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Open Space Advisory Board 
Agenda 

Wednesday, December 14th, 2016 
Louisville Public Library 
1st Floor Meeting Room 

951 Spruce Street 
7:00pm 

I. 7:00 pm Call to Order 
II. Roll Call  
III. Approval of Agenda 
IV. Approval of Minutes 
V. Staff Updates 
VI. 7:15 pm Board Updates  

a. The Dog User Group Tiger Team 
b. Farewell to Christopher Smith Proclamation  

VII. 7:25 pm Public Comments on Items Not on the Agenda (more time as  
        needed)  
VIII. 7:30 pm Discussion Item: CSU Proposal for Herbicide Application Plots and 
 Monitoring on Davidson Mesa and Aquarius Open Space Properties: 
 Extending the Duration of Annual and Biennial Weed Control on City of 
 Louisville Open Space Properties with Esplanade Tank Mixes 
        Presented by: Dr. Scott Nissen, CSU Professor in the Department of  
        Bioagricultural Sciences & Pest Management and Extension Specialist;   
        Derek Sebastian, CSU Ph.D. Candidate; and Shannon Clark, CSU Ph.D.  
        Candidate (20 minutes) 
IX. 7:50 pm Discussion Item: Candidate Open Space Property Ranking Scores   
        (10 minutes)    
X. 8:00 pm Discussion Item: Review & Make Final Recommendations on the  
        Design and Text for the Lake Park Open Space Interpretive Sign (20           
        minutes) 
        Presented by: Michelle Wolf, ECOS Communications 
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XI. 8:20 pm Discussion Item: Planning Department’s Wayfinding Project (20 
 minutes)  
        Presented by: Lauren Trice, Planning Department 
XII. 8:40 pm Discussion Item: OSAB Recommendations Regarding Staff 

Comments on the Clementine Subdivision Preliminary PUD and Plat. (20 
minutes)  
Presented by: Allan Gill, Parks & Recreation Project Manager and Rob 
Zuccaro, Planning and Building Safety Director 

XIII.  9:00 pm Discussion Items for Next Meeting on January 11th 
a. 2016 Accomplishment & 2017 Goals 

XIV. Adjourn  
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Open Space Advisory Board Meeting Minutes 
Wednesday, November 9th, 2016, 7:00 pm 

Louisville Public Library: First Floor Meeting Room 
951 Spruce Street 

 
I. Call to Order- Mike, the acting chair, called the meeting to order at 7:03 pm. 
 
II. Roll Call- 
 Board Members Present: Laura Scott Denton, Linda Smith, Missy Davis, Mike 
 Schantz, Christopher Smith 
 Board Members Absent: Helen Moshak, Spencer Guthrie, Graeme Patterson 
 City Council Members Present: none 
 Staff Members Present: Ember Brignull 
 
III. Approval of Agenda- 
 Laura moved to approve the agenda as written.  Linda seconded.  The motion 
was passed unanimously. 
 
IV.  Approval of Previous Meeting’s Minutes- 
 Christopher moved to approve the minutes as written.  Missy seconded.  The 
motion was passed, with Mike abstaining. 
 
V.   Staff Updates- 
 A. Staff is working on edits to the City’s trail map since a new order of maps is 
needed. 
 B. Staff is helping to revise the maps and brochure for the Rock Creek and Coal 
Creek regional trails.  One result of this process will be a new map at the Aquarius 
Trailhead kiosk. 
 C. Staff has scheduled a meeting with a team from Colorado State University 
who are doing field research on cheatgrass management.  Ember is hoping to get their 
support with weed control and monitoring at Davidson Mesa and Aquarius Open Space. 
 D. This year Open Space will advertise its volunteer program in the Rec Center 
catalog. 
 E. The Open Space Ranger will present to the City Council study session on 
Nov. 29th. 
 F.  Staff is working with a contractor to establish addresses for all entrance points 
to Open Space, Parks and Golf properties.  This will help the Police Department, Ranger 
and Dispatch in communication efforts.  
 G. The prairie dog contract work is coming to an end.  A Russian olive work is 
being handled in house.  
 H. Staff is beginning a contract to create an educational sign at Lake Park. 
 I. There are two upcoming running events that have received permits to race at 
Harper Lake.  They are “Turkey Trot” and “Run the New Year.” 
 
VI.  Board Updates- 
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 A.  Laura attended the PPLAB (new Parks Board) meeting on October 10, 2016.  
She reported on her notes from the meeting.  Laura reported that PPLAB members are 
working on a grading sheet for the City’s Parks.  Missy commented they may want to 
see other entities’ versions of the same exercise and she could forward this information 
to Ember to pass along to them.  Laura shared that PPLAB was skeptical of converting 
Walnut Park Open Space, currently zoned as a Park, to Open Space, being concerned 
that such a designation was very difficult to reverse.  They did want it to be continued to 
be managed as an Open Space, as it is now.  The summation was: “if it ain’t broke, don’t 
fix it.”  They reiterated their feeling that the public, particularly the immediate neighbors, 
should be engaged if a land use designation change is ever formally proposed.  They 
nominated PPLAB member Mike Frontczak to work on a Dog Issues Tiger Team with 
OSAB member Mike Schantz.  Laura promised to get them in touch.  Finally, Laura 
reported that PPLAB decided to have OSAB’s agenda at each of their monthly meetings 
so they could decide each month whether to send a PPLAB member as a liaison to the 
OSAB meeting. 
 B.  Linda (and Helen) attended the Mayhoffer Property public meeting at the Rec 
Center last week and she reported on her impressions.  She estimated that there were 
at least 200 members of the public there.  The developer for the proposed “Kerr Estates” 
at the property was presenting.  Linda summarized that many attendees seemed irate 
that this was the first time they had heard about the negotiations over the fate of the 
land, and they felt “ambushed” by this “done deal.”  The developer wants to subdivide 
the land into 5 estates and leave a sliver for fracking.  Ember passed out a memo from 
the Boulder County Commissioners and a fact sheet from the City of Louisville that each 
summarized the entities’ positions.   
 Mike pointed out that this land has been consistently identified as the number 
one acquisition target by OSAB for well over a decade and the City Council knows how 
OSAB feels about this parcel.  David Belin (Lafayette Open Space Advisory Committee) 
reported this land has been ranked as Lafayette’s second highest acquisition priority a 
similarly long time and their body met and reiterated that sentiment just last week as a 
result of the Kerr Estates announcement.   
 Chris felt that this development proposal is probably a “fake threat.”  He thought 
that without water and sewer from the City, this development can't work as proposed.  
Chris suggested the County should not be manipulated into over-paying for the land, 
since this proposal is probably flawed.  Missy read the County Commissioner’s 
communication and felt like it helped her understand the facts.  She asked Linda about 
the general sentiment in the public meeting.  Linda’s impression was that the public 
really, really wants the land to become Open Space.  Ember reported that the City 
Manager also attended the meeting and conveyed to the public that the City (and 
partners) had made a good, fair offer for the land that had been rejected, and that they 
didn't want to over-pay for the land as it sets a bad precedent for future landowners to 
potentially exploit the County/Cities.  Mike cautioned that it is hard for the Cities and the 
County to negotiate for the land “in public.”  Lynn (LOSAC) agreed that it might be best 
to give the government “space” to do the job.  Ember clarified for Chris that the City of 
Louisville is taking the formal lead on negotiations, with heavy support from the County. 
 
