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 749 Main Street         Louisville CO 80027  
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Planning Commission 
January 10, 2019 

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.   
 

1. Call to Order 

2. Roll Call 

3. Elect Chair and Vice Chair 

4. Approval of Agenda  

5. Approval of Minutes  

a. December 13, 2018 

6. Public Comment on Items Not on the Agenda  

7. New Business – Public Hearing Items 

a. Terraces on Main (712 & 722 Main Street):  A request for a PUD to allow 
for a 22,020 sf commercial building, and a  5,802 sf parking garage at 712 
& 722 Main ST, and a final plat to consolidate two lots, and a special 
review use to allow an automobile garage and outdoor sales for retail 
goods and eating and drinking establishments (Resolution 1, Series 2019) 

 Applicant : 712 Main Street, LLC and 722 Main Street, LLC 
 Case Manager: Rob Zuccaro, Planning and Building Safety Director 

 

b. Office Zoned Property Zone Change – Rezone to Agricultural and 
Administrative Office – A request to rezone certain property from the 
Office zone district to the Agricultural and Administrative Office zone 
district. (Resolution No 19, Series 2018). 

  

 Applicant : City of Louisville 
 Case Manager: Lisa Ritchie, Senior Planner 

 

c. Davidson Highline Replat 2 – A request for a replat of Davidson Highline 
Replat subdivision, Lots 1A and 2A to adjust the lot boundaries of Lots 1A 
and 2A, vacate Tract Q, Takoda subdivision, and create Outlot A. 
(Resolution No 2, Series 2019). 
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 Applicant : City of Louisville 

 Case Manager: Lisa Ritchie, Senior Planner 
 

8. Planning Commission Comments  

9. Staff Comments 

a. Open Government & Ethics Pamphlet – 2019 Edition 

b. Public Notice Posting Locations (Resolution No. 3, Series 2019) 

o City Hall, 749 Main Street 

o Library, 951 Spruce Street 

o Recreation/Senior Center, 900 Via Appia 

o Police Department/Municipal Court, 992 Via Appia 

o City Web Site: www.LouisvilleCO.gov 

c. 2019 Meeting dates 

10. Items Tentatively Scheduled for the regular meeting February 14, 2019: 

 Ascent Church Final PUD and St Louis Parish and Commercial Park Final 
Plat 
 

11. Adjourn  
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MEMORANDUM 
 
To:   Honorable Chair and Members of the Planning Commission 
 
From:  Planning Division  
 
Subject:  Election of Officers 
 
Date:  January 10, 2019 
  
 
 
The Bylaws of the Louisville Planning Commission establish the manner for 
electing officers. Article II, Section 2 established there shall be a Chair, Vice-chair 
and Secretary and that they shall be elected either  

1) At the first meeting in January, or  
2) At the first meeting of the Commission after the effective date of  

appointment of new members of the Planning Commission.  
The Bylaws do not establish any formal process the Commission must follow in 
the election of officers.  
 
The January Planning Commission agenda includes a business item for the 
election of officers. The Commission has two options for completing the election 
of officers:  

1) Complete the election of officers with nomination during the January 10th  
meeting or 

2) Accept formal nominations and letters of interest that could then be 
considered at the February 14th meeting.  

 
If the Commission wishes to submit letters of interest or letters of nomination in 
advance of the February 14th meeting, staff could include those in your packets 
of that meeting. We would need to receive those by Monday, February 4, 2019 in 
order to forward them in your packets.  
  
 

 

Department of Planning and Building Safety 
 

749 Main Street   Louisville CO 80027   303.335.4592   www.LouisvilleCO.gov 
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Planning Commission 
Meeting Minutes 

December 13th, 2018 
City Hall, Council Chambers 

749 Main Street 
6:30 PM 

 
Call to Order – Chair Brauneis called the meeting to order at 6:30 PM.  
 
Roll Call was taken and the following members were present: 
 

Commission Members Present: Steve Brauneis, Chair  
David Hsu, Vice Chair 
Dietrich Hoefner 
Jeff Moline 
Keaton Howe 
Tom Rice 
Debra Williams 

Commission Members Absent: None. 
Staff Members Present:  Rob Zuccaro, Dir of Planning & Building Safety 
     Lisa Ritchie, Associate Planner 

Amelia Brackett, Planning Clerk  

   
APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

Moline moved and Williams seconded a motion to approve the December 13th, 2018 
agenda. Motion passed unanimously by voice vote.  
  

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
Moline moved and Williams seconded a motion to approve the October 11th, 2018 
minutes. Motion passed unanimously by voice vote.  
 

PUBLIC COMMENTS ON ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA 
None. 
 

NEW BUSINESS – PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS 
LMC Amendment – Marijuana Regulations – Proposed amendments to Title 17 of 
the Louisville Municipal Code (LMC) regarding certain provisions related to retail 
and medical marijuana businesses (Resolution No. 17, Series 2018.) 

 Applicant: City of Louisville 

 Case Planner: Rob Zuccaro, Director of Planning and Building Safety    

Commissioner Hsu disclosed that he has a client in his law practice who works in the 
marijuana business, but he felt he could still be objective. 
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Director Zuccaro stated that proper notice was made for the hearing and proceeded to 
present the proposed amendments. Two titles in the Louisville Municipal Code (LMC) 
deal with marijuana regulation – Licensing (Title 5) and Zoning (Title 17.) Current code 
restrictions include limitations on the size and location of retail and medical marijuana 
establishments, a limit of four businesses within city limits, geographic buffers around 
certain uses, and a ban on cultivation (manufacturing and testing is allowed.)  
 
Staff had three discussions with City Council in 2018 on what to change in the Code. 
Council directed staff to explore an option to align marijuana regulations with current 
liquor store regulations. The proposal from Council is as follows: 
 

 Eliminate 4-store limit. 

 Add 1,500 feet spacing between stores. 

 Align medical and retail regulations for testing and manufacturing and expand to 
Industrial District. 

 Increase store size to 5,000. 

 Decrease buffer from 1,320 to 500 feet and only from primary school and higher. 

 Allow cultivation in Industrial District with odor and ventilation requirements. 

 
Zuccaro responded to the question in Commissioner Hsu’s email asking for the 
maximum number of stores under the proposed ordinance. Staff found that the max 
number would be about 12 stores. 
 
Zuccaro explained that the biggest concern staff found when talking to other cities was 
odor regulation. The City would have to figure out how to enforce odor regulations. The 
proposal would allow cultivation in Industrial Districts and would include a ventilation 
requirement to ensure that there would be no odor from the building. Odor would also 
be address in the permit review and licensing processes. 
 
Brauneis asked how federal regulation would impact city regulations. 
 
Zuccaro replied that marijuana was not legal under federal law, so there were no 
applicable federal regulations. As a controlled substance, some cities like Denver have 
chosen to apply a 1,000-foot buffer to align with the Controlled Substances Act, but that 
was not legally mandated.  
 
Rice asked why there were only two stores now, even when four were allowed. He also 
asked if staff thought there would be additional demand to open new stores under the 
new regulations. 
 
Zuccaro replied that there were only two stores currently because of the buffers and 
because sometimes landlords do not rent to marijuana businesses. He added that staff 
gets inquiries often and the new proposals had increased interest in opening new 
stores. 
 
Rice asked if the point of the proposal was to use the buffers as the limiting agents.  
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Zuccaro confirmed that the buffers would create the natural limits and they would also 
help prevent a commercial marijuana center with multiple stores in the same area. 
 
Williams asked why marijuana businesses were banned downtown. 
 
Zuccaro replied that cities like Lafayette had bans on some commercial districts based 
on the character of that area. 
 
Williams asked why that rationale would not be applied to residential areas. 
 
Zuccaro stated that the same rationale could be applied to residential areas. At the last 
Council discussion, there were different views about whether to allow marijuana 
businesses downtown and Council would appreciate that discussion on the record, as 
well. He also asked the Commission to comment on the proposed cultivation 
regulations.  
 
Hsu asked where the 5,000-square foot limit for retail spaces came from. 
 
Zuccaro replied that it came from talking to current stores about what would work for 
retail space needs while maintaining a limit. 
 
Howe asked if there was a current supply/demand issue with the existing two stores. 
 
Zuccaro stated that he did not know, but the inquiries to open up stores suggest that 
there is demand.  
 
Howe asked if the community had complained that the current stores were too busy. 
 
Zuccaro replied that they had not had those complaints from the community. He turned 
the commissioners’ attention to the emails from the public that were in their packets and 
on the dais. 
 
Hoefner asked if there could be two more retail stores in the current shopping area 
where the two stores are now. 
 
Meredyth Muth, City Clerk, replied that there was a day care to the north of Lowe’s that 
would preclude that shopping area from having another store. She added that the City 
was processing another license under the current regulations.  
 
Hsu asked if that store would be excluded under the 1,500-foot buffer. 
 
Muth confirmed that it would. 
 
Hoefner asked if the buffer would apply to the distance between the two existing stores. 
 
Zuccaro replied that the existing stores would be grandfathered in.  
 
Williams asked what would happen if the proposal was voted down in the Planning 
Commission. 
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Zuccaro replied that the Commission’s recommendation would go to Council and they 
would make the final decision. 
 
Moline asked where the impetus for the changes in the ordinances came from. 
 
Zuccaro replied that from the changes to the sales side it was a desire to treat 
marijuana stores similar to liquor stores. On the cultivation side, it was about business 
development.  
 
Brauneis noted that he thought the state legalization process involved a discussion 
about treating marijuana like liquor. 
 
Zuccaro added that the CTC (in an Industrial District) was not in favor of the cultivation 
in their area and it may not be allowed due to private regulation under the CDC. 
 
Moline asked if the licensing authority was the same for liquor as for marijuana. 
 
Muth replied that it was the same licensing board and the process for getting a 
marijuana license was similar to getting a liquor license. 
 
Williams asked if the City would have authority to deny any of the allowed marijuana 
stores. 
 
Muth replied that if they met zoning and licensing requirements, then no.  
 
Moline asked how the City would ensure compliance with a cultivation business that 
was a use-by-right in an Industrial District. 
 
Zuccaro responded that the business would still need to get a tenant finish building 
permit and also a license. The licensing stage would be when staff would verify 
compliance with things like the ventilation system. Staff had also added a requirement 
to provide an industrial hygienist report during the licensing process. 
 
Howe asked about the process to report odors. 
 
Zuccaro replied that a code enforcement officer would go out as soon as possible to 
verify the odor. Staff from other cities said that it was a difficult thing to enforce, because 
odors vary by the time of day and so complaints without verification sometimes happen. 
The Code amendment included a reporting requirement, but staff and Council had also 
discussed additional requirements.  
 
Howe asked how the filtering systems worked and if the ordinance would specify the 
filtration specs. 
 
Zuccaro stated that the Code would not mandate specific filtration systems, but it would 
be up to the facility to prove that their filtration system met the standards in the Code. 
 

7



Planning Commission 
Meeting Minutes 

December 13, 2018 
Page 5 of 21 

 

Howe asked what the typical exhaust was comprised of and if it could be negated to 
zero. 
 
Zuccaro stated that the standard would be zero odor at the premises, meaning at the 
building. They would not be measuring gas, just odor. 
 
Hsu noted that the Code in 5.11.222 did not specifically mention having odor at the 
premises. He pointed out that the Code language was squishy. He read the following 
excerpt to make his point, questioning the uses of words like “reasonable” and “normal”: 

 
“No retail marijuana establishment shall permit the emission of marijuana 
odor from any source to result in detectable odors that leave the premises 
upon which they originated and interfere with the reasonable use and 
enjoyment of another’s property…whether or not a marijuana emission 
interferes with the reasonable and comfortable use and enjoyment of a 
property shall be measured against the objective standards of a 
reasonable person of normal sensitivity able to detect the odor of 
marijuana outside the marijuana establishment.” 

 
Zuccaro replied that staff was concerned about the ability to enforce odor control as 
well. They reached this draft based on conversations with other cities that have been 
dealing with cultivation odor regulation for years. They felt it worked reasonably well as 
long as the City invested the resources to enforce it. 
 
Williams asked why the Code wouldn’t have marijuana and liquor regulated in the exact 
same way with the same Code.  
 
Zuccaro stated that that would be one way to do it if you really considered them the 
same. 
 
Hsu noted that regulating them in the exact same way might run afoul of state liquor 
laws. 
 
Howe asked if the federal law allowed the sale of marijuana. 
 
Zuccaro replied that no, federal law did not allow it, which created general uncertainty 
and issues with banking. 
 
Brauneis requested public comment.  
 
Tom Tennessen, 5700 Dudley Street in Arvada, stated that he had been a resident of 
Louisville for 16 years and had served on the liquor board. He observed that the buffer 
laws prevented more than two stores in city limits, especially the daycare buffer 
restriction. As a previous member of the liquor board he noted more problems with the 
liquor licenses than the marijuana ones. He then addressed the cultivation issue, stating 
that the City of Boulder has 50-some licenses, yet some of the licensees have the same 
owners in multiple facilities. If you don’t have regulations in town, market forces would 
continue to change as they had since the original laws were written. He noted that 
cultivation facilities were much more regulated with cameras and tags and other forms 
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of control. Nothing else in town had that much oversight. Cultivation also requires large 
amounts of capital. He asked the Commission to look at the constraints that may be 
imposed on size and consider the limitations those might set on any business that 
wanted to come to Louisville.  
 
Nick Broderick, 5515 Racquet Lane in Boulder, founder of 14er Holistics, a vertically 
integrated cannabis business that included cultivation and retail operations in Boulder. 
He had education and experience in environmental engineering and air pollution control 
technology. He stated that the popular filters now were primarily activated carbon. At 
first in 2009 with few regulations, a lot of people tried to open startups in their 
basements. With added regulations, a number of businesses folded. Now, the motto in 
the business is that they were in the business of compliance and happened to grow 
cannabis. In Boulder when there were not a lot restrictions, a lot of small startup 
companies came in and a number of them were not upstanding business owners, which 
caused a strain on the enforcement staff. He recommended no size restrictions since 
the market pressures were severe and caused consolidation in businesses as 
marijuana became less expensive. He recommended allowing market forces to push 
the best cultivators to the top. In the City of Boulder there were annual inspections from 
the City and the state with high pressure to comply. He stated that for odor compliance 
it came down to the community using their senses. His company has never had an odor 
complaint in the nine years they have been in operation.  
 
Cyndi Thomas, 1245 Grant Avenue in Louisville, a partner at the largest property owner 
in the CTC, President of the CTC Owners’ Association, and a frequenter of CTC 
businesses. She noted that there were children-focused businesses within the CTC and 
stated that there was a tenant base that was not coherent with the cultivation of 
marijuana. For example, one tenant that did government work expressed concern that it 
would be difficult to keep their government contracts with cultivation in the park. 
Children-focused businesses were also concerned about the odor. Thomas stated that 
CTC is a covenant-controlled business parks and she was not aware of other such 
parks that allow cultivation. She added that the CTC Owners’ Association had solicited 
a legal review, which found that cultivation would not be compliant with their covenant. 
Finally, she stated that while the technology was getting better to mitigate the smells, 
she was worried that the odor concerns would land with the CTC if the City did not have 
the resources to do odor enforcement.  
 
Teresa Saint-Peter, 1235 East 12th Avenue Apartment 21 in Denver, represents the 
Green Solution, one of the businesses that had recently inquired about applying for 
license from the City. She responded to the concerns of odor enforcement, suggesting 
that tax revenue generated from the marijuana businesses could go to odor 
enforcement. She stated that Green Solution was a family-owned business that offered 
good jobs and the owners would be happy to give the commissioners a tour of their 
facilities. 
 
Eric Fowles 625 Fairfield Lane in Louisville, owner of Voltage Advertising in town, stated 
that Council needed to be transparent about why they wanted to increase these 
regulations. As a father of six and a brand expert, he did not think marijuana was the 
brand that they wanted for the City. He added that it was an issue for high schoolers 
and that making marijuana more available was not a good idea. As a business owner 
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the regulations could make him question further investment in the town. He 
recommended that the community should be more involved in this discussion.  
 
Rice moved to enter the recent public comment emails into the record. Howe seconded. 
Voice vote. All in favor. 
 
Brauneis asked for commissioner comments and deliberation. 
 
Hoefner asked for clarification on the CTC allowances regarding the CTC covenant. 
 
Cyndi Thomas replied that the CTC had a legal review done as their covenants did not 
specifically address the cultivation of marijuana. The covenant did cover illegal activities 
and nuisances and the board and the legal review concluded that cultivation did not 
adhere to the CTC covenants based on those insights. The issue was who would be 
able to enforce the CTC covenant, since it would be difficult for the CTC to enforce their 
own restrictions. She gave the example that the CTC did not allow parking on the street 
in the CTC, but the City did, so the City did not enforce the covenant regulations on 
parking. Additionally, there were issues for businesses with debt and equity since 
marijuana was still illegal under federal law.  
 
Brauneis asked staff if there were any odor regulations for automobile paint spray 
booths. 
 
Zuccaro replied that there were probably building code requirements and nuisance and 
performance standards for general types of nuisances like spray booths in industrial 
areas.  
 
Broderick added that there was a classification of hazardous emissions under the EPA, 
which included regulation of spray booths, lead acid manufacturing, and others, for the 
emission of hazardous air pollutants. The technologies used to be in compliance with 
those regulations could be used by marijuana businesses. 
 
Moline asked staff about the 1,500-feet spacing between stores.  
 
Zuccaro replied that it was the buffer from schools and other uses. It was not a spacing 
based on liquor laws. 
 
Muth responded that the current rule was that liquor stores had to be 1,500 feet apart by 
state law.  
 
Moline asked if the 1,500 feet suggestion from Council was to try to align the marijuana 
and liquor laws. 
 
Muth confirmed. 
 
Hsu addressed cultivation and odor based on his visits to a cultivation facility and a 
retail facility. At the cultivation facility, he did not notice any smells outside even though 
there was a strong pot smell inside the building. He had not noticed smells inside or 
outside of retail stores. He added that in the Council minutes they had a breakdown of 

10



Planning Commission 
Meeting Minutes 

December 13, 2018 
Page 8 of 21 

 

votes for each topic and it might be good to go through each topic and do a straw poll of 
some sort. 
 
Williams stated that the buffer from residential should be added to the topic list.  
 
Moline asked Commissioner Williams about her concern about the residential buffer. He 
noted that there were marijuana smells currently in residential areas from people using 
and growing in their homes. 
 
Williams replied that the proximity of stores to residential zones was a problem for 
people who bought their houses in Louisville and did not expect to be next to a 
marijuana business. She suggested considering a buffer from residential zones. She 
added that if they were banning the sale of marijuana downtown due to character of the 
area, they should apply the same standard to residential areas. 
 
Brauneis asked if there was a residential buffer for liquor stores. 
 
Zuccaro replied that there was not. 
 
Brauneis asked if there was an increase in police issues due to the two marijuana 
stores. 
 
Muth replied that they had not had any problems with the two present stores. She noted 
that there was a small bump in enforcement issues after marijuana was legalized. She 
added that the liquor issues were usually in restaurants and in general they stayed at a 
consistent level. 
 
Hoefner stated that it seemed inappropriate to decrease the buffer for K-12 and the 
other uses on the list and a 1,000 feet should be a minimum.  
 
Brauneis asked what Commissioner Hoefner thought the buffer achieved. 
 
Hoefner replied that it was important to separate kids and addictive substances. 
 
Hsu replied that when his daughter asked him what marijuana was after seeing a store, 
he explained it to her. He did not think addiction problems existed due to proximity in 
terms of feet. He agreed with Commissioner Hoefner that there was an inconsistency in 
the way Council was applying the buffers and bans. It seemed they were protecting 
downtown more than schools. He thought that where they were to have a buffer, it 
should be increased to 1000 feet to match the federal Controlled Substances Act. He 
was not opposed to sales downtown. He added that paraphernalia stores were not 
regulated. He also noted that the Planning Commission was not an elected body, the 
Council was, and the County voted to approve marijuana with a big majority. 
 
Brauneis noted that there were PSA announcements on the radio to talk to kids about 
marijuana use and he thought that was a healthy way to deal with the issue. 
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Williams agreed that the County voted for allowing businesses by 66%, but she wasn’t 
sure that that vote reflected a desire to have 11 stores in each town. She did not want to 
decide on that issue and did not think the Council should, either. 
 
