stories and 35 feet, and maximum building heights of 
three stories and 45 feet.  In addition, the MUDDSG Residential Protection and 
Transitional Standards limit the height of buildings within 50 feet of rights-of-way 
adjacent to residential areas to 35 feet.  As described above, Building A is 50 feet from 
the Griffith Street right-of-way, complying with the requirement. 
 

 
Building B west elevation 
 
Both Buildings A and B would use a mix of cement lap siding, brick, and metal panel 
siding.  The first two floors would incorporate significant glazing and balconies would be 
provided on the second and third floors.  The unit entrances would be recessed, 
providing horizontal articulation and the third floor would be stepped back, providing 
vertical articulation and reducing the perceived height of the buildings.  All four sides of 
the buildings would use a similar level of materials and detailing. 
 
Building C would be three stories and just under 45 feet tall, again complying with the 
requirements of section 17.14.060.  Building C is not adjacent to residential areas and 
not subject to the Residential Protection and Transitional Standards. 
 

 
Building C west elevation 
 
Building C would use a mix of cement lap siding, brick, and Corten or weathering steel.  
Ground floor units would have entrances and patios accessible from the street and upper 
floor units would have balconies.  Horizontal and vertical articulation and variation in 
materials would provide visual interest and help create a pleasant pedestrian 
environment.  As with Buildings A and B, all four sides of the building would use a similar 
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level of materials and detailing.  The building design is similar to those for Delo Phase 2, 
but includes enough differences that it will be distinct without looking out of place. 
 
Sidewalks and Landscaping 
The applicant is proposing a 12’ walk in front of Building C, which would include planters, 
street trees, and benches.  In front of Buildings A and B, the sidewalk would transition to 
five feet wide with an eight foot tree lawn featuring planters and street trees between the 
sidewalk and the street.  The sidewalk would be on private property with a public access 
easement.   
 
MUDDSG Section 5.4 requires a minimum width of 10 feet for public sidewalks.  The 
applicant is requesting a waiver to allow the five foot sidewalk.  When the sidewalk and 
tree lawn are taken together, it exceeds the 10 foot minimum and provides additional 
landscaping and less impervious surface, while still meeting the requirement for five feet 
of unobstructed pathway. 
 
MUDDSG Section 5.4 also requires one tree per 20 lineal feet of street frontage.  This 
would translate to 26 trees along Cannon Street and six along Griffith Street.  The 
applicant is proposing 10 trees within the right-of-way along Cannon Street and five 
along Griffith Street, with the remainder to be provided elsewhere on site.  This 
translates to one tree per 42 feet of street frontage. 
 
MUDDSG Section 7.3 requires five percent of parking lots be landscaped area and one 
tree for every 300 square feet of landscaped area.  That translates to 1,546 square feet 
of landscape area and six trees required for the proposed development.  The site plan 
includes 2,907 square feet of landscape area and seven trees within the parking area. 
 
A landscape buffer consisting primarily of shrubs would be provided along the south and 
east property lines.  Landscaping would also be provided around the buildings.  Two 
larger landscape plazas are proposed, one between Building A and Griffith Street and 
the other between Buildings B and C.  In total, 20 percent of the site would be landscape 
area, exceeding the 10 percent requirement in section 17.16.060. 
 
The total tree requirement between street trees and parking lot trees is 38 trees.  The 
landscape plan includes 44 trees.  However, as described above, only 15 of the 32 
required street trees would be provided in the right-of-way.  Street trees are an important 
amenity to creating a pedestrian-friendly environment, providing shade, greenery, and 
visual interest.  They can also block visibility to businesses, thought, and often create 
conflicts with utilities.  Staff believes an adequate number of trees are provided in the 
right-of-way to achieve purpose of the street tree requirement, and with the remaining 
trees being provided elsewhere on site, supports the waiver request to reduce the 
number of trees in the right-of-way. 
 
Signage 
The applicant proposes two signs, on either side of the vehicular access between 
Buildings A and B, to identify both the project and the tenants in the live/work buildings.  
Signs in the MU-R zone district are governed by the Downtown Sign Manual.   
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The proposed sign is approximately 12 feet tall, greater than the maximum six foot height 
allowed for freestanding signs.  The “delo” letters would each be approximately 18 
inches tall, and the tenant letters would be nine inches.  The total copy area would be 
approximately 57 square feet, greater than the nine square feet allowed in the Downtown 
Sign Manual.  The proposal includes allowing internal illumination, which is also not 
allowed.  Staff believes the sign is too large and incompatible with a pedestrian-oriented 
environment.  A waiver for sign area may be justified given the number of tenants 
advertised on the sign, but staff recommends a condition that the maximum height of the 
sign be limited to the six feet and thatillumination be compatible with the Downtown Sign 
Manual. 
 
Site Details 
The proposal includes covered parking carports along the east property line.  The 
carports would be approximately 11 feet tall and made of the same materials as the main 
structures.  The carports would be approximately five feet from the rear lot line, which 
does not comply with the required 20 foot rear setback for all structures.  The east 
property line abuts a commercial zone district and a proposed future alley.  Staff 
supports the request for a rear setback waiver because of the intended use, overall site 
design, and adjacent uses. 
 



Planning Commission 
Staff Report  

October 13, 2016 
 

17 
 

 
 
The proposal includes two trash enclosures at either end of the parking lot.  The trash 
enclosures would be made materials compatible with the other structures.  A 14 foot tall 
trellis is proposed for the landscape area between Buildings B and C.  Exterior lighting 
would be provided along the street and in the parking lots to enhance safety and 
security. 
 
Waivers  
The proposed development is requesting six waivers to the yard and bulk standards of 
Chapter 17.14 and the MUDDSG.  Requirements may be modified or waived under 
section 17.14.090(A)(2)(b)(i) of the LMC “if the decision-making body finds that the 
proposed development represents an improvement in site and building design over that 
which could be accomplished through strict compliance with otherwise applicable district 
standards.” 

 
Minimum Sidewalk Width 
The applicant is requesting a five foot sidewalk width waiver to the MUDDSG 
requirement of 10 feet in front of Buildings A and B.  Because an adequate buffer is 
provided from the street, staff recommends approval of the waiver. 
 
Street Trees 
The applicant is requesting to reduce the overall street tree requirement from one street 
tree per every 20 feet of street length, to one street tree per every 42 feet of street 
length.  The plan would still include the total number of trees required, and would provide 

Waiver Requirement Request Location 

Minimum Sidewalk 
Width  

10’ 5’ Buildings A and B 

Street Trees 1 per 20’ 1 per 42’ Cannon and Griffith 
Streets 

Rear Setback 20’ 5’ Carports 

Minimum Lot Width 40’ 29’ Lots 1-8 

Minimum Street 
Frontage 

70% 62% Cannon and Griffith 
Streets 

Signage 6’, 9SF 12’, 57SF Between Buildings A 
and B 
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enough street trees to make for a comfortable pedestrian environment.  Therefore staff 
recommends approval of the waiver. 
 
Rear Setback 
The applicant is requesting a five foot rear accessory setback for the carports, instead of 
the required 20 foot setback for all uses.  Given the use, location, and proposed future 
alley adjacent to the carports, staff recommends approval of the waiver. 
 
Minimum Lot Width 
The applicant is requesting 29 foot wide lots for the individual live/work units where a 40 
foot minimum width is required.  Staff recommends approval of the waiver because it 
allows for the desired ownership structure and an appropriate building design. 
 
Minimum Street Frontage 
The applicant is requesting a reduction in the required minimum street frontage occupied 
by a building from 70 percent to 62 percent.  Staff believes the proposed design meets 
the intent of the regulation by providing visual interest and a pedestrian-friendly 
environment while including required access drives and additional landscape areas.  
Staff recommends approval of the waiver. 
 
Signage 
The applicant is requesting 12 foot tall signs with 57 square feet of copy area instead of 
the allowed six feet tall and nine square feet.  Staff believes the scale of the signs is not 
compatible with a pedestrian-oriented environment.  While an increase in copy area may 
be justified given the number of tenants, staff recommends limiting the height to six feet.  
In addition, staff recommends limiting illumination on the sign to the types allowed under 
the Downtown Sign Manual. 
 
PUD Criteria  
Section 17.28.120 of the Louisville Municipal Code lists 13 criteria for Planned Unit 
Developments (PUDs) that must be satisfied or found not applicable for the PUD to be 
approved.  Staff finds that all applicable criteria are met because the proposal complies 
with the requirements of chapter 17.14 and the MUDDSG, except for the requested 
waivers discussed above.  The proposed development complies with the spirit and intent 
of the Hwy 42 Revitalization Area Plan to provide a mixture of uses and housing types in 
a pedestrian friendly environment.  It is compatible with the developments previously 
approved in the Revitalization Area and the remaining existing uses, including nearby 
residential neighborhoods.  There is adequate pedestrian and vehicular access, as well 
as adequate open space within the site and nearby.   
 
Referral Comments 
Boulder Valley School District (BVSD)  
The Boulder Valley School District (BVSD) was a referral for this development.  A letter 
from BVSD dated June 1, 2016 states this development would have an impact of “4 
students on the Louisville Elementary, 1 student on Louisville Middle School and 3 
students on Monarch High School.”  The letter goes on to state “…these facilities are 
able to accommodate projected growth.  Louisville Elementary, however, will likely reach 
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its program capacity within 5 years should growth within the existing housing stock of 
central Louisville continue at its recent pace.  Elementary capacity in Louisville as a 
whole, however, is ample to accommodate continued enrollment growth.” 
 
Fiscal Impact 
Staff used the City’s fiscal model to evaluate the expected impact from the development.  
Based on the proposed development, the model projects a positive cumulative fiscal 
impact of approximately $750,000 over 20 years, or approximately $37,500 per year. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends approval of the requested SRU, final plat, and final PUD for the 
development called Delo Lofts.  The proposal would allow for the development of a 
mixed use project in the Highway 42 Revitalization Area consistent with the Highway 42 
revitalization Plan and Chapter 17.14 of the Louisville Municipal Code. 
 
Staff recommends the following condition of approval: 
 

1.  The proposed signage shall be modified to comply with the Downtown Sign Manual. 
 

ATTACHMENTS: 
A. Resolution No.X, Series 2016 
B. Application documents  
C. Final Plat 
D. Final PUD 
E. BVSD Comments 

 



RESOLUTION NO. 25 
SERIES 2016 

 
A RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING APPROVAL OF A FINAL PLAT FOR 4.39 
ACRES WHICH INCLUDES A 1.91 ACRE FINAL PUD AND A SPECIAL REVIEW 
USE (SRU) WITHIN THE CORE AREA OF THE HWY 42 REVITALIZATION DISTRICT 
FOR 3 APARTMENTS AND 8 LIVE-WORK UNITS. 
  
 WHEREAS, there has been submitted to the Louisville Planning Commission an 
application for approval of a replat for 4.39 acres which includes a 1.91 acre final PUD, 
and a Special Review Use (SRU) within the core area of the HWY 42 Revitalization 
District for 33 apartments and 8 live-work units; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the subject property is in the Highway 42 Revitalization Area; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the City Staff has reviewed the information submitted and found it to 
comply with the applicable regulations and design guidelines including LMC  Sec. 
16.12.030, Sec. 17.14.090, and Sec. 17.28.120; and 
 

 WHEREAS, after duly noticed public hearings on October 13, 2016 and 
November 10, 2016 where evidence and testimony were entered into the record, 
including the findings in the Louisville Planning Commission Staff Reports dated 
October 13, 2016 and November 10, 2016, the Planning Commission finds the Delo 
Lofts SRU, Final Subdivision Plat, and Final PUD Plan, should be approved with the 
following conditions: 

 
1. The proposed signage shall be modified to comply with the Downtown Sign 

Manual. 
2. The applicant shall address all issues in the Department of Public Works 

October 4, 2016 memo prior to the City Council hearing.   
 

 
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Planning Commission of the City of 
Louisville, Colorado does hereby recommend approval of an SRU, Final Subdivision 
Plat, and Final PUD for the Delo Lofts Subdivision with the following conditions: 
 

1.  The proposed signage shall be modified to comply with the Downtown Sign 
Manual. 
3. The applicant shall address all issues in the Department of Public Works 
October 4, 2016 memo prior to the City Council hearing.   
 