VII. Public Comments on Items Not on the Agenda- 
 A.  none 
 
VIII. Discussion Item: Brief Louisville & Lafayette Open Space Program 
Overview (acreage, staff, etc.)  — Presented by: Ember & Rob Burdine 
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 Ember passed out the City of Louisville wayfinding trail map and provided some 
basic facts about the system.  It includes 7 square miles of land around the perimeter 
and within the City, serving 20,000 citizens, including one solely-agricultural property.  
There are 23 miles of trails with both soft and hard surfaces on Open Space.  Open 
Space staff have been recently tasked with trail planning for the entire City for the 
Wayfinding program.  Open Space is a very popular amenity with citizens.  Open Space 
staff has grown.  In 2007 there was only one full-time employee.  Now there is a 
“specialist” position (resources, education), a “maintenance” position, and a full-time 
ranger (who patrols Open Space, Parks, the Recreation Center, and the Coal Creek Golf 
Course).  Next summer there will be two seasonal employees, not just one.  Rob asked 
if it works better to have Open Space staff doing maintenance rather than general City 
maintenance.  Ember replied that doing mowing “in house” has been helpful for keeping 
weeds from spreading. 
 Rob Burdine (City of Lafayette’s Open Space Supervisor) reported that the City 
of Lafayette has 1300 acres of Open Space land.  They have two full-time employees, 
himself and a maintenance employee.  They contract out their education and outreach 
program.  It is run by a contractor, Martin Ogle, who has worked out very well.  Staff also 
supervises Isabelle Farm and its associated operation at the Thomas Open Space, and 
hire seasonal staff for maintenance and to directly supervise the Boulder County Youth 
Corp for 8 weeks in the summer.  Much of their resource management work is done by 
contractors under Rob’s supervision.  He sees ecosystem management as a key part of 
his job.  Rob also does a lot of work managing citizens’ issues.  
 Lafayette has applied for a $4.6 million Nature Play Inspire grant from GOCO, 
and they are currently one of the highest ranked communities to win it.  The idea is to 
create places for people, especially children, to “play” in natural spaces while “armoring” 
the Open Space to protect it.  The Thorne Nature Experience is spearheading the idea.  
BVSD is also a partner, as Sanchez Elementary and Pioneer Elementary would be two 
sites included in the grant.  Current Lafayette Open Space staff projects include finishing 
up the Harney Lastoka flood management program with Boulder County and Louisville, 
updating their prairie dog management plan, a new sign program contract currently out 
for design, and working with CDOT and BNSF to improve crossings.  Lafayette Open 
Space recently acquired a property that included a garage where Open Space staff can 
now keep supplies.  They also recently received a grant to create a mobile app for Open 
Space properties.  Mike asked what the time frame on the app’s roll-out would be.  Rob 
was hoping for the end of the year.  Ember asked what percent of Lafayette’s City-
owned land is zoned agricultural.  Rob estimated 25% (mostly jointly owned).   
 
IX. Discussion Item: Louisville Wayfinding Project - Presented by: Laura Scott 
Denton 
 Laura presented the City of Louisville’s Wayfinding project (see the packet).  The 
representatives from Lafayette seemed very interested in the project.  Lafayette citizens 
also ask for long regional artery-type trails and they liked the “subway map” logic of the 
new Louisville trail map.  Lafayette received a Walk and Wheel grant from Kaiser to help 
integrate Public Works bike lanes with Open Space trails into a general system and to 
stitch together trails into networks across land-owner jurisdictions.  Mike remarked that 
Lafayette has been highly successful in earning interesting grants.  Laura asked whether 
Lafayette has trail names on their Open Space land and was told that they did not.  
Lafayette are in the process of developing new Parks and Open Space signs, and they 
admired the Louisville ideas. 
  

5



Open Space Advisory Board 
Minutes 

  November 9th 2016  
Page 4 of 6 

X. Discussion Item: Environmental Education - Presented by: Rob & Ember 
 Martin Ogle, a consultant, runs the Lafayette education and outreach program. It 
is a robust program: there were 30 programs this year all with good attendance.  Rob felt 
that this is a function of Martin’s networking with the local naturalist community; he gets 
a lot of different organizations to buy in.  They have a Lafayette Birds Program that 
capitalizes on local knowledge and had become very popular.  Rob shared a video that 
the consultant put together on the summer bird programs.  They also did a fish electro-
shock and identification program with Colorado Parks and Wildlife in Coal Creek at Adler 
Fingru. Martin would like to do some joint programming with Louisville on the Harney 
Lastoka property.  Lafayette is continuing the contract with Martin in 2017.    
 Ember spoke about Louisville’s Open Space educational program.  Louisville 
does their educational programing in-staff, with a $1000 budget.  There were about 16 
programs this year.  One highlight was staff’s presentation on coyotes to Louisville 
Elementary School.  A change in response to citizen comment was to include more adult 
programming as an alternative to family/children events.  She introduced the upcoming 
“Walking and Talking with the Mayor” program. 
 Laura asked why Lafayette and Louisville can’t advertise each other’s programs.  
Rob and Ember both seemed willing.  Mike asked Rob how much Lafayette spends on 
its educational contract with Martin Ogle.  The answer was $40,000-50,000 a year.   
 
XI. Discussion Item: Code Enforcement - Presented by: Ember 
 There are two code enforcement officers in the Louisville Police Department, but 
there focus is City wide not specific to Open Space.  To increase enforcement on Open 
Space OSAB advocated for an Open Space ranger position.  Last year the City hired a 
ranger for the season.  This year the ranger position was made full-time and year-round.  
There were unanticipated challenges in getting the program off the ground, particularly in 
developing protocols for a first time program.  There is still some philosophical debate 
about the ranger position: staff wants to see the ranger being a friendly ambassador for 
following the rules, whereas Council may wants more focus on enforcement and 
compliance.  This issue may be resolved/clarified at the upcoming Ranger presentation 
to City Council. The biggest code enforcement issues are dogs off-leash, dog waste 
pickup, aggressive dogs, dogs jumping fences, and encroachment.   
 Lafayette has an animal control officer in its police department who handles 
many of these issues.  Certain parcels and areas have histories of dog problems, 
Lafayette police increased their presence there, which has helped.  Rob felt they may 
not have as many issues. 
 
XII. Discussion Item: Thomas Open Space/Isabelle Farm- Presented by: Rob 
 Lafayette owns the Thomas Open Space and its barn.  Isabelle Farm is leasing 
the agricultural land and renting the barn, and Rob feels that they have been a great 
tenant.  Rob reported that the idea was kick-started by grassroots effort.  Isabelle Farm 
has another property where they grow produce along with the field at Thomas, and they 
use the barn as a food stand but also as their distribution center. They sell their produce 
to the public directly at the barn, but also locate their CSA there, distribute to local 
restaurants, Whole Foods, etc.  Water is an issue for the operation: they must have raw 
water delivered to the property to sustain production.  The Organic Food license was 
hard to get and managing the barn and property generates a lot of work for Open Space 
staff.  There are events (like Farm to Table dinners) held at the barn.  The property lease 
includes stipulations that the City can use the building for public meetings.  Rob thinks a 
good, reliable tenant is critical to the success of a program like this.  Linda asked how 
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Lafayette paid to build the barn.  The answer was that the funds came from their Open 
Space tax fund. 
 
XIII. Discussion Item: Harney Lastoka- Presented by: Ember and Rob 
 Ember spoke about Harney Lastoka agricultural Open Space, which is co-owned 
by Boulder County, Louisville, and Lafayette, with the County maintaining the leases.  
Keith Batemen is the tenant on the farm.  The hope is to resuscitate the agricultural 
buildings, to make them functional for an operation like Isabelle Farm, and also to 
provide a venue for agriculturally-themed educational programming.  The property hosts 
a popular community garden that has had a waiting list every year since it opened. Rob 
and Ember spoke a little about the Urban Drainage flood mitigation project which is 
nearly complete.  Ember felt that Urban Drainage has been a good partner over the last 
five years.  Rob pointed out that there is a potential conflict of interest for Lafayette 
between the farm operation at Harney Lastoka and the farm operation at Thomas, but 
they are in support of the Harney Lastoka organic farm.  
 