Hoefner recalled the discussion around state legalization as being about legalizing 
marijuana subject to local regulation.  
 
Rice added that the relevant statues provide the opt-out provisions to allow communities 
to opt out even 100% if they want. His personal view was that the City should opt-out 
100%, but he was aware that that decision had already been made. From a planning 
perspective, he did not think more marijuana stores everywhere in the city would be 
good for the character for the community. He could not support any changes to 
regulations that would increase the number of stores. He added that the Colorado 
Supreme Court had spoken to the issue of lawful activity of marijuana, which could play 
into the CTC covenant issue, to say that a company could fire an employee for 
marijuana use since it was legally prohibited.  
 
Howe stated that his priority was to uphold the small-town ideals of the community, 
which they were asked to address in their commissioner applications. He did not think 
that the proposed ordinance corresponded to valuing residential spaces and he 
wondered how the spread of marijuana would impact current businesses, as well. One 
of the articles in the staff packet showed suggestive evidence that marijuana 
businesses increased tax revenue, which he agreed would be a benefit. However, the 
article also noted an increase in public health incidents over 10 years, such as hospital 
visits related to marijuana. He summarized that he only one benefit, increased revenue, 
and that there were many disadvantages.  
 
Brauneis asked if staying at the current regulations would impact the findings of that 
study. 
 
Hsu noted that alcohol likely had more health hazards than marijuana. He agreed that if 
you made something legal under state law more people would use it, but the data for 
Louisville showed that the two existing stores had not affected anything in terms of 
property value or criminal complaints.  
 
Howe replied that he thought the question was whether these changes would affect the 
way people relate to their community. For example, would people want to continue 
using kid-centered businesses in Louisville with an increase in marijuana stores? 
 
Hoefner stated that the planning perspective was about where appropriate uses existed 
in the town. He agreed with Commissioner Rice that the fact that it would be used at all 
was already decided, but the question now was where it would be used. 
 
Zuccaro stated that Council did rely on the Planning Commission for input. He 
recommended thinking about the impacts on the community, as well. It was not 
governed by particular criteria. The Commission could draw on the Comprehensive Plan 
and personal experience. He asked the Commission to make a motion for any 
conditions of changes that they could recommend as a body. The Commission could 
also request additional information of staff.  
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Williams suggested everyone’s comments on the record on each issue to the Council 
could have the Commission’s reasoning.  
 
The commissioners and staff discussed how to go about making their recommendations 
to Council, concluding that they would vote on a motion.  
 
Brauneis then asked if they were allowed to put a cap on the number of stores under 
state law. 
 
Zuccaro replied that it was a local issue and the City could put a limit on stores if they 
wanted. He offered to get a City Attorney opinion for the official legal word. 
 
Brauneis returned the discussion toward the list of discussion/direction topics. 
 
Downtown ban 
Williams stated that if they were banning sales downtown, then they should ban them 
from residential areas. 
 
Rice opposed sales downtown. 
 
Hsu would vote in favor of sales downtown, in particular the commercial area east of the 
railroad tracks, Pine Street Plaza. 
 
Hoefner, Moline, and Howe opposed sales downtown. 
 
Brauneis stated that when this initially came up five or so years ago that there would be 
a paradigm shift with talking to kids about marijuana such that marijuana sales would be 
acceptable downtown. He would be more concerned by a strip club or a pawn shop in 
that area. He added that there really had not been an impact from the two existing 
stores. 
 
Williams added to her earlier comments that she agreed with a ban downtown and in 
addition supported a 500-feet buffer from residential areas as part of maintaining the 
character of the town. 
 
Cultivation facilities 
Rice opposed allowing cultivation. 
 
Hoefner thought that an industrial zone was as appropriate a place as any for 
cultivation. 
 
Williams agreed with Commissioner Hoefner as long as business parks and HOAs had 
the right to ban them from their facilities. 
 
Hsu was in favor of allowing cultivation in industrial zones. He was confident that the 
odor remediation would work and cultivation facilities usually looked like big boxes and 
would not be a visual problem for being near kid-related activities. He added that the 
cultivation facilities were sophisticated and hi-tech. 
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Moline agreed with Commissioner Hsu and stated that legitimized allowance in an 
industrial zoning district would help decrease the number of grows in residential areas. 
 
Howe understood that it was an industrial district, but he thought that there was 
adequate demand for space in the CTC already.  
 
Brauneis noted that he did not think it was up to the Planning Commission to be 
concerned with supply and demand unless they were creating an industrial district. In 
this case, it was a business activity that occurred inside of a building. He thought that 
odor regulations would be enforceable.  
 
Hsu stated that he understood Commissioner Howe’s point that if there was a supply 
and demand issue at the CTC they might want to encourage growth in that area by 
approving this use.  
 
Maximum facility size  
Zuccaro noted that the City of Boulder used existing zoning limits to govern the size of 
cultivation facilities. The proposal did not have any size limits for cultivation.  
 
Hsu thought there should be a maximum number of some sort. 
 
Moline agreed with Commissioner Hsu and suggested that they could revisit the cap 
number in the future. 
 
Brauneis asked if there was another industry that had space limits.  
 
Zuccaro replied that there were not space limits for other industries, even though 
architectural regulations might not allow certain types of structures.  
 
Williams asked if there were size limits on greenhouses. 
 
Zuccaro replied that architectural controls in the CTC might not allow certain structures, 
but he was not aware of any limits on greenhouses in particular. 
 
Brauneis asked why they would want to curb the success of a business by limiting its 
size. 
 
Hoefner stated that unless they could identify a reason for the size limit, any number felt 
arbitrary. He did not see the difference between having one large facility versus two 
smaller facilities and that market forces could decide. 
 
Rice added that they had approved industrial facilities that were over 100,000 square 
feet and did not think there should be a limit in this situation, either. 
 
Hsu stated that he was convinced by his fellow commissioners that there should not be 
a size cap on cultivation facilities. 
 

14



Planning Commission 
Meeting Minutes 

December 13, 2018 
Page 12 of 21 

 

Align medical and retail allowances for testing and manufacturing & expansion 
into industrial district 
Moline asked if alignment helped enforcement. 
 
Zuccaro replied that there did not seem to be a difference between medical and 
recreational testing and manufacturing. 
 
Williams asked what kind of facility conducted testing and manufacturing. 
 
Muth stated that there were different licenses. You cannot test and manufacture in a 
retail store by state law. Cultivation and testing were different licenses as well and you 
could not do them both in the same facility. Muth added that there were specific 
regulations about waste for each type of license. 
 
Williams asked if the waste was considered hazardous. 
 
Muth replied that it was not but they did not want anyone going to a trash facility and 
recognizing the waste as marijuana. 
 
Hsu added that when he had visited a marijuana testing facility it looked like a chemical 
lab and had a lot of tools for compliance and safety. 
 
Hoefner stated that he would not support manufacturing as a use-by-right in a 
commercial zone and suggested that it could be allowed there through an SRU, but he 
would approve it as a use-by-right in an industrial district for testing and manufacturing, 
which was a change from the proposal. 
 
Moline asked for Commissioner Hoefner’s rationale. 
 
Hoefner replied that manufacturing suggested a lot of different things and some of those 
things were a natural fit for a business zone, but other larger and more dangerous 
operations should have an additional layer of review. 
 
Williams added that an SRU would also create a public process. 
 
Hsu disagreed and did not think that the Planning Commission could provide 
evaluations of safety in industrial areas in an SRU process. 
 
Hoefner replied that the Planning Commission could evaluate traffic, nuisances, and 
other land use issues.  
 
Brauneis pointed out that all those issues would be covered by the Code.  
 
Hoefner agreed, but thought that it was important to go through a public process in this 
case. 
 
Brauneis asked if there were many situations for a certain category that needed SRUs. 
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Zuccaro replied that there were numerous SRU categories within zones. There were a 
lot of parallels in business and office zones where certain uses needed to go through 
the SRU process. For example, manufacturing might need a lot of delivery trucks that 
could be evaluated in the SRU process. 
 
Howe did not think he was qualified to answer the testing and manufacturing safety 
issues.  
 
Brauneis asked what Howe thought of the SRU proposal. 
 
Howe replied that he would have to know more about the testing and manufacturing and 
how close it was to other buildings. 
 
Muth stated that a lot of definitions were regulated by what the state license allowed. 
The state looked at these issues under the Marijuana Enforcement Division, which 
would review Life Safety Plans, et cetera, to get the license.  
 
Zuccaro added that size and impact could vary greatly from one manufacturing facility to 
another. He did not think there were any in the city currently.   
 
Hsu stated that he was in favor of Hoefner’s recommendation to have an SRU and if 
Council had more information they could overrule that recommendation. 
 
Zuccaro reminded the Commission that it could ask for a continuance and request 
additional information. 
 
5,000 square feet store size 
Moline asked if the 5,000 number or any number felt arbitrary, as well. He liked that 
argument the last time and thought it applied here. 
 
Rice did not see a reason to change the square footage. 
 
Williams stated that it depended. If there were going to be 11 businesses in the city, for 
example, the situation could be different. 
 
Hsu replied that without the square footage limit there could be one big-box marijuana 
store to saturate the market. 
 
Williams noted that there were about 20-30 shops you could get to from Louisville with 
relative ease currently. She added that she did not think the square footage limit would 
affect the total number of shops in the city. She did not see any reason to change what 
already existed and since the number seemed arbitrary they might as well keep it.  
 
Moline replied that it all seemed arbitrary and he suggested letting existing zoning laws 
dictate size.  
 
Hsu, Brauneis, and Hoefner agreed with Commissioner Moline. Hoefner added that he 
did not think the square footage affected the issues the Commission was considering.  
 

16



Planning Commission 
Meeting Minutes 

December 13, 2018 
Page 14 of 21 

 

Buffer zones – distance & use 
Williams asked where the current number of 1,320 feet came from. 
 
Brauneis stated that they used the buffer as a control for the total number of stores, and 
1,320 feet was a quarter mile. They calculated the total number of possible stores 
through the buffer distance. 
 
Williams stated that they should keep the buffer the same and that the buffer should 
include all kinds of children’s facilities. 
 
Rice stated that the current buffer had worked fine until this time. He added that the 
discussion on the arbitrary number was more about reasonable numbers of total stores 
than the distance itself. He did not agree with the idea that all limits were arbitrary. 
 
Hoefner contrasted this limit, which had a specific goal, with the one on the square 
footage, where it was difficult to connect that number to stated policy goals. Rice 
agreed.  
 
Howe thought the buffers should be kept in place. A smaller buffer would compromise 
business and residential areas. 
 
Brauneis asked if all the other changes were made but the buffer was kept in place, how 
many stores could there be. 
 
Zuccaro replied that there were two issues: what you’re buffering from and the distance 
of the buffer.  
 
Williams wanted to keep a buffer from all the uses the City had before and that the 
buffer of 1,320 feet should remain the same. Hoefner and Rice agreed.  
 
Zuccaro noted that making that decision on this issue would significantly limit the 
number of stores in the city. 
 
Howe stated that this issue went back to the supply and demand question. If there was 
more demand they would need to respond to that issue, but it seemed like that was not 
the case. Maybe on a revenue basis the increase might be justified, but from a planning 
perspective that was not their purview. 
 
Brauneis reminded the Commission that they had empty retail space that had been 
empty for a long time, yet they were hearing about people who wanted to move their 
businesses. He noted that keeping the buffers and the distance the same would 
basically keep the situation as is. 
 
Hoefner disagreed, citing the size limit of the facilities and other individual policy 
decisions that would change despite the limit staying the same. 
 
Moline asked if this distance was the same as for liquor stores. 
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Muth replied that the liquor license required 500 feet from schools and 1500 feet 
between stores. State law says that municipalities can go lower than 500 feet, which 
was designed for small towns. 
 
Moline asked if the 500 limit only applied to K-12. 
 
Muth confirmed. 
 
Moline stated that he was prepared to go with the liquor and marijuana regulations on 
this issue, as well. 
 
Hsu stated that he would prefer to have 1000 feet to match the controlled substances 
act, but he did not have strong feelings on the distance. He did think there should be 
buffers for specific uses, but limiting it to the K-12 since the longer list just had too many 
uses on it. 
 
Moline added that part of his reasoning came from the packet and the testimony from 
the public that the existing stores have not caused additional issues and that the liquor 
licenses were more problematic. That information is why he felt that the alignment was 
appropriate.  
 
Williams stated that she thought that even if the marijuana shops had the same number 
and severity of liquor trouble that would not weigh into her thoughts. She saw the issue 
as one of the kind of character you were trying to build in the town. 
 
Moline replied that he did not see any differences between liquor and marijuana stores. 
 
Rice noted that maybe the reason they had so few problems was because there were 
only a few stores. 
 
Brauneis did not think that regulating marijuana like liquor threatened the small-town 
character of the city.  
 
Howe countered Brauneis’ point, saying that a marijuana facility might impact a small-
town business owner or a medical facility.  
 
Hsu noted that business owners don’t get to choose their neighbors just like residents 
don’t get to pick their neighbors. He added that a pizza shop would love to have 
marijuana next to them.  
 
Howe thought that as a Planning Commission they were meant to make those kinds of 
decisions.  
 
Rice noted that the state law specifically allowed cities to choose if they wanted 
marijuana stores in their municipality.  
 
Hsu replied that he did not see the evidence that marijuana stores would hurt their 
neighbors. He was not trying to say that the City did not have the authority to regulate.  
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Brauneis noted that this discussion topic was different because the commissioners who 
wanted to keep the situation as-is would want to keep this the same and those who did 
not would not, so it was different from the other issues.  
 
Williams stated that the sky was not falling with the 2 stores. But 11 stores in a city with 
a population of 20,000 would be different than 2. 
 
Spacing between stores 
Hoefner stated that 1500 feet was unnecessary since you could only have so many 
successful stores of one kind in a single shopping center. 500 feet might be more 
appropriate. He thought that the larger number should be between the stores and the 
buffer uses, not between marijuana stores. He did not think the spacing between stores 
should be greater than between stores and child-oriented facilities. 
 
Rice asked if the 1500 came from the liquor store spacing. 
 
Hoefner stated that he thought the 1500 feet distance was to protect existing mom and 
pop shops near a supermarket that was about to put them out of business.  
 
Muth confirmed. 
 
Howe did not support any buffer between stores, suggesting that it could be left up to 
the market. 
 
Rice stated that he did not think there was a reason to have a buffer between stores 
except as an effort to limit the total number of stores, especially if you were going to 
decrease the buffers between other facility uses.  
 
Williams noted that the map reflected today, and in 10 or 20 years there could be new 
development. 
 
Zuccaro replied that yes, all the areas on the map could develop with retail to support 
stores. 
 
Brauneis liked using the space between stores as a natural cap to the maximum 
number of stores in the city. 
 
Hsu supported the idea of spacing between stores to avoid a marijuana district, which 
he did not think was in the character of Louisville.  
 
Moline asked Howe if his concern over the effects on businesses would be a concern if 
there were more than one marijuana business nearby. 
 
Howe replied that if there were a playground that have 4 nearby, that would be a 
problem. He hoped that the market would limit the success of multiple stores near each 
other. 
 
Williams stated that the spacing between stores only made sense if you were trying to 
limit the total number of stores in the town.  
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Removal of a 4-store limit 
Rice was in favor of the 4-store limit, since enough was enough. 
 
Brauneis asked for clarification on if there was actually a 4-store limit in the current 
Code. 
 
Zuccaro stated that there was a 4-store limit in the Code. 
 
Howe stated that all these topics were part of the same idea. He thought the 
Commission was trying to create an idea of what the Council would evaluate and that all 
the issues were connected to that idea. He requested that the Council evaluate the 
impact on residential areas and other uses in the city.  
 
Williams agreed with Commissioner Howe. She thought that the Planning Commission 
had given the Council an idea of what they wanted the city to look like. It seemed like 
the Commission wanted regulation and did not want a Wild West of marijuana. She 
added that she would only limit the total number of stores if there were no other buffers 
in place. 
 
Hoefner suggested an incremental approach by doubling the total number of stores to 8 
and seeing what happens. That would avoid the situation of uncontrolled marijuana 
districts. 
 
Hsu suggested that there was a majority for cultivation, on square footage, and sales 
downtown.  
 
5-minute recess. 
 
Motion 
Hsu stated that the odor emission should be strengthened because it is too squishy as it 
is and the ordinance should reflect the desire to have zero odor emissions in the 
ordinance.  
 
Williams made a motion to keep the buffer at the 1,320 feet from schools, daycares, 
parks, pools, and the rest of the current uses and keep the rest of the proposal as 
written with the amendment that instead of the 4-store limit the City put in the 8-store 
limit to prevent a marijuana district. 
 
Hoefner amended the motion to eliminate the 1,500 foot spacing between stores and to 
require an SRU for manufacturing in a CB zone.  
 
Hoefner seconded the motion. 
 
Howe asked for clarification about a buffer zone from residential.  
 
Williams replied that there was not an addition because they were keeping the full list of 
the facilities and they would therefore not need the residential buffer. 
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Hsu pointed out that you could have a marijuana district of 8 stores under their current 
motion. 
 
Brauneis asked for additional discussion and Williams asked if the Commission’s 
changes were in writing. 
 
Zuccaro replied that they were in writing through the minutes and he summarized that 
there were four changes to the proposal as drafted: 

1. 8 store limit 
2. Remove 1500 foot spacing 
3. Maintain current buffer of 1320 with the same list of buffers 
4. SRU in CB zone.  

 
Hsu stated that he was in favor with the 8-store limit and the SRU. He did not think there 
should be buffers for the whole list of uses and he did not think the space between the 
stores should be removed. He approved of the other proposed changes as drafted by 
the Council. 
 
Rice stated that he thought a lot of the proposed amendments were creative and good, 
but he was going to stick to his principles and vote no on the motion. 
 
Howe asked if this was limiting to development. 
 
Hoefner clarified that he thought the way liquor stores worked you could move one of 
the uses near the liquor store but could not move a liquor store near an existing 
restricted use. 
 
Rice added that the Goddard School, for example, moved within the buffer zone of a 
liquor store. 
 
Muth confirmed. 
 
Moline disagreed with the buffer zone on the whole list of uses in the motion, but he 
would vote for it overall. 
 
Brauneis agreed with Moline that the 1,320-foot buffer would be fine with K-12 as the 
only use restriction. The Goddard School is proof positive that they were comfortable 
being within the liquor store buffer.  
 
Roll call vote on Resolution No. 17, Series 2018 with amendment. 6-1 in favor. Rice 
voted nay. 
   
LMC Amendment – Residential Estate (RE) Zone District Lot Coverage Standards 
– A request to amend the RE zone district maximum lot coverage standard. 
(Resolution No. 18, Series 2018).  

 Applicant: City of Louisville 

 Case Manager:  Lisa Ritchie, Senior Planner    

Public notice met Code requirements. 
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Ritchie updated the Commission on the public outreach process for this item. On 
August 29th, 2018 staff held a public open house with more than 50 people in 
attendance and many more conversations over phone and in-person conversations. 
Staff sent out a mailer to over 3,000 residents in Louisville. They also had feedback 
forms on engagelouisvilleCO.org. The community feedback was generally supportive 
once their questions were answered, but the feedback was not unanimous. Residents 
were largely concerned with respecting and preserving neighborhood character.  
 
Ritchie presented two options to the Commission. Ritchie presented Commissioner 
Hsu’s email, where he asked what would happen if a homeowner was at 9,001 square 
feet where you would automatically be dropped down to the lower percentage. The 
graduated allowance was a way to fill that gap. She noted that the Old Town Overlay 
had a graduated allowance already. Staff thought option 1 made sense for smaller 
properties, but she requested feedback from the Commission on if a graduated 
allowance should be applied to homes over 12,000 square feet. Commissioner Hsu’s 
addition was to offer the language in option 1 underlined below. 
 
Option 1 
The maximum lot coverage for the R-E zone district shall be as follows: 

a. For a lot having a lot area of less than 5,000 square feet: 35 percent. 
b. For a lot having a lot area of 5,000 to 9,000 square feet: 30 percent, or 1,750 sf 

whichever is greater. 
c. For a lot having a lot area of 9,001 to 12,000 square feet: 25 percent, or 2,700 sf 

whichever is greater 
d. For a lot having a lot area of 12,000 square feet or greater: 20 percent, or 3,000 

sf whichever is greater.  
For “d” the 20% lot coverage max gets applied at a 15,000 sf lot. 