 
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 10th day of November, 2016. 

 
 
By:     

Chris Pritchard, Chair 
ATTEST:       Planning Commission 
 



 
____________________________ 
Steve Brauneis, Secretary 
Planning Commission 
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PROJECT  INTRODUCTION

2

1"=50'

0 25 50 100

(SURVEY BY ROCK CREEK, DATED AUGUST 25th 2013)

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

PLATTED AREA: ±4.39 AC.
TOTAL GROSS PROJECT AREA: ±1.91 AC.

CURRENT ZONING: MIXED USE RESIDENTIAL (MU-R)

PROPOSED ZONING: MIXED USE RESIDENTIAL (MU-R)

ACCESS: CANNON STREET (FULL MOVEMENT)

LEGAL DESCRIPTION

W South Boulder Rd

Empire Rd

Burlington Northern

Santa Fe Railroad

96th Street
N

 C
ounty Rd

Front St

Pine St

Louisville
M

iddle School

STEEL
RANCH

Sports
Complex

Vicinity Map
(1"= 1000' approx)

HECLA
LAKE

delo
LOFTS

MASTER PLAN - DELO LOFTS1

LOT 101, LOUISVILLE TRADE CENTER AND A PORTION OF LOT 2, BLOCK A, LOT 3, BLOCK A, LOT 4, BLOCK A
AND LOT 5, BLOCK A, INDUSTRIAL AREA SUBDIVISION LOCATED IN THE NORTHEAST ¼ OF SECTION 8,
TOWNSHIP 1 SOUTH, RANGE 69 WEST OF THE 6TH P.M., MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING AT THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF SAID LOT 101;
THENCE NORTH 90°00'00" EAST A DISTANCE OF 152.50 FEET ALONG THE SOUTH RIGHT-OF WAY  LINE OF
GRIFFITH STREET TO THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF SAID LOT 101;
THENCE SOUTH 00°00'00" EAST, 120.00 FEET ALONG THE EAST LINE OF SAID LOT 101 TO THE SOUTHEAST
CORNER OF SAID LOT 101 BEING A POINT ON THE NORTH LINE OF SAID LOT 2;
THENCE NORTH 90°00'00" WEST, 16.66 FEET ALONG THE SOUTH LINE OF SAID LOT 101;

THENCE SOUTH 00°00'00" EAST A DISTANCE OF 268.90;
THENCE NORTH 90°00'00" WEST, 11.80 FEET;
THENCE SOUTH 00°00'00" EAST A DISTANCE OF 100.70 FEET;
THENCE NORTH 90°00'00" EAST, 4.95 FEET;
THENCE SOUTH 00°00'00" EAST A DISTANCE OF 110.40 FEET TO A POINT ON THE SOUTH LINE OF SAID LOT 5;
THENCE NORTH 90°00'00" WEST, 129.00 FEET ALONG THE SOUTH LINE OF SAID LOT 5 TO THE SOUTHWEST
CORNER OF SAID LOT 5;
THENCE NORTH 00°00'00" WEST, 600.00 FEET ALONG THE WEST LINE OF SAID LOTS 5, 4, 3, 2 AND 101 TO THE
NORTHWEST CORNER OF SAID LOT 101, THE POINT OF BEGINNING;

CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COUNTY OF BOULDER, STATE OF COLORADO.

AREA = 1.87 ACRES

OWNERSHIP AND LAND USE SUMMARY

PARCEL AREA OWNERSHIP MAINTENANCE
(ACRES)

TOTAL

NOTE: EXISTING ENCUMBRANCES AND USES ARE NOTED ON THE DRAWINGS AND ARE NOT SUPERSEDED BY THE
OWNERSHIP / USE TABLE.

TRACT C

(ACRES)

0.55 DELO EAST, LLC DELO LOFTS OA

TRACT B 0.43 DELO EAST, LLC DELO LOFTS OA

TRACT A 0.17 DELO EAST, LLC DELO LOFTS OA

OUTLOT 1 0.17 BOOM, LLC DELO LOFTS OA

TRACT D 0.04 DELO EAST, LLC DELO LOFTS OA

PRIMARY USES

PRIVATE UTILITIES,  DRY UTILITY
EASEMENTS, DRAINAGE, OUTDOOR

USES, PUBLIC ACCESS,
MONUMENTATION AND DRAINAGE

PRIVATE UTILITIES, PRIVATE PARKING,
ACCESS, DRY UTILITY EASEMENTS,
MONUMENTATION AND DRAINAGE

PRIVATE UTILITIES,  DRY UTILITY
EASEMENTS,  DRAINAGE, OUTDOOR

USES AND PUBLIC ACCESS

PRIVATE UTILITIES,  DRY UTILITY
EASEMENTS,  DRAINAGE, OUTDOOR

USES AND PUBLIC ACCESS
PRIVATE UTILITIES,  DRY UTILITY

EASEMENTS,  DRAINAGE, AND PUBLIC
ACCESS
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MASTER PLAN AND GENERAL NOTES

3

1"=40'

0 20 40 80

DENSITY SUMMARY

GROSS LAND AREA (ACRE) UNITS

TOTAL GROSS PROJECT AREA: ±4.39 AC.
GROSS LAND AREA: ±2.36 AC.

DENSITY

TOTAL: ±2.36 AC. 41 DU 17.37 DU/ACRE

THE DENSITY CALCULATION IS CONSISTENT WITH CITY OF LOUISVILLE CODE SECTION 17.14.06.C.1.A.

TOTAL GROSS PROJECT AREA INCLUDES ALL PLATTED AREA PLUS ONE HALF OF RIGHT-OF-WAY AREA FOR THE
DIRECTLY ADJACENT STREETS. GROSS LAND AREA IS SYNONYMOUS WITH THE AREA CONSISTENT WITH CODE
OUTLINED IN FOOTNOTE 1.

SQUARE FOOTAGE IS BASED ON 8 LIVE WORK UNITS USING 66% OF THE SPACE AS A COMMERCIAL USE

1

2

2

2

1

LOCATION

USE CHART

RESIDENTIAL

1 ALL USES PER TABLE 1 OF SECTION 17.14.050.A ARE ALLOWED, WHICH MAY
FURTHER DIVERSIFY THE RANGE OF USES WITHIN THE PROJECT.

1USES
PRINCIPAL
USE GROUP

BULK & DIMENSION STANDARDS

2

2,3

MIN. LOT WIDTH
MIN. LOT COVERAGE
MIN. LANDSCAPE COVERAGE
MAX. FOOTPRINT
MAX. LENGTH ALONG STREET
MIN. % STREET FRONTAGE

 BUILDING SETBACKS
MIN. & MAX. PUBLIC STREET/ TRACT
SETBACK (PRINCIPAL USES)

MIN. STREET SIDE YARD SETBACK
(PRINCIPAL & ACCESSORY USES)
MIN. REAR YARD SETBACK
(PRINCIPAL USES)
MIN. REAR YARD SETBACK
(ACCESSORY USES)

MAX. BUILDING HEIGHT

PRINCIPAL USES

ACCESSORY USES

1

2

3

FEE SIMPLE LOTS CREATED WITHIN BUILDINGS SHALL HAVE NO SETBACK REQUIREMENT BETWEEN INTERNAL
UNITS.

ACCESSORY STRUCTURES AS ALLOWED PER APPLICABLE CITY CODE AND PER MASTER PLAN AND GENERAL NOTES

SHALL BE SUBJECT TO MUDDSG, SECTION 8, RESIDENTIAL PROTECTION AND TRANSITIONAL STANDARDS.

TO BE ADMINISTERED SOLELY AS A FRONT SETBACK.

REAR SETBACKS SHALL BE MEASURED FROM EXTERNAL PROPERTY LINES OF THE DEVELOPMENT.

A SRU IS REQUIRED FOR BUILDING FOOTPRINTS OVER 10,000 SF.

4

5

3,4

6

COMMERCIAL / LIVE WORK 

40%
10%

20'

200'

25'

0'

20'

0'

10%

20' MAX

15,000 SF
200'
60%

MIN: 2 STORIES/28'
MAX: 3 STORIES/45'

5

RESIDENTIAL

NA

0'

20' MAX.

10%

0'

0'

MIN: 2 STORIES/35'

15,000 SF
200'
60%

40%

MAX: 3 STORIES/45'

LOT 1-8

LOT 9MULTI-UNIT DWELLING
APARTMENTS/CONDOMINIUMS

PROFESSIONAL/ BUSINESS
OFFICES, RETAIL AND LIVE WORK

GENERAL NOTES AND STANDARDS

1. DELO LOFTS IS A MASTER PLANNED DEVELOPMENT AND IS COMPRISED OF TWO
SEPARATE AND DISTINCT PRODUCT TYPES: RESIDENTIAL (MULTI-UNIT DWELLING
APARTMENTS AND/OR CONDOMINIUMS), AND COMMERCIAL / LIVE WORK  SPACE.

2. ANY AND ALL TRACTS, AS DEPICTED ON THE PROJECT PLAT, SHALL BE MAINTAINED BY
THE HOA. THE DEVELOPER MAY CONDUCT ACTIVITIES (INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO
GRADING) ON ALL DEDICATED LANDS FOR THE PURPOSE OF CONSTRUCTING PUBLIC
AND PRIVATE IMPROVEMENTS.

3. ENTRY MONUMENTS, PROJECT IDENTITY AND WAY-FINDING SIGNAGE ARE
CONCEPTUAL IN NATURE AT THE LOCATIONS SHOWN WITHIN THIS DEVELOPMENT
PLAN. FINAL LOCATIONS SHALL BE DETERMINED DURING THE CONSTRUCTION
DOCUMENTATION PROCESS, BUT SHALL CONFORM TO THE STANDARDS WITHIN THIS
DEVELOPMENT PLAN AND SHALL BE LOCATED ON PRIVATE PROPERTY.

4. THERE ARE NO HISTORIC STRUCTURES WITHIN THE DELO LOFTS PROJECT AREA.

5. ACCESSIBLE SIDEWALKS AND PEDESTRIAN WAYS SHALL BE PROVIDED THAT MEET ADA
STANDARDS FOR RUNNING SLOPE AND CROSS SLOPE.

6. AMENITY / RECREATION STRUCTURES, IF ANY, ARE NOT INCLUDED IN DENSITY
CALCULATIONS, HOWEVER MAY BE INCLUDED IN LOT COVERAGE CALCULATIONS. SUCH
STRUCTURES ARE SUBJECT TO BULK AND DIMENSION STANDARDS SPECIFIED FOR
ACCESSORY STRUCTURES AS DESCRIBED IN THIS DEVELOPMENT PLAN.

7. PARKING STRUCTURES, CARPORTS, AND PARKING GARAGES, WHEN DETACHED, SHALL
BE APPROVED AS ACCESSORY STRUCTURES AND USES NECESSARY AND
CUSTOMARILY INCIDENTAL TO THE RESIDENTIAL USE, SUBJECT TO BULK AND
DIMENSION STANDARDS AS DESCRIBED IN THIS DEVELOPMENT PLAN. PARKING
STRUCTURES, GARAGES AND SIMILAR STRUCTURES ARE NOT INCLUDED IN DENSITY
CALCULATIONS, HOWEVER ARE INCLUDED IN LOT COVERAGE CALCULATIONS. 
FURTHERMORE,  IT IS UNDERSTOOD THAT LIVING SPACES ARE NOT PERMITTED IN OR
ABOVE DETACHED GARAGES, OR AS AN ACCESSORY USE.

8. NO RESTRICTIONS ARE IMPOSED WITH REGARD TO PROJECT PHASING OTHER THAN AS
EXPRESSLY SET FORTH IN THIS DEVELOPMENT PLAN OR IN ANY DEVELOPMENT
AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE OWNER AND THE CITY.

9. THE GROUND FLOOR PROGRAM MAY BE RESIDENTIAL SUBJECT TO THE SRU CRITERIA,
AND/OR COMMERCIAL, AND SHALL BE INTERCHANGEABLE, PROVIDED THAT THE TOTAL
NUMBER OF DWELLING UNITS DOES NOT EXCEED THE MAXIMUM NUMBER OF
DWELLING UNITS DESCRIBED HEREIN.