XIV. Discussion Item: Nature Play- Presented by: Rob 
 Rob presented the Nature Play concept earlier in the meeting, but meeting 
attendees asked a few questions during this discussion item.  Ember asked whether 
Lafayette was concerned about impacts this program could have on the natural 
resources of Open Space.  The community hasn’t seen the plans yet, but the Lafayette 
representatives do have some concerns about balancing the demand between 
increased “play” and habitat preservation.  They felt that the best way to find this balance 
will be to identify the best places for the infrastructure.  Mike requested that Rob come 
back if this project comes to fruition, and report to OSAB how it went.  Rob was asked 
about Lafayette’s “outdoor classroom” facility.  He reported that it’s an amphitheater with 
a wetland area, a trail loop, and education stations with themes like “water” and “earth.”  
There was some discussion of how both cities’ risk managers/policies require Open 
Space staff to remove things like rope swings and tree forts that citizens create on Open 
Space. 
 
XV. Discussion Item: Joint Acquisition Opportunities- Presented by: Mike & 
David 
 Mike shared OSAB’s current Louisville target acquisition map.  David commented 
that Lafayette’s OSAC uses vague “bubbles” to highlight areas of acquisition interest on 
their map, rather than specific parcels like Louisville does.  He asked whether Louisville 
gets push-back from landowners when their land is included on the map.  Mike replied 
that OSAB, staff, and the City Council have discussed this issue, but never really 
reached a consensus on a best practice.  Mike pointed out that Louisville’s parcels G, H, 
I, J, K aren’t on Lafayette’s list, even though they are border properties between the 
cities.  Laura and Missy explained how OSAB made the choice to include more parcels 
on their map to “cast a larger net.”  Mike pointed out that some of the parcels are zoned 
for things like commercial use (e.g. around Davidson Mesa), which makes their 
acquisition for Open Space unlikely.   
 David shared Lafayette OSAC’s target acquisition map.  The Mayhoffer 
properties are ranked as #2 and #3.  Their #1 target area is along the Erie border to the 
east and is wetland.  The best joint purchase opportunity between Louisville and 
Lafayette are the Mayhoffer properties.  Mike pointed out that Harney Lastoka was 
purchased by Louisville, Lafayette, and Boulder County as a 25/25/50 split.  He asked 
whether the exact allocation of the cost burden would be negotiable for a potential 
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Mayhoffer property purchase.  No one was sure.  David related an example where 
Lafayette was willing to pay more than their partner, Broomfield County, to acquire the 
“egg farm property” along their border. 
 Missy asked about the edges of Lafayette’s acquisition target “bubbles” since 
they aren’t specific parcels.  David explained that the idea is to deal with the parcels 
holistically and with connectivity.  OSAB struggles with how to deal with parcels that 
wouldn’t be desirable in isolation. 
 David reported that the Lafayette OSAC had a recent meeting with their City 
Council and had a visioning discussion about the high-level future of Open Space.  
Lafayette is in the process of updating their land dedication specifications.   
 
XVI. Discussions Items for the Next Meeting on Wednesday, December 14th- 
 A.  Complete the Acquisition Ranking Discussion 
 B.  Draft 2017 Accomplishments 
 C.  Planning wants to come and discuss their wayfinding initiative 
 D.  Catherine wants to present the Lake Park Open Space education sign before 
 it is finalized 
 
XIII.  Adjourn- 
 The meeting adjourned at 9:30 pm. 
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For Immediate Release 
Oct. 27, 2016  

 

Boulder County Commissioners' Office 
Barb Halpin, Public Information Officer 

303-441-3500 
 

Statement from the Board of County Commissioners 
regarding Mayhoffer property (AKA Kerr Estates)   

 
Commissioners respond to public concerns over potential development of 

200-acre farmland parcel located at Colo. Hwy 42 and Empire Road in 
unincorporated Boulder County between Lafayette and Louisville.  

 
Dear East Boulder County Residents, 

We understand there is a great deal of interest (and concern) about the potential for 
development at the Mayhoffer property (also referred to as “Kerr Estates”), a 200-acre 
farmland parcel located at the corner of Colo. Hwy 42 and Empire Road in unincorporated 
Boulder County between the cities of Lafayette and Louisville. 

In particular, the meeting at the Louisville Recreation Center on Tuesday, Oct. 25, which was 
attended by Boulder County staff and local residents, has brought up a lot of questions about 
the future of the Mayhoffer property. We’d like to address some of those questions as well as 
assure to you that Boulder County is actively engaged in the matter of how the property might 
be preserved or developed in the future.   

For many years, Boulder County Parks and Open Space has been partnering with the cities of 
Louisville and Lafayette in an effort to acquire (e.g., purchase) the Mayhoffer property for open 
space. Louisville is the lead partner. To date, the partners have not reached agreement with 
the property owner on price.  

From the discussion of the Oct. 25 meeting, it appears that the property owner (working 
through a developer) is exploring development options on the parcel. However, to date, the 
developer has not submitted any plans or proposals to Boulder County Land Use (the 
governing planning body for the parcel) for consideration, and the open space partners are 
still hoping to reach an agreement to acquire the property as open space. 

If the property is not purchased as open space, there are a couple of possible options that the 
owner/developer could pursue under current land use regulations. Under current zoning, the 
land could be divided up into five 35-acre parcels, each of which could have one home. 
Additional lots could be created if approved through the county’s Non-Urban Planned Unit 
Development (NUPUD) process, which requires that at least 75% of the land be preserved 

November 2016 Minutes Continued 
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through a conservation easement.  

Any proposal for new homes on the parcel would be reviewed by Boulder County Land Use 
using the county’s Site Plan Review Regulations. If the land is developed under the NUPUD 
process, home sizes would be limited to 2,500 sq. ft. If the land is subdivided into lots 35 
acres in size or larger, home sizes would be limited to approximately 4,300 sq. ft.  

It’s important to note that this land is designated as Rural Preservation Area under the 
Lafayette/Louisville Buffer Intergovernmental Agreement. This ensures the parcel cannot be 
rezoned or annexed to allow additional development above what is permitted under current 
county regulations. (This agreement is in effect until July 2036.) 

With regard to potential oil and gas development on the parcel, the landowner would need to 
abide by both state and local regulations. The county is actively engaged in the process of 
updating our oil and gas development regulations (see: Oil & Gas Development). 

A temporary moratorium on accepting new applications for oil and gas development in 
unincorporated Boulder County is in place until Nov. 18, 2016. Recent efforts by northern 
Front Range cities to limit oil and gas drilling in the form of hydraulic fracturing within their city 
limits have been overturned by the Colorado Supreme Court. However, Boulder County is in 
the process of adopting new regulations that will provide the strongest possible protections for 
public health, safety, and the environment with regards to fracking.  

Further comments regarding the Mayhoffer property may be emailed to 
planner@bouldercounty.org where they will be collected and stored in association with any 
future application for development on that property.  