Option 2  
The maximum lot coverage for the R-E zone district shall be as follows: 

a. For a lot having an area of less than 8,000 square feet: 30 percent. 
b. For a lot having a lot area of 8,000 to 11,000 square feet: 25 percent, or 2,400 sf 

whichever is greater. 
c. For a lot having a lot area of 11,001 or greater square feet: 20 percent, or 2,750 

sf whichever is greater. 

For “c” the 20% lot coverage max gets applied at a 13,750 sf lot. 
 
Ritchie asked the Commission if they needed more information, what they thought 
about applying it to lots greater than 12,000 feet, and if they had a preference for either 
option. 
 
Staff recommends approval of Resolution 18, Series 2018. Staff is not advocating 
strongly for either option 1 or 2. 
 
Williams asked if there was any neighborhood that had a majority of the 5,000 square 
feet or less lots.  
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Ritchie replied that in the Continental Estate area, there was a smaller townhome 
community. This code amendment was trying to capture those lots in particular. There 
was a similar situation in the Sundance area.  
 
Rice asked about the practical effect of these options on what already exists. 
 
Ritchie stated that the homes that already existed that were still out of compliance after 
this amendment would not have to get a variance due to this resolution. 
 
Howe asked for the percentage of homes that would remain out of compliance after 
these options. 
 
Zuccaro replied that both options had compliance rates of over 90% for all categories. 
 
Ritchie noted that the lot coverage data did not include decks, so the actual compliance 
rates would be a bit lower.  
 
Brauneis asked for public comment. 
 
Tom Walker, 852 Trail Ridge Drive in Louisville, lived in the Centennial Peaks 
neighborhood, where everyone would have to go through a variance if they wanted to 
change their decks by a foot. Correcting this issue would help with variance fees. He 
thought either option that staff presented could work. He added that these changes 
would make it more equitable across Louisville. 
 
Mary Walker, 852 Trail Ridge Drive in Louisville, had lived in Louisville since 1997. The 
homes in her neighborhood were 1991 McStain Homes. She appreciated the 
gentrification since her neighbors were investing in new features and the economy was 
better. People around her were doing impressive things with their decks and she and 
her husband wanted to make changes to their home in line with the gentrification going 
on nearby. She supported either option. 
 
Brauneis opened commissioner discussion. 
 
Hoefner thanked Commissioner Hsu for the insight on the discontinuity issue. He 
supported option 1 to be more generous with smaller lots so that people could improve 
what they already have as Louisville becomes more expensive. 
 
Hsu asked for his fellow commissioners’ thoughts on the 12,000 square feet situations. 
He thought at first they should keep it at 20%, but he was flexible. 
 
Ritchie replied that you could do 5,000-8,000, 8,000-11,000 so the last number was a 
little closer to the 12,000 numbers while still reflecting the smaller lots.  
 
Hoefner stated that the 12,000 square feet did not trouble him since it was a small 
number of cases. 
 
Rice added that small numbers of cases were meant to be served by the variance 
process. 
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Williams asked for additional lot percentages. 
 
Ritchie replied that the percentage of homes between 12,000 and 15,000 square feet, 
which were about 180 and about 30-45 of those exceeded the 20%. She added that at 
less than 5,000 there were 219 lots. This amendment would pick up 200 of them, 
leaving 19 still nonconforming at the 35%.  
 
Williams stated that she would be leaning toward Option 2 if there were not very many 
lots at 5,000 square feet or less. 
 
Brauneis asked for a staff closing statement. 
 
Ritchie stated that staff was generally more supportive of option 1 for smaller lots and 
provides a graduated allowance, but either option supported neighborhood character 
and they were comfortable with either one. 
 
Brauneis closed public hearing. 
 
Rice moved for the approval of Resolution 18, Series 2018, with option 1 as 
recommended. Hoefner seconded. Roll call vote. Passed unanimously. 
 
Office Zoned Property Zone Change – Rezone to Agricultural and Administrative 
Office – A request to rezone certain property from the Office zone district to the 
agricultural and Administrative Office zone district (Resolution No. 19, Series 
2018.) 

 Applicant: City of Louisville.  

 Case Manager:  Kristen Dean, Senior Planner    

Rice made a motion to continue Resolution No. 19, Series 2018 to a date certain. 
General second. 
 

COMMISSIONER COMMENTS 
Williams encouraged City Council to watch the minutes of the Planning Commission’s 
marijuana ordinance discussion.  

 
STAFF COMMENTS 

Zuccaro informed the Commission that Planner Lisa Ritchie had been promoted from 
Associate to Senior Planner. 

 
ITEMS TENTATIVELY SCHEDULED FOR THE MEETING ON January 10, 2019 

 468 S. Arthur wireless facility 

 Terraces on Main 

 Davidson Highline Subdivision Replat 2 

  
Adjourn: 
Rice made motion to adjourn. Howe seconded. Brauneis adjourned meeting at 10:05 
PM.  
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ITEM:  PUPL - 094-2017 & SRU – 095-2017:  Terraces on Main 
 

PLANNER: Rob Zuccaro, AICP 
 

APPLICANT:  Rick Woodruff 
712 Main LLC & 722 Main LLC 
712 Main St.  
Louisville, CO 80027 

 

OWNER:  712 Main St. LLC & 722 Main St. LLC 
 

REQUEST:  A Final PUD to allow for a 22,020 square foot redevelopment 
with 5,802 square foot parking garage on two lots totaling 
14,114 square feet zoned CC; a Final Plat to vacate the lot 
line between Lots 8 and 9, Town of Louisville; and a SRU to 
allow for a parking garage and outdoor sales for retail goods 
and eating and drinking establishments 

 

ZONING:  Commercial Community (CC) 
 

ADDRESS: 712 &722 Main St. 
 

LEGAL:  Lots 8, and 9, Block 3, Town of Louisville Subdivision 

TOTAL SITE AREA: 14,114 square feet (.32 ac) 
 

 

Planning Commission 
Staff Report 

January 10, 2019 
 

 

 

722 

712 
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SUMMARY: 
The applicants request approval of a Planned Unit Development (PUD) to construct a 
three-story retail and office building located at 712 and 722 Main Street (see Attachment 
2 for application materials).  The proposed building is 22,020 sq. ft. with a 5,802 sq. ft. 
parking garage with access from the alley and limited surface parking at the alley.  The 
current proposal is a revision to previous plans that the Planning Commission reviewed 
on February 8, 2018 (see Attachment 3 previous proposal and Attachment 4 for 
minutes).   
 
The revisions include a reduction in the third-story element of the building from 6,669 sq. 
ft. to 1,102 sq. ft., a reduction in the parking garage from 11,738 sq. ft. to 5,802 sq. ft. 
and reduction in number of provided parking spaces from 30 to 18 spaces.  The 
applicant proposes to provide remaining required parking (five spaces) as a fee in lieu of 
construction paid into the City’s Downtown parking fund.  The building design and 
materials are similar to the original proposal, with some changes to window locations.  
The revisions were in response to City Council review comments from the public hearing 
on March 20, 2018 (see Attachment 5 for minutes).  
 
2018 Proposal Current Proposal 

26,150 sq. ft. total floor area 22,020 sq. ft. total floor area 

6,669 sq. ft. third story 1,102 sq. ft. third story 

11,738 sq. ft. parking garage 5,802 sq. ft. parking garage 

FAR 1.87 FAR 1.56 

31 parking spaces provided 18 parking spaces provided 

0 parking spaces as fee in lieu  5 parking spaces as fee in lieu* 

* Based on conceptual floor plan.  City may adjust at time of building permit based on actual floor plans.    
 

Current Proposal 
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2018 Proposal 

 
 
The building has a two-story façade on the north end and one-story façade at the south 
end facing Main St.  The second story façade on the south side is setback 26 feet from 
the Main St. property line and 18 feet, 9 inches from the first story façade.  The third 
story contains an elevator shaft, lobby and kitchen area to support access and use of the 
proposed rooftop deck above the second story on the north side of the building.   The 
third story is setback 40 feet from Main St. property line.   
 
The proposal also includes a subdivision plat to vacate the lot lots between the two 
properties and a Special Review Use (SRU) to allow the parking garage and outdoor 
sales for retail goods and eating and drinking establishments.  The SRU for outdoor 
sales for retail goods and eating and drinking establishments covers street-level areas 
on the Main Street side of the proposed building and the second-story rooftop deck. The 
third-story rooftop deck is not part of the SRU request.   
 
The applicants request a waiver to the rear setback requirement of 20 feet.  Alley facing 
balconies and a stairwell project in the 20-foot setback.  The majority of the rear of the 
building meets the 20-foot setback.  The proposal includes no other waiver requests. 
 
BACKGROUND: 
712 and 722 Main St. are located north of Pine St. and on the east side of Main St. The 
properties are located in the Downtown core and are zoned Community Commercial 
(CC).  The properties contain a 5,580 square foot office building at 712 Main St. and a 
1,978 square foot office at 722 Main. St.  The structure at 712 Main St. was constructed 
in 1964 and the structure at 722 Main St. was constructed in 1959.  Because these 
structures were built after 1955, a historic structure demolition permit review by the HPC 
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is not required. However, the structures are each over 50 years old and eligible for 
landmarking.  The Louisville Historical Museum completed the attached historical 
analysis of each property (Attachment 6). 
 
ANALYSIS: 
Zoning  
The applicant has designed the building for retail or commercial on the ground floor with 
office uses on the second floor.  However, offices could also occupy the ground floor.  
The property is zoned Community Commercial (CC), which allows for the proposed 
office and retail uses. Louisville Municipal Code (LMC) Sec. 17.12.130 lists all allowed 
uses by right and by special review in the Community Commercial (CC) district.  All 
properties surrounding the subject properties are zoned CC.  
 
All development in the CC zone district requires the establishment of a Planned Unit 
Development (PUD), and all PUD’s in Downtown Louisville must comply with the 
development regulations established in the Louisville Municipal Code (Code) and the 
design standards outlined in the Design Handbook for Downtown Louisville (“Design 
Handbook”).  Guidelines for allowed floor area and height in Downtown are provided by 
the Downtown Louisville Framework Plan (“Framework Plan”), which is adopted as a part 
of the City’s Comprehensive Plan.   
 
Development Cap in Westerly Portion of Downtown 
Section 17.12.060 of the LMC allows a maximum of 475,000 square feet of floor area for 
the westerly portion of Downtown.  The following table reflects floor area of existing 
development, approved development pending construction and the proposed 
development.   The sum total equals 371,601 square feet, which is within the maximum 
floor area allowed.  If all approved and proposed projects are constructed, the remaining 
development allowance in the westerly portion of Downtown is 103,399 square feet.   
 
 Existing 

Floor Area 
Approved Floor 

Area 
Proposed Floor 

Area 
Total Floor Area 

Existing Westerly 
Portion of Downtown 

303,092   303,092 

   Voltage  9,250  9,250 

   931 Main  2,103  2,103 

   824 South  9,960  9,960 

   Louisville Mill Site  23,640  23,640 

   808 Main   1,536  1,536 

   712 and 722 Main   22,020 22,020 

Total 303,092 sf 46,489 sf 22,020 sf 371,601 

 

CC 
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Bulk and Dimension Standards  
The following table shows the required and proposed yard and bulk standards for the 
development.  The applicant requests a waiver for the rear yard setback, which the 
report addresses in more detail below.  
 

Zoning Data City Standards Proposed 

Floor Area Ratio 2.0 1.56 

Parking 23 18 provided, 5 fee in lieu  

Building Height 45’ 45’ 

No. of Stories 3 3 

Setbacks   

- Front Yard 0’ 0’ 

- Side Yard – North 0’ 0’ 

- Side Yard  - South 0’ 0’ 

- Rear Yard 20’ 9” (majority of building setback 20’-3” waiver 
request to allow encroachments for stairs and 

balconies).  

 
The Design Handbook for Downtown Louisville  
The Design Handbook sets the design standards and guidelines for Downtown.  Some 
polices within the Deign Handbook are mandatory while other policies are advisory, 
depending on how each is stated.  The Design Handbook includes general standards for 
all of Downtown and specific standards for the Core Area and Transition Area where 
Downtown merges with the surrounding residential neighborhood.  The subject 
properties are located entirely within the Core Area.  
 
The main categories in the Design Handbook applicable to this proposal include; Urban 
Design, Site Design, Building Mass Scale and Form, Architectural Elements and Details; 
and Miscellaneous Design Topics. The discussion below and the design guidelines 
identifies “General Standards and Guidelines for all Projects in Downtown Louisville” with 
the letter “G” and identifies “Design Standards and Guidelines for the Core Area of 
Downtown” with the letter “C”.  The stated intent of the guidelines is “to encourage the 
preservation and careful treatment of the historic resources within the district, while 
recognizing the need for the contemporary economic use of these structures.”     
 
Basic Principles of Design 
The “Introduction” section of the Design Handbook articulates five basic principles of 
design: 

1. Keep it Simple. 
2. Relate to Traditional Buildings in the Area. 
3. Use the Entire Building Front as Your Image. 
4. Develop a Clear Presentation to the Street. 
5. If the building is an older “traditional” building, respect its earlier 

character.   
 

CC 
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This section further states: “Regarding this concept of what is compatible with the 
traditional context of Louisville, consider the following as a general STANDARD for new 
construction: 
 

New interpretations of traditional building types are encouraged, such 
that they are seen as products of their own time yet compatible with 
their older neighbors. 
1. Historic details that were not found in Louisville are inappropriate 
2. However, using traditional proportions of height, width and depth are 

very important to be compatible with the established mass and scale of 
Downtown Louisville.” 

 
Thus, the intent is to design new buildings in a manner that presents a current aesthetic 
while respecting the historic context. The Design Handbook defines context as relating to 
“those properties and structures adjacent to, and within the same block, as the proposed 
project.” Other policies in the Design Handbook note that new building design should 
consider the broader context of the block and the town at large: “In all cases, 
consideration should be given to the broader context of the block and the town at large.” 
(G1.1) 
 
Urban Design 
Under the Design Handbook, an overarching policy for all projects in Downtown 
Louisville requires the “visual sense of continuity be maintained in all new development” 
in terms of the siting of buildings, materials, mass and scale.  The applicant has 
submitted colored renderings that depict the colors and materials of the building. The 
proposed building maintains the alignment of existing buildings along Main St.  The 
proposed materials, including wood, wood composite panels, stucco, and hardi-panel 
match other buildings Downtown. The one and two story elements along Main St. 
correspond to the adjacent buildings and near-by one and two story buildings.  The 
currently application significantly reduces the massing of the third story from the original 
proposal and it is setback 40-feet from Main St.  In addition, buildings with third stories 
do exist as a part of the Downtown architectural fabric, thus the third story reflects 
existing architectural elements from a broader scale.   
 
Policy G1 states that, “All projects should respect the traditional context of 
Downtown…1) In all cases, consideration should be given to the broader context of the 
block and the town at large.”  The Main St. façades are one and two-story, matching the 
one- and two- story character on Main St. and includes colors and materials found 
throughout buildings Downtown. While three-story buildings are not common Downtown, 
both the Code and the Design Handbook envision a limited number of taller and three 
story buildings being a part of the architectural fabric of Downtown when certain 
conditions are met (a more in depth discussion on the proposed height and third story 
follows).  The applicant has redesigned the third-story to reduce the mass of the building 
and it is setback 40-feet from Main St.  Staff finds that the limited massing and setback 
meet the policy of respecting the traditional context of Downtown.   
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Pedestrian system policies center on designing buildings for the pedestrian at a “human 
scale,” which includes providing visual interest along the street and creating walkable 
environments. Policy C1 requires that the ground floor level of development encourage 
pedestrian activity. The Design Handbook notes that commercial storefronts, which 
include traditional architectural elements such as display windows and primary building 
entrances at the street level, facilitate the visual interest and pedestrian level activity 
desired. The façade along Main St. includes articulation in the roof form with the varying 
one- and two-story elements, changes in materials, recessed entrances, and significant 
window glazing, all of which lend to creating a visually interesting pedestrian experience.  
 
Main Street Elevation Perspective 

  
 
Policies related to alleys center on; a.) developing street and alley edges at a scale 
comfortable to pedestrians; b.) providing visual interest on all faces which will be seen 
from streets, alleys, and pedestrian ways; c.) stepping down buildings along the alley 
edge; d.) expressing “human scale” through the use of materials and forms that are 
familiar building elements in Downtown; and e.) varying building setbacks and changes 
in materials to create interest and reduce the precevied scale of buildings along alleys.   
 
Alley Perspective Looking Southwest 
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At the alley, the third story is setback 44 feet, 8 inches and second story is set back 20 
feet, 3 inches, except for a stairwell and balcony that encroach into the 20-foot setback.  
In addition to the articulation in the façade created by the balconies and stairwell, there 
are recessed green roof elements at the second-story level at the rear of the building that 
help provide visual interest from the allay.  With the original application, the third story 
extended to the building edge at the alley side.   
 
Policy G7 notes that public art is encouraged, particularly on larger private projects and 
in public places. While the plans do not show public art, the applicant has expressed 
interest in putting a mural on the north wall adjacent to the alley.  Review of a mural 
requires compliance with the Downtown Sign Manual in effect at the time of application.   
 
Site Design 
Per Policy G8, buildings should be oriented parallel to the lot lines, similar to traditional 
building orientations. Additionally, buildings should have a clearly defined primary 
entrance with recessed entryways on a commercial storefront.  The plans show the 
building designed to be parallel with the lot lines and includes recessed entries for each 
of the three main entry points along Main St.  
 
Exterior lighting policies require that lighting be simple in character and similar in color 
and intensity to those used traditionally.  All exterior light sources should be low level and 
prevent glare onto adjacent properties.  The lights at the entrances along Main St. are 
recessed can lights.  The plans show full cut-off wall packs at the rear entrances along 
the alley.  All light fixtures meet the maximum lumen output and other lighting 
specifications required by the Design Handbook.  
 
Parking  
A policy of the Design Handbook states that development should minimize the visual 
impacts of features associated with storage of automobiles, including driveways, 
garages, and parking areas. Additionally the Design Handbook encourages alley access 
to parking rather than street access.  Parking should also be subordinate to other site 
features and parking garages designed to minimize the visual impacts of the garage.   
 
The plans show an alley-facing parking garage with 14 vehicular parking spaces and 5 
bicycle parking spaces.  Access to the garage is from a one-way in ramp on the north 
side and one-way out ramp on the south side of the building.  In the CC zoning district, a 
parking garage is a Special Review Use (SRU).  The SRU section of this report that 
follows discusses compliance with the SRU criteria.  There are also four surface parking 
spaces accessed from the alley outside of the garage.   
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Main Level – Parking Garage 

 

One of the surface parking spaces outside of the garage will serve as a loading space 
from 5:00 a.m. to 8:00 a.m. and serve as parking for the building users at all other times.  
LMC Sec. 17.20.040 requires that new developments provide loading spaces but allows 
them to count toward the off-street parking requirement if the loading operations are 
restricted to times of day when the space is not required to take care of the parking 
needs of the use.  Staff finds that the time restriction will provide for reasonable time to 
conduct loading for the businesses while providing for building user parking over 
standard business hours.   
 
LMC Sec. 17.20.025 states that Downtown developments shall provide off-street parking 
spaces at a ratio of one parking space per 500 square feet of non-residential new floor 
area. The Code exempts the first 999 square feet from this calculation in Downtown and 
exempts uninhabitable areas below ground level, areas within hallways, stairways, 
elevator shafts, and bathrooms. The plans show a below grade basement designated for 
storage.  This basement area is not included in the parking area calculations and PUD 
includes a note restricting use of the basement to storage and mechanical spaces only, 
unless a PUD amendment is approved allowing use of the basement, along with 
provision of applicable parking, which could include payment of fee in lieu for the parking 
requirement.  Future expansion would also need to be within the development cap for 
downtown, which is currently limited to 475,000 square feet of floor area.  Based on 
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existing area, approved development plans and the current proposal, there is 103,399 
square feet of allowed development left within the development cap.    
 
The project includes an estimated total of 12,277 square feet of tenant floor area subject 
to the parking area calculation.   The code requires rounding to the nearest 500 square 
feet in determining required parking.  This equates to a requirement for 23 parking 
spaces (12,277-999/500 = 22.56 rounded to 23).  The applicant used current conceptual 
floor plans to estimate the floor area, which staff may revise at time of building permit for 
tenant finish.  
 