10. RESIDENTIAL MULTI-UNIT DWELLING APARTMENTS SHALL BE ALLOWED TO TRANSITION
TO CONDOMINIUMS, AT THE SOLE DISCRETION OF THE DEVELOPER, WITHOUT
ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS.

11. THE LIGHTING CONFIGURATION, DESIGN, FIXTURE TYPES, ETC. AS DEPICTED HEREIN IS
SUBJECT TO FURTHER ANALYSIS, DESIGN AND AVAILABILITY, AND AS SUCH MAY VARY
FROM THE FINAL PUD TO FINAL CONSTRUCTION DOCUMENTS WHILE PROVIDING
ILLUMINATION LEVELS SUBSTANTIALLY SIMILAR TO THOSE APPROVED IN THE
PHOTOMETRIC PLAN. PROPOSED LIGHTING WILL INCLUDE DIRECTIONAL COVERS AND
SHALL BE DIRECTED AWAY FROM THE RESIDENCES .

12. DELO LOFTS PROJECT CALCULATIONS, INCLUDING LANDSCAPING AND PARKING SHALL
BE CALCULATED ON THE AGGREGATE DELO LOFTS PROJECT AREAS, EXCLUDING LOT
10.

13. STREETSCAPE TREES AND THEIR PLANTING LOCATIONS SHALL RESPECT ALL
PROPOSED AND EXISTING UTILITIES AND BE INSTALLED TO AVOID ANY AND ALL
SERVICE LINES.

14. ALL IMAGERY IS CONCEPTUAL IN NATURE.

15. THE PROJECT MAY BE BUILT/PHASED IN ANY ORDER OF CONSTRUCTION SO LONG AS
TWO POINTS OF ACCESS ARE PROVIDED.

MIN. LOT AREA 1,500 SF NA

MAXIMUM: 50'
MINIMUM: 0'

MAXIMUM: 50'
MINIMUM: 0'

PARKING SETBACK

PROPERTY LINE 5'
GRIFFITH ST. & CANNON ST.   R.O.W. 10'

COMMERCIAL /
LIVE WORK

3

RESIDENTIAL

COMMERCIAL / 

LIVE WORK

BULK & DIMENSION KEY MAP1

1,2MIN. SIDE YARD SETBACK
(PRINCIPAL & ACCESSORY USES)

0' 0'

6 6

COMMERCIAL USE 15,840 sf 
3

3

CIVIC / GREEN 

SPACE

CIVIC / GREEN 

SPACE
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COMMERCIAL / LIVE WORK AREA

4

1"=20'

0 10 20 40

BULK & DIMENSION STANDARDS - COMMERCIAL / LIVE WORK

1 COMMERCIAL / LIVE WORK  AREA-INTERIM CONDITION

LOCATION

USE CHART

1 THE ANTICIPATED PRINCIPAL USES EXCEED THE MU-R MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS
OF TWO USES AND PROVIDES A PUBLIC BENEFIT.

ALL USES PER TABLE 1 OF SECTION 17.14.050.A ARE ALLOWED, WHICH MAY
FURTHER DIVERSIFY THE RANGE OF USES WITHIN THE PROJECT.

2

1

USES 2PRINCIPAL
USE GROUP

LOT 1-8PROFESSIONAL/ BUSINESS
OFFICE/ RETAIL/ LIVE WORK

COMMERCIAL
1 SP / 300 SF

TOTAL

PARKING SUMMARY

COMMERCIAL & LIVE
WORK CRITERIA

1,430 SF per UNIT

33,600 SF

GROSS LEASEABLE
AREA (GLA)

32

48

REQUIRED INTERIM

62

1. THE COMMERCIAL / LIVE WORK  BUILDINGS ARE ORGANIZED AROUND TWO
PRIMARY POINTS OF ACCESS KNOWN AS CANNON STREET.  ADDITIONALLY
THIS SITE LAYOUT ENHANCES ACCESS TO EXISTING AND FUTURE PUBLIC
PLAZAS, GREEN SPACES, GREENWAYS, AND MULTI-MODAL
TRANSPORTATION OPPORTUNITIES.

2. REFER TO THE LAND USE SUMMARY AND/OR SUBDIVISION AGREEMENT FOR
TRACT OWNERSHIP AND GENERAL MAINTENANCE INFORMATION INCLUDING
DELINEATION OF MAINTENANCE RESPONSIBILITIES.

3. USES ALLOWED BY RIGHT: ALL USES AS PERMITTED IN THE LOUISVILLE
MUNICIPAL CODE SECTION 17.14.050A, TABLE 1 IN ADDITION TO THOSE
NOTED ON THE MASTER PLAN AND GENERAL NOTES.

4. BUILDINGS MAY BE BUILT AT TWO OR THREE STORY HEIGHTS, OR
COMBINATIONS THEREOF AND MAY INCLUDE OUTDOOR LIVING SPACES.

5. LANDSCAPING WILL MEET THE INTENT OF THE APPROVED PLAN AND WITH
MUDDSG REQUIREMENTS.

6. THE PROPOSED COMMERCIAL AND LIVE WORK  BUILDINGS SHALL BE
PROTECTED WITH A FIRE SPRINKLER SYSTEM THAT SHALL BE OFF A
LOOPED MAIN SUCH THAT NO MORE THAN ONE SERVICE IS OFF A DEAD-END
LINE.

7. ALL BUILDING HEIGHTS RELATIVE TO ASSOCIATED GRADE SHALL BE
MEASURED PER THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE MUNICIPAL CODE.

8. BLOCKS AND TRACTS DO NOT CONSTITUTE A FIRM DELINEATION OF
PARKING AND SHALL BE SHARED BETWEEN RESIDENTIAL AND COMMERCIAL
/ LIVE WORK  USES.

9. THE COMMERCIAL / LIVE WORK  UNITS SHALL HAVE ADDITIONAL
CONDITIONS, COVENANTS AND RESTRICTIONS (CCRs) THAT WILL BE
CREATED BY DELO LOFTS H.O.A.

10. IT IS ENCOURAGED TO PLANT DROUGHT TOLERANT, LOW GROWING PLANT
MATERIAL IN THE ISLANDS BETWEEN THE PAVEMENT STRIPS CREATED BY
DRIVE APRONS AND EDGE OF LANE / GARAGE. EVERGREEN AND DECIDUOUS
SHRUB PLANTINGS WILL AID IN CREATING A MORE INVITING SPACE BY
SOFTENING MANY OF HARDSCAPE ELEMENTS, AND SHALL COMPLY WITH
ESTABLISHED SETBACKS.

11. ALL SNOW REMOVAL SHALL BE THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE OWNERS
ASSOCIATION  PER THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE'S CITY STANDARDS

COMMERCIAL / LIVE WORK  AREA NOTES

UNITS

8

1 GLA IS ASSUMED TO BE 85% OF TOTAL COMMERCIAL AREA AS PROPOSED.

THE COMMERCIAL / LIVE WORK  BUILDINGS ARE COMPATIBLE WITH THE OVERALL USES WITHIN DELO SUBDIVISION AND MAY ALSO
SHARE EXISTING PARKING FROM DELO PHASE I, PHASE IA, AND PHASE II

SQUARE FOOTAGE FOR COMMERCIAL AND LIVE WORK USES ARE BASED ON AN ANTICIPATED AVERAGE AND NOT A REQUIRED OR
ALLOWABLE AMOUNT SO LONG AS THE MAXIMUM AMOUNT OF RESIDENTIAL AREA DOES NOT EXCEED 66% OF THE TOTAL
OCCUPIABLE SPACE

ALL PARKING FOR DELO LOFTS SHALL BE CALCULATED ON AN AGGREGATE BASIS FOR THE PROJECT AND NOT BY INDIVIDUAL
USES.

COMMERCIAL /
LIVE WORK

2,4

2

1,2

2

2,3

MIN. LOT WIDTH
MIN. LOT COVERAGE
MIN. LANDSCAPE COVERAGE
MAX. FOOTPRINT
MAX. LENGTH ALONG STREET
MIN. % STREET FRONTAGE

 BUILDING SETBACKS
MIN. & MAX. PUBLIC STREET/ TRACT
SETBACK (PRINCIPAL USES)

MIN. SIDE YARD SETBACK
(PRINCIPAL & ACCESSORY USES)

MIN. REAR YARD SETBACK
(PRINCIPAL USES)
MIN. REAR YARD SETBACK
(ACCESSORY USES)

MAX. BUILDING HEIGHT

PRINCIPAL USES

ACCESSORY USES

1

2

3

4

5

3,4

6

STANDARD

40%
10%

200'

25'

0'

20'

0'

20' MAX

15,000 SF

70%

MIN: 2 STORIES/28'
MAX: 3 STORIES/45'

5

MIN. LOT AREA 1,500 SF

MAXIMUM: 10'
MINIMUM: 0'

PARKING SETBACK

PROPERTY LINE 5'
GRIFFITH ST. & CANNON ST.   R.O.W. 10'

7

3

LIVE WORK 2,770 per UNIT 16

1,3

3

PROVIDED

70%
29'

5'

70'

4'

18.5%

11'

8,414 SF
145'
62%

3 STORIES / 39'

2,392.5 SF

MAXIMUM: 10'
MINIMUM: 0'

1.5'
13'

MIN. STREET SIDE YARD SETBACK
(PRINCIPAL & ACCESSORY USES)

0' 5'

8

6

FEE SIMPLE LOTS CREATED WITHIN BUILDINGS SHALL HAVE NO SETBACK REQUIREMENT BETWEEN INTERNAL
UNITS.

ACCESSORY STRUCTURES AS ALLOWED PER APPLICABLE CITY CODE AND PER MASTER PLAN AND GENERAL
NOTES

SHALL BE SUBJECT TO MUDDSG, SECTION 8, RESIDENTIAL PROTECTION AND TRANSITIONAL STANDARDS.

TO BE ADMINISTERED SOLELY AS A FRONT SETBACK.

REAR SETBACKS SHALL BE MEASURED FROM EXTERNAL PROPERTY LINES OF THE DEVELOPMENT.

A SRU IS REQUIRED FOR BUILDING FOOTPRINTS OVER 10,000 SF.

LANDSCAPE COVERAGE IS BASED ON TOTAL PROJECT AREA.

MINIMUM % OF STREET FRONTAGE IS BASED ON A TOTAL SITE CALCULATION AND NOT ITEMIZED BY USES.

THE INFORMATION PROVIDED IS DEPICTING GENERAL INTENT AND MAY VARY WITHIN THE CONSTRUCTION
DOCUMENTS, BUT SHALL NOT DEVIATE FROM THE STANDARDS SET FORTH AS PRESCRIBED WITHIN THIS FINAL
PUD.

7

9

8

9

3

4

2,4

OFF STREET= 16
ON STREET= 14
INDOOR/
OUTDOOR= 32
BICYCLE= 4

PROVIDED

FINAL CONDITION
OFF STREET= 24
ON STREET= 14
INDOOR/
OUTDOOR= 32
BICYCLE= 4

70 2,4

2 COMMERCIAL / LIVE WORK  AREA-FINAL CONDITION
SCALE: 1"=40'

RATIO: 1:515 SF RATIO: 1:455 SF11

SEE FINAL CONDITION 
EXHIBIT 2 - SHEET 4  
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LOT 9
BLOCK 1

PROPERTY LINE

PROPERTY LINE
END TREATMENT

BENCH
(TYP)

BICYCLE RACK
(TYP)

RESIDENTIAL
BLD C

TRACT C

CAR PORT

MATCHLINE SEE SHEET 4

PUBLIC WALK
(TYP)

PRIVATE WALK
(TYP)

OUTLOT 1
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OZ Architecture
3003 Larimer Street
Denver, CO 80205

Phone (303)861-5704
WWW.OZarch.com

A part of section 8, township 1 south, range 69 west of the 6th p.m.
City of Louisville, County of Boulder, State of Colorado

PCS Group Inc.
1001 16th Street, #3  B-180

Denver, CO 80265
Phone (303) 531-4905

www.pcsgroupco.com

J3 Engineering Consultants
2011 Cherry Street

Suite 206
Louisville, CO 80027

Phone (720)975-0177
www.j3engineering.net

Foundry Builders, Inc.
21 South Sunset Street
Longmont, CO 80501
Phone (720) 524-3620

no date description

designed by:  sta
drawn by:  klm

checked by:  pms
project #:  8675309
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RESIDENTIAL AREA

5

1"=20'

0 10 20 40

1 RESIDENTIAL AREA

BULK & DIMENSION STANDARDS - RESIDENTIAL

LOCATION

RESIDENTIAL

USE CHART

1 ALL USES PER TABLE 1 OF SECTION 17.14.050.A ARE ALLOWED, WHICH MAY
FURTHER DIVERSIFY THE RANGE OF USES WITHIN THE PROJECT.