Sincerely, 

The Board of County Commissioners 
Cindy Domenico, Deb Gardner, and Elise Jones 

 

View Commissioners' Meeting Documents and Records >>  
Americans with Disabilities Act Notice 

Special Assistance 
If you need special assistance attending a meeting or hearing at Boulder County, please contact the ADA 
Coordinator at 303-441-3525 at least 48 hours before the scheduled event. Boulder County's ADA Policy 
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Section 1: Abstract 
Abstract: 
 
Invasive species management on non-crop and rangeland remains a constant challenge 
throughout many regions of the United States.  While there are over 300 rangeland weeds, 
downy brome (Bromus tectorum L.), Dalmatian toadflax (Linaria dalmatica), musk thistle 
(Carduus nutans), common mullein (Verbascum thapsis), and diffuse knapweed (Centaurea 

diffusa) have emerged as some of the most invasive and problematic.  Downy brome (Bromus 

tectorum L.) is a competitive winter annual grass that is considered one of the most problematic 
invasive species in rangeland.  It has been estimated the western United States rangeland is 
infested with over 22 million hectares of downy brome.  While glyphosate, imazapic, and 
rimsulfuron are the current industry standards for annual grass control, all of these restoration 
options provide inconsistent control or cause injury to desirable perennial species.  The 
increasing spread of biennial species is a result of their adaptability, life cycle, and prolific seed 
production.  Weeds compete for moisture and can spread by seed or vegetatively into 
undisturbed areas, outcompeting native grass, forb and shrub species.  Herbicides with both 
foliar and soil-residual activity (2,4-D, aminocyclopyrachlor, aminopyralid, chlorsulfuron, 
clopyralid, dicamba, fluroxypyr, metsulfuron, and picloram) are most commonly used, yet these 
control options lack residual seedling control resulting in rapid re-invasions.  A study is proposed 
to evaluate the efficacy of indaziflam (Esplanade), a new EPA approved herbicide that has the 
potential to extend the duration of annual, biennial, and perennial invasive weed control by 
eliminating re-establishment from the soil seed bank.  Our proposed study will evaluate the 
efficacy of currently recommended herbicides alone and in combination with indaziflam.  We 
also would like to establish a study comparing areas treated after prescribed burns with non-
burned sites.  The efficacy of herbicides such as Plateau (imazapic) have greatly increased in use 
in conjunction with prescribed burns, and we would like to evaluate the impact of burning on 
indaziflam treatments.  Research at Colorado State University has shown that indaziflam 
treatments result in significantly longer downy brome (88-100%) control four years after 
treatment, and has residual activity on a suite of invasive biennial species without negatively 
impacting co-occurring native species.  For this proposed study, vegetative surveys will be 
conducted after treatments are applied to evaluate plant cover and control of weed species, and 
release of desirable perennial grasses and forbs.  All data will be analyzed in SAS by analysis of 
variance and by regression, to determine optimum treatments.  This research could ultimately 
provide a new, long-term control option for controlling noxious weed species on City of 
Louisville Open Space properties including Aquarius and Davidson Mesa Open Space.  
Educational opportunities including field tours and volunteering will be made available to weed 
control practitioners and Louisville citizens during and after completion of the study.     
 
Section 2: Introduction 
 

Objective:  
 Objective 1:  To demonstrate that indaziflam (Esplanade™, Bayer CropScience) can be 

used as a new chemical treatment for successfully restoring Open Space lands invaded by 
downy brome and other invasive weeds such as common mullein.   
Objective 2:  To better understand which herbicides alone, and in combination, provide 
long-lasting invasive weed seedling control without injuring perennial species. 
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Objective 3:  To evaluate how desirable native grass, forb, and shrub species respond to 
herbicide treatments.  
Objective 4:  Compare the efficacy of herbicide treatments using a prescribed burn 
management approach as compared to non-burned sites 

Hypothesis: 
Research Hypothesis:  Treatments including indaziflam provide significantly longer 
weed control preventing re-establishment, as compared to currently recommended 
herbicides applied alone (excluding indaziflam). 
 

Section 2: Anticipated Value of the Proposed Research/Contribution 

to Management Needs:    
Annual, biennial, and perennial weeds including downy brome, common mullein, diffuse 

knapweed, and musk thistle are often present on similar rangeland, roadside, and disturbed sites 
along the Front Range of Colorado.  These species are found on City of Louisville Open Space 
properties including Aquarius and Davidson Mesa Open Space.  These highly invasive species 
compete with desirable native species for early spring moisture and have the capability to spread 
from disturbed to undisturbed areas.  Downy brome also germinates in the fall and early spring, 
exploiting moisture and nutrients before native plant communities begin active growth in the 
spring.  Downy brome seeds are tolerant to temperature and moisture stress and can remain 
viable for up to 5 years.  Land managers have been faced with the problem of selectively 
controlling biennial invasive species with broadleaf herbicides, and current chemical control 
options for downy brome include imazapic, rimsulfuron, and glyphosate; however, these 
herbicides lack consistency beyond the initial year of application and have been shown to injure 
desirable plant communities.   

Indaziflam (Esplanade™, Bayer CropScience) is a relatively new herbicide that is 
currently registered for annual weed control in turf, orchards, and noncropland.  Indaziflam is 
used at rates between 3.5 and 7 oz/A and has excellent preemergence activity on many annual 
weed species (Fig. A1).  Indaziflam has several attributes that make it an ideal candidate to 
control non-crop weeds that reproduce primarily by seed production, 1) long soil-residual 
activity and 2) no injury to perennial grasses, forbs, and shrubs (Figs. A2-9).  This combination 
would increase the opportunity for successful restoration of City of Louisville Open Space 
properties.  Because indaziflam is a root inhibiting herbicide this allows for increased safety on 
desirable perennial plants, that have roots below the layer where the herbicide is active (Fig. A1).  
The emerged plants at the time of application would be initially controlled by the tank mix 
partner (picloram, aminocyclopyrachlor, etc.), while indaziflam would provide the long-term 
control of subsequent seedlings.  Field studies at CSU have demonstrated that indaziflam has 
excellent long term downy brome control (3+ years) with minimal injury to native perennial 
species (Figs. A2-6).  A greenhouse study has shown indaziflam can control downy brome, 
diffuse knapweed, common mullein, and several other biennial seedlings at rates as low as 1 
oz/A. 

Our proposed research will ultimately provide additional management options for long-
term control of invasive annual and biennial weeds where treatments in the past have provided 
inconsistent, short-term control.  Fewer herbicide applications would mean additional years for 
native species to respond and recover, a lighter load of herbicides sprayed on managed 
properties, and the financial/labor savings from yearly herbicide treatments or mowing 
operations.  This research will also provide an insight into the effect of herbicide treatments used 
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for invasive weed control, on desirable grass, forb, and shrub species.  In addition, this research 
would provide insight into the beneficial effects of incorporating prescribed burning in a weed 
management approach.       

 
Section 3: Methodology 
 
Study Methods 
 
1) Controlling Downy Brome and Common Mullein with Esplanade Tank-

Mixes 
 
The sites for this project will be on the Aquarius and Davidson Mesa Open Space Properties 
located in the City of Louisville municipality.  The Davidson Mesa site has a mixture of downy 
brome and common mullein, while Aquarius has primarily downy brome.  We propose to 
conduct a study to test the hypothesis that herbicide treatments that include Esplanade will 
provide increased residual control compared to treatments without Esplanade.  Within this study 
we will also evaluate herbicide treatments effect on desirable grass, forb, and shrub species.  
Treatments will be applied to 10 x 30 ft plots with four replications for each treatment, arranged 
in a randomized complete block design (see below).  The study will be repeated at two research 
sites at the Davidson property and two at the Aquarius property.  Signage will be posted next to 
the studies to provide educational information to recreational users of the property and adjacent 
homeowners.  All treatments will be applied with a CO2 pressurized backpack sprayer at 207 kPa 
using 11002LP flat fan nozzles at 187 L·ha-1.  The two studies at Aquarius will target downy 
brome and will have 9 treatments with two application timings (total area per study=90’ by 
120’); December and February post-emergence, while the two studies at Davidson will target 
downy brome and common mullein and have 13 treatments and one application timing (total area 
per study=130’ by 120’).  The Aquarius studies are initially proposed for only downy brome 
control; however, if there are other target weeds such as diffuse knapweed and musk thistle we 
could adjust the protocol and add Milestone 7 oz.  Cover and control evaluations will be 
conducted in 2017.  All data will be subject to analysis of variance and treatment means 
separated using Fisher’s Protected LSD.  This study is designed to be conducted for 2-3 years 
with additional long-term evaluations in 2017-2019, but results will be available after the first set 
of treatments are invoked (summer 2017).    
 