The proposal includes 18 garage and surface parking spaces and a proposal to pay for 
the remaining five spaces as fee in lieu that the applicant will pay into the Downtown 
parking fund.  The 2019 fee is $18,261 per space and increases to $20,898 per space in 
2020.  After 2020, the fee increases annually at 3%.  The City uses these funds to 
acquire and develop public parking for Downtown.  This helps to foster better 
development patterns and maintain the unique character and pedestrian orientation of 
Downtown. The City owns 311 parking space in Downtown as part of the parking 
program (including in DELO), and has purchased and developed 209 spaces since 2015.  
The City also leases an additional 49 private spaces for public use after 5pm.    
 
Service Areas 
The Design Handbook requires the construction of trash enclosures with similar 
materials to those used on the primary structure, and location of the enclosure in the 
alley.  The plans show a trash enclosure at the rear of the building.  The trash enclosure 
is screened by concreted painted to match the color of the surrounding façade.  As noted 
above, the plans also show a designated trucking loading/unloading space at the rear of 
the building for deliveries.   
 
Utilities 
The applicant will extend all utiltities to the property underground. At the request of 
Public Works, the plans show relcoation of the existing utility pole on the west side of the 
alley to the east side of the alley.  The applicant will pay for the relocation of this pole 
that provides services to several surrounding properties.  Per the Design Handbook, all 
rooftop mechanical equipment shall be screened.  The plans demonstrate compliance 
with this requirement as all roof top mechanical equipment is screened. While rooftop 
mechanical equipment is determined in more detail with a tenant finish permit, the 
appliant is aware that all equipment must meet the requirements of this section.   
 
Building Mass, Scale & Form 
The Design Handbook includes multiple polices related to building mass, scale, and 
form.  Additionally, the Downtown Louisville Framework plan discusses floor area ratio 
and the height of buildings.  The Code specifically sets forth regulations pertaining to 
building height.  To provide a comprehensive analysis, this section of the report includes 
policies from all three applicable documents.   
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The Design Handbook states new construction should appear similar in mass and scale 
to structures found traditionally in the area and be similar in mass and scale to the 
established context.  In the Core Area, development at the sidewalk should maintain the 
average scale of a one-story building.  Additionally, in the Core Area, new construction 
should present a tall one-story or two-story façade at the front property line and this 
façade height should not exceed 30-feet. The Design Handbook encourages buildings to 
step down to minimize the perceived scale at the street.  
 
The applicant proposes two stories on the north side of the development, with a one-
story element on the south side to respect the existing character of the adjacent 
buildings.  The plans show the first story to be 14 feet in height and the second story to 
be 28.4 feet in height.    As specified by Policy C4, the plans show a change in materials, 
colors, and architectural elements along the Main St. façade, which reflects the 
traditional building widths.  Additionally, the proposed design divides the larger building 
into modules, as envisioned by Policy C5, to reflect the traditional scale of construction.  
The roof decks above the first and second levels coupled with the third story element 
which is setback 40 feet, creates a stepped-down approach with the architecture, 
breaking up the mass and scale, while lending to the overall architectural variations.  
 

 
 
Third story 
Under “Site Design” in the Core Area policies, Policy C6 articulates the parameters by 
which the City could consider a third story appropriate for Downtown redevelopment.  
The Design Handbook notes that, “…building owners may see the need to provide a 
third story.  While these exceptions should not become the rule, they do suggest that in 
limited circumstances, a third story may be incorporated into a commercial type building.”  
Policy C6 specifically states that, “In Downtown, a third story may be incorporated into a 
commercial type building when it satisfies all requirements established in the Downtown 
Louisville Framework Plan.”  Additionally, these policies require that the third story be a 
subordinate “addition” to a two-story building and that it should be setback substantially 
from the sidewalk edge “such that the building will appear to be two stories in height as 
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seen from across the street.”  The third floor should also be setback from the alley 
facades and materials and details should be simpler than those of the primary façade. 
 
Sheet A2.0 of the PUD plans include a graphic that depicts the “view angles from across 
Main St.”  The graphic demonstrates that the second story blocks the view of the third 
story from across the street at the north end of the building. Based on the reduction in 
the area of the third story with the current submittal, there is no third story element on the 
southern portion of the building.  Based on this analysis, staff finds that the proposed 
design meets the policy of the building appearing to be two stories in height as seen from 
across the street.   
 
The applicant has significantly reduced the size of the third story from 6,669 square feet 
to 1,102 square feet based on City Council feedback and to address concern about the 
impact of the massing of the third story.  The third story is also limited to the north half of 
the building, where the massing can integrate better with the larger two-story Main Street 
façade on the north side and taller buildings on the block to the north.          

 
 
Form 
A policy of the Design Handbook states that, “One of the most prominent unifying 
elements of Downtown is the similarity in building forms.  Commercial buildings were 
simple rectangular forms, deeper than they were wide.  This characteristic is important 
and should be continued in new projects.” Per the Design Handbook, rectangular forms 
should be dominant on Core Area facades and the façade should appear predominately 
flat, with any decorative elements and projecting of setback “articulations” appearing to 
be subordinate to the dominate form. The building form policies also state that buildings 
should step down in scale to the alley along the rear façade. Policy C4 requires a change 
in design features to suggest the traditional building widths on larger buildings.  This can 
be accomplished through changes in façade material, window design, façade height, and 
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decorative details.  The composition should appear to be a collection of smaller buildings 
and additions.   
 
The plans show the building designed to be rectangular in form, both vertically and 
horizontally.  The façade appears predominately flat, with accent elements, but not 
necessarily “decorative” elements.  The varied horizontal setbacks, from the transition 
along Main St. between the second story and the first story and then moving back from 
Main St. with a full second level and then a lessor third story creates a more subordinate 
form for the second and third stories.  While the balconies and the stairwell encroach into 
the rear setback, Staff finds that those elements lend to more variation and architectural 
interest along the alley.  Changes and building materials, colors, window design, and 
façade height collectively create the look of traditional building widths along Main St.   
 
The Design Handbook notes that, “traditionally, roof forms appeared flat, sloped, or 
gabled, but all had false fronts as seen from the street.  This characteristic is important to 
Downtown and should be preserved”. Policy C9 specifies that a flat roofline should be 
the dominant roof form.  The plans show a flat roof for all roof elements.  There are no 
pitched or gable roof forms incorporated into this building.   
 
Architectural Elements & Details 
An overarching policy of the Design Handbook specifies that, “Regardless of stylistic 
treatment, a new building should appear simple in form and detail, in keeping with the 
tradition of Louisville.  Buildings also should be visually compatible with older structures 
without being direct copies of historic buildings.” Policy G23 states that buildings should 
“respect the sense of time and place…and that one should be able to perceive some of 
the character of the area as it evolved historically.” New buildings are encouraged to 
draw upon the fundamental similarities among traditional buildings, without copying 
them.   
 
The plans show the building with a predominately simple, rectangular form.  Materials, 
colors, storefront glazing, recessed entries, and other architectural features all contribute 
to the visual compatibility with older structures.  In Downtown, buildings are 
predominately one and two stories, but there are several existing three-story buildings, 
which lend to architectural variation from the broader context.  However, the existing 
structures immediately adjacent to the subject property are each only one story.  It is the 
applicant’s intent to respect the character of these one-story structures through the 
design of the one and two story elements at Main St. and setting the third story back 
from Main St.  Additionally, the applicant notes that the building is designed with colors, 
materials, and form that respects the traditional architectural elements found Downtown 
and that, “…the building is designed to be of this time and place in Louisville’s history, 
which is constantly evolving.”  
 
Building Materials and Colors 
The Design Handbook notes that a mix of building materials are found Downtown, from 
the early wood frame construction to steel frame and brick veneer.  Maintaining a range 
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of building materials is encouraged and new materials should have a simple finish, 
similar to those seen historically.  Policy G29 states that, “appropriate materials for 
primary structures include horizontal and vertical siding, shingles, and brick”. Stucco is 
considered inappropriate as a primary material on the street. Larger buildings are 
encouraged to include a combination of appropriate materials as a means to reduce the 
apparent size of the project.     
 
The plans show a mix of horizontal and lattice hardwood, wood composite and metal 
composite materials incorporated into the façade along Main St.  The wood and 
composite materials are warm brown colors. For the additional facades, the primary 
material shown is a Hardi-panel and stucco in a light gray to dark gray color palette.  The 
plans show the stucco on the north elevation where a mural could be painted in the 
future.  The applicant notes, “We have proposed panel siding with panel joints that are 
more contemporary than traditional horizontal or vertical wood siding, however the 
application is consistent with traditional mid-century design, which emphasizes clean, 
simple forms, with articulated materials, true to their nature, typically less textural than a 
historic wood lap siding.  The building is not meant to replicate a historic building in 
detailing or materiality.”   
 

 
 
Windows 
The Design Handbook notes that windows significantly affect the character of a 
structure. Policy G33 states the windows should be of a traditional size and relate to 
pedestrian scale and Policy G34 states that the ratio of windows to wall surface should 
be similar to that seen traditionally.  Policies C10, 1-4 speak to maintaining the distinction 
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between the street level and any upper floors through the height of each floor, 
transparency, detailing, materials and fenestration.  The first floor of the primary façade 
is predominately transparent glass.  The upper floors are more opaque than the lower 
floor.  The plans show significant window glazing for the storefronts along Main St. (a 
solid to void ratio of 1:1.4) with windows up to 6 feet wide and 8 feet high, and the upper 
floors with some panes of glass that are up to 5 feet, 9 inches wide and up to 4 feet, 8 
inches high and with a sold to void ratio of 1.4:1.  The applicant notes that the design of 
the building expresses a distinction in floor heights with detailing, materials, and 
fenestration.  
 
Setbacks 
The Code, Design Handbook, and Framework Plan, do not require minimum front or side 
setbacks.  The Core Area policies speak to maintaining a storefront wall at the sidewalk 
edge “presenting interesting activities and merchandise to the street.” Per Policy C2, 
“This characteristic is an essential element of healthy Downtown retailing.” Office space 
presently occupies the existing building at Main St.  The proposed development includes 
storefront architecture for the first floor of the building.  Policy C2 also speaks to 
preserving the glass at the sidewalk line to define the pedestrian zone.  The plans show 
the majority of the Main St. façade as glass.  
 
The Code requires a 20-foot setback from the rear property line.  One of the reasons for 
the 20-foot rear setback requirement is to allow for adequate room for on-site parking. 
The plans show the building designed to allow for three 9-foot x 19-foot parking spaces 
and one loading space at the rear of the building.  The majority of the rear wall of the 
building is setback 20 feet, 3 inches feet from the rear property line.  However, the 
applicant requests a waiver to allow an enclosed stairwell to encroach 19 feet, 3 inches 
into the 20-feet rear setback at the first and second level, and the second level balconies 
to encroach into the rear setback by 5 feet, 11 inches.  The lowest level of the second 
level balconies is ten feet above grade.  
 
Waivers may be granted as part of a PUD when the City finds “the development plan 
contains areas allocated for usable open space in common park area in excess of public 
use dedication requirements or that the modification or waiver is warranted by the design 
and amenities incorporated in the development plan…..”  The applicant states in their 
narrative that that the projecting balconies and stairwell will break up the rear façade, 
provide more visual interest along the alley, and thus, lend to a better design.  Staff 
concurs that these elements will lend to more visual interest along the alley edge. The 
following three graphics illustrate the setbacks for the second and third stories.  
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Second Level 

Third Level 

Third Story Setbacks 
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Building Height 
Neither the Design Handbook nor the Framework Plan set forth a specific limitation on 
height, except for those provisions discussed above related to first, second, and third 
stories.  The Louisville Municipal Code limits the maximum building height for a principal 
use in the CC Zoning District at 45 feet, with no more than three stories, and inclusive of 
any parapet or rooftop mechanical screen or any other architectural element.  However, 
City Council may require a lower maximum building height within the Commercial Core 
Area “based on application of criteria set forth in Titles 16 and 17 and the Design 
Handbook, and in order to ensure varied building heights and the appearance of two-
story building mass from the street pedestrian scale.”   
 
Currently, the only structures in the Commercial Core that are three stories are located at 
908 Main St.(north of Walnut St. on east side of Main St.), 801 Main St. (the State 
Mercantile Building), and 901 Front St (Koko Plaza). 801 Main St. was built in 1905 and 
908 Main St. was originally built in 1952. There have been several additions to the 
building at 908 Main St. since its original construction, including the third story which was 
added around 1994.  908 Main St. is 38 feet tall at Main St. and 45 feet tall at the alley 
(the property slopes down from Main St. to the alley). The Design Handbook was 
adopted after the construction of that third story (1998). 901 Front was built in 2002.  The 
building is three stories and is 37 feet in height at the top of the roof.   Thus, the majority 
of the structures in the Commercial Core are one and two stories.   
 

Stairwell and Balcony Encroachments 
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As noted above, during the development of the Framework Plan, participants evaluated 
different scenarios for the redevelopment of Downtown.  One scenario included limiting 
the maximum height for all buildings Downtown to two stories, with no three story 
buildings permitted.  Participants concluded that this scenario was considered 
undesirable because “it would result in uniform building heights where variation in height 
has been the norm both historically and in the present context.”   As demonstrated by the 
grahic on Sheet A.2.0 of the PUD, the second story element blocks the view of the third 
story at the north end of the building.   
 
Title 16 (Subdivision Regulations) and Title 17 (Zoning Regulations) each set forth 
criteria for approving subdivision and PUD applications respectively.  As noted above, 
the City Council may consider these criteria in determining the maximum height for 
develompent in the Core Area. Several policies under Title 16 and 17 are applicable in 
evaluating if a lower maximum building height should be required in the Commercial 
Core, and are discussed below.   
 
Title 16 – Subdivision Criteria in Consideration of Height Request 
Section 16.12.075 of the Code sets forth the criteria for review of final subdivsion plats.  
Staff has identified the following criteria to be applicable in considering the 
appropriateness of the height of a buidlnig in the Commercial Core.   

1. Whether approval of the plat will be consistent with the City's Comprehensive 
Plan, applicable zoning requirements, and other applicable federal, state and city 
laws; 

2. Whether the proposed subdivision will promote the purposes set forth 
in section 16.04.020 of this Code and comply with the standards set forth 
in chapter 16.16 of this Code and this title. 

 
The Comprehensive Plan identifies the property as being in the Downtown and Highway 
42 Revitalization District area, which is one of three mixed-use “Center” development 
areas identified in the Plan.  The Comprehensive Plan states that, “Future efforts in this 
center will continue to encourage a healthy and vibrant Downtown consisting of a mix of 
supporting businesses and residences.” The Plan identifies retail being the “required” 
primary use on the ground floor with office being allowed on the only above the ground 
floor along “primary retail streets”.  The applicant intends that retail uses occupy the 
ground floor and office uses occupy the second and third stories.   
 
The Comprehensive Plan specifies that a Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 1.0 to 2.0 with an 
overall average of 1.5 is appropriate for this area.  The plans show a 1.87 FAR.  The 
Comprehensive Plan also specifies the following applicable provisions and policies: 

1. Building heights of 2-3 stories; 
2. Buildings front the street and the ground floor is activated on primary retail 

streets;  
3. Human-scaled buildings;  
4. The growth of the Center will preserve the character and scale of the 

neighborhoods within the Old Town Overlay District; 
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5. 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 project meets the adopted elements of the Comprehensive Plan 
because; a.) the project meets the FAR established in the Downtown Louisville 
Framework Plan; b.) the building fronts the street and the ground floor is activated with 
retail space; c.) the building is designed with one and two-story primary facades creating 
a human scale; and d.) the recessed entrances, window glazing, and architectural details 
facilitate pedestrian-friendly design on the ground floor.    
 
Section 16.04.020 of the Code sets forth the purpose of the subdivision regulations.  
Staff finds the following to be applicable in considering the appropriateness of the height 
of a building in the Commercial Core:  

1. To promote orderly growth and to provide for the harmonious development 
of the city in accordance with its comprehensive plan; 

2. To protect the character and the social and economic stability of all parts of 
the city; 

3. To conserve and enhance the value of land throughout the city and the 
value of buildings and improvements upon the land; 

4. To preserve and enhance to the extent reasonably possible the natural 
beauty and topography of the city and areas of historical or archeological 
importance and to ensure appropriate development with regard to such 
natural, historical and archaeological sites and features; 

 
As noted above, Staff finds that the project meets the applicable policies of the 
Comprehensive Plan.  Providing additional office and ground floor retail space along 
Main St. protects and enhances the economic stability of Downtown and subsequently all 
parts of the City.   
 
Numerous policies in the applicable regulatory documents promote the importance of 
protecting the character of the Downtown area. Staff finds that the plans show a building 
that substantially meets the intent of these policies. The applicant proposes one and two-
story elements along Main St. to reflect the character of the adjacent and nearby 
buildings.  The applicant has significantly reduced the third story from the previous 
proposal.  The Main St. elevations include materials used traditionally, but also 
introduces new materials to distinguish the design from historic buildings.  The third story 
utilizes materials that are more subdued and intended to be subordinate to the Main St. 
elevations. The building includes horizontal and vertical articulation, which lends to an 
improved aesthetic at the alley.  
 
With regard to preserving and enhancing historical sites, the Huckleberry building is on 
the National Historic Register and but it is not locally landmarked.  The applicant 
intentionally designed the proposed building to respect the historic character of that 
building by designing a one-story element adjacent to the Huckleberry.  Also, the 
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applicant notes the existing pattern of one and two story buildings along the block and 
proposes a design reflective of that pattern.   
 
Title 17 – PUD Criteria in Consideration of Height Request 
Section 17.28.120 of the Code sets forth the criteria for review of a development plan 
(i.e. PUD):  Staff finds the following to be applicable in considering the appropriateness 
of the height of a building in the Commercial Core:  

1. An appropriate relationship to the surrounding area; 
2. Building types in terms of appropriateness to density, site relationship and 

bulk; 
3. Building design in terms of orientation, spacing, materials, color, texture, 

storage, signs and lighting; 
4. Compliance with all applicable development design standards and 

guidelines and all applicable regulations pertaining to matters of state 
interest, as specified in chapter 17.32; 

5. Development shall be in accordance with the adopted elements of the 
comprehensive development plan of the city, and in accordance with any 
adopted development design standards and guidelines. 

6. There shall be encouraged the siting of lot arrangement, building 
orientation and roof orientation in developments so as to obtain the 
maximum use of solar energy for heating. 

7. Architectural design of buildings shall be compatible in design with the 
contours of the site, compatible with surrounding designs and 
neighborhoods, shall promote harmonious transitions and scale in 
character in areas of different planned uses, and shall contribute to a mix of 
styles within the city. 

 
Regarding policies that speak to the relationship of the buildings to surrounding areas, 
the applicant designed the building to respect the existing adjacent commercial 
structures with the one and two story elements along Main St.  The third story is setback 
and limitted in footprint to the north half of the building so that overall, the building 
primmarily retains the look of a one and two story structure along Main St.  As noted 
above, building heights in Downtown vary, from one to three stories, and this variation 
reflects the preferred vision articualed in the Framework Plan.  Thus, the third story 
element of the proposed building would contribute to the overall building variation 
Downtown since the majority of the buildigns are one and two stories. Staff finds that the 
proposed building materials, colors, and orientation provide visual interest and support 
the pedestrian experience along this section of Main St.  
 
In summary, Staff finds that the overall building design substantially meets all of the 
applicable design guidelines and the policies of the Comprehensive Plan and the third 
story and 45 foot height could be considered appropriate, subject to Council’s final 
determination on the appropriate height.  
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Downtown Louisville Framework Plan 
The Downtown Louisville Framework Plan (“Framework Plan”), which is adopted as a 
part of the City’s Comprehensive Plan, establishes several policies related to Downtown 
redevelopment that are in addition to the Design Handbook.  These policies were formed 
through a series of public workshops which included various scenarios for 
redevelopment that were ultimately refined, based on public consensus, to establish a 
vision for Downtown.  The Framework Plan states, “In summary, workshop participants 
expressed a strong desire to maintain and enhance the historic scale and character of 
Downtown.  The existing diversity in architectural design should be maintained and 
encouraged…Within this context, participants were in favor of developing Downtown as 
a mixed use, residential and commercial town center…Consistent with the existing scale 
of Downtown development, one and two-story buildings should be the norm. An incentive 
program could be created to allow limited three-story buildings in the core commercial 
area.”  
 