USES 1PRINCIPAL
USE GROUP

STUDIO / 1 BR X 1 SP / DU

TOTAL

PARKING SUMMARY

RESIDENTIAL CRITERIA

33 UNITS

DWELLING UNITS

43

REQUIRED

OFF STREET=45
LOADING=1
BICYCLE=6

PROVIDED PARKING RATIO

1.446

LOT  9MULTI-UNIT DWELLING
APARTMENTS/CONDOMINIUMS

2 & 3 BR X 2 SP / DU
STUDIO / 1 BR : 27
2 & 3 BR X 2 : 6

GUEST 1 SP / 8 DU

27
12
4

1. THE RESIDENTIAL (MULTI DWELLING UNITS) WILL BE ORGANIZED
AROUND TWO PRIMARY POINTS OF ACCESS KNOWN AS CANNON
STREET. THIS SITE LAYOUT ENHANCES ACCESS TO PUBLIC PLAZAS,
GREEN SPACES, GREENWAYS, AND MULTI-MODAL TRANSPORTATION
OPPORTUNITIES.

2. REFER TO THE LAND USE SUMMARY AND/OR SUBDIVISION
AGREEMENT FOR TRACT OWNERSHIP AND GENERAL MAINTENANCE
INFORMATION INCLUDING DELINEATION OF MAINTENANCE
RESPONSIBILITIES.

3. USES ALLOWED BY RIGHT: ALL USES AS PERMITTED IN THE LOUISVILLE
MUNICIPAL CODE SECTION 17.14.050A, TABLE 1 IN ADDITION TO THOSE
NOTED ON THE MASTER PLAN AND GENERAL NOTES.

4. BUILDINGS MAY BE BUILT AT TWO OR THREE STORY HEIGHTS, OR
COMBINATIONS THEREOF AND MAY INCLUDE OUTDOOR LIVING
SPACES.

5. THE PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL (MULTI DWELLING UNITS) SHALL BE
PROTECTED WITH A FIRE SPRINKLER SYSTEM THAT SHALL BE OFF A
LOOPED MAIN SUCH THAT NO MORE THAN ONE SERVICE IS OFF A
DEAD-END LINE.

6. BLOCKS AND TRACTS DO NOT CONSTITUTE A FIRM DELINEATION OF
PARKING AND SHALL BE SHARED BETWEEN RESIDENTIAL AND
COMMERCIAL / LIVE WORK  USES.

7. LANDSCAPING WILL MEET THE INTENT OF THE APPROVED PLAN AND
WITH THE MUDDSG REQUIREMENTS.

8. ALL SNOW REMOVAL SHALL BE THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE OWNERS
ASSOCIATION  PER THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE'S CITY STANDARDS

RESIDENTIAL NOTES AND STANDARDS

1,2

2

2,3

MIN. LOT WIDTH
MIN. LOT COVERAGE
MIN. LANDSCAPE COVERAGE
MAX. FOOTPRINT
MAX. LENGTH ALONG STREET
MIN. % STREET FRONTAGE

 BUILDING SETBACKS
MIN. & MAX. PUBLIC STREET/ TRACT
SETBACK (PRINCIPAL USES)

MIN. SIDE YARD SETBACK
(PRINCIPAL & ACCESSORY USES)

MIN. REAR YARD SETBACK
(PRINCIPAL USES)
MIN. REAR YARD SETBACK
(ACCESSORY USES)

MAX. BUILDING HEIGHT

PRINCIPAL USES

ACCESSORY USES

5

STANDARD

NA

0'

20' MAX.

10%

0'

0'

MIN: 2 STORIES/35'

15,000 SF
200'
70%

40%

MAX: 3 STORIES/45'

MIN. LOT AREA NA

MAXIMUM: 10'
MINIMUM: 0'

PARKING SETBACK

PROPERTY LINE 5'
GRIFFITH ST. & CANNON ST.   R.O.W. 10'

3

1,2MIN. STREET SIDE YARD SETBACK
(PRINCIPAL & ACCESSORY USES)

0'

6

PROVIDED

82'

63'

11'

22%

0'

5'

3 STORIES/45'

9,828 SF
151'
62%

77%

12,641.5 SF

4.5'

5'
13'

NA

7

8

9

3,4

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

FEE SIMPLE LOTS CREATED WITHIN BUILDINGS SHALL HAVE NO SETBACK REQUIREMENT BETWEEN INTERNAL
UNITS.

ACCESSORY STRUCTURES AS ALLOWED PER APPLICABLE CITY CODE AND PER MASTER PLAN AND GENERAL
NOTES

SHALL BE SUBJECT TO MUDDSG, SECTION 8, RESIDENTIAL PROTECTION AND TRANSITIONAL STANDARDS.

TO BE ADMINISTERED SOLELY AS A FRONT SETBACK.

REAR SETBACKS SHALL BE MEASURED FROM EXTERNAL PROPERTY LINES OF THE DEVELOPMENT.

A SRU IS REQUIRED FOR BUILDING FOOTPRINTS OVER 10,000 SF.

LANDSCAPE COVERAGE IS BASED ON TOTAL PROJECT AREA.

MINIMUM % OF STREET FRONTAGE IS BASED ON A TOTAL SITE CALCULATION AND NOT ITEMIZED BY USES.

THE INFORMATION PROVIDED IS DEPICTING GENERAL INTENT AND MAY VARY WITHIN THE CONSTRUCTION
DOCUMENTS, BUT SHALL NOT DEVIATE FROM THE STANDARDS SET FORTH AS PRESCRIBED WITHIN THIS FINAL
PUD.

9
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0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.3 0.5 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.7 1.2 0.5 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
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0.0 0.1 0.3 0.8 4.4 5.7 1.8 1.9 2.9 3.8 3.3 2.2 1.3 0.8 0.5 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
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0.0 0.1 0.2 0.5 2.2 5.1 4.2 2.3 1.9 1.9 2.8 2.7 2.4 2.6 1.8 1.8 2.2 2.1 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0 0.1 0.3 0.9 3.7 3.2 2.1 1.7 1.8 2.1 7.3 2.3 1.8 1.8 1.7 2.6 3.2 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.3 1.3 1.6 1.5 1.4 1.4 2.6 3.5 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.5 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.1 1.7 2.1 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.6 0.6 0.5 0.6 0.9 2.7 4.3 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.9 0.2 0.2 0.4 0.7 1.7 2.3 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.4 2.0 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.7 2.0 2.9 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0 0.1 0.3 0.8 5.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.7 2.4 3.7 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.1 0.1 0.5 1.9 8.1 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.7 1.5 2.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.1 0.1 0.5 1.9 8.4 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.7 2.5 4.1 0.0 0.0 0.0
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0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.6 1.4 2.0 2.0 2.7 3.0 2.2 1.4 0.9 0.6 0.4 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0
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Luminaire Schedule
Symbol Qty Label LLF Description Lum. Watts Lum. Lumens

10 Eurofase Vello Wall Sconce 0.900 28282-013 5.1 189
2 Landscape Forms Bollard 0.900 HW-012L5-035F-40K 15.44 718
3 Lumec Metroscape Type 5 0.900 MPTR-80W48LED4K-T-LE5 81 7138
13 EELP Canopy Light 0.750 _VR4-70M-QT_ 95 3754
6 Lumec Metroscape Type 2 0.900 MPTR-80W48LED4K-T-LE2 81 6833
1 Lumec Metroscape Type 4 0.900 MPTR-80W48LED4K-T-LE4 81 6784
2 Gardco SlenderForm Type 3 0.900 SFRA-3-130LA-8053-NW 127.9 11174
1 Gardco SlenderForm Type 5 0.900 SFRA-5W-130LA-8053-NW 128.6 12495

Mounting Height
8'
3'
12'
10'
12'
12'
20'
20'

3

4

2

5

4

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.2 1.0 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.6 1.5 2.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.4 2.7 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.6 2.4 4.2 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0 0.1 0.3 1.0 6.0 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.4 1.2 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.1 0.2 0.6 2.2 6.5 3.8 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.5 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.4 0.4 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.1 0.3 0.7 2.1 8.5 5.0 3.0 3.5 3.4 3.3 2.0 1.1 0.7 0.5 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.1 0.2 0.5 1.2 4.6 4.7 3.5 4.5 4.8 3.7 2.2 1.3 0.8 0.5 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.1 0.2 0.4 0.8 2.2 2.9 2.7 3.8 4.0 3.1 1.9 1.0 0.7 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0

0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.6 1.4 2.0 2.0 2.7 3.0 2.2 1.4 0.9 0.6 0.4 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0

0.0 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.4 1.0 1.3 0.8 0.9 1.0 0.8 0.6 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.0

0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.3 1.3 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0

0.0 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.5 3.1 0.0

0.0 0.1 0.1 0.4 1.3 7.0 0.0

0.0 0.1 0.2 0.5 2.3 6.7 0.0

0.0 0.1 0.1 0.4 1.3 6.9

0.0 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.5 3.0 0.0

0.0 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 1.2 0.2 0.3 0.1

0.0 0.0 0.1 0.3 0.5 0.9 0.6 0.8 1.4 1.1 1.7 2.5 2.1 2.3 2.0 1.1 0.8 0.7 0.6 0.6 0.4 0.2

0.0 0.0 0.2 0.5 0.8 1.2 1.2 1.1 1.2 1.3 1.6 2.6 2.3 2.6 1.8 1.6 1.3 1.2 1.1 0.9 0.6 0.3

0.0 0.0 0.2 0.6 1.2 1.8 2.1 1.9 1.6 1.6 1.9 2.3 1.5 2.2 2.0 2.0 2.2 2.1 1.9 1.4 0.8 0.4

0.0 0.0 0.2 0.7 1.3 2.1 1.9 2.1 1.7 1.6 1.7 2.2 2.2 2.2 2.0 2.0 2.4 2.0 2.1 1.5 0.9 0.5

0.0 0.0 0.2 0.7 1.3 2.2 2.2 2.2 1.6 1.4 1.3 1.2 1.4 1.3 1.6 1.8 2.4 2.2 2.2 1.5 0.9 0.4

0.0 0.0 0.2 0.6 1.1 1.7 1.9 1.8 1.4 1.1 0.8 0.7 0.7 0.8 1.1 1.5 1.9 2.0 1.8 1.3 0.8 0.4

0.0 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.7 0.9 1.1 1.0 0.9 0.7 0.4 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.6 0.9 1.0 1.1 1.0 0.9 0.6 0.3

0.0 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.4 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.4 0.4 0.5 0.5 0.4 0.3 0.2

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

5

5

5

2
3

.01

0.0.01

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.30.51.01.2

0.30.62.03.1

0.30.72.13.3

0.30.61.52.0

0.20.62.44.2

0.20.41.21.6

0.30.30.40.4

EE EEEEEE E

Luminaire Schedule
Symbol Qty Label LLF Description Lum. Watts Lum. Lumens

10 Eurofase Vello Wall Sconce 0.900 28282-013 5.1 189
2 Landscape Forms Bollard 0.900 HW-012L5-035F-40K 15.44 718
3 Lumec Metroscape Type 5 0.900 MPTR-80W48LED4K-T-LE5 81 7138
15 EELP Canopy Light 0.750 _VR4-70M-QT_ 95 3754
6 Lumec Metroscape Type 2 0.900 MPTR-80W48LED4K-T-LE2 81 6833
1 Lumec Metroscape Type 4 0.900 MPTR-80W48LED4K-T-LE4 81 6784
2 Gardco SlenderForm Type 3 0.900 SFRA-3-130LA-8053-NW 127.9 11174
1 Gardco SlenderForm Type 5 0.900 SFRA-5W-130LA-8053-NW 128.6 12495

Mounting Height
8'
3'
12'
10'
12'
12'
20'
20'

3

4

2

5

4
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PHOTOMETRIC PLAN

61 PHOTOMETRIC PLAN - INTERIM SITE PLAN CONDITION
SCALE: 1"=40'

1"=40'

0 20 40 80

EXHIBIT 2 - SHEET 6  

4 PHOTOMETRIC PLAN - FINAL SITE CONDITION
SCALE: 1"=40'3 LUMINAIRE SCHEDULE - FINAL SITE CONDITION

2 LUMINAIRE SCHEDULE - INTERIM SITE CONDITION
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GENERAL LANDSCAPE NOTES:
1. FINAL CONSTRUCTION DOCUMENTS SHALL CONFORM TO THE REQUIREMENTS OUTLINED WITHIN THIS PUD

SUBMITTAL.
2. LANDSCAPE PLANS ARE SCHEMATIC IN NATURE AND ARE SUBJECT TO MODIFICATIONS TO MEET THE CITY'S

REQUIREMENTS, THE DEVELOPER'S PROGRAM, THE BUILDING AND ARCHITECTURE AND TARGET DEMOGRAPHIC OR
OTHER NECESSARY REQUIREMENTS. 