         

         

         

Trt1 Trt2 Trt3 Trt4 Trt5 Trt6 Trt7 Trt8 Trt9 

 

Rep 1 

Rep 2 

Rep 3 

Rep 4 

10’ 

30’ 
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Aquarius Downy Brome Protocol (2 Studies- 2 Application Timings) 
(Will adjust protocol if needing to target additional species, could add Milestone 7 oz, as written this is a 

protocol to evaluate downy brome control) 
Trt No. Treatment Rate Rate Unit Volume/Plot Growth 

1 Esplanade 3.5 OZ/A 0.02 oz December 2016 
 Accord XRT II 24 OZ/A 0.17 oz December 2016 
 NIS 0.25 % V/V  December 2016 

2 Esplanade 5 OZ/A 0.03 oz December 2016 
 Accord XRT II 24 OZ/A 0.17 oz December 2016 
 NIS 0.25 % V/V  December 2016 

3 Esplanade 7 OZ/A 0.05 oz December 2016 
 Accord XRT II 24 OZ/A 0.17 oz December 2016 
 NIS 0.25 % V/V  December 2016 

4 Plateau 7 OZ/A 0.05 oz December 2016 
 Accord XRT II 24 OZ/A 0.17 oz December 2016 
 NIS 0.25 % V/V  December 2016 

5 Esplanade 3.5 OZ/A 0.02 oz February 2017 
 Accord XRT II 24 OZ/A 0.17 oz February 2017 
 NIS 0.25 % V/V  February 2017 

6 Esplanade 5 OZ/A 0.03 oz February 2017 
 Accord XRT II 24 OZ/A 0.17 oz February 2017 
 NIS 0.25 % V/V  February 2017 

7 Esplanade 7 OZ/A 0.05 oz February 2017 
 Accord XRT II 24 OZ/A 0.17 oz February 2017 
 NIS 0.25 % V/V  February 2017 

8 Plateau 7 OZ/A 0.05 oz February 2017 
 Accord XRT II 24 OZ/A 0.17 oz February 2017 
 NIS 0.25 % V/V  February 2017 

9 Non-treated     
 

 

 

Davidson Downy Brome/Common Mullein Protocol (2 Studies- 1 Application Timings) 
 

Trt No. Treatment Rate Rate Unit Volume/Plot Growth 
1 Esplanade 7 OZ/A 0.05 oz December 2016 
 Accord XRT II 24 OZ/A 0.17 oz December 2016 
 NIS 0.25 % V/V  December 2016 

2 Imazapic 7 OZ/A 0.05 oz December 2016 
 Accord XRT II 24 OZ/A 0.17 oz December 2016 
 NIS 0.25 % V/V  December 2016 

3 Method 8 OZ/A 0.06 oz December 2016 
 Esplanade 7 OZ/A 0.05 oz December 2016 
 Accord XRT II 24 OZ/A 0.17 oz December 2016 
 NIS 0.25 % V/V  December 2016 

4 Method 8 OZ/A 0.06 oz December 2016 
 Plateau 7 OZ/A 0.05 oz December 2016 
 Accord XRT II 24 OZ/A 0.17 oz December 2016 
 NIS 0.25 % V/V  December 2016 

5 Tordon 1 QT/A 0.22 oz December 2016 
 Esplanade 7 OZ/A 0.05 oz December 2016 
 Accord XRT II 24 OZ/A 0.17 oz December 2016 
 NIS 0.25 % V/V  December 2016 
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6 Tordon 1 QT/A 0.22 oz December 2016 
 Plateau 7 OZ/A 0.05 oz December 2016 
 Accord XRT II 24 OZ/A 0.17 oz December 2016 
 NIS 0.25 % V/V  December 2016 

7 Opensight 2.5 OZ/A 0.49 g December 2016 
 Esplanade 7 OZ/A 0.05 oz December 2016 
 Accord XRT II 24 OZ/A 0.17 oz December 2016 
 NIS 0.25 % V/V  December 2016 

8 Opensight 2.5 OZ/A 0.49 g December 2016 
 Plateau 7 OZ/A 0.05 oz December 2016 
 Accord XRT II 24 OZ/A 0.17 oz December 2016 
 NIS 0.25 % V/V  December 2016 

9 Method 8 OZ/A 0.06 oz December 2016 
 Telar  1 OZ/A 0.19 g December 2016 
 Esplanade 7 OZ/A 0.05 oz December 2016 
 Accord XRT II 24 OZ/A 0.17 oz December 2016 
 NIS 0.25 % V/V  December 2016 

10 Method 8 OZ/A 0.06 oz December 2016 
 Telar  1 OZ/A 0.19 g December 2016 
 Plateau 7 OZ/A 0.05 oz December 2016 
 Accord XRT II 24 OZ/A 0.17 oz December 2016 
 NIS 0.25 % V/V  December 2016 

11 Tordon 1 Qt/A 0.22 oz December 2016 
 Telar  1 OZ/A 0.19 g December 2016 
 Esplanade 7 OZ/A 0.05 oz December 2016 
 Accord XRT II 24 OZ/A 0.17 oz December 2016 
 NIS 0.25 % V/V  December 2016 

12 Tordon 1 Qt/A 0.22 oz December 2016 
 Telar  1 OZ/A 0.19 g December 2016 
 Plateau 7 OZ/A 0.05 oz December 2016 
 Accord XRT II 24 OZ/A 0.17 oz December 2016 
 NIS 0.25 % V/V  December 2016 

13 Untreated    December 2016 
 

     **Aminocyclopyrachlor (Method, Bayer CropScience) 
Indaziflam (Esplanade, Bayer CropScience) 

Picloram (Tordon, Dow AgroSciences) 
Imazapic (Plateau, BASF) 

Chlorsulfuron (Telar, Bayer CropScience) 
Glyphosate (Accord XRTII, Dow AgroSciences) 

Aminopyralid + Metsulfuron (Opensight, Dow AgroSciences) 
Non-ionic Surfactant (NIS) 
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Proposed Sites Davidson Mesa Open Space (not to scale) 

 

  
 

 

 

Proposed Sites Aquarius Open Space (not to scale) 
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Schedule of Events 
Year 1 Activities  

(2016-2017) 
Dec Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May June July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. 

Plot Setup X             

Treatment Applications X  X           

Cover and Control Eval.     X  X  X  X   

Data Analysis           X X  

Report Prep./Submission             X 

Prescribed Burn Plot Setup          X X   

Prescribed Burn Trt Appl.          X X   
 

Section 4: Budget 
 Two Ph.D. students (D. Sebastian and S. Clark) and PI (S. Nissen) will oversee operation 
of the study.  Treatment applications will be conducted in 2016 across all study sites, and 
funding is being requested for treatment application, evaluations, and data analyses (2016-2017).  
Funding is being requested for graduate student funding, required travel, hourly hires, and 
materials (herbicide, flags, etc.).  
  