The specific policies of the Framework Plan permit third story buildings when defined 
goals are achieved.  Per the Framework Plan, these goals could include providing public 
spaces such as plazas or significant outdoor dining areas, providing public art and 
meeting defined historic preservation goals.  The plans show outdoor seating along Main 
St. on the main level and on the rooftop above the one-story element of the building.  
Historic preservation goals included in the Design Handbook center on policies that 
speak to respecting the traditional context of Downtown, simple building forms, the use 
of materials traditionally found Downtown, and building components which are similar in 
scale to those used traditionally. As noted in multiple sections of this report, elements of 
the building respect the traditional context of Downtown including, but not limited to, a.) 
one and two story elevations along Main St. and the third story set back; b.) the use of 
materials similar to those used traditionally; and c.) the facilitation of an interesting 
pedestrian experience along Main St. through the use of glass, recessed entryways, and 
changes in the colors and materials.  
 
The Framework Plan limits the floor area ratio to 2.0 in the core area and limits a third 
story to no more than 50 percent of the building footprint.  Lastly, buildings should be one 
and two stories on the street and on the alley edges.  As noted in other sections of this 
report, the structure maintains one and two stories along Main St. and two stories along 
the alley.  The third story setback 40 feet from Main St. and setback 67 feet from the 
alley, with the exception of the enclosed stairwell.  The proposed FAR is 1.58.  The third 
story is less than fifty percent of the building footprint. 
 
While the Main St. façade is comprised of earthtone colored natural and composite wood 
siding, along with significant window glazing and metal as an accent material, the third 
story of this building is hardi-panel and stucco using gray tones.  Thus, the third story is 
intended to be more subdued than the first and second stories along Main St.  
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Comprehensive Plan 
The Comprehensive Plan identifies the project as being in the Downtown and Highway 
42 Revitalization District area, which is one of three mixed-use “Center” development 
areas identified in the Plan.  The Comprehensive Plan states that, “Future efforts in this 
center will continue to encourage a healthy and vibrant Downtown consisting of a mix of 
supporting businesses and residences.” The Comprehensive Plan (Plan) envisions “a 
healthy and vibrant Downtown” (Policy LU-4.2) with a “mix of uses that bring new 
revenue generation to the Downtown area” (Policy ED-5.3).  
  
The Comprehensive Plan also includes the following applicable policy for Downtown 
Louisville:   
 

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. 

 
As previous discussed, the Comprehensive Plan specifies that a Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 
of 1.0 to 2.0 with an overall average of 1.5 is appropriate for this area.  The plans show a 
1.87 FAR.  The Comprehensive Plan also specifies the following additional applicable 
provisions and policies: 

1. Building heights of 2-3 stories; 
2. Buildings front the street and the ground floor is activated on primary retail 

streets;  
3. Human-scaled buildings;  
4. The growth of the Center will preserve the character and scale of the 

neighborhoods within the Old Town Overlay District; 
5. 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 project meets the adopted elements of the Comprehensive Plan 
because; a.) the project meets the FAR established in the Downtown Louisville 
Framework Plan; b.) the building fronts the street and the ground floor is activated with 
retail space; c.) the building is designed at a human scale; d.) the recessed entrances, 
window glazing, and architectural details facilitate pedestrian design on the ground floor; 
and e.) the increase in commercial uses and retention of an 80-employee business 
contributes to the overall vitality and economic prosperity of Downtown and the City as a 
whole.   
 
Compliance with PUD Criteria    
Section 17.28.120 of the Louisville Municipal Code lists 28 criteria for Planned Unit 
Developments (PUDs).  For all applicable criteria, an applicant must demonstrate 
compliance. A table summarizing compliance with each criteria is included as an 
appendix to this report.  Staff supports the proposed waiver request and finds that the 
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proposal meets all applicable criteria.  Other than the noted waivers, Staff finds that the 
proposal substantially meets the requirements of Downtown Louisville Design Handbook, 
the Louisville Municipal Code, the Downtown Louisville Framework Plan and the 
Comprehensive Plan.   
 
Special Review Use  
The applicant proposes a parking garage and outdoor sales for retail goods and eating 
and drinking establishments designated for areas along Main St. and on the deck above 
the one-story element of the building (adjacent to the Huckleberry).  In the CC Zoning 
District, parking garages and outdoor sales require approval of a Special Review Use.   
 
Chapter 17.40 of the Code provides procedures and review criteria for SRU requests.  
Following review and recommendation by the Planning Commission, the City Council is 
to review the SRU request at a public hearing and may approve, approve with conditions 
or deny the application based on the review criteria in Sec. 17. 40.100. The following 
contains staff’s analysis of the SRU request and recommended findings on each review 
criteria.  
 

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 (Plan) envisions “a healthy and vibrant Downtown” (Policy LU-
4.2) with a “mix of uses that bring new revenue generation to the Downtown area” (Policy 
ED-5.3). The Comprehensive Plan classifies Downtown Louisville as Center type 
development and describes Center development by the following: 
 

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:   
 

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. 
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Staff finds that the proposal is consistent with the Center type development as it provides 
redevelopment of a property that provides an increase in commercial uses and creates 
destination and gathering places. Staff also finds the 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.   
 
The proposed outdoor seating along Main Street will help create a vibrant Downtown 
area by bringing outdoor diners and additional activity to Downtown. The proposal 
providers all of the parking requirements on site in the parking garage. The proposed use 
would not be contrary to the general welfare and economic prosperity of the city or the 
immediate neighborhood.   
 

2. That such use/development will lend economic stability, compatible with the 
character of any surrounding established areas; 

 
The overall project facilitates retaining an existing company that currently employs 80 
people whom support Downtown businesses during the daytime hours.  The building 
design is oriented towards ground floor commercial uses along Main St., thus adding 
new commercial business that contribute to the vitality of Downtown.  Staff finds the 
outdoor seating area to be compatible with the surrounding established commercial 
areas along Main Street, including the the Main Street patios, and the other outdoor 
seating areas on Main Street at Huckleberry, Waterloo, the Marketplace, and the Empire.  
The plans show the parking garage located on the alley side of the building and therefore 
not visible from Main St.  
 

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 other factors directly related to public health and 
convenience; 

 
The property line adjacent to Main St. for the subject property is setback approximately 
ten feet from the edge of curb.  Redevelopment of the property will not impact this public 
right of way. The project includes increased sidewalk area in front of the commercial 
areas along Main St., which will contribute to the overall pedestrian experience and also 
ensure adequate width between the outdoor dining areas and the public sidewalk.  Water 
and sewer are available to serve the property.  The applicant provided a drainage plan 
that Public Works has reviewed and approved.   
 

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 
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;  
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The property is not immediately adjacent to any residential properties.  In accordance 
with recent SRU approvals for outdoor eating and drinking establishments the applicant 
agrees to close the outdoor seating at 12 am and agrees to no amplified music. The 
PUD/SRU plans include notes that reflect these restrictions. 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.  Thus, staff finds that the 
proposal reasonably controls the external effects of the proposed outdoor patio area 
through the site design and restriction on outdoor amplified music. The parking garage 
enables all parking needs generated from the intended uses to be met on site.  
  

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 outdoor sales uses are immediately adjacent to Main St. thus providing adequate 
pedestrian access.   
 
Subdivision Plat 
LMC Sec. 16.12.075 provides the following standards for review of a final plat: 

1. Whether the plat conforms to all of the requirements of this title; 
2. Whether approval of the plat will be consistent with the city's 

comprehensive plan, applicable zoning requirements, and other applicable 
federal, state and city laws; 

3. Whether the proposed subdivision will promote the purposes set forth 
in section 16.04.020 of this Code and comply with the standards set forth 
in chapter 16.16 of this Code and this title. 

 
Because the project encompasses two lots, the City requires a subdivision plat to vacate 
the lot line between the two lots.  The Code does not require a minimum lot size or lot 
width for Downtown.  The Town of Louisville Subdivision was recorded October 24, 1878 
(Attachment 7). Like all of the other lots in this subdivision, the two lots included in this 
subdivision were originally platted at 150 feet by 50 feet.  However, a recent survey 
shows both lots being only 47 feet wide.  With the lot line vacation, the plat creates one 
lot measuring 94 feet wide by 150 feet in length and totaling 14,114 square feet (0.324 
acre).   
 
The existing water line in Main St. and the existing sewer line in the alley serves the 
property.  The applicant will bury the existing overhead utility lines that serve the property 
and will move the existing overhead utility power pole on the subject property to the east 
side of the alley.  
 
The plat demonstrates compliance with all subdivision criteria, because a.) the plat 
conforms with all requirements of Title 16; b.) the plat facilitates a development that 
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meets the applicable policies of the comprehensive plan; c.) the plat meets all 
requirements of the CC zoning district.  The new legal description will be Lot 8A, 
Louisville Replat A. 
 
HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION COMMENTS: 
The Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) traditionally reviews and makes 
recommendations on all new development in Downtown.  The HPC review plans for 
conformance with the Design Handbook for Downtown Louisville (“Design Handbook”) 
policies relate to new development respecting the traditional and historic context of 
Downtown.   The HPC reviewed the revised plans at their December 17, 2018 meeting 
and voted to recommend approval with no conditions (see Attachment 8 for minutes).  
 
PUBLIC COMMENT: 
Staff has not received any public comments since submittal of the redesigned building.   
Attachment 10 includes public comments received for the previous submittal. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends approval of Resolution No. XX, Series 2018, recommending to City 
Council approval of a request for a Final PUD to allow a 22,020 square-foot commercial 
and office building with 5,802 square-foot parking garage located at 712 and 722 Main 
Street; a Final Plat to vacate the lot line between Lots 8 and 9, Block 3, Town of 
Louisville and an SRU to allow for a parking garage and outdoor sales for retail goods 
and eating and drinking establishments. 
 
The Planning Commission may recommend approval (with or without conditions) or 
denial of the proposal, or it may continue the application to request additional information 
from the applicant or staff.   
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
1. Resolution No. XX Series 2019 
2. Current Application Materials 
3. 2018 Proposal 
4. February 8, 2018 Planning Commission Minutes 
5. March 20, 2018 City Council Minutes 
6. Historical Analysis  
7. Town of Louisville Subdivision Plat 
8. December 17, 2018 Historic Preservation Commission Minutes 
9. Public Comments 
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APPENDIX - PUD Criteria Analysis – Terraces on Main 
 
Criteria 17.28.120 (A) Finding Narrative 

1. An appropriate relationship to the 
surrounding area. 

Compliant 

The one and two story elements 
adjacent to Main St. with a third story 
setback, along with the overall 
building articulation, materials, colors, 
transparency, roof form, and 
pedestrian scale design demonstrates 
compliance with the applicable design 
guidelines which require an 
appropriate relationship to the 
surrounding area.  The building steps 
down at the alley creating the desired 
two story element.   

2. Circulation in terms of the internal 
street circulation system, designed 
for the type of traffic generated, 
safety, separation from living areas, 
convenience, access, and noise and 
exhaust control. Proper circulation in 
parking areas in terms of safety, 
convenience, separation and 
screening. 

Compliant 

The project accommodates all 
required parking on site.  Should any 
areas not included in the parking area 
calculations be converted to uses that 
require parking, the parking analysis 
will determine if parking fees in-lieu 
are required.   

3. Consideration and provision for low 
and moderate-income housing 

Not applicable 

Current City policies do not require 
housing associated with new 
commercial and office use 
development, so this criteria is not 
applicable.   

4. Functional open space in terms of 
optimum preservation of natural 
features, including trees and drainage 
areas, recreation, views, density relief 
and convenience of function 

Not applicable 
Downtown projects do not require 
open space.  

5. Variety in terms of housing types, 
densities, facilities and open space 

Not applicable Housing is not proposed nor required. 

6. Privacy in terms of the needs of 
individuals, families and neighbors 

Compliant 

There are no adjacent residences and 
the project is located in the 
Commercial Core of downtown where 
more intense development is 
anticipated.    

7. Pedestrian and bicycle traffic in 
terms of safety, separation, 
convenience, access points of 
destination and attractiveness 

Compliant 

The project maintains the existing 
public sidewalk and includes 
additional sidewalk area in front of the 
commercial area along Main St.  
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Criteria 17.28.120 (A) Finding Narrative 

8. Building types in terms of 
appropriateness to density, site 
relationship and bulk 

Compliant 

The building form reflects the desired 
elements for Downtown.  The third 
story does not exceed 50% of the 
ground floor.  The third story is 
setback 50 feet from Main St. and 
contributes to the variety of building 
elevations Downtown. The building is 
less than the 1:2 FAR required.  The 
one and two story elements along 
Main St. reflect the traditional building 
styles and respect the context of the 
adjacent buildings and Downtown as a 
whole.   

9. Building design in terms of 
orientation, spacing, materials, color, 
texture, storage, signs and lighting 

 
Compliant w/ 
waiver 

The building meets the design 
requirements related to orientation, 
spacing, materials, color, texture, and 
lighting.  The applicant requests a 
waiver from the rear setback to allow 
balconies and the stairwell to extend 
into this area.  The waiver is 
supported because those elements 
will lend to the architectural interest 
along the alley.     

10. Landscaping of total site in terms 
of purpose, such as screening, 
ornamental types used, and materials 
used, if any; and maintenance, 
suitability and effect on the 
neighborhood 

Compliant 
Downtown design guidelines do not 
require landscaping.  Roof top  

11. Compliance with all applicable 
development design standards and 
guidelines and all applicable 
regulations pertaining to matters of 
state interest, as specified in chapter 
17.32 

 
Compliant 
w/waiver 

The PUD complies will all applicable 
development design standards and 
guidelines. The waiver to permit the 
balconies and stairwell in the rear 
setback is supported due to the 
architectural interests along the alley 
those elements create.     

12. None of the standards for 
annexation specified in chapter 
16.32 have been violated 

Not applicable 
The property is within current City 
boundaries. 

13. Services including utilities, fire 
and police protection, and other such 
services are available or can be 
made available to adequately serve 
the development specified in the final 
development plan 

Compliant 

The Public Works Department and 
Louisville Fire District reviewed the 
PUD and the proposal meets their 
requirements. 

 
 

52

https://www.municode.com/library/co/louisville/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT17ZO_CH17.32ARACSTIN
https://www.municode.com/library/co/louisville/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT17ZO_CH17.32ARACSTIN
https://www.municode.com/library/co/louisville/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT16SU_CH16.32ANST
https://www.municode.com/library/co/louisville/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT16SU_CH16.32ANST


Terraces on Main  Page 29 of 31 
PC – January 10, 2019 
 

Criteria 17.28.120 (B) Finding Narrative 

1. Development shall be in 
accordance with the adopted 
elements of the comprehensive 
development plan of the city, and in 
accordance with any adopted 
development design standards and 
guidelines. 

Compliant 

The project meets the adopted elements 
of the Comprehensive Plan because; a.) 
the project meets the FAR established in 
the Downtown Louisville Framework 
Plan; b.) the building fronts the street 
and the ground floor is activated with 
retail space; c.) the building is designed 
at a human scale; d.) the recessed 
entrances, window glazing, and 
architectural details facilitate pedestrian 
design on the ground floor; and e.) the 
increase in commercial uses and 
retention of an 80-employee business 
contributes to the overall vitality and 
economic prosperity of Downtown and 
the City as a whole.   

2. No structures in a planned unit 
development shall encroach upon the 
floodplain. Existing bodies of water 
and existing stream courses shall not 
be channelized or altered in a 
planned unit development plan. 

Compliant 
The property is not located in a 
floodplain, nor are there any existing 
bodies of water in the area. 

3. No occupied structure shall be 
located on ground showing severe 
subsidence potential without 
adequate design and study 
approved specifically by the city. 

Compliant 
There is no known subsidence on the 
property. 

4. The proposal should utilize and 
preserve existing vegetation, land 
forms, waterways, and historical or 
archeological sites in the best 
manner possible. Steep slopes and 
important natural drainage systems 
shall not be disrupted. How the 
proposal meets this provision, 
including an inventory of how 
existing vegetation is included in the 
proposal, shall be set forth on the 
landscape plan submitted to the city. 

Not applicable 

The project is located in the Commercial 
Core of Downtown.  There is no existing 
vegetation, waterways, nor steep slopes 
on the property.  The project respects 
the historical architecture Downtown, but 
introduces a new building reflective of 
the current time.   

5. Visual relief and variety of visual 
sitings shall be located within a 
development in the overall site plan. 
Such relief shall be accomplished by 
building placements, shortened or 
interrupted street vistas, visual 
access to open space and other 
methods of design. 

Not applicable 
This criteria is intended for residential 
PUDs and not for development in the 
Downtown core.  
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Criteria 17.28.120 (B) Finding Narrative 

6. Open space within the project shall 
be located in such a manner as to 
facilitate pedestrian use and to create 
an area that is usable and accessible 
to residents of surrounding 
developments. 

Compliant 

Open space is not required for 
Downtown development.  However, 
the project does not impact the 
pedestrian right of way and provides 
increased sidewalk area in front of the 
commercial businesses along Main St.   

7. Street design should minimize 
through traffic passing residential 
units. Suggested standards with 
respect to paving widths, housing 
setbacks and landscaping are set 
forth in public works standards of the 
city and applicable development 
design standards and guidelines. The 
system of streets, including parking 
lots, shall aid the order and aesthetic 
quality of the development. 

Compliant 

No new streets are proposed or 
required. The parking garage provides 
on-site parking for the intended uses 
and is located along the alley. 

8. There shall exist an internal 
pedestrian circulation system 
separate from the vehicular system 
such that allows access to adjacent 
parcels as well as to parks, open 
space or recreation facilities within 
the development. Pedestrian links to 
trail systems of the city shall be 
provided. 

Compliant 
The project retains the pedestrian 
access along Main St.   

9. The project and development 
should attempt to incorporate 
features which reduce the demand 
for water usage. 

Compliant Minimal landscaping is proposed.  

10. Landscape plans shall attempt to 
reduce heating and cooling demands 
of buildings through the selection and 
placement of landscape materials, 
paving, vegetation, earth forms, 
walls, fences, or other materials. 

Compliant 
The project includes areas for “green 
roofs”.  

11. Proposed developments shall be 
buffered from collector and arterial 
streets. Such buffering may be 
accomplished by earthen berms, 
landscaping, leafing patterns, and 
other materials. Entrance islands 
defining traffic patterns along with 
landscaping shall be incorporated 
into entrances to developments. 

Not applicable 
The project is not adjacent to collector 
and arterial streets.   
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Criteria 17.28.120 (B) Finding Narrative 

12. There shall be encouraged the 
siting of lot arrangement, building 
orientation and roof orientation in 
developments so as to obtain the 
maximum use of solar energy for 
heating. 

Compliant 
The window glazing on the west 
facing facades provides passive solar 
exposure. 

13. The overall PUD shall provide a 
variety of housing types. 

Not applicable Housing is not required nor proposed.  

14. Neighborhoods within a PUD shall 
provide a range of housing size. 

Not applicable No housing is proposed.   

15. Architectural design of buildings 
shall be compatible in design with the 
contours of the site, compatible with 
surrounding designs and 
neighborhoods, shall promote 
harmonious transitions and scale in 
character in areas of different planned 
uses, and shall contribute to a mix of 
styles within the city. 