3. THE LOCATION OF LANDSCAPE PLANTINGS MAY BE ALTERED TO PROVIDE ADEQUATE CLEARANCE FROM THE FINAL
LOCATION OF UNDERGROUND UTILITIES, HOWEVER SHALL NOT BE USED AS A MEANS OF REDUCING THE NUMBER
OF TREES AND SHRUBS AS REQUIRED PER THE MUDDSG .  THE BASE OF DECIDUOUS TREES SHALL BE PLANTED NO
CLOSER THAN 5' FROM WET UTILITIES.  THE BASE OF EVERGREEN TREES SHALL BE PLANTED NO CLOSER THAN 10'
FROM ALL WET UTILITIES UNLESS OTHERWISE DIRECTED BY THE CITY.

4. GRASS AREAS DESIGNATED AS IRRIGATED TURF SHALL BE SEEDED OR SODDED WITH A DROUGHT TOLERANT
GRASS MIXTURE.

5. THE SIZE OF DECIDUOUS TREES SHALL BE A MINIMUM OF 2 1/2" CALIPER AND THE SIZE OF EVERGREEN TREES
SHALL BE A MINIMUM OF 6'-8' IN HEIGHT.

6. THE SIZE OF DECIDUOUS AND EVERGREEN SHRUBS SHALL BE A MINIMUM OF  5 GALLONS.
7. WHENEVER POSSIBLE, MECHANICAL DEVICES SHALL BE SCREENED WITH LANDSCAPE MATERIAL.
8. SITE MONUMENTATION AND AMENITIES THROUGHOUT THE DEVELOPMENT WILL BE CONSTRUCTED IN CONCERT

WITH ASSOCIATED PHASED IMPROVEMENTS
9. RIGHT OF WAY, PRIVATE PARKING AND THEIR ASSOCIATED IMPROVEMENTS WILL BE PRIVATELY MAINTAINED BY

THE OWNERS ASSOCIATION WHICH SHALL INCLUDE INCLUDE LANDSCAPE MAINTENANCE AND SNOW REMOVAL.
OTHER PUBLIC OR PRIVATE IMPROVEMENTS, INCLUDING CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS TO THE ROW  AND THEIR
ASSOCIATED MAINTENANCE SHALL BE FURTHER DEFINED IN THE SUBDIVISION AGREEMENT. 

10. ALL LANDSCAPE IMPROVEMENTS SHALL BE DESIGNED AND INSTALLED WITH THE INTENT TO PRESERVE THE
PEDESTRIAN EXPERIENCE WHILE ENSURING PUBLIC SAFETY AND MAINTAINING A HIGH AESTHETIC QUALITY WITHIN
THE SITE.

11. PLANT DIVERSITY SHOULD BE CONSIDERED WHEN SELECTING STREET TREES.  THE MAXIMUM PERCENTAGE OF
ANY ONE TREE SPECIES ON SITE SHOULD NOT EXCEED 33%.

12. EACH STREET TREE SHALL BE IRRIGATED VIA DRIP IRRIGATION OR A DRIP RING EMITTER.
13. A LOW WATER PLANT PALETTE IS PROPOSED.  ADDITIONAL PLANTS MAY BE PROPOSED IN SUBSEQUENT

PROCESSES.
14. THE USE OF ROOT BARRIERS IS REQUIRED FOR CANOPY TREES PLANTED IN PARKWAYS THAT ARE LESS THAN 10' IN

WIDTH.
15. THE QUANTITY AND LOCATION OF LANDSCAPE AND HARDSCAPE ELEMENTS DEPICTED MAY BE ALTERED WITHIN

THE CONSTRUCTION DOCUMENTS.
16. THE LANDSCAPE PLAN DEPICTED HEREIN SHALL BE USED AS THE GUIDING DOCUMENT FOR THE LANDSCAPE

CONSTRUCTION DRAWINGS, BUT MAY BE ALTERED TO ACCOMMODATE UTILITIES, WALLS, GRADING, ADA
ACCESSIBILITY AND OTHER HORIZONTAL AND VERTICAL REFINEMENTS.1 LANDSCAPE PLAN

SCALE: 1"=40'

SUGGESTED PLANT PALETTE:

 LANDSCAPE PLAN

7

1"=40'

0 20 40 80

BOTANICAL NAME
DECIDUOUS TREES
ACER MIYABEI `STATE STREET`
CELTIS OCCIDENTALIS
GINKGO BILOBA `SARATOGA`
GLEDITSIA TRIACANTHOS `IMPERIAL`
TILIA CORDATA `GREENSPIRE`
ULMUS X `FRONTIER`

EVERGREEN TREES
PINUS HELDREICHII
PINUS NIGRA

ORNAMENTAL TREE
ACER GINNALA `FLAME`
AMELANCHIER CANADENSIS `AUTUMN BRILLIANCE`
PYRUS CALLERYANA `CHANTICLEER`

DECIDUOUS SHRUBS
AMELANCHIER ALNIFOLIA `REGENT`
BERBERIS THUNBERGII `HELMOND PILLAR`
CARYOPTERIS X CLANDONENSIS `DARK KNIGHT`
CORNUS SERICEA `ISANTI`
CORNUS SERICEA `KELSEYI`
EUONYMUS ALATUS `COMPACTUS`
HYDRANGEA ARBORESCENS `ANNABELLE`
PHYSOCARPUS OPULIFOLIUS `DART`S GOLD`
RHUS TRILOBATA `GRO LOW`
ROSA X `PINK KNOCKOUT`
SPIRAEA JAPONICA `ANTHONY WATERER`
VIBURNUM LENTAGO

EVERGREEN SHRUBS
EUONYMUS FORTUNEI `COLORATA`
JUNIPERUS CHINENSIS `HOLBERT`
JUNIPERUS HORIZONTALIS `BLUE CHIP`
JUNIPERUS HORIZONTALIS `HUGHES`
JUNIPERUS SABINA `ARCADIA`
JUNIPERUS SCOPULORUM `COLOGREEN`
JUNIPERUS SCOPULORUM `MOONGLOW`
JUNIPERUS X MEDIA `SEA GREEN`
TAXUS X MEDIA `TAUNTONI`

GRASSES
CALAMAGROSTIS BRACHYTRICHA
CALAMAGROSTIS X ACUTIFLORA `KARL FOERSTER`
HELICTOTRICHON SEMPERVIRENS
MISCANTHUS SINENSIS `MORNING LIGHT`
MISCANTHUS SINENSIS `YAKU JIMA`
PENNISETUM ALOPECUROIDES `HAMELN`
PENNISETUM ALOPECUROIDES `RED HEAD`

ANNUALS/PERENNIALS
ACHILLEA X 'MOONSHINE'
COREOPSIS VERTICILLATA 'MOONBEAM'
ECHINACEA PURPUREA `MAGNUS`
HEMEROCALLIS X 'STELLA DE ORO'
RUDBECKIA FULGIDA 'GOLDSTURM'

COMMON NAME

STATE STREET MAPLE
WESTERN HACKBERRY
MAIDENHAIR TREE
IMPERIAL HONEYLOCUST
GREENSPIRE LITTLELEAF LINDEN
FRONTIER ELM

BOSNIAN PINE
AUSTRIAN BLACK PINE

FLAME AMUR MAPLE
AUTUMN BRILLIANCE SERVICEBERRY
CHANTICLEER PEAR

SASKATOON SERVICEBERRY
COLUMNAR BARBERRY
BLUE MIST SPIREA
ISANTI REDOSIER DOGWOOD
KELSEYI DOGWOOD
COMPACT BURNING BUSH
ANNABELLE SMOOTH HYDRANGEA
YELLOW NINEBARK
SKUNKBUSH SUMAC
ROSE
SPIREA
NANNYBERRY

PURPLE-LEAF WINTER CREEPER
HOLBERT JUNIPER
BLUE CHIP JUNIPER
HUGHES JUNIPER
ARCADIA JUNIPER
COLOGREEN JUNIPER
MOONGLOW JUNIPER
SEA GREEN JUNIPER
TAUTON YEW

REED GRASS
FEATHER REED GRASS
BLUE OAT GRASS
EULALIA GRASS
DWARF MAIDEN GRASS
HAMELN DWARF FOUNTAIN GRASS
RED HEAD FOUNTAIN GRASS

MOONSHINE YARROW
THREADLEAF COREOPSIS
MAGNUS PURPLE CONEFLOWER
STELLA DE ORO DAYLILY
GOLDSTURM BLACK-EYED SUSAN

LANDSCAPE REQUIREMENTS
STREET TREES REQUIREMENT

CANNON STREET

GRIFFITH STREET 1 TREE / 20 L.F.

1 TREE / 20 L.F.

LF

116

512

6

26

PARKING LOT REQUIREMENT

INTERIOR

INTERIOR S.F.

30,924 1,546 SF 2,907 SF5% OF THE TOTAL INTERIOR AREA
LANDSCAPED

TREES 1,546 6 71 TREE/300 SF OF INTERNAL
LANDSCAPED AREA

5 WITHIN ROW
1 ON SITE

10 WITHIN ROW
16 ON SITE

REQUIRED

38

PROVIDED

46

SITE TOTAL*

TREES

*SITE TOTAL INCLUDES TREES LOCATED WITHIN THE ROW, PARKING  LOT ISLANDS AS WELL AS THE PROPOSED
GREEN SPACES, WHICH MEETS AND EXCEEDS THE TREE AND SHRUB REQUIREMENTS FOR THE SITE PER THE CITY
OF LOUISVILLE'S MUDDSG.