Item 

Cost 2016 

(Year 1 Studies) 

Estimated Costs 2017  

(Year 2 Treatment Evaluations and 

Prescribed Burn Studies) 

Graduate student stipend $2,000 $2,000 
Hourly Hire Help (@$12/hr) $1,000 $1,000 
Overhead (0.00%) $0 $0 
Travel  $1,000 $1,000 
Materials (Flags, Herbicide, etc.) $1,000 $1,000 
Total $5,000 $5,000 
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Appendix: 
 

 
Figure A1: Indaziflam seedling dose response showing root inhibition 

 

 
 

Figure A2: Downy Brome 
Control 1, 2, and 3 years after 
treatment averaged across to sites  

Figure A3: Downy brome control and native 
plants response at Rabbit Mountain Open Space, 1 
YAT   
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Indaziflam 7 oz + 
Glyphosate 12 oz 

Dec POST 

Check 
 

Figure A4: Downy Brome 
Control 1, 2, and 3 years after 
treatment at Rifle, CO site  

Figure A5: Rifle, CO site response to 
treatments A) Check, B) Imazapic, C) 
rimsulfuron, D) indaziflam  
 

Figure A6: Downy Brome Control 
comparing Esplanade and Plateau 
at Devil’s Backbone Open Space, 
2 YAT. 
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Figure A7 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Esplanade 7 oz/A Check 

Check 

Esplanade 7 oz/A 
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Additional Esplanade Research in Collaboration with Jefferson County Open Space 

 
 

Figure A8 
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Additional Esplanade Research in Collaboration with Boulder County Open Space (A9) 
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Esplanade 7 oz/A + Glyph 20 oz/A 
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Memorandum 
To: OSAB   
From: Ember Brignull, Open Space Manager 
Date: Wednesday, December 14th   
Re: Discussion Item IX: Candidate Open Space Property Ranking Scores  

The attached spreadsheet has been revised to include additional OSAB member 
input for candidate open space property scoring.  Board member scores have been 
averaged and the spreadsheet has been sorted from highest to lowest scoring 
candidate properties.  The attached map has been color coded to generally reflect 
first priority properties (yellow), second priority properties (orange), and third priority 
properties (green). 
 
For OSAB Discussion in December: 

1) In general, does this reflect OSAB’s top five “property” priorities (which may 
or may not have multiple parcels)? 

2) Would OSAB members like to review and re-evaluate any specific parcel 
scores? 

 
For OSAB Discussion in January: 

1) Would OSAB like any changes made to the existing map or spreadsheet? 
   
  For example: 

a. Line items on the spreadsheet could be color coded by property to 
visually display which parcels belong together. 

b. The note section on the spreadsheet could indicate if a parcel is of 
interest individually or only if grouped with other parcels.  

   
 

PARKS & RECREATION 
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RESOURCE VALUES

FOR OSAB PLANNING PURPOSES ONLY
STRATEGIC COMMUNITY VALUES
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D Mayhoffer-N & S of Empire Road 200 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 1 2 2 26.33 2 1 2 2 2 1 2 10.83 37.17 Missy
D.1 Mayhoffer-N of Empire Road 50 2 2 2 2 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 26.33 1 1 2 2 2 1 1 9.33 35.67 Missy
D.2 Empire Road adj. to Mayhoffer 3 2 2 2 1 1 1 1 2 1 2 1 1 1 2 1 20.67 1 1 1 2 2 1 1 7.83 28.50
N.2 SE of HWY 42 & 96 th St.-western 8 1 2 1 1 2 2 1 2 2 1 1 1 1 0 1 16.33 2 1 2 2 2 1 1 9.50 25.83
N.3 SE of HWY 42 & 96 th St.-eastern 10 1 2 1 1 1 2 1 2 2 1 1 1 1 0 1 16 2 2 2 2 2 1 1 9.67 25.67
A.2 Phillips 66 NE section 80 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 0 1 17.43 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 7.86 25.29 Missy
D.3 Empire Road adj. to Mayhoffer 5 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 2 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 18.67 1 0 0 2 2 0 1 6.00 24.67
N.1 SE of HWY 42 & 96 th St.-western small 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 14.5 1 1 1 2 2 1 1 7.33 21.83
A.1 Phillips 66 SW section 77 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 2 1 2 1 2 0 0 0 15.43 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 6.00 21.43 Missy
A Phillips 66 NW and SE sections 228 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 2 1 2 0 0 0 16.29 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 4.86 21.14 Missy
XX W of and adjacent to Davidson Mesa 19 1 1 2 1 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 1 1 0 1 16.67 1 0 0 1 2 0 1 4.17 20.83
MM SE of Dillon & 96th St. 73 1 1 2 1 1 1 2 2 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 16 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 4.00 20.00 Missy
II N of Paradise Lane- Eastern most 9 1 2 1 1 1 1 2 2 1 1 1 2 0 0 1 15 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 4.00 19.00
WW Centennial- Middle 20 1 1 2 0 1 2 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 14.83 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 3.67 18.50
WW.1 Centennial-Western 6 1 2 2 0 1 2 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 14.5 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 3.83 18.33
WW.2 Centennial-Eastern 20 1 2 2 0 1 1 0 2 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 14.5 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 3.67 18.17
GG N of Paradise Lane- Middle 19 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 12.17 2 1 1 1 1 1 0 5.33 17.50
KK S of Paradise Lane- Eastern most 9 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 12.17 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 5.33 17.50
ZZ.1 West of GHX 5 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 2 1 2 1 1 0 0 1 13.83 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 3.50 17.33
C.1 Between S 96th & S. Arthur Ave.- North 5 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 2 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 13.33 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 3.67 17.00
F Santillies- SE of S.Bldr Rd & 95th St. 9 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 0 2 1 1 0 0 1 13 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 3.00 16.00 Missy
C.3 Between S 96th & S. Arthur Ave.- South 33 1 1 2 0 1 1 1 2 1 1 0 2 0 0 1 12.83 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 2.67 15.50
C.2 Between S 96th & S. Arthur Ave.- Middle 14 1 1 2 0 1 1 1 2 1 1 0 2 0 0 1 12.33 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 2.83 15.17
J NW of Hwy 42 & 287-Eastern most 30 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 12.17 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 2.67 14.83
JJ S of Paradise Lane- 2nd in from east 10 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 10.83 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 4.00 14.83
EE N of Paradise Lane- Western most 10 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 10.67 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 3.33 14.00
H NW of Hwy 42 & 287-2nd in from west 8 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 11.5 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 2.33 13.83
FF S of Paradise Lane- Western most 10 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 10.83 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 3.00 13.83
ZZ Between Damaynovich and D. Mesa  22 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 9.5 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 4.17 13.67
K NW of Hwy 42 & 287-2nd in from east 12 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 10.83 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 2.50 13.33
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G NW of Hwy 42 & 287- Western most 3 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 10.5 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 2.50 13.00
HH S of Paradise Lane- 2nd in from west 10 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 9.667 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 2.67 12.33
I NW of Hwy 42 & 287-3rd in from west 17 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 9.667 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 2.50 12.17
B.1 PSOC -Western 3 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 2 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 9.167 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 2.83 12.00
O Dillon Road Homestead (within Trillium) 5 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 9.333 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 2.67 12.00
B PSOC on Dillon  West of Warembourg 5 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 8.167 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 2.00 10.17

Priority Tiers: Although listed in numerical order, preference for acquisition will be based on the tier level. Tier one (in yellow) reflects the highest priorities for acquisition followed by tier two (in green) and tier three (in blue).  

Strategic Community Values & Resource Values Definitions

FOR OSAB PLANNING PURPOSES ONLY

Trail Connections - land with potential to connect local and regional trail sections and corridors.

Buffer - Natural divisions providing a discernable break between or within communities.

Potential for Partners - The likelihood that other entities would share the financial burden of acquisition and/ or management of the property.

Comp. Plan-  The City of Louisville Comprehensive Plan designation for this property is as open space.

Rating Scale: The scale consist of a 0-2 rating, zero meaning the feature/quality is not present; one meaning the feature/quality is partially represented; and two meaning the feature/quality is fully present.

Ecological Significance - land with natural areas, wildlife and native plant habitat, important wetlands or watershed lands, potential for sustainable wildlife and native plant populations, and stream corridors.