Compliant 

The PUD proposes architecture that is 
compatible and transitions with the 
scale of surrounding development 
through the use of materials, colors, 
transparency, roof form, and 
pedestrian scale design facing Main 
Street and setbacks of upper stories.  
While respecting historic form with the 
street facing facades, the architecture 
also provides unique stylistic elements 
setting it apart from adjacent historic 
buildings and contributing to a mix of 
building styles.    
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RESOLUTION NO. 01 
SERIES 2019 

 
A RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING APPROVAL OF A REQUEST FOR A FINAL PUD TO 
ALLOW FOR A 22,020 SQUARE FOOT COMMERCIAL AND OFFICE BUILDING WITH A 
5,802 SQUARE FOOT PARKING GARAGE LOCATED AT 712 AND 722 MAINE STREET; A 
FINAL PLAT TO VACATE THE LOT LINE BETWEEN LOTS 8 AND 9, BLOCK 3, TOWN OF 
LOUISVILLE; AND AN SRU TO ALLOW FOR A PARKING GARAGE AND OUTDOOR 
SALES FOR RETAIL GOODS AND EATING AND DRINKING ESTABLISHMENTS  
  
 WHEREAS, there has been submitted to the Louisville Planning Commission an 
application for a Final PUD to allow for a 22,020 square foot commercial building, which 
includes a 5,802 square foot parking garage, on two lots totaling 14,114 square feet zoned CC; 
a Final Plat to vacate the lot line between Lots 8 and 9, Block 3, Town of Louisville; and an SRU 
to allow for a parking garage and outdoor sales for retail goods and eating and drinking 
establishments; 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, the Planning Commission has considered the application at a duly noticed 
public hearing on January 10, 2019, where evidence and testimony were entered into the record, 
including the findings in the Louisville Planning Commission Staff Report dated January 10, 2019.  
 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Planning Commission of the City of 
Louisville, Colorado does hereby recommend approval of a request for a Final PUD to allow for 
a 22,020 square foot commercial building, which includes a 5,802 square foot parking garage, 
on two lots totaling 14,114 square feet zoned CC; a Final Plat to vacate the lot line between 
Lots 8 and 9, Block 3, Town of Louisville; and an SRU to allow for a parking garage and outdoor 
sales for retail goods and eating and drinking establishments. 
 

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 10th day of January, 2019. 
 
By: ______________________________ 

Steve Brauneis, Chairperson 
Planning Commission 

Attest: _____________________________ 
 , Secretary 
 Planning Commission 
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Mr. Rob Zuccaro, AICP, Planning & Building Safety Director
Ms. Kristin Dean, AICP, Principal Planner
City of Louisville, Colorado
749 Main Street
Louisville, CO 80027

2 October, 2017 (Original Submittal) Re: 712-722 Main Street Final PUD
27 December, 2017 (Revised) Including Replat and SRU
31 October, 2018 (Revised)

Rob and Kristen,

Please find the attached Final PUD for the redevelopment of 712-722 Main Street in
Downtown Louisville. This application also includes a replat to combine the two lots
into a single lot, and an SRU for outdoor activity areas. As you are aware, this project
was previously reviewed and approved by Planning Commission on 2/8/18 and
reviewed by City Council on 3/20/18, at which time it was continued, and then
withdrawn by the Applicant for resubmittal to Planning Commission and Council for
review of changes.

The basic changes to the submittal are summarized as follows:

Reduced Square Footage: The third floor office space has been eliminated
reducing the overall square footage of the building from 26,417sf to 22,020sf (not
including the parking garage square footage). The elevator, stair and a small lobby
and service area may remain to access the roof deck, so that is included in this
application. The basement level has been reduced by removal of the lower level
parking garage, (see below). Overall FAR is reduced from 1.87 to 1.58.

Parking Garage: Due to the significant cost of providing a two-story, partially
below-grade parking garage, the revised proposal features a one-story parking
garage at the main level, slightly above grade. The revised building square footage
also requires less parking than the original design. The garage, plus the on-grade
spaces accessed from the alley will provide a total of 18 parking spaces, one
marked for short term loading. Per LMC 17.020.025, twenty three spaces are
required for this development, therefore it is anticipated that the equivalent of 5
spaces will be required to be satisfied by payment of a fee in lieu of providing on-
site parking.

Façade Changes: In response to some of the concerns raised during the Planning
and City Council hearings, we have made some modifications to the building
exterior. The two-story northern portion of the west façade has been modified to
visually have similar dimensions to the two story portion of the façade to the south
of that, with a separate cantilevered portion to the north. The differentiation of the
second level massing is accomplished with differing materials and offsets in the
façade to break up the massing of the second level and create a less asymmetrical
composition. The larger windows on the second level have been divided into
smaller modules, appearing more rectangular with a vertical emphasis.

Project Overview:
The redevelopment of 712-722 Main Street is intended to provide additional office and
retail space downtown. The existing one-story buildings, originally constructed in
1968/1960, totaling 7,558 sf, will be replaced by a new 22,020 sf building with a main
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floor parking garage that will provide 18 total spaces for the project. The intent of the
design regarding parking is to provide the majority of required parking on-site, with the
ability to convert the parking to commercial space if it is more desirable from the City's
point of view, or the owners' perspective in the future. This could be due to future
increases in the City's public parking capacity, changing demographics and attitudes
towards private vehicles as primary transportation, or other factors. The building is
also designed with a 5,560 sf basement which is not currently served by the on-site
parking, and currently designated for storage and utility use.

If the basement is converted to be used as commercial space in the future, or if the
space currently shown as parking on the main level is converted to commercial space,
then the fee in lieu of on-site parking would be provided for the lost spaces, as well as
the demand generated by the habitable space.

Architectural Design Concept:
Downtown buildings require particular attention to design and massing to relate to the
existing architectural fabric of Downtown and to contribute to the history and vibrancy
of Downtown. Louisville's Main Street is characterized by a diverse, eclectic mix of
building styles and periods of Louisville's history, including our current time.

The building presents a one and two story facade at the street. Of particular
importance to this project is the proximity to the historic building to the south, currently
housing the Huckleberry Restaurant, formerly Louisville's bank at the turn of the last
century. To respect this one-story historic structure, the southern half of the Main
Street facade is designed at one-story, actually lower than the historic parapet. The
second level steps up from the one story portion 26 feet back from the Main Street
façade to accommodate this transition to the one story historic building.

The building facade at Main Street is envisioned as a composition of three parts: a pair
of 2-story storefront facades, patterned after typical western false front buildings in
scale and pattern; and a low, one-story retail storefront replacing the mid-century
modern building in that location, with similar form and simple detail. The three
storefronts divide the 95 feet of facade into modules that were historically used and
that are prevalent today in Downtown. The rhythm of the buildings on the east side of
the 700 block cycles from one story to two story, with alternating horizontal and vertical
emphasis, with paired buildings such as the Singing Cook/Book Cellar, and the
Huckleberry buildings. These varying elements form the context for the new building at
712/722 Main. As the buildings being replaced are mid-century, it is appropriate to
take cues from the simple, straight-lined architecture of that era.

The materials for the Main Street façade are wood, metal, and storefront glazing. A
natural IPE hardwood siding, or similar wood is proposed for the major elements at
pedestrian level, with a combination of black anodized and wood storefront detailing.
Natural finish metals such as patina copper and dark mill finish steel provide accents.
The northern portion of the second level features a synthetic wood siding due to the fire
ratings at the property line. Storefront windows are generous to promote commerce
and provide interest at the pedestrian level.

The southern half of the facade retains a significant setback from the property line,
similar to the existing condition. This allows for outdoor seating, sheltered by an
overhang, extending the season beyond that of the temporary patios. This relief from
the street begins with a smaller area of setback at the northern part of the facade, then
a minimum of 36" additional sidewalk width is maintained to a maximum of 7.5 feet at
the southern end.
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The small third story elevator/stair lobby is set back 40 feet from the front of the
property to minimize it's impact when viewed from Main Street. This is the design
standard specified in the Downtown Design Handbook and Framework Plan. The
Framework Plan states "In general, no more than 50 percent of the building footprint
should be a third story". The lobby and service area on the third level represent
approximately 10% of the building footprint.

The building design provides a break between the second level and the small third
level lobby, which is set in on all sides, and accentuated with a change in material/color
to make the third level subordinate to the rest of the building. The projecting stair tower
and balconies help to create interest, along with the varied materials along the alley
façade. The second level steps back from the north and south property lines to create
an additional break in the massing between the first and second levels, which is a
location for a vegetated ‘green roof’ planter to soften the architecture at the alley. We
have proposed that a mural be provided along the north wall, visible from the alley,
which will add further interest to the alley façade and streetscape, and help to promote
this alley as ‘Via Artista’ as it has been named.

The color palette has been carefully studied and selections made to enhance the
overall design. The wood tones with metal accents along the storefront and second
level at Main Street present a natural, warm materiality to enhance the pedestrian
experience, and to create a sense of scale at the street level. The colors of the second
and third levels progressively lighten towards the upper levels to diminish the scale and
impact of the upper stories against the sky.

Waiver Request:
Where a 20' rear setback at the alley is required, and provided for the majority of the
building mass, we are requesting to project a stair tower and balconies into the setback
to break down the scale and mass of the building, instead of providing a monolithic rear
wall at the alley facade.

Construction Process Downtown:
Construction for the project shall require careful coordination with the City and with
adjacent businesses and property owners. The contractor selected to do the work
shall be required to have experience with zero-lot-line construction in tight urban areas.
Hartronft Associates has extensive experience with this type of construction in Boulder,
Denver, Louisville and elsewhere. The owners and architect have met with adjacent
building owners and discussed the potential impacts, and required coordination with
these owners before, and during construction. The Applicants are committed to
minimizing the impacts of this construction on their neighbors and Downtown.

Demolition of the existing buildings and foundations will be one of the most disruptive
events due to the equipment used, noise generated, and proximity to existing
construction. Existing adjacent buildings will be inspected before and after such
disruptive operations. Dust mitigation will be required. Staging can be primarily on-site
for building demolition process. Foundation excavation and caisson drilling operations
will also generate some noise and dust, but less than caused by demolition. Similar
measures will be in place. The foundation excavation shall require shoring which is
typical for this type of construction. A typical method would involve drilled reinforced
concrete piers carrying vertical steel supports that retain the adjacent soil with shoring
which is typically incorporated into the foundation system. Care will be taken to avoid
impacts to any adjacent foundations.

The alley will be the primary access point for construction traffic, and during times
when such activity is heavy, the contractor will employ traffic control personnel with a
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SHEET        DESCRIPTION

ARCHITECTURAL

CIVIL

FLOOR AREAS

PROJECT LOCATION: 712-722 MAIN ST.

LOT AREA: 14,114 SF

ZONING: CC - COMMERCIAL COMMUNITY
OVERLAYS: DOWNTOWN CORE AREA; CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT

APPLICABLE STANDARDS: DESIGN HANDBOOK FOR DOWNTOWN LOUISVILLE
DOWNTOWN LOUISVILLE FRAMEWORK PLAN
DOWNTOWN LOUISVILLE SIGN MANUAL

PROPOSED USES: ANY APPROVED USES INCLUDING RETAIL, RESTAURANT, AND
PROFESSIONAL OFFICES

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: LOTS 8 AND 9 OF BLOCK 3 TOWN OF LOUISVILLE, COUNTY OF BOULDER,
STATE OF COLORADO

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: FINAL PUD TO REDEVELOP THE TWO EXISTING BUILDINGS @ 712 & 722 MAIN
STREET TO PROVIDE A NEW 3-STORY COMMERCIAL BUILDING OF 22,020 sf
PLUS AN AT-GRADE PARKING GARAGE OF 5,802 sf FOR 14 VEHICLES PLUS
ALLEY PARKING FOR 4 VEHICLES.

YARD & BULK REQUIREMENTS GENERAL NOTES

1. OVERHEAD POWER LINES ON THIS PROPERTY WILL BE
BURIED UNDERGROUND.

PARKING NOTES:
1. LMC 17.020.025 DESIGNATES PARKING STANDARDS FOR DOWNTOWN LOUISVILLE

1.1. REQUIRED: AFTER FIRST 999SF, PARKING SHALL BE PROVIDED AT A RATE
OF 1 SPACE PER 500SF

2. COMMON AREAS LISTED ON THE FLOOR AREA TABULATION CHART ARE THE
AREAS EXCLUDED FROM REQUIRED PARKING CALCULATIONS UNDER
LOUISVILLE MUNICIPAL CODE SECTION 17.20.025, WHICH ALLOWS EXCLUSION OF
VENT SHAFTS, COURTS, UNINHABITABLE AREAS BELOW GROUND LEVEL OR IN
ATTICS, OR AREAS WITHIN HALLWAYS, STAIRWAYS, ELEVATOR SHAFTS AND
BATHROOMS." FURTHER, STORAGE & COMMON AREAS IN THE BASEMENT ARE
INTENDED SOLELY FOR STORAGE, MECHANICAL EQUIPMENT, A FIRE ROOM &
THE ELEVATOR SHAFT AND SHALL NOT COUNT TOWARDS REQUIRED PARKING.
ANY MODIFICATIONS TO USE OF THE BASEMENT IS SUBJECT TO CITY REVIEW &
APPROVAL AS AN AMENDMENT TO THE PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT AND
REEVALUATION OF REQUIRED PARKING UNDER SECTION 17.20.025 OF THE LMC -
PARKING STANDARDS DESIGNATED FOR DOWNTOWN LOUISVILLE OR AS
HEREINAFTER AMENDED.

3. THE CITY MAY VERIFY AND ADJUST THE TOTAL REQUIRED PARKING AT THE TIME
OF BUILDING PERMIT FOR TENANT FINISH BASED ON THE REQUIREMENTS OF
SECTION 17.20.025 OF THE LMC - PARKING STANDARDS DESIGNATED FOR
DOWNTOWN LOUISVILLE OR AS HEREINAFTER AMENDED.

REQUIREMENTS FOR DOWNTOWN CORE AREA

REQUESTED WAIVERS

1. LMC 17.12.040: 20' REAR SETBACK ENCROACHMENT
OF 19'-3" FOR 12' WIDE STAIR TOWER & 6'-11" FOR
OVERHANGING BALCONIES.  THESE ELEMENTS
VISUALLY LESSEN THE IMPACT OF THE MASS OF THE
BUILDING.
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                           SCOTT, COX & ASSOCIATES, INC.       consulting engineers  • surveyors 
 

1530 55th Street  •  Boulder, Colorado 80303  •  (303) 444-3051  •  Fax: (303) 444-3387 

January 25, 2018

Mr. Erik Hartronft
Hartronft Associates, p.c.
950 Spruce Street, Suite 2A
Louisville, CO 80027

Reference: Drainage Letter
712-722 Main Street, Louisville, Colorado
Scott, Cox & Associates Project No. 17271B

Dear Mr. Hartronft:

This drainage letter is submitted as the preliminary analysis of the existing and 
proposed conditions for the property located at 712-724 Main Street, Louisville,
Colorado.  The site is located in the Southeast Quarter of Section 8, Township 1
South, Range 69 West of the 6th Principal Meridian in the City of Louisville,
Boulder County, State of Colorado.  The site is bounded by existing commercial 
buildings to the north and south, an alley to the east, and Main Street to the west.

This report is being prepared to accompany the Final Planned Unit Development 
(PUD) application for the project.  The purpose of this drainage letter is to address 
specific drainage issues related to the proposed site changes.   This study meets the 
requirements set forth in the City of Louisville Storm Drainage and Technical 
Criteria Manual.

The 0.321-acre site is currently developed with two buildings and associated 
parking areas. The eastern portion of the site generally surface flows to the east 
and discharges into the alley.  The western portion of the site generally surface 
flows to the west and discharges into the Main Street right-of-way. 

The Grading and Drainage Plan shows the proposed site plan, on-site grading and 
overland flow directions.  Under proposed conditions, the site will be broken into 
two (2) major drainage sub-basins.  

Basin A1 consists of the roof area of the building. Runoff from within this basin is 
directed via roof drains to the alley.  Roof drainage from the third floor will drain 
through a green roof system for water quality enhancement prior to draining into 
the alley.  Roof drainage from the second floor will drain through a water quality 
planter located in a landscape island prior to sheet flow into the alley. Drainage 
from this basin drains north through the alley and ultimately into an existing storm 
sewer inlet located at the intersection of the alley and Spruce Street.
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Mr. Erik Hartronft
Hartronft Associates, p.c.
January 25, 2018
Page 2 of 2

Basin A2 consists of the sidewalk area located on the west side of the building. 
Runoff from within this basin is directed via overland flow to the ROW. Drainage 
from this basin flows south along Main Street and then east along Pine Street, 
ultimately draining into an existing storm sewer inlet located at the northwest 
corner of Front and Pine Streets.

The existing and proposed conditions for the entire site were analyzed for the 10
and 100-year storm events.  The results are shown in the following Table 1 and the 
relevant calculation sheets are included with this letter.

TABLE 1
RUNOFF CALCULATIONS SUMMARY

 
10-Year Peak 100-year Peak

Drainage 
Basin Area Runoff Runoff

(acres) (cfs) (cfs)
Historic 0.32 1.40 2.37

Developed 0.32 1.40 2.37

The site is currently developed with the entire site covered by the existing building 
and parking areas.  Under developed conditions, the building will be larger with 
below-grade parking areas.  Under these changes, no change in the 10-year or 100-
year peak flows is anticipated. It is our conclusion that the peak runoff for the initial 
and major storm events from the tributary basin can be conveyed directly to the 
major drainage system without adverse impact to upstream, surrounding, or 
downstream properties and facilities. 

Should you have any questions or comments regarding this letter kindly give me a 
call.

Sincerely,

SCOTT, COX & ASSOCIATES, INC.

Donald P. Ash, P.E.
Chief Civil Engineer

Enclosures: Runoff Calculations
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SCOTT, COX & ASSOCIATES, INC. PROJECT #: 17271B
consulting engineers - surveyors DATE: 10/2/2017

BY: MRF

SURFACE
AREA 
(acres) C2 C5 C10 C100 %IMP

LAWNS - SANDY 0.000 0.02 0.08 0.15 0.35 0.00
ROOFS 0.175 0.71 0.73 0.75 0.81 90.00
DRIVES AND WALKS 0.146 0.71 0.73 0.75 0.81 90.00

TOTAL AREA 0.321 0.71 0.73 0.75 0.81 90.00

SURFACE
AREA 
(Acres) C2 C5 C10 C100 %IMP

LAWNS - CLAYEY 0.000 0.02 0.08 0.15 0.35 0.00
ROOFS 0.248 0.71 0.73 0.75 0.81 90.00
DRIVES AND WALKS 0.074 0.71 0.73 0.75 0.81 90.00

TOTAL AREA 0.321 0.71 0.73 0.75 0.81 90.00

Basin H

Basin A
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Summary Analysis of 712-722 Main Street PUD
with respect to:

The Design Handbook for Downtown Louisville
Prepared by Hartronft Associates, p.c.

The relevant standards from the Design Handbook are referenced and excerpted below with
statements indicating how the standards and guidelines are addressed. We believe that the
standards and guidelines have been met in the design of this project . However, where
specifically indicated below as not complying with an element of the Handbook, the reasons for
such deviation is indicated.

BASIC PRINCIPLESOFDESIGN
1. Keep i t S imple .
Each segment of the composition, appearing as a separate building, conveys a simple, unified
design that serves as a frame for the windows that display goods or reveal services offered
inside.
2 . Relate to Traditional Buildings in the Area.
As indicated in the cover letter, we have considered the context of the buildings in the area and
the historic context of the adjacent Huckleberry building in the design of this project. We have
endeavored to enhance the rhythm and texture of the existing context of downtown.
3 . Use the Entire Building Front as Your Image.
Upper and lower floors are coordinated into a single design concept, within the context of
providing separations between the building components to break down the mass and scale of
the building.
4. Develop a Clear Presentation to the Street.
We have developed a clear design concept that avoids clutter and forcefully directs the
customers eye to the main retail storefronts, with simple detailing on the second level and setting
the main mass of the 2nd and 3rd levels back 50 feet from the street to minimize its impact.
5. If the building isanolder "traditional" building, respect its earlier character.
Per the Guidelines, “Other buildings convey a part of downtown's tradition as well. An early
1950s storefront, for example also contributes to the scale and character of the area and should be
respected.” Even though the buildings being replaced are mid century, there is a
“traditional” context as indicated in this statement, and as such we have respected the
earlier character of these buildings in the design of the new building.

“Regarding this concept of what is compatible with the traditional context of Louisville,
consider the following as a general STANDARD for new construction:
New interpretations of traditional building types are encouraged, such that they are
seen as products of their own time yet compatible with their older neighbors.
1) Historic details thatwere not found inLouisville are inappropriate.
2) However, using traditional proportions of height, width and depth are very important to
be compatible with the established mass and scale of downtown Louisville. ”

This primary design standard is important and was a guiding principle for our design. The new
building will be seen as a product of this time in Louisville’s history, and compatible with the
older neighbors, through the use of traditional proportions of height, width and depth.
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GENERAL STANDARDS AND
GUIDELINES FOR ALL PROJECTS
IN DOWNTOWN LOUISVILLE
These design standards and guidelines apply to all projects in downtown Louisville.

URBAN DESIGN

G1. All projects should respect the traditional context of downtown.
1) Consideration has be given to the broader context of the block and the town at large.
2) Historic Resources on property – Not Applicable.