NA 668SHRUBS
NA 423PERENNIALS/ GRASSES

REQUIRED PROVIDED

REQUIRED PROVIDED

(INTERIM COND.)
PROVIDED

(FINAL COND.)
44

616
423

2 LANDSCAPE PLAN AREA-FINAL CONDITION
SCALE: 1"=40'

EXHIBIT 2 - SHEET 7  











1/8” = 1’-0”

1/8” = 1’-0”

SOUTH ELEVATION

WEST ELEVATION

MATERIAL PALETTE

BR1. BRICK, RUNNING BOND, COLOR: MEDIUM BROWN

SS1. STANDING SEAM METAL PANEL SIDING,  COLOR: CHARCOAL

ST1. STOREFRONT SYSTEM, COLOR: CHARCOAL

BR2. BRICK, RUNNING BOND, COLOR: DARK BROWN

SS2. STANDING SEAM METAL PANEL SIDING,  COLOR: LIGHT GREY

LS2. CEMENT LAP SIDING OR STUCCO: COLOR ORANGE

W01. ALUMINUM CLAD WINDOW FRAME, COLOR: CHARCOAL

LS1. CEMENT LAP SIDING OR STUCCO COLOR: LIGHT GREY/TBD

TP1. PAINTED ACCENT TRIM, COLOR: DARK GREY

MS1. VERTICAL OR HORIZONTAL CORRUGATED METAL SIDING, 

COLOR: MEDIUM GREY

MS3. PAINTED FAUX METAL EXPOSED BEAM, COLOR: BLACK

WS1. HORIZONTAL TONGUE AND GROOVE WOOD RAINSCREEN

 8” ROUGH SAWN CEDAR STAINED & SEALED

GR1. POWDERCOATED METAL GUARDRAIL, COLOR: BLACK

KEY PLAN

ELEVATIONS - 5 BAY COMMERCIAL/LIVE WORK

12
MT1. METAL CANOPY 

NOTES

ALL BUILDING MATERIALS AND COLORS ARE FROM THE BUILDING MATERIAL      

PALETTE ARE ELIGIBLE FOR USE IN THE CONSTRUCTION DOCUMENTATION 

PROCESS.

THE ARCHITECT WILL VARY THE COLORS ON THE EXTERIOR BALCONIES OF 

THE RESIDENTIAL BUILDINGS PROPOSING TO USE COMPLEMENTARY COLORS 

SELECTED OUT OF THE MATERIAL PALETTE FOR EACH BUILDING. THE ACTUAL 

COLOR ASSIGNMENT WILL BE FINALIZED IN SUBSEQUENT BUILDING CON-

STRUCTION DOCUMENTS.

LIVE/WORK 3 BAY

LIVE/WORK 5 BAY

APARTMENT 

BUILDING

2
1

BR2

LS1

SS1

MS1 

SS1 SS2 LS1 BR2 BR2 SS2 LS1 SS1MS1 MS1

MT1

MT1



1/8” = 1’-0”

1/8” = 1’-0”

NORTH ELEVATION

EAST ELEVATION

MATERIAL PALETTE

BR1. BRICK, RUNNING BOND, COLOR: MEDIUM BROWN

SS1. STANDING SEAM METAL PANEL SIDING,  COLOR: CHARCOAL

ST1. STOREFRONT SYSTEM, COLOR: CHARCOAL

BR2. BRICK, RUNNING BOND, COLOR: DARK BROWN

SS2. STANDING SEAM METAL PANEL SIDING,  COLOR: LIGHT GREY

LS2. CEMENT LAP SIDING OR STUCCO: COLOR ORANGE

W01. ALUMINUM CLAD WINDOW FRAME, COLOR: CHARCOAL

LS1. CEMENT LAP SIDING OR STUCCO COLOR: LIGHT GREY/TBD

TP1. PAINTED ACCENT TRIM, COLOR: DARK GREY

MS1. VERTICAL OR HORIZONTAL CORRUGATED METAL SIDING, 

COLOR: MEDIUM GREY

MS3. PAINTED FAUX METAL EXPOSED BEAM, COLOR: BLACK

WS1. HORIZONTAL TONGUE AND GROOVE WOOD RAINSCREEN

 8” ROUGH SAWN CEDAR STAINED & SEALED

GR1. POWDERCOATED METAL GUARDRAIL, COLOR: BLACK

KEY PLAN

ELEVATIONS - 5 BAY COMMERCIAL/LIVE WORK

13
MT1. METAL CANOPY 

NOTES

ALL BUILDING MATERIALS AND COLORS ARE FROM THE BUILDING MATERIAL      

PALETTE ARE ELIGIBLE FOR USE IN THE CONSTRUCTION DOCUMENTATION 

PROCESS.

THE ARCHITECT WILL VARY THE COLORS ON THE EXTERIOR BALCONIES OF 

THE RESIDENTIAL BUILDINGS PROPOSING TO USE COMPLEMENTARY COLORS 

SELECTED OUT OF THE MATERIAL PALETTE FOR EACH BUILDING. THE ACTUAL 

COLOR ASSIGNMENT WILL BE FINALIZED IN SUBSEQUENT BUILDING CON-

STRUCTION DOCUMENTS.

LIVE/WORK 3 BAY

LIVE/WORK 5 BAY

APARTMENT 

BUILDING

2
1

BR2

MT1

SS1

LS1

SS1 SS2 LS1BR1 BR2 MT1 LS1 SS1MS1 MS1MT1 SS2



1/8” = 1’-0”

1/8” = 1’-0”

EAST ELEVATION

NORTH ELEVATION

MATERIAL PALETTE

BR1. BRICK, RUNNING BOND, COLOR: MEDIUM BROWN

SS1. STANDING SEAM METAL PANEL SIDING,  COLOR: CHARCOAL

ST1. STOREFRONT SYSTEM, COLOR: CHARCOAL

BR2. BRICK, RUNNING BOND, COLOR: DARK BROWN

SS2. STANDING SEAM METAL PANEL SIDING,  COLOR: LIGHT GREY

LS2. CEMENT LAP SIDING OR STUCCO: COLOR ORANGE

W01. ALUMINUM CLAD WINDOW FRAME, COLOR: CHARCOAL

LS1. CEMENT LAP SIDING OR STUCCO COLOR: LIGHT GREY/TBD

TP1. PAINTED ACCENT TRIM, COLOR: DARK GREY

MS1. VERTICAL OR HORIZONTAL CORRUGATED METAL SIDING, 

COLOR: MEDIUM GREY

MS3. PAINTED FAUX METAL EXPOSED BEAM, COLOR: BLACK

WS1. HORIZONTAL TONGUE AND GROOVE WOOD RAINSCREEN

 8” ROUGH SAWN CEDAR STAINED & SEALED

GR1. POWDERCOATED METAL GUARDRAIL, COLOR: BLACK

KEY PLAN

ELEVATIONS - 3 BAY COMMERCIAL/LIVE WORK

14
MT1. METAL CANOPY 

NOTES

ALL BUILDING MATERIALS AND COLORS ARE FROM THE BUILDING MATERIAL      

PALETTE ARE ELIGIBLE FOR USE IN THE CONSTRUCTION DOCUMENTATION 

PROCESS.

THE ARCHITECT WILL VARY THE COLORS ON THE EXTERIOR BALCONIES OF 

THE RESIDENTIAL BUILDINGS PROPOSING TO USE COMPLEMENTARY COLORS 

SELECTED OUT OF THE MATERIAL PALETTE FOR EACH BUILDING. THE ACTUAL 

COLOR ASSIGNMENT WILL BE FINALIZED IN SUBSEQUENT BUILDING CON-

STRUCTION DOCUMENTS.

LIVE/WORK 3 BAY

LIVE/WORK 5 BAY

APARTMENT 

BUILDING

1/8” = 1’-0”EAST ELEVATION

2
1

BR2

SS1

LS1

SS1 SS2 LS1LS1 BR2MT1 SS1

MT1

BR1 MT1MS1 SS2



1/8” = 1’-0”

1/8” = 1’-0”

WEST ELEVATION

SOUTH ELEVATION

MATERIAL PALETTE

BR1. BRICK, RUNNING BOND, COLOR: MEDIUM BROWN

SS1. STANDING SEAM METAL PANEL SIDING,  COLOR: CHARCOAL

ST1. STOREFRONT SYSTEM, COLOR: CHARCOAL

BR2. BRICK, RUNNING BOND, COLOR: DARK BROWN

SS2. STANDING SEAM METAL PANEL SIDING,  COLOR: LIGHT GREY

LS2. CEMENT LAP SIDING OR STUCCO: COLOR ORANGE

W01. ALUMINUM CLAD WINDOW FRAME, COLOR: CHARCOAL

LS1. CEMENT LAP SIDING OR STUCCO COLOR: LIGHT GREY/TBD

TP1. PAINTED ACCENT TRIM, COLOR: DARK GREY

MS1. VERTICAL OR HORIZONTAL CORRUGATED METAL SIDING, 

COLOR: MEDIUM GREY

MS3. PAINTED FAUX METAL EXPOSED BEAM, COLOR: BLACK

WS1. HORIZONTAL TONGUE AND GROOVE WOOD RAINSCREEN

 8” ROUGH SAWN CEDAR STAINED & SEALED

GR1. POWDERCOATED METAL GUARDRAIL, COLOR: BLACK

KEY PLAN

ELEVATIONS - 3 BAY COMMERCIAL/LIVE WORK

15
MT1. METAL CANOPY 

NOTES

ALL BUILDING MATERIALS AND COLORS ARE FROM THE BUILDING MATERIAL      

PALETTE ARE ELIGIBLE FOR USE IN THE CONSTRUCTION DOCUMENTATION 

PROCESS.

THE ARCHITECT WILL VARY THE COLORS ON THE EXTERIOR BALCONIES OF 

THE RESIDENTIAL BUILDINGS PROPOSING TO USE COMPLEMENTARY COLORS 

SELECTED OUT OF THE MATERIAL PALETTE FOR EACH BUILDING. THE ACTUAL 

COLOR ASSIGNMENT WILL BE FINALIZED IN SUBSEQUENT BUILDING CON-

STRUCTION DOCUMENTS.

LIVE/WORK 3 BAY

LIVE/WORK 5 BAY

APARTMENT 

BUILDING

2
1

BR2

SS1

LS1

SS1 SS2 LS1BR2 SS1BR1 MS1 SS2

MS1 MT1



1/8” = 1’-0”

1/8” = 1’-0”

SOUTH ELEVATION

WEST ELEVATION

MATERIAL PALETTE

BR1. BRICK, RUNNING BOND, COLOR: MEDIUM BROWN

MS1. CORTEN METAL PANEL

ST1. STOREFRONT SYSTEM, COLOR: CHARCOAL

BR2. BRICK, RUNNING BOND, COLOR: DARK BROWN

LS2. CEMENT LAP SIDING OR STUCCO: TBD

W01. ALUMINUM CLAD WINDOW FRAME, COLOR: CHARCOAL

LS1. CEMENT LAP SIDING OR STUCCO COLOR: WHITE

TP1. PAINTED ACCENT TRIM, COLOR: DARK GREY

MS2. VERTICAL OR HORIZONTAL CORRUGATED METAL SIDING, 

COLOR: MEDIUM GREY

MS3. PAINTED FAUX METAL EXPOSED BEAM, COLOR: BLACK

WS1. HORIZONTAL WOOD RAINSCREEN 8” ROUGH SAWN CHARRED 

WOOD

GR1. POWDERCOATED METAL GUARDRAIL, COLOR: BLACK

KEY PLAN

ELEVATIONS - RESIDENTIAL MULTI UNIT DWELLINGS

16
MT1. METAL CANOPY 

NOTES

ALL BUILDING MATERIALS AND COLORS ARE FROM THE BUILDING MATERIAL      

PALETTE ARE ELIGIBLE FOR USE IN THE CONSTRUCTION DOCUMENTATION 

PROCESS.

THE ARCHITECT WILL VARY THE COLORS ON THE EXTERIOR BALCONIES OF 

THE RESIDENTIAL BUILDINGS PROPOSING TO USE COMPLEMENTARY COLORS 

SELECTED OUT OF THE MATERIAL PALETTE FOR EACH BUILDING. THE ACTUAL 

COLOR ASSIGNMENT WILL BE FINALIZED IN SUBSEQUENT BUILDING CON-

STRUCTION DOCUMENTS.

LIVE/WORK 3 BAY

LIVE/WORK 5 BAY

APARTMENT 

BUILDING

MT2. METAL MECHANICAL SCREENING

2
1

MS1

MT1

WS1 LS1 BR2

WS1

LS1 BR1

MS1 MT1 MS2 MS1 LS1 MS1WS1 LS1 MT1MS2

MT2

MT2 BR1

MS2



1/8” = 1’-0”

1/8” = 1’-0”

NORTH ELEVATION

EAST ELEVATION

KEY PLAN

17

ELEVATIONS - RESIDENTIAL MULTI UNIT DWELLINGS

NOTES

ALL BUILDING MATERIALS AND COLORS ARE FROM THE BUILDING MATERIAL      

PALETTE ARE ELIGIBLE FOR USE IN THE CONSTRUCTION DOCUMENTATION 

PROCESS.