Conservation/Restoration Potential-  well maintained land, well situated to be protected and managed so as to preserve the natural conditions and has opportunities for passive, low-impact types of recreation.

Recreation Potential - Feasibility and quality of appropriate recreational use.
Agricultural Preservation - Value in maintaining the active use of farming or ranching and/or preserving the history of prior agricultural use.
Public Visibility - The degree in which a prospective open space parcel can be viewed from public roads or facilities.
Scenic - An area that provides for natural visual enjoyment to an observer while not on the property.
View - An area that provides for natural visual enjoyment to an observer while on the property.

Riparian - Riparian vegetation and land adjacent to natural flowing water.
Wildlife Habitat - Area that provides sustainable shelter, food, or protection for indigenous wildlife

Threat of Development-  Possibility or probability of new development in the near term.                               
Undefined Unique Features - Value not captured in other category.
Historical Significance - Contains physical reminders, archeological sites, or historical structures, or there is knowledge of significant past use that is of public value.

Connectivity-  A piece of land that contributes to an overall open space and or community recreational network.
Open Water - A standing body of water present year round or seasonal that is important to the sustenance of vegetation, wildlife, or recreational opportunities.
Topographic & Geological Significance - Features that act as visual markers, aesthetic formations, geological uniqueness, or vantage points deemed of public value.
Size - Small, medium or large.

Existing Conditions-  How close the current state of the property is to the desired state.
Vegetation-  The abundance / diversity of native plant species.
Wetlands-  Areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or ground water at a frequency and duration sufficient to support a prevalence of vegetation.
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Lake Park Interpretive Panel 

City of Louisville Open Space & Trails 
ECOS Communications 
Design and Layout for Interpretive Panel 
OSAB Review: December 14th, 2016 
 
 

Review Objectives 
Per our contracted scope of work, ECOS has provided a design, text, and layout for an 
interpretive panel to be installed at Lake Park Open Space. The goal of the panel is three-
fold: 

1. Acknowledge the Harney family’s contribution to Louisville’s history,  
2. Make visitors aware of the pond’s origin and prior use of the land for agriculture, 

and  
3. Speak to the purpose of the property today (recreation, open space preservation, 

wildlife habitat). 
 
We will seek comment on design, messages, visuals, and copy (in that order of priority). The 
next step for ECOS will be to revise and finalize the sign for future fabrication and 
installation—per direction by Open Space staff. 
 
 

Process for Collecting Comments 
We will solicit comment through facilitated discussion.  
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City of Louisville, Lake Park Interpretive Sign Dec 7 2016

This Pond—From Farm to ParkThis Pond—From Farm to Park

Lake Park hosts lots of wildlife! Great 
horned owls, great blue herons, belted 
kingfishers, coyotes—these are just a  
few species you might see here. 

Look out on this scene of lake, trails, and houses. 
Can you imagine seeing grazing cows, hay bales, 
and cornfields instead? The Harney family farmed 
this land for several decades, constructing the 
pond in the 1950s for crop irrigation.

From 1948 to 1972, the farm 
here produced corn, alfalfa, 
and grains to feed livestock—
using equipment like this  
harvester and tractor.

Since 1972, Lake Park has served the City of Louisville 
as a nature escape. Help us take care of this special 
place for people and wildlife. Enjoy your visit! 

Steve & Martha Harney,  
Colorado Farmers

Great horned owl (chick behind adult)

Great blue heron

Belted kingfisher

Coyote
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MEMORANDUM 
 
To:   Open Space Advisory Board 
 
From:  Lauren Trice, Associate Planner 
 
Subject:  Wayfinding Update 
 
Date:  December 6, 2016 
 
As part of the Small Area Plan processes, the City has been working with 
ArtHouse Design to engage the community and develop a draft wayfinding plan.  
An initial draft of the program is attached.  Staff’s intent is to review this draft with 
City Boards and Commissions before bringing a final proposal back to City 
Council.  
 
Design 
ArtHouse Design presented three sign “families” to the community during the 
Small Area Plan process.  The attached draft sign package is in response to the 
public comments.  ArtHouse Design also collaborated with designer for the Open 
Space, Parks & Trails Wayfinding Plan to ensure the designs were compatible. 
 
Approved Funding for Wayfinding 
The 2016 budget includes funding for fabrication and installation of an initial 
phase of sign installation. Based on the approved budget and cost estimates, 
staff developed a Phase I implementation plan. Draft location plans for Phase I 
along with the full draft sign package (Phase I and II) are attached. 
 
Questions for OSAB 

1. Are there any of the proposed Phase I sign locations that conflict with 
Open Space, Parks & Trails Wayfinding Plan? 

2. Are there any of the proposed Phase I signs that could enhance Open 
Space, Parks & Trails Wayfinding Plan? 

3. Do you have any other suggestions?  
 
Attached:  
1. Draft Location Plan & Sign Package 
2. Supplemental Renderings 

 

Department of Planning and Building Safety  
 

749 Main Street    Louisville CO 80027    303.335.4592    www.louisvilleco.gov 
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CITY OF LOUISVILLE, CO

LOCATION PLAN - PHASE 1

2373 CENTRAL PARK BLVD. SUITE 204   |   DENVER, CO 80238 

303.892.9816   |   ARTHOUSEDENVER.COM

©2016 ArtHouse Design

All drawings and written material appearing herein constitute original and unpublished work of 

the designer and may not be duplicated, used or disclosed without written consent of designer.

Package Issue Date Sheet Revision Date

10.11.16
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4
All locations shown are approximate. The Fabricator is responsible for field verification and coordination of all final locations. 
The Fabricator shall notify the Owner and ArtHouse Design of any discrepancies between ArtHouse Design’s drawings, location plans, or message schedule and field conditions prior to installation. 

CITY OF LOUISVILLE, CO

LOCATION PLAN

2373 CENTRAL PARK BLVD. SUITE 204   |   DENVER, CO 80238 

303.892.9816   |   ARTHOUSEDENVER.COM

©2016 ArtHouse Design

All drawings and written material appearing herein constitute original and unpublished work of 

the designer and may not be duplicated, used or disclosed without written consent of designer.

Package Issue Date Sheet Revision Date

10.11.16

129

A

SYMBOL KEY

Location Number

Sign Type

SIGN TYPE LEGEND

GENERAL NOTES

SIGN TYPES PROPOSED FOR PHASE 2 ARE SHOWN AT A REDUCED 
OPACITY FOR VISUAL DISTINCTION BETWEEN THE TWO PHASES.

S BOULDER RD

RAILROAD

HWY 36

M
CC

AS
LI

N 
BL

VD

VIA APPIA 

DILLON RD 

CHERRY ST 

HW
Y 42

B

B

B

B

B (1)

B (1)

AC C

A

A

A (1)

A

A

F (1)F (1) H

HJ (1)J (1)

J (1)

J (1)

J (1)

J (1)

J (1)
J (1)

J (1)

J (1)J (1)J (1)

J (1)

Louisville, CO Site Plan

Scale: NTS
1

A Sign Type A: Primary Monument Sign

B Sign Type B: Secondary Monument Sign

C Sign Type C: Tertiary Monument Sign

D Sign Type D: Illuminated Bollard

E Sign Type E: Directional Marker

F Sign Type F: Directory Kiosk

G Sign Type G: Interpretive Sign

H Sign Type H: Pedestrian Pole Mounted Wayfinding Sign

J Sign Type J: Vehicular Pole Mounted Wayfinding Sign

L Sign Type L: District Seal

M Sign Type M: Pole Mounted Banners

G.1 Sign Type G.1: Small Interpretive

128

laurent
Typewritten Text

laurent
Typewritten Text

laurent
Typewritten Text
PHASE I & II

laurent
Typewritten Text

laurent
Typewritten Text

laurent
Typewritten Text

laurent
Typewritten Text

laurent
Typewritten Text

laurent
Typewritten Text

laurent
Typewritten Text

laurent
Typewritten Text



5
All locations shown are approximate. The Fabricator is responsible for field verification and coordination of all final locations. 
The Fabricator shall notify the Owner and ArtHouse Design of any discrepancies between ArtHouse Design’s drawings, location plans, or message schedule and field conditions prior to installation. 
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SIGNAGE & WAYFINDING FAMILY
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2373 CENTRAL PARK BLVD. SUITE 204   |   DENVER, CO 80238 
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 Which  