G2. Respect the established town grid in all projects.
1) “Maintain the alignment of streets and alleyswhenever feasible.”– Project complies.
2) “Alleys are used by pedestrians aswell as vehicles. Design them to accommodate both user
groups.” The development encourages pedestrian connection to Main Street with public art, also a
major entry to the building is provided from the alley.

T2. Develop the ground floor level of all projects to be at a pedestrian
scale.
1) The project provides visual interest on all facades which will be seen from streets, alleys and
pedestrian ways. The parking structure is treated architecturally to provide an interesting
façade at the alley, including incorporation of landscaping at ground level and at green ro ofs
above the alley circulation.
2) The building expresses human scale, through materials and forms that are familiar building
elements in town. Wood siding on the façade with tradional lap dimension, and smaller
storefront entries enhance the pedestrian experience on Main Street, as well as the outdoor
seating areas.
3) While there are not porches on nearby buildings on the east side, we have provided for a set
back building façade on the ground floor and roof top decks to provide visual interest and human
scale.
.

G3. An alley landscape design should be simple in character.
1) We have not provided elaborate planting schemes and ornate furnishings along alley edge.
However we have planned for upper level decks, ground floor and upper level landscape
elements and the potential for future storefront and outdoor activity area on the main level if the
parking is not provided on the main floor. With the proposed public art leading from the alley to
the current walkway to Main Street we have tried to emphasize the all ey’s pedestrian and arts-
related focus as “Via Artista”.

G4. Develop the street and alley edges of a property to be at a
pedestrian scale.
1) We have provided visual interest on all facades which will be seen from streets, alleys and
pedestrian ways.
2) The guideline indicates that “A building should step down in scale along the alley edge.” Due
to the fact that we have provided a large setback and one-story façade on the southern half
of the Main Street façade, the square footage is concentrated on the back por tion of the lot,
adjacent to the alley. We believe that the large setback in the front to diminish the mass
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and scale on Main Street, and respect the historic building housing the Huckleberry was an
important element, and that at the alley façade, with proper treatment to break down the
mass, it would be appropriate to not step down to the alley. As an example, the Melting Pot
building to the north of the property rises from the ground to the roof without setbacks on
the alley façade, as does 950 Spruce Street and the Library in the next block . The north
and south facades are set back from the main level on the rear of the lot to provide green
roofs, and windows which further break down the mass of the alley façade. Therefore we
believe that this is an appropriate response to the existing context, and it allows for us to
provide greater benefit to Main Street, in terms of massing and scale.
3) The building expresses human scale, through materials and forms that are familiar building
elements in town, as indicated herein.
4) The building design utilizes varied building setbacks and changes in materials, as well as
projecting balconies to create interest and reduce the perceived scale of the building along alley.

G5. Site furniture should be simple in character.
1) “Avoid any highly ornate design thatwouldmisrepresent the history of the area.” Design is
in compliance with this guideline.
2) “Benches, bike racks (which are strongly encouraged) and trash receptacles are examples of
site furnishings that may be considered.” Additional streetscape furnishings will be provided
based on the tenant storefront requirements, to respond to this guideline.
3) “A bike rackmay be located along a street frontwhere space is available and a minimum
clear walkway can be maintained.” See note above. We propose to work with the City to
provide a plan for appropriate location of public bike parking in front of the building where it will
not block pedestrian traffic. Ample bike parking for building tenants is provided in the parking
garage.
4) “Design of private furnishings should be consistent with public site furniture.” (see above)

G6. Street lights within a project should be compatible with the City's
streetscape design.
Not Applicable

G7. The use of public art is encouraged.
1) Public art in the form of a mural is proposed in the walkway from the alley to Main Street.
Also, the public lobby and office entry will have artwork visible from the street.
2) “Also consider installing public art along alley facades or in the sidewalk itself” (see
above).
3) The proposed mural would be an integral part of the architecture.

SITE DESIGN
G8. Orient a new building parallel to its lot lines, similar to that of
traditional building orientations.
1) The front of the structure is oriented to the street.
2) The building components all have clearly defined primary entrances.

G9. Exterior lights should be simple in character and similar in color
and intensity to that used traditionally.
1) The design of exterior light fixtures are simple in form and detail.
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2) Lights along alley are utilitarian in design.
3) All exterior lights are relatively low wattage, cutoff type fixtures.

G10.Minimize the visual impacts of site and architectural lighting.
1) Exterior lights are cutoff type fixtures to prevent glare onto adjacent properties.
2) No lights are proposed that are un-shielded, high intensity light sources or which direct light
upward.
3) Shielded lighting provided at service areas, parking lots and parking structure.
4) Light fixtures on the upper level balconies facing Main Street are shielded.

G11. Provide site lighting that encourages pedestrian activity at night.
1) Site lighting is designed to be at a pedestrian scale and help define different functional

areas of the property, especially at building entries.

G12. Large areas of off-street parkingwill not be allowed alongMain
Street.
Not Applicable.

G13.Where appropriate, design a parking area to be accessed from an
alley rather than the street.
1) NotApplicable.
2) “If parking is locatedwithin a garage, minimize the width of the driveway.” Minimal
functional width is provided for parking garage entries.

G14. Screen a parking lot from view from the street.
Parking is in the rear of the building, screened from the street.

G16.Minimize the visual impacts of a parking structure.
1) Cars in the parking structure are substantially screened from view from the alley, not visible
from the street.
2) Street frontage is reserved for commercial uses, with the garage on the alley frontage.
3) (see above).

G17.Minimize the visual impacts of trash storage areas.
1) “Trash enclosures should be constructedwith similar materials as those of the primary
structure.” A fully enclosed area for trash and recycle is proposed to be architecturally part of
the stair tower facing the alley.
2) Service area is at the rear of a site, accessed by the alley.
3) “Trash areas, including large waste containers (dumpsters) should also be screened from
view of major pedestrian routes, using a fence or hedge. For a larger storage facility, consider
using a shed to enclose it.” (see above)
4) Not Applicable.

G18. Provide access to a service area such that service vehicleswill not
interferewith pedestrians and other vehicular traffic.
1) “The use of an off-street loading zone is encouraged.” One parking space on the alley
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will be designated as short term parking, or loading.
2) “In large structures locating a loading area in the building is preferred.” This would not be
feasible with the proposed parking structure and size of the lot and building.

G19.Minimize the impacts of utilities and service equipment.
1) “These impacts include those associatedwith visual appearances and noise levels.” Service
area and utilities (electric transformer, phone pedestal, etc.) are located in the rear.
2) Adequate space has been provided for utilities.
3) Utilities are located in the rear of property. Landscaping screens the utilities
4) Vents are integrated into the building design, or roof mounted.
5) Rooftop appurtenances, such as mechanical equipment screened from view, utilizing a
recessed roof area with a parapet that is at the maximum building height.

BUILDINGMASS, SCALE& FORM

G20. Newconstruction shouldappear similar inmass and scale to
structures found traditionally in the area.
Building is divided into modules to be similar in mass and scale to structures found traditionally in
the area. Third level is set back substantially from the street.

G21. A largerbuildingmaybedivided into "modules" that reflect the
traditional scale of construction.
1) Building is divided into multiple “modules,” which are expressed three-dimensionally, by
having significant architectural changes, throughout the entire building.
2) Building steps down to minimize the perceived scale at the street.
3) Building elements are in scale with the overall mass of the building.

G22. Buildings that are predominantly rectangular in form are
encouraged.
1) The building is composed of elements that are simple in form, each providing a dominant
rectangular mass to convey the separate masses that break the overall mass of the building down
to a smaller scale.

ARCHITECTURAL ELEMENTS&DETAILS

G23. Respect the sense of time andplace in all projects.
1) “One should be able to perceive some of the character of the area as it evolved historically”.
Although several design cues are derived from the traditional architecture and mid-century
architecture of downtown, the building is designed to be of this time and place in Louisville’s
history, which is constantly evolving.

G24. New interpretations of traditional building styles are encouraged
1) “A new design that draws upon the fundamental similarities among traditional buildings
in the communitywithout copying them is preferred. This will allow them to be seen as products
of their own time yet compatible with their older neighbors.” This basic design principle is a
design standard in this Handbook and was a major design driver of our solution.
2) “Applying highly ornamental details thatwere not a part of building in Louisville is
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discouraged.” No inappropriate ornamental detailing, foreign to Louisville has been proposed.

G25. Building components should be similar in scale to those used
traditionally.
The building is a composition of elements that are similar in scale to those used traditionally.

G26. Using awnings to provideweather protection and create interest is
encouraged.
Currently no awnings are proposed, as we have provided recessed building entries. It is
possible that future tenants may incorporate awnings into their storefronts. These would be
designed to be compatible with the building architecture.

G27.Avoid stylistic details that confuse the history of Louisville.
1) “Use ornamental details with restraint.” Not applicable, detailing is not ornamental.
2) “Historic details thatwere not found inLouisville are discouraged.” None proposed.
3) “Elaborate "Victorian" ornamentation, which is atypical inLouisville, is discouraged. The
exact copying or replication of historic styles is also discouraged.” None proposed.

G28. Theme designs are not appropriate in downtown Louisville.
1) “Newcontemporarydesigns that are compatiblewith older buildings are encouraged.” The
building design is contemporary, and yet compatible through use of scale, materials, etc.
2) “Other styles thatwould also bemisleading about the history of Louisville are
inappropriate.” None proposed.

G29. Maintain the existing range of exteriorwallmaterials found in
downtown.
1) “Appropriatematerials for primary structures include horizontal and vertical siding, shingles
and brick.” Primary façade materials on Main Street are horizontal wood siding, wood lattice,
wood grained panel siding, shingled metal and metal panel. The composition is a blend of
traditional and contemporary applications of traditional building materials. Note the pressed tin
siding of the Huckleberry building and variety of siding materials found downtown.
2) “The lap dimensions of siding should be similar to those found tr aditionally. Typically 4-6
inches exposed.” Lap siding on the building will be 4 and 6 inch exposure.
3) “Stucco is generally inappropriate as a primarymaterial on the street.” No stucco is
proposed for the street facing façade. Stucco is proposed for a portion of the façade facing
north to accommodate a mural.
4) “Reflectivematerials, such asmirrored glass or polished metals, are inappropriate.” None
proposed.
5) “Rustic shakes and timber are inappropriate. ” None proposed
6) “For larger buildings, consider a combination of appropriate materials as ameans to reduce the
apparent size of the project.” This technique has been employed in the design of this project.
7) “Check with the Planning Department regarding appropriate exterior wall materials as
they relate to fire retardation. (In some instances, the Uniform Code for Building Conservation
may be used.)” Materials proposed will be specified with the appropriate fire resistive
characteristics based on their application with the building, and proximity to propert y lines, per
applicable codes.
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G30.Materials should be applied in a manner similar to that used
traditionally.
1) “A "hierarchy" of building materials should be used, with heavier coarser materials used as
foundations and more refined materials used above.” Street facing façade does not express a
foundation course as a more historic building might do. The application of the materials on the
façade are typical with most buildings downtown. Less detailed application of materials is
provided on the upper portion of the building to provide emphasis at the street level.

G31. Newmaterials may be considered, if they appear similar in
character and detailing to those used traditionally.
1) “Newmaterials must have a demonstrated durability in this climate and have the ability to
be repaired under reasonable conditions.” All proposed materials comply with this guideline.
2) “Details of hard board siding, and their joints, should match that of traditional wood siding.”
In addition to horizontal wood siding, we have proposed panel siding with panel joints that are
more contemporary than traditional horizontal or vertical wood siding, however the application is
consistent with traditional mid-century design, which emphasizes clean, simple forms, with
articulated materials, true to their nature, typically less textural than a historic wood lap siding.
The building is not meant to replicate a historic building in detailing or materiality.
3) “Synthetic materials such as aluminum and vinyl sidingmay be considered on new
construction, if details and lap dimensions are similar to those seen traditionally. They should not be
used, however, to cover historic building materials (see also Design Standards and Guidelines for
Historic Buildings).” (see note above)
4) “Checkwith the PlanningDepartment regarding the acceptance of new, substitute
materials.” We look forward to more detailed discussion regarding the materials with Planning
Staff.
5) “Exterior wood finishes should be painted or stained on primary structures. Rustic or
natural finishes may be considered on secondary structures.” Stained wood finishes are
proposed as well as composite materials replicating stained wood on upper façade (north side).
Painted panel siding is proposed on upper levels.

G32. On buildings with sloping roof forms,materials should appear
similar to those used traditionally.
Not Applicable.

G33.Windows should be of a traditional size and relate to a pedestrian
scale.
1) Windows are simple in shape, arrangement and detail.
2) Unusually shaped windows, such as triangles and trapezoids are not proposed.
3) Windows will be standard contemporary storefront construction to meet energy codes, with 2”
frame exposure. We propose that wood-clad storefront elements will be used at accent areas.

G34. The ratio of windows to wall surface should be similar to that seen
traditionally.
1) “Large surfaces of glass are inappropriate on residen tial structures and on the upper floors of
commercial buildings.” Although it is not clear what “large surfaces” would be defined as,
we have designed the upper floors with some panes of glass that are up to 5’-9” wide, and
up to 4’-8” high. Main level windows are typically larger, up to 6’ -0” wide and 8’-0” high.
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While this is not similar to older historic (1900’s era) buildings, it is similar to that seen
traditionally in mid-century buildings. Therefore, we believe this is compliant with this
guideline.
2) “For commercial type buildings in the Core Area a solid-to-void ratio of 1:2 is
appropriate.” Several factors determine window sizes, and window to wall ratios. No formula
will produce good design. Good design is a function of proportion, mass, scale, materiality, and
other aesthetic factors. That being said, we believe this guideline is meant to provide larger
storefront windows for the core area, allowing for smaller storefront glazing areas for the
transition areas. On the Main Street façade, the proposed solid to void ratio on the main level is
1:1.4, and the ratio is 1.4:1 on the upper levels (facing Main Street). The other facades are
regulated by fire codes and allowable glazing areas. We believe that the solid to void ratio
proposed is appropriate for the design of this building.

G35. Upper stories, on a street facade, should appear less transparent than
the first floor.
1) “Upper storywindows with a vertical emphasis are typical, but occasionally horizontal
windows were used. Either are appropriate in downtown, but their use should be compatible
with the building type.” Both orientations are utilized on the building, based on context.
2) “Windowswith traditional depth and trim are preferred.” Windows will be standard
contemporary storefront construction, with 2” frame exposure.
3) Not applicable.

G36. Skylights should be limited in number and size.
Any skylights utilized on the building will be on flat roofs, not visible from the street.

G37.Maintain the traditional pattern of doors along the street.
1) The building components have well-defined front entrances found traditionally in downtown.
2) All entrances are at grade level.

ADDITIONS TO BUILDINGS
Not Applicable

MISCELLANEOUSDESIGNTOPICS

G40. Use color schemes that will complement other buildings nearby.
1) The natural color palette will complement other buildings nearby.
2) Not applicable.
3) (informational only)
4) (informational only)

G41. Use color to coordinate facade
elements in an overall composition.
1) Base colors are muted natural tones.
2) Certain features (doors etc.) have accent or contrasting material colors.

G42. Reserve bright colors for accents only.
Not Applicable
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DESIGN STANDARDS AND
GUIDELINES FOR THE CORE
AREA OF DOWNTOWN

C1. Develop the ground floor level of all projects to encourage
pedestrian activity.
1) Commercial storefronts provide pedestrian interest along the street.
2) Commercial storefronts include some traditional elements such as display windows, kickplates,
transoms etc. but also reference the more modern mid-century designs also found downtown.
3) Large storefront display windows, located at the street level, where goods or services are
visible from the street, are utilized.
4) Primary building entrances are at street level.

C2.Maintain the storefront wall at the sidewalk edge.
1) “Pedestrians downtownare accustomed to having the inside edge of the sidewalk clearly
defined by a wall of storefronts, all presenting interesting activities and merchandise to the street.
This characteristic is an essential element of healthy downtown retailing.” Proximity of
storefront to sidewalk is maintained, but some areas are recessed for seating etc.
2) “Preserve the glass at the sidewalk line when feasible, to define the pedestrian zone.” Note
the width of the sidewalk in this block is substandard, and additional sidewalk width has been
provided as requested by city staff.

BUILDINGMASS, SCALE& FORM

C3.Maintain the average scale of one- story buildings at the sidewalk.
1) “Traditionally,most commercial storefronts in this areawere one- or two-stories in height and,
while each block contained a mix of these heights, an overall sense of unity in scale was
established.” To support this traditional development pattern, the building has been designed
with one and two story storefronts, with a similar rhythm to that found in this block and
elsewhere downtown. The average scale is maintained at the sidewalk.
2) “In larger projects, amix of one- and two-storymodules should be used to maintain variety
in heights.” The building has been designed per this guideline.
3) “New construction should present a tall one-story or two-story facade at the front property
line. This facade height should not exceed 30 feet. ” The two story portion of the building is
currently designed to a 31.5’ parapet to accommodate taller first level space, structure and
parapet for fire codes.
4) Floor-to-floor heights are designed to appear similar to those buildings seen traditionally.
C4. Where large buildings are planned, use a change in design features to
suggest the traditional building widths.
1) “Changes in facadematerial, windowdesign, facade height or decorative details are examples
of techniques that may be considered.” This technique has been provided in the design.
2) These variations are expressed through the structure such that the composition appears to be
a collection of smaller buildings and additions.
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C5. A larger building may be divided into "modules" that reflect the
traditional scale of construction.
1) Building is divided into multiple “modules,” which are expressed three-dimensionally, by
having significant architectural changes, throughout the entire building.
2) Building steps down to minimize the perceived scale at the street.

C6. If a third story is to be used, it should appear as a subordinate
"addition" to a two- story building.
1) “In downtown, a third storymay be incorporated into a commercial type building when it
satisfies all requirements established in the Downtown Louisville Framework Plan.” The Downtown
Framework Plan has the following provisions for three-story buildings:

“Policies: - Permit development at a two-story scale with third-story buildings permitted
when defined goals are achieved. These goals could include providing public spaces such
as plazas or significant outdoor dining areas, providing publ ic art and meet ing
def ined histor ic preservation goals.” The development includes provision for outdoor
dining areas, significant outdoor roof decks, and public art. The design specifically
respects an important historic asset to the south by maintaining a one story building
adjacent to that historic property.

“Polic ies: - Buildings shall not exceed a f loor area ratio of 2.0 in the core area. ”
The development does not exceed an FAR of 2.0.

“Polic ies: - Buildings should be one and two stor ies on the street and on the alley
edges.” The primary street façade is one and two stories. The alley façade could be
reduced to 2 story if the mass of the building were moved forward on the lot, reducing
the setback from Main Street. We believe that the proposed design is more
appropriate.

“Polic ies: - Only a port ion of a building should r ise to three stories. In general, no
more than 50 percent of the building footpr int should be a third story.” Based on the
allowable area for the building footprint, the third level as designed is 54.5% of the
allowable footprint, or 60.7% of the actual footprint, due to the setback areas on the main
level. We could push the building out to the front setback to increase the actual footprint,
and we could shift 3rd floor area to the second level (reducing the setback on the south half
of the building) to meet this guideline. However, we believe the proposed design is more
appropriate.

2) The third floor has been set back substantially from the sidewalk edge such that the building
will appear to be two stories in height as seen from across the street.
3) “The third floor should also be set back fromalley facades as well.” See explanation of
options to accommodate this guideline, and our recommendations above.
4) Materials and details of the third level are simpler than those of the primary facade.

C7. Rectangular forms should be dominant on Core Area facades.
1) The facade elements, or modules, appear as predominantly flat, with any decorative

elements and projecting or setback “articulations” subordinate to the dominant form.

C8. Along the rear facade, a building should step down in scale to the
alley.
See explanation of options to accommodate this guideline, and our recommendations above.
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C9. Use a flat roof line as the dominant roof form.
1) “Historically, commercial roof formswere flat, sloped or gabled, but each had a false front
that gave the appearance of a flat roof as seen from the street.” Flat roof forms are utilized.
2) Not applicable.
3) “Parapets on side facades should step down towards the rear of the building.” Where
parapets are required for screening rooftop equipment, or fire code, they are reduced to a
minimum on the alley façade, and step down on the side wall facades from west to east.