THE ARCHITECT WILL VARY THE COLORS ON THE EXTERIOR BALCONIES OF 

THE RESIDENTIAL BUILDINGS PROPOSING TO USE COMPLEMENTARY COLORS 

SELECTED OUT OF THE MATERIAL PALETTE FOR EACH BUILDING. THE ACTUAL 

COLOR ASSIGNMENT WILL BE FINALIZED IN SUBSEQUENT BUILDING CON-

STRUCTION DOCUMENTS.

LIVE/WORK 3 BAY

LIVE/WORK 5 BAY

APARTMENT 

BUILDING

MT2. METAL MECHANICAL SCREENING

2
1

WS1LS1 BR1 LS1MT1MS2

MT2

MS1 LS1WS1 MS2 MT1BR2 MS1 LS1WS1 MS1 MT2 WS1 LS1 BR1

MATERIAL PALETTE

BR1. BRICK, RUNNING BOND, COLOR: MEDIUM BROWN

MS1. CORTEN METAL PANEL

ST1. STOREFRONT SYSTEM, COLOR: CHARCOAL

BR2. BRICK, RUNNING BOND, COLOR: DARK BROWN

LS2. CEMENT LAP SIDING OR STUCCO: TBD

W01. ALUMINUM CLAD WINDOW FRAME, COLOR: CHARCOAL

LS1. CEMENT LAP SIDING OR STUCCO COLOR: WHITE

TP1. PAINTED ACCENT TRIM, COLOR: DARK GREY

MS2. VERTICAL OR HORIZONTAL CORRUGATED METAL SIDING, 

COLOR: MEDIUM GREY

MS3. PAINTED FAUX METAL EXPOSED BEAM, COLOR: BLACK

WS1. HORIZONTAL WOOD RAINSCREEN 8” ROUGH SAWN CHARRED 

WOOD

GR1. POWDERCOATED METAL GUARDRAIL, COLOR: BLACK

MT1. METAL CANOPY 
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INTERIM & FINAL SITE PLAN CONDITIONS

18

1"=20'

0 10 20 40

1  INTERIM SITE PLAN CONDITION

1. THE INTERIM SITE PLAN CONDITION AND FINAL SITE PLAN
CONDITION SHALL BE CONSTRUCTED TO MEET THE CITY OF
LOUISVILLE STANDARDS

2. EASEMENTS AND ROW, LAND VACATIONS AND DEDICATIONS
SHALL FOLLOW THE FINAL CONDITION DEPICTED WITHIN THE
FINAL PLAT.

3. IN BOTH THE INTERIM SITE PLAN CONDITION AND FINAL SITE
PLAN CONDITION, ACCESS IS GRANTED HEREIN OVER AND
ACROSS ALL PAVED AREAS FOR EMERGENCY, PUBLIC AND
PRIVATE VEHICULAR  ACCESS. PUBLIC ACCESS IS GRANTED
HEREIN OVER AND ACROSS ALL SIDEWALKS ALONG CANNON
STREET AND GRIFFITH STREET

4. EXCLUSIVE CITY EASEMENTS ARE RESERVED FOR CITY OF
LOUISVILLE UTILITY SERVICES

GENERAL NOTES

2 FINAL SITE PLAN CONDITION
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CONCEPTUAL BUFFER FENCE

SCREENING & FENCING
SCREENING AND BUFFERING AREAS BETWEEN SERVICE AREAS AND PLAZAS,
STREETSCAPES, PEDESTRIAN CORRIDORS AND PARKS, WILL AID TO THE AESTHETICS
OF THE COMMUNITY.

DESIGN NOTES & STANDARDS
THE SCREENING OF SERVICE AREAS AND TRASH ENCLOSURES SHALL COMPLY
WITH THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE DESIGN STANDARDS.
TRASH ENCLOSURES AND SERVICE AREAS SHALL BE LOCATED TO THE REAR OF
OR BETWEEN BUILDINGS WHENEVER FEASIBLE.
TRASH DUMPSTERS SHALL BE LOCATED WITHIN WALLED AND GATED
ENCLOSURES AND PLACED ON A CONCRETE SLAB. SERVICE AREAS VISIBLE FROM
ADJACENT AREAS SHALL BE SCREENED BEHIND WALLS OR DECORATIVE FENCES
IN COMBINATION WITH DENSE LANDSCAPING.
FENCING ALONG THE PROPERTY BOUNDARY SHALL BE INSTALLED TO AID IN THE
SEPARATION AND PROTECTION OF ADJACENT USES.  FENCING TO BE LOCATED AS
ILLUSTRATED WITHIN THIS FINAL PUD.
DETAILED LOCATIONS FOR FENCES AND ENCLOSURES WILL BE FINALIZED WITHIN
THE CONSTRUCTION DOCUMENTS

3'-
6"

15'

LIGHTING DESCRIPTION
LIGHTING IS COMPRISED OF THE FOLLOWING CATEGORIES: PARKING LOT LIGHTING, STREET
LIGHTING, BUILDING LIGHTING, PLAZA/PEDESTRIAN LIGHTING AND LANDSCAPE LIGHTING.
LIGHTING SHALL CONSIST OF QUALITY FIXTURES THAT ARE BOTH APPEALING AND PROVIDE
SAFETY FOR BOTH PEDESTRIANS AND AUTOMOBILES. LIGHTING SHALL COMPLIMENT THE
BUILDING ARCHITECTURE, SIGNAGE, PARKING, LANDSCAPING AND PLAZA DESIGNS. FIXTURES
ARE TO BE USED THAT REDUCE GLARE AND MINIMIZE IMPACT TO SURROUNDING PROPERTIES.

DESIGN NOTES & STANDARDS
PARKING LOT LIGHTING IS TO BE OF A ZERO CUTOFF TYPE AND BE NO TALLER THAN 25
FEET IN HEIGHT. THE FIXTURES ARE TO BE IN THE STYLE, TYPE AND COLOR THAT
COMPLIMENT THE ARCHITECTURE AND CHARACTER OF THE PROJECT.
STREET LIGHTING IS TO BE ZERO OR PARTIAL CUTOFF TYPE AND BE NO TALLER THAN 15
FEET IN HEIGHT.
BUILDING MOUNTED LIGHTING IS ENCOURAGED TO ENHANCE THE ADJACENT SIDEWALKS
AS WELL AS THE ARCHITECTURE ITSELF. LIGHTING MAY BE USED TO ENHANCE IMPORTANT
ARCHITECTURAL FEATURES OF THE BUILDING IT SERVES.
LANDSCAPE LIGHTING IS TO ENHANCE THE LANDSCAPE FEATURE IT SERVES, AS WELL AS
TO FURTHER ENHANCE THE SAFETY OF THE PEDESTRIAN AREA.

6'

6'

SITE FURNISHINGS AND DETAILS
- KIT OF PARTS PROJECT DESCRIPTION
THE SITE FURNITURE IN DELO LOFTS SHALL BE CONSISTENT WITH THAT OF THE
SITE FURNITURE IN DOWNTOWN LOUISVILLE.

THE DEVELOPMENT OF THIS PROMINENT SITE WILL SERVE TO STRENGTHEN AND
UNIFY THE SURROUNDING AREA. LIGHTING, STREET FURNISHINGS, PLANTERS,
TREE GRATES, ETC. WILL ENHANCE AND UNIFY THE OVERALL PROJECT,
CONTRIBUTING TO THE SENSE OF PLACE AND OVERALL CHARACTER.   THE INTENT
IS TO BENEFIT ALL USERS WITH A THEMATIC, WELL LIT, SAFE AND PLEASANT
ENVIRONMENT.  A KIT-OF-PARTS HAS BEEN DEVELOPED AS A STARTING POINT
FOR THE DESIGN OF THE STREET FURNISHINGS WITHIN THE THE STREETSCAPE
AND PUBLIC AREAS AND WILL HELP TO GUIDE THE SITE PLANNING PROCESS
WHICH FOLLOWS THIS DOCUMENT. THE FURNISHINGS BEING SHOWN ARE
INTENDED TO PORTRAY THE CHARACTER AND  QUALITY FOR DELO LOFTS.

2 SCALE: NTS PERSPECTIVE SKETCH

LIGHTS - POLE W/ BANNER & BOLLARD
SCALE: NTS4 PERSPECTIVE SKETCH

SITE FURNISHINGS
SCALE: NTS3 PERSPECTIVE SKETCH

BICYCLE RACKS

BENCH

TYPICAL SITE DETAILS

19

VARIES

1 SITE DETAILS PLAN
SCALE: 1"=100'

(DEPICTION IS FOR PURPOSES OF INTENT ONLY.  PROPOSED BIKE RACKS SHALL MATCH THE
DOWN TOWN CITY OF LOUISVILLE'S EXISTING BIKE RACKS)

6'

5' O.C
(TYP) 1X6 WOOD RAIL 6X6 WOOD POST

6'

+/- 11'
(VARIES)

6" CAP TO
COMPLIMENT
ARCHITECTURE

SIDEWALL TO
MATCH
ARCHITECTURE

PAINTED METAL
OR WOOD GATE

TRASH ENCLOSURE5
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ROOT BARRIER
ROOT BARRIER BY DEEPROOT
MODEL: UB 18-2 (UNIVERSAL) OR APPROVED EQUAL.
INSTALL PER MANUFACTURER'S SPECIFICATIONS.

2 SCALE: NTS

TYPICAL SITE DETAILS

20

VARIES

TIONS.
( )

MANUFACTURER'S SPECIFICATINSTALL PER M

CARPORT TYPICAL
1

 THE CARPORTS ARE TO COMPLIMENT
THE ARCHITECTURE
(LIMITED TO TWO EXTERIOR FINISHES)

STORAGE
(+/- 5')

COVERED PARKING
(18'-0")

FRONT ELEVATION SIDE ELEVATION

PARKING SPACE
(8'-6")

PARKING SPACE
(8'-6")

PARKING SPACE
(8'-6")

11
'-0

"

11
'-0

"
7'-

2"
3'-

10
"

STORAGE ACCESS

NOTE:
ENTRY MONUMENTS, PROJECT IDENTITY AND SITE DETAILS INCLUDING FENCING, CARPORT AND ARBORS ARE
CONCEPTUAL IN NATURE.  FINAL DESIGN DETAILS TO BE PROVIDED DURING CONSTRUCTION DOCUMENTS.

 THE CARPORTS ARE TO COMPLIMENT
THE ARCHITECTURE
(LIMITED TO TWO EXTERIOR FINISHES)

LIGHTING TO BE PROVIDED BEHIND
SELECT LOCATIONS OF COVERED
PARKING STALLS TO ENSURE PUBLIC
SAFETY.

TENANT
TENANT
TENANT
TENANT
TENANT

2'-
6"

1'
(T

YP
)

6"
(T

YP
)

4'-10" 1'-7"
6'-6"

1'-9"

1'X4' TENANT METAL
SIGN PANEL WITH 9"
LETTERS, INTERNALLY
ILLUMINATED OR
BACKLIT (TYP)

de lo

4'

CONCRETE PILLAR

FINISH GRADE

TENANT SIGN3 NOT TO SCALE

TRELLIS4 SCALE: 1/4"=1'-0"

FRONT

SIDETOP
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CHARACTER SKETCHES
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Central Green Space Perspective

North Park Plaza Perspective

North Park Plaza Perspective

Condominium Streetscape Perspective Live/Work Space Perspective

Central Green Space Perspective

Central Green Space Perspective
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    Memorandum│ Department of Public Works 

 
 
TO:  Scott Robinson, Planner III 
  Lauren Trice, Planner II 
 
FROM: Craig Duffin, City Engineer 
 
DATE:  October 4, 2016 
 
SUBJECT:   Delo Lofts Third Submittal  
 
 
Public Works staff received the request to review the third submittal of the Plat and PUD for 
Delo Lofts on September 19, 2016.  Below are previous comments in black from 2nd Submittal 
memorandum dated 8/30/16.  Third Submittal comments are in blue. 
 