Memorandum 
To:  Rob Zuccaro, Planning & Building Safety Department Director  
From:  Allan Gill, RLA, and Park’s Project Manager 
Date:  December 2, 2016 

Re: Clementine Subdivision Redevelopment, Preliminary PUD                    

The Parks & Recreation Department has reviewed the Clementine Subdivision Redevelopment; 
Preliminary PUD dated September 1, 2016 and has the following comments:  
 
Summary: 
The applicant is proposing to provide enhanced landscaping and a trail  (from Lock Street to the 
northern edge of the clementine Development) as a public benefit in addition to maintenance on an 
undeveloped City owned parcel of land adjacent to the east side of the development located at 301-333 
East Street. In return the applicants are asking to use a portion of the area for stormwater detention.  As 
some stormwater detention basins tend to be very noticeable as a fairly deep hole the proposed 
detention area would be about a twelve to eighteen inches in depth.  
 
The triangular shaped parcel is approximately 1.4 acres +/- in size and is identified as “Parks” in the 
Parks, Recreation, Open Space and Trails (PROST) master plan. Typically public land cannot be used 
for permanent, private purposes. In this instance the applicants are proposing what they believe is a 
win / win situation. 
 
Currently the City owned parcel of land is undeveloped and does not have high Recreation or Parks 
value as the parcel is too small to be developed and maintained for active Park or Recreation purposes 
and the triangular shape further limits what the parcel can be used for.  
 
Pros: 

1. A constructive use of a ‘remnant parcel’ of land. 
2. Enhanced landscaping would serve as a more aesthetically pleasing gateway to the City. 
3. Construction of the trail to Lock Street where an existing two track can be accessed to connect 

to the Coal Creek Trail which provides safe pedestrian access to Community Park without 
crossing the railroad tracks. 

4. Detention could be sized to accommodate runoff not only from the Clementine Subdivision but 
for the areas to the north as well as paving the way for redevelopment in those areas. 
 

Cons: 
1. Use of the parcel for detention provides limited benefit to the general public. 
2. Private use of public land is typically not allowed. 
3. The City has encountered problems in the past when dealing with HOA’s that become 

unresponsive or defunct over time resulting in substandard maintenance or the City, by default 
assuming maintenance responsibility.  

4. City maintenance standards may be difficult to enforce. 

   
 

PARKS & RECREATION 
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 Page 2 

 
Park and Recreation Department staff supports conditional use of the City owned parcel of land as 
proposed and subject to the applicant addressing the following: 
 

1. The parcel of land requires an appraisal at the applicant’s expense to determine market value. 
Improvements and benefit provided by the applicants to the City would need to meet or 
exceed market value. 

2. The applicants or their designee will be responsible for maintenance of the City owned parcel 
of land and trail which meets City standards in perpetuity including any and all improvements.  

3. The trail connection to the Coal Creek trail as shown on sheet A1.0 (existing two-track road 
south of Lock Street) would need to be constructed as part of the project and at applicant’s 
expense. 

4. Parks department staff initially recommended improving the existing pedestrian walk on the 
west side of East Street extending from the site north to Pine Street as the walk in some 
places is only three feet wide. Construction of the improved wider walk was to be at the 
applicant’s expense. Public Works; however, does not support this recommendation and 
proposes that improvements to the entire walk on the west side of East Street be included in a 
street improvement project and not tied to the subdivision.  

5. If the applicant cannot or will not agree to these conditions, staff recommends that the 
applicant address detention requirements without the use of publically owned land or explore 
purchasing the parcel from the City. 
 

Staff recommendations are subject to review and comment by the Open Space Advisory Board 
(OSAB) and the Parks and Public Landscape Advisory board (Parks Board). 
 
OSAB concurs with staff recommendations on comment #1   ___ Yes  ___ No 
OSAB Comments: 
 
 
OSAB concurs with staff recommendations on comment #2   ___ Yes  ___ No 
OSAB Comments: 
 
 
OSAB concurs with staff recommendations on comment #3   ___ Yes  ___ No 
OSAB Comments: 
 
 
OSAB concurs with Public Works recommendations on comment #4  ___ Yes  ___ No 
OSAB Comments: 
 
 
OSAB concurs with staff recommendations on comment #5   ___ Yes  ___ No 
OSAB Comments:  
 
 
OSAB recommends the following with regard to the Clementine Subdivision Preliminary PUD and Plat. 
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SHEET DESCRIPTION

TOTAL LAND AREA # OF D.U.'s DENSITY

3.7 ACRES (160,705 SF) 44* 11.9 D.U./ACRE

TOTAL BLD'G COVERAGE OF SUBDIVISION: 56,250 SF = 35% OF TOTAL LAND AREA
TOTAL OPEN SPACE OF SUBDIVISION: 64,011 SF = 40% OF TOTAL LAND AREA

*NOTE: @3,500SF MIN PER D.U. PER 17.12.040 FOR RM DISTRICTS, 46 UNITS WOULD BE
ALLOWED

PROJECT LOCATION: 301-333 EAST ST.

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: LOTS 1A, 1B, AND 1C CLEMENTINE SUBDIVISION
FILING 2, AND LOT 2 CLEMENTINE SUBDIVISION
LOCATED IN SE 1/4, SE 1/4 SECTION, T1S, R69W OF
THE 6TH P.M. CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COUNTY OF
BOULDER, STATE OF COLORADO

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: THIS PROPOSED PRELIMINARY PUD INCLUDES
REDEVELOPMENT OF APPROXIMATELY 3.7 ACRES.
NEW CONSTRUCTION INCLUDES (44) TOWNHOMES
ALONG WITH COMMON AREAS.

ZONING: RM (RESIDENTIAL MEDIUM DENSITY WHICH PRIMARILY
PERMITS TOWNHOUSE DENSITIES)

PROPOSED USE: MULTI-UNIT DWELLINGS
OVERLAYS? NO

PUD YARD & BULK REQUIREMENTS
Clementine Clementine Clementine

North Perimeter Central District
Building Type: A B C

Min. Lot Area 3,140 SF 1,775 SF 1,440 SF
Min. Lot Width 32' 24' 24'
Max. Lot Coverage 65% 70% 85%
Max. Footprint 1,875 SF 1,625 SF 1,200 SF
Maxiumum Height 35' 35' 35'

Building Setbacks

Front Yard
To Private Drive 15' to porch

To Common Open Space 10'
To Public ROW 20'

Rear Yard 15'
To Private Drive 2' 2'

Side Yard
Between Units 0' 0' 0'

Abutting Public ROW 7' 10'
Abutting Private Drive 5' 5'
Abbutting Commons 5'

Parking Requried per D.U. 2 2 2
Parking Provided per D.U. 2 2 2

Guest Parking Required:
(site-wide) 44 D.U. / 8 = 6

Guest Parking Provided:
(site-wide) 16*

*

Parking Requirements

Note: Using Louisville Mixed Use Standards for guest parking, 1 space per
8 dwelling units to be provided.

This does not include two spaces per D.U.
provided in the driveways of the D.U.'s of
Buildings A1 & A2
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