C10.Maintain the distinction between the street level and any upper
floors.
1) The street level is taller than the upper floors. Main level storefront is 13.5 feet high, whereas
second floor window height is 9.5’ to 11 feet with 11 foot high ceilings.
2) The first floor of the primary facade is predominantly transparent glass. The full height of this
area is glass, except for retail/restaurant entries which are lowered for emphasis.
3) Upper floors are more opaque than the lower floor.
4) Distinction in floor heights is expressed through detailing, materials and fenestration.

C11. Ornamentation should reflect the simple, restraineddecorative
tradition of Louisville.
1) “Repeat similar shapes and sizes of details seen on traditional buildings.” The detailing of
the building is simple, restrained, and typical of traditional mid-century building design.

C12. Avoid introducingnewarchitectural elements at the front facade
that were not used traditionally.
Storefront and façade elements are more contemporary interpretations of design elements found
on historic properties, and similar to traditional mid-century façade design.

1) “Parapets should be high enough to screen roof top appurtenances, as seen from the street.”
Parapet height and RTU positioning create screening of the equipment as seen from the street.

C13. Special features that highlight buildings on corner lotsmay be
considered.
Not Applicable

Please note the explanation of the format of the Design Standards and Guidelines included on
page x of the Handbook. Policies are indicated to be broad statements explaining the city’s
basic approach for the treatment of the design feature being discussed. These concepts, or
policies are typically incorporated in some manner into the design. The specific Design
Standards or Guideline statements have been addressed specifically above.

Page 3 and 4 of the Handbook introduction provides additional explanation of the terms used
and how compliance is measured. Note the latitude for alternative methods of achieving the
desired outcome. The application of “should” to guidelines and “shall” to standards is an
important distinction in this document.
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Boulder Creek Neighborhoods is seeking approval to construct a new
retail/office building at 712/722 Main Street in Louisville to accommodate
anticipated growth in the business and to restore street level retail space on Main
Street.

Boulder Creek provides an array of Development and Construction services,
including: Land Development, Land Planning, Architecture, Project Approval,
Project Management, General Contracting, Option Administration, Marketing,
Sales and Consulting. We have tailored our residential development to meet the
demands and needs of the ‘active lifestyle’ homeowner – including professionals,
empty nesters, semiretired and post-children “Baby Boomers”, through the
creation of low-maintenance, single-family and multi-family residential products.
We believe that a change in lifestyle is the main reason people within this
demographic are interested in purchasing a new home and we design and build to
achieve that end.

Boulder Creek moved from Boulder to Downtown Louisville (841 Front Street) in
Early 2010 with fewer than 10 employees. In 2013 Boulder Creek purchased two
additional buildings (712 and 722 Main Street) to accommodate growth in the
company. Today Boulder Creek and its affiliate companies own and occupy 4
downtown buildings (630 Front Street) and have over 80 employees.

As a fast-growing company and active corporate citizen of Downtown Louisville,
Boulder Creek has faced the challenge of obtaining needed office space several
times in the past seven years. Despite our growth and the lack of availability of
larger office space it has been our strong desire to remain in Downtown Louisville
where we can benefit from and support the small-town atmosphere. We have 25+
employees who dine out for lunch daily. We have been a significant supporter of
the DBA and Street Faire every year since 2010 and we have significant business
operations in the City of Louisville.

The redevelopment of 712/722 Main Street into a mixed-use retail/office building
will provide Boulder Creek with the opportunity to consolidate office based
operations while providing over 5,000 Sq. Ft. of street level retail space and 30+
onsite parking spaces in the core of the downtown retail district.

ATTACHMENT 2
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Mr. Rob Zuccaro, AICP, Planning & Building Safety Director
Ms. Kristin  Dean, AICP, Principal Planner
City of Louisville, Colorado
749 Main Street
Louisville, CO  80027

2 October, 2017 Re: 712-722 Main Street Final  PUD
Including Replat and SRU

Rob and Kristen,

We are pleased to submit the attached Final PUD for the redevelopment of 712-722 
Main Street in Downtown Louisville.  This application also includes a replat to 
combine the two lots into a single lot, and an SRU for outdoor activity areas.

Overview
The redevelopment of 712-722 Main Street is intended to accommodate the growing 
business of Boulder Creek Neighborhoods currently located in the existing buildings, 
as well as other buildings downtown.  Boulder Creek Neighborhoods currently 
employs approximately 80 people and has been a very active, involved corporate 
citizen of downtown Louisville.  It is the company's desire to remain in downtown 
rather than relocate to accommodate the growth of the business.  A primary goal of 
the redevelopment is to accommodate the office uses above the main floor to give 
back the street level presence to retail and restaurant uses to enliven the 
streetscape.

The existing one-story buildings, originally constructed in 1968/1960 , totaling  7,558
sf, will be replaced by a new 20,000 sf building with under-building and main floor 
parking garage with 30 total spaces.  The intent of the design regarding parking is to 
provide the total required parking on-site, with the ability to convert the parking to 
commercial space if it is more desirable from the City's point of view, or the owners' 
perspective.  This could be due to future increases in the City's public parking 
capacity, changing demographics and attitudes towards private vehicles as primary 
transportation, or other factors.  The building is also designed with a 5,500 sf 
basement which is not currently served by the on-site parking.  

Therefore the Applicant is requesting that the PUD be approved with two options 
related to parking.  While no occupancy of the basement is anticipated at this time, if 
it is ever converted to habitable space in the future, the Applicant would pay the fee 
in lieu of on-site parking current at the time to utilize this additional space.  Also, if 
the space currently shown as parking on the main level is converted to commercial 
space, then the fee in lieu of on-site parking would be provided for the lost spaces, 
as well as the demand generated by the habitable space.

Architectural Design Concept
Downtown buildings require particular attention to design and massing to relate to 
the existing architectural fabric of Downtown and to contribute to the history and 
vibrancy of Downtown.  Louisville's Main Street is characterized by a diverse, 
eclectic mix of building styles and periods of Louisville's history.  

114



Page 2 of 3 pages
To accommodate the required square footage for the project, the majority of the 
mass of the building is located 50 feet back from the sidewalk, allowing a one and 
two story facade at the street.  Of particular importance to this project is the 
proximity to the historic building to the south, currently housing the Huckleberry 
Restaurant, formerly Louisville's bank at the turn of the last century.  To respect this 
one-story historic structure, the southern half of the Main Street facade is designed 
at one-story, actually lower than the historic parapet.

The building facade at Main Street is envisioned as a composition of three parts: a 
pair of 2-story storefront facades, patterned after typical western false front buildings 
in scale and pattern; and a low, one-story retail storefront replacing the mid-century 
modern building in that location, with similar form and simple detail.  The three 
storefronts divide the 95 feet of facade into modules that were historically used and 
that are prevalent today in Downtown.  The rhythm of the buildings on the east side 
of the 700 block cycles from one story to two story, with alternating horizontal and 
vertical emphasis, with paired buildings such as the Singing Cook/Book Cellar, and 
Huckleberry buildings.  These varying elements form the context for the new 
building at 712/722 Main.  As the buildings being replaced are mid-century, it is 
appropriate to take cues from the simple, straight-lined architecture of that era.  

The materials for the Main Street facade are primarily wood and metal.  A natural 
IPE hardwood siding is proposed for the major elements at pedestrian level, with a 
combination of black anodized and wood storefront detailing.  Natural finish metals 
such as patina copper and dark mill finish steel provide accents.  Storefront 
windows are generous to promote commerce and provide interest at the pedestrian 
level.  The southern half of the facade retains a significant setback from the property 
line, similar to the existing condition.  This allows for outdoor seating, sheltered by 
an overhang, extending the season beyond that of the temporary patios.  This relief 
from the street begins with a smaller area of setback at the northern part of the 
facade, then a minimum of 36" additional sidewalk width is maintained to a 
maximum of 7.5 feet at the southern end.

The third story is set back 50 feet from the front of the property to minimize it's 
impact when viewed from Main Street.  This is the design standard specified in the 
Downtown Design Handbook and Framework Plan.  The Framework Plan states "In 
general, no more than 50 percent of the building footprint should be a third story".  
Although the building does not fill the entire footprint, based on the allowable 
building footprint, the proposed third story is 55% of the building footprint.  We feel 
that this is justifiable based on the fact that the second floor is also set back 50' on 
the south side to respect the historic property to the south.  If the second story was 
built out to the lot line in front, this suggestion of less than 50% would be met, as 
well as providing the suggested alley setback of the third level.  However we felt that 
it was more important to provide a significant setback to the historic property.  These 
items are not specific codes or standards, but they are guidelines.

Waiver Request
Where a 20' rear setback at the alley is required, and provided for the majority of the 
building mass, we are requesting to project a stair tower and balconies into the 
setback to break down the scale and mass of the building, instead of providing a 
monolithic rear wall.
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SHEET        DESCRIPTION

ARCHITECTURAL

CIVIL

FLOOR AREAS

PROJECT LOCATION: 712-722 MAIN ST.

LOT AREA: 14,114 SF

ZONING: CC - COMMERCIAL COMMUNITY

OVERLAYS: DOWNTOWN CORE AREA; CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT

APPLICABLE STANDARDS: DESIGN HANDBOOK FOR DOWNTOWN LOUISVILLE

DOWNTOWN LOUISVILLE FRAMEWORK PLAN

DOWNTOWN LOUISVILLE SIGN MANUAL

PROPOSED USES: ANY APPROVED USES INCLUDING RETAIL, RESTAURANT, AND

PROFESSIONAL OFFICES

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: LOTS 8 AND 9 OF BLOCK 3 TOWN OF LOUISVILLE, COUNTY OF BOULDER,

STATE OF COLORADO

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: FINAL PUD TO REDEVELOP THE TWO EXISTING BUILDINGS @712 & 722 MAIN

STREET. TO PROVIDE A NEW 3-STORY COMMERCIAL BUILDING OF 26,417sf

WITH A 2-STORY PARKING GARAGE FOR 28 VEHICLES PARTIALLY BELOW

GRADE PLUS ALLEY PARKING FOR 3 PLUS ONE LOADING SPACE.

YARD & BULK REQUIREMENTS GENERAL NOTES

1. OVERHEAD POWER LINES ON THIS PROPERTY WILL BE

BURIED UNDERGROUND.

2. PARKING GARAGE TO HAVE TRAFFIC CONTROL

SYSTEM TO COORDINATE IN & OUT UTILIZING SINGLE

LANE.  PARKING COUNTERS WILL BE PROVIDED AT

ENTRY TO INDICATE PARKING AVAILABLE PER LEVEL.

PARKING NOTES:

1. LMC 17.020.025 DESIGNATES PARKING STANDARDS FOR DOWNTOWN LOUISVILLE

1.1. REQUIRED: AFTER FIRST 999SF, PARKING SHALL BE PROVIDED AT A RATE

OF 1 SPACE PER 500SF

2. COMMON AREAS LISTED ON THE FLOOR AREA TABULATION CHART ARE

CONSIDERED FLOOR AREAS NOT REQ'D TO BE USED FOR THE PURPOSES OF

CALCULATING PARKING PER LMC 17.020.025: SUCH AS VENT SHAFTS, COURTS,

UNINHABITABLE AREAS BELOW GROUND LEVEL OR IN ATTICS, OR AREAS

WITHIN HALLWAYS, STAIRWAYS, ELEVATOR SHAFTS AND BATHROOMS."

THEREFORE THE "TENANT AREA" LISTED IN THE FLOOR AREAS TABULATION

HAS BEEN USED TO CALCULATE PARKING REQUIREMENTS. FURTHER, STORAGE

& COMMON AREAS IN THE BASEMENT ARE INTENDED SOLELY FOR STORAGE,

MECHANICAL EQUIPMENT, A FIRE ROOM & THE ELEVATOR SHAFT. ANY

MODIFICATIONS TO USE OF THE BASEMENT INCLUDING TO OFFICE OR RETAIL, IS

SUBJECT TO REVIEW & CONSIDERATION OF THE PROVISIONS SET FORTH UNDER

SECTION 17.020.025 OF THE LMC - PARKING STANDARDS DESIGNATED FOR

DOWNTOWN LOUISVILLE OR AS HEREINAFTER AMENDED. ANY TENANT FINISH

THAT MODIFIES THE PUD PLAN LAYOUT WILL NEED TO BE RE-EVALUATED &

PARKING RECOUNTED AT TIME OF BUILDING PERMIT SUBMITTALS AS

APPLICABLE.

REQUIREMENTS FOR DOWNTOWN CORE AREA

REQUESTED WAIVERS

1. LMC 17.12.040: 20' REAR SETBACK ENCROACHMENT

OF 19'-3" FOR 12' WIDE STAIR TOWER & 6'-11" FOR

OVERHANGING BALCONIES.  THESE ELEMENTS

VISUALLY LESSEN THE IMPACT OF THE MASS OF THE

BUILDING.

Attachment 3
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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 
Meeting Minutes 
February 8, 2018 

City Hall, Council Chambers 
749 Main Street 

6:30 PM 
 
Call to Order – Brauneis called the meeting to order at 6:30 P.M.  
 
Roll Call was taken and the following members were present: 
 

Commission Members Present: Steve Brauneis, Chair 
David Hsu, Vice Chair 
Jeff Moline 
Debra Williams 
Dietrich Hoefner 
Tom Rice 

Commission Members Absent: Keaton Howe  
Staff Members Present:  Rob Zuccaro, Dir of Planning & Building Safety 
     Kristin Dean, Principal Planner 
     Lisa Ritchie, Associate Planner 
     Amelia Brackett, Planning Clerk 
     Aaron DeJong, Economic Development Director  
   

 
NEW BUSINESS – PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS 

 
Terraces on Main (712 & 722 Main Street): A request for a Final PUD to allow for a 37,171 
square foot commercial building with a 10,754 sf parking garage on 14,114 square feet 
zoned CC; a Final plat to vacate the lot line between Lots 8 and 9, Block 3, Town of 
Louisville; and a SRU to allow for outdoor eating and drinking establishments and a 
parking garage, Resolution 04, Series 2018, (PUPL – 094-2017 & SRU – 095-2017).  

 Applicant and Owner: 712 Main St. LLC & 722 Main St. LLC  
 Case Manager:  Kristin Dean, Principal Planner  

STAFF PRESENTATION 
Notice was posted in the Boulder Daily Camera on January 21, 2018 and posted in City Hall, 
Public Library, Recreation Center, and the Courts and Police Building, and mailed to 
surrounding property owners January 24, 2018. 
 
Staff and the Commission were reviewing three applications: a PUD, a Final Plat, and an SRU. 
 
Dean stated that Boulder Creek Neighborhoods wanted to consolidate their employees into one 
building. The proposed building would include 26,417 square feet of office and retail, 10,754 
square feet of parking garage, ground floor retail, and office on the second and third floors. 
 
Staff used the numerous policies to evaluate projects: the Design Handbook for Downtown, the 
Downtown Louisville Framework Plan, the City of Louisville Comprehensive Plan, and the 
limited standards in the Development Code.  
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The building is two-stories at the street on the north end and one-story at the street at the south 
end adjacent to The Huckleberry. A third story is setback 49 feet from Main St. and 37.5 feet 
from the alley. A small portion of the third story is setback 40 feet from Main St. to provide 
articulation, but the majority of the third story is setback 49 feet. The building includes roof top 
decks above the first and second stories. The application includes a request for a Special 
Review Use for outdoor eating and drinking establishments and a parking garage. The 
application also includes a Final Plat (Attachment 5) to vacate the lot line between Lots 8 & 9.  
 
The applicant is requesting two waivers. One is for a rear setback encroachment of 19.25’ for 
the stairwell and the other is for a rear setback encroachment of 6.9’ for the 2nd story balconies. 
Staff supports these waiver requests based on the aesthetic considerations, allowing some 
architectural interest.  
 
All the parking needs generated by the project are accommodated on site in a two-level parking 
garage with 28 spaces in the parking garage and 4 surface parking spaces adjacent to the alley. 
This exceeds the parking requirements, which stipulate that this application needs 30 spaces. 
The garage also has two ramps in the alley. The surface parking spaces meet the space 
requirements, so no cars will be hanging out in the alley.  
 
Dean summarized the design guidelines used to evaluate the application. Buildings should be 
one and two stories at Main Street, have a rectangular form and a flat roof, privilege retail on the 
street level, provide visual interest along the street, and provide visual relief in the form of colors 
and materials. On the alley, buildings are encouraged to step down. This application does so as 
it is setback 20 feet from the alley. The third story is significantly setback at 37’8” from the alley. 
The parking garage is loaded from the alley.  
 
The Municipal Code limits height to 45’ downtown. The Code also gives City Council the ability 
to determine if a lesser height is more appropriate and that determination is based off 
compliance with the Design Handbook, the Downtown Louisville Framework Plan, Subdivision 
Criteria, PUD, and the Comprehensive Plan.  
 
Dean stated that she would address each policy. She started with the Municipal Code, stating 
that it framed the application with language about ensuring varied building heights and the 
appearance of two-story building mass from the street pedestrian scale. There are only three 
other three-story buildings downtown and the Framework Plan allows for three-story buildings 
because variation in height was determined to be appropriate.  
 
The Design Handbook notes on height that projects should respect the traditional context of 
Downtown, that new construction should appear similar in mass and scale to structures found 
traditionally in the area and to the established context, that new interpretations of traditional 
building types are encouraged but should be seen as products of their own time, and that new 
buildings should maintain a visual sense of continuity. Dean added that the Design Handbook 
stipulated that the third story should be a subordinate “addition” to a two-story building and 
should be setback substantially from the sidewalk edge such that it appears two stories in height 
as seen from across the street, that the third story should be setback from the alley faces, and 
that the materials and details should be simpler than those on the primary façade. Dean showed 
an image demonstrating that part of the third story would be visible behind the first-story 
building, but not from in front of the second-story buildings.  
 
Dean stated that the Framework Plan also addressed height. Third stories are deemed 
appropriate since they provide variation, but one- and two-story should be the norm. It also 
states that one- and two-story buildings are permitted when defined goals are achieved. Dean 
stated that the language was nebulous but it did address activating the street with outdoor 
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dining areas, which the project does. The Framework Plan also contained measurable 
guidelines for considering a third story, allowing for a Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 2.0, meaning a 
third story of no more than 50% of the building footprint. The application met these stipulations.  
 
Subdivision Criteria stated that height provide consistency with the Comprehensive Plan, 
promote the purpose of the Subdivision regulations and compliance with the plat design 
requirements including orderly growth and the projection of the character and social and 
economic stability of all parts of the City.  
 
In the Comprehensive Plan, the downtown area is a “mixed-used center” where two and three 
stories are considered appropriate, ground floors should be activated by primary retail, and that 
projects should promote the health of Downtown through traditional development pattern and 
pedestrian scaled redevelopment.  
 
Under the PUD criteria, height should reflect an appropriate relationship to the surrounding 
area; an appropriate density, site relationship, and bulk; design considerations should include 
materials, colors, and lighting; it should comply with Design Standards and be consistent with 
the Comprehensive Plan; it should reflect architectural compatibility with surrounding designs 
and harmonious transitions and scale in character in areas of different planned uses; and it 
should contribute to a mix of styles within the city.  
 
Dean stated that in weighing these applicable policies, no additional consideration or weight 
was given to any policy or group of policies. Instead, all policies had to be interpreted 
comprehensively. In doing so, staff finds that the project is in compliance with the various 
policies given the following demonstrated compliance: 

1.  1 and 2 stories at Main Street to reflect the varied height of buildings along Main Street 
and to complement the adjacent buildings. 

2. The third story is setback 49 feet from Main Street, 37.9 feet from the alley, and 
comprises 50% of the building footprint. 

3. FAR of 1.87. 
4. Architectural interest through the use of colors, materials, and window glazing. 
5. Third story is more subdued and has less window glazing than first and second stories. 

Dean presented the application’s compliance with the SRU Criteria: 
1. Comprehensive Plan: Outdoor seating contributes to a “healthy and vibrant” Downtown. 

Garage parking facilitates all parking needs being met on site and with alley-loaded 
access. 

2. Economic Compatibility with Surrounding Character: Overall project retains 80+ 
employees to support local businesses. Project replaces ground floor office space with 
retail. Outdoor eating compatible with other restaurants that offer outdoor seating on site 
and in the Main Street patios. 

3. Internal Efficiency: All parking needs met onsite. Increased walkway on Main Street. 