Sheet 1 of 20 
 
Item 3 - The 30% Design SH42 Improvement Plan information shall be added to the PUD 

because this impacts the portion of the development adjacent SH42.  Staff requests the 
properties adjacent SH42 bear the expense of new curbing, street lighting, extension of 
walk consistent with the SH 42 plan as well as utility undergrounding.  Considering the 
entire Delo Lofts project, will all property owners participate in the costs mentioned in 
this item?  Will funds be escrowed for the future work?  Information shall be provided 
in the Subdivision Agreement. The offsite improvements mentioned will impact the 
development of property adjacent SH42, Block 1, Lot 10 and Outlot 1.  Staff comment 
was provided upon review of the second submittal of the PUD.  Comment is consistent 
with previous referral comments made for the Foundry, Kestrel and Delo Plaza.  If the 
improvements mentioned are “Offsite” from Delo Lofts (but lots are included on Plat), 
then the owners of Block 1 Lot 10 and Outlot 1 will need to address this comment upon 
development. 

 
Sheet 5 of 20 
 
Item 1 - Applicant shall discuss pedestrian movements between Delo Lofts and Delo 2 along the 

eastside of Cannon St.  Currently the walk along east side of the street ends at Delo 2.  
There is no public walk connection behind the Deborski parcel.  Please show the public 
walk adjacent the Deborski property on Sheet 5 as well. 

 
Sheet 8 of 20 
 
Item 1 - Turning Movement – Leaving Site Plan, noted exiting truck ladder/bumper overhang 

crosses into the southbound parking lane.  Hence, vehicles in southbound parking area 
are in conflict with truck turning movements.  Applicant to provide discussion.  Still 
note the bumper/overhang still crosses into the Cannon St. southbound parking lane. 
Chris Mestes to approve the turning movement plans. 
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Re:  Delo Lofts, Third Submittal 
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Sheet 9 of 20 
 
Item 5 - If Cannon Street is closed to traffic the development does not have another access to a 

public street.  Is there a plan for SH42 access in future? Will Outlot 1 be used by this 
development for access to SH42?  If so, CDOT must approve the change in use of the 
access to the highway.  Response understood.  Upon development of parcels adjacent 
SH42, City will confirm with CDOT that the requirements of access control plan are 
met. 

 
Sheet 10 of 20 
 
Item 3 - Provide 10’ clearance between water and sewer services in right of way. Revise plan. 

There are a couple utility services that appear in conflict with clearance requirements.  
Will address during Civil Plan review process. 

Item 4 - Abandon two (2) existing water services(s) at City main.  If needed, reconnect the 
services to new main or existing water main on SH42. Label existing water service line 
within north drive.  The service needs abandonment.  Revise plan as requested. 

Item 5 - Water main within Tract B with fire hydrant and fire line connection is non-
conforming.  Only one fire protection measure (Fire Hydrant or Fire Service) can be 
connected to a dead end line.  Consider eliminating the water main within Tract B and 
connecting services and fire line to Cannon Street water main.  This will reduce the 
width of the C.U.E. 

 
PLAT  
 
Sheet 2 of 2 
 
Item 1 - Add pedestrian access and walk easements along Cannon St.  for walks on private 

property.  HOA to maintain, repair, replace private walks.  The private walks shall be 
maintained by the adjacent property owner or HOA similar to walk within right of way.  
Add note to PUD.  Add pedestrian access easement for walk on private property. 

 
1. There appears to be an unmarked tract west of Lot 1.  If so, please label and add to parcel 

summary table. 
2. South property line dimensions - the dimensions provided for the south property line and 

north line of Outlot 1 do not scale (-2’).  Check dimensions and revise as needed. 
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New comments: 
 
PUD 
 
Sheet 2 of 21 
 

1. Master Plan – Delo Lofts, Please add call out for “Tract D”. 
 
Sheet 4 of 21 
 

1. Commercial/Live Work Area Notes, 11, add language, “Snow removal from walk in right 
of way and in public access easement on private property shall be consistent with the 
requirements of the City Code”. 

 
Sheet 5 of 21 
 

1. Revise Note 8 per comment above. 
 

Sheet 9 of 21 
 

Private Maintenance Detail 
 

1. For bordered area add Note – Improvements this area maintained, repaired and replaced 
by HOA. 

2. Increase the bordered area by inclusion of the parkway between back of curb and walk. 
 

Maintenance Conditions Detail 
 

1. Increase the bordered areas to include the remaining area within the right of way 
(Griffith- back of public walk to right of way and Cannon - back of curb to walk within 
public access easement). 

2. Limits of private maintenance of walk shall terminate at concrete joint line located at 
back of handicap ramps and at transverse walk joint as directed by City. 
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ITEM: Case #16-014-FS, Centennial Pavilions Replat, 133-165 S. 
McCaslin Boulevard 

 

PLANNER: Lauren Trice, AICP, Planner II 
 

APPLICANT:  Sean Sjodin 
NexGen Properties, LLC 
One Denver Tech Center 
5251 DTC Parkway, Suite 800 
Greenwood Village, CO 80111 

 

OWNER:  Centennial Pavilion Holdings, LLC 
Waldorado Partners, LLC 
Centennial Pavilion Lofts Condominium Association 

 

EXISTING ZONING:  Commercial Community (CC) 
 

LOCATION: 133-165 S. McCaslin Boulevard; Lot 1, Centennial Pavilions 
Filing No. 1 

 

TOTAL SITE AREA: 9.4 acres 
 

REQUEST:  Approval of Resolution No. 30, Series 2016, a resolution 
recommending approval of a replat to subdivide a single 9.4 
acre lot into four separate lots zoned Commercial Community 
(CC),located at 133-165 S. McCaslin Boulevard; Lot 1, 
Centennial Pavilions Filing No. 1. 

VICINITY MAP:  
 
 
 
 

 

 

Planning Commission 
Staff Report 

November 10, 2016 
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PROPOSAL: 
The replat request is to divide the single 9.4-acre lot into four lots.  The proposed lots 
would maintain the orientation and addressing of the existing buildings.   The only 
proposed change to the plat is the addition of the new dividing lot lines.  Parking, cross 
access, drainage and landscaping will be managed through a shared maintenance 
agreement.  
 
BACKGROUND: 
The site is located on the west side of McCaslin Boulevard and on the north side of the 
intersection with W. Century Drive. The property is mostly retail, including Walgreen’s, 
Grease Monkey, Busaba, and Lamar’s Donuts.  The southwest portion of the lot is the 
66-unit Centennial Pavilion Lofts.  

 

 
 
The Centennial Pavilion Condominium map recorded with Boulder County on November 
25, 2002 divided the lot into sixteen units.  Walorado Partners, LLC owns Unit 1 and 
there is currently a Walgreens store on the unit.  Centennial Pavilion Holdings, LLC 
(“NexGen”) owns units 2-15 and there is a commercial center on these units (Lamar’s, 
Busaba, Grease Monkey, etc.).  Centennial Pavilion Lofts Condominium Association, 
Inc. owns unit 16. NexGen is representing all of the owners in this application.   
 

W. Century Drive 

M
c

C
a
s

lin
 B

lv
d

 
 

Walgreen’s 

Grease  

Monkey Busaba 

Lamar’s 

Lofts 
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ANAYLSIS: 
Title 16 of the Louisville Municipal Code regulates the subdivision of property in 
Louisville.  Since this is a replat with no public right-of-way or public easements, staff 
reviewed the application against the criteria established in Sections 16.16.010 (General 
design and construction standards) and 16.16.050 (Lots).  
 
Section 16.16.010  
This section of the code applies seven general design criteria regarding the 
compatibility and functionality of the site.  The proposed minor subdivision is in 
compliance with the 2013 Comprehensive Plan which recommends smaller parcels east 
of Centennial Parkway.  Approval of the proposed additional lot lines would not cause 
any changes to the existing site.   
 
Staff believes that the application meets the standards set forth in Section 16.16.010.  
 
Section 16.16.050  
Lot requirements are as follows: 
 

A. Lots shall meet all applicable zoning requirements. 

The proposed lots and existing structures would comply with the Centennial 

Pavilions Planned Unit Development and the underlying C-C Zone District.  

There are no changes to the existing building height, setbacks, or lot coverage.   

Lot 1 Lot 2 

Lot 3 Lot 4 
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B. Each lot shall have vehicular access to a public street. 

The proposed lots have access to McCaslin Boulevard and W. Century Drive 

through private driveways.  A cross access easement for the driveways will be 

recorded along with the approved replat.  

 

C. The maximum depth of all residential lots shall not exceed 2½ times the width 

thereof. For all other lots, the depth shall not exceed three times the width. 

 

Lot Depth Width Ratio 

1 302.91 296.14 1.02 

2 333.17 283.73 1.17 

3 371.88 338.09 1.09 

4 357.2 264.65 1.35 

 

D. The minimum lot frontage, as measured along the front lot lines shall be 50 feet, 

except for lots abutting a cul-de-sac, in which case such lot frontage may be 

reduced to 35 feet. 

All lots exceed the 50-foot minimum lot frontage.  

Staff believes the application meets each of the seven criteria established in Section 
16.16.050. 
 
Parking 
Based on the required parking analysis for the current uses, the proposed lots 2 and 4 
do not have the required parking whereas lots 1 and 3 have an excess of parking.  
 

Lot Required Parking Existing Parking Need/Excess 

1 54 85 +31 

2 75 59 -16 

3 132 161  

(132 underground) 

+29 

4 65 64 

(2 EV charging stations) 

-1 
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Staff recommends a condition of approval that requires an agreement between the four 
lots to establish shared parking, cross access, and overall maintenance be recorded 
prior to the recordation of the plat. The applicant has agreed to the condition. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends Planning Commission approve of Resolution No. 30, Series 2016, a 
resolution recommending approval of a replat to subdivide a single 9.4 acre lot into four 
separate lots zoned Commercial Community (CC),located at 133-165 S. McCaslin 
Boulevard; Lot 1, Centennial Pavilions Filing No. 1, with the following condition:  

1. Prior to the recordation of the plat, the applicant shall record an agreement 

between the four lots to establish shared parking, cross access, and overall 

maintenance. 

The Planning Commission may recommend approval (with or without conditions) or 
denial of the request, or may continue the request.   
 
ATTACHMENT(S): 

1. Resolution No. 30, Series 2016 

2. Application materials 

3. Final Plat 
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RESOLUTION NO. 30 
 SERIES 2016 

 
A RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING APPROVAL OF A REPLAT TO SUBDIVIDE A 
SINGLE 9.4 ACRE LOT INTO FOUR SEPARATE LOTS ZONED COMMERCIAL 
COMMUNITY (CC),LOCATED AT 133-165 S. MCCASLIN BOULEVARD; LOT 1, 
CENTENNIAL PAVILIONS FILING NO. 1. 
 
 WHEREAS, there has been submitted to the Louisville Planning Commission an 
application for approval of a replat to subdivide a single 9.4 acre lot into four separate 
lots zoned Commercial Community (CC),located at 133-165 S. McCaslin Boulevard; Lot 
1, Centennial Pavilions Filing No. 1. 
 

WHEREAS, the City Staff has reviewed the information submitted and found it to 
comply with Louisville Municipal Code Chapters 16.12.110 and 17.12.050; and 
 
  WHEREAS, after a duly noticed public hearing on November 10, 2016, where 
evidence and testimony were entered into the record, including the findings in the 
Louisville Planning Commission Staff Report dated November 10, 2016, the Planning 
Commission finds the final Plat should be approved without condition: 
 
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Planning Commission of the City of 
Louisville, Colorado does hereby recommend approval of a replat to subdivide a single 
9.4 acre lot into four separate lots zoned Commercial Community (CC),located at 133-
165 S. McCaslin Boulevard; Lot 1, Centennial Pavilions Filing No. 1., with the following 
condition: 
 

1. Prior to the recordation of the plat, the applicant shall record an agreement 
between the four lots to establish shared parking, cross access, and overall 
maintenance. 

PASSED AND ADOPTED this ____ day of November, 2016 
 

By: ______________________________ 
Chris Pritchard, Chairman 
Planning Commission 

 
Attest: _____________________________ 
 Steve Brauneis, Secretary 
 Planning Commission 
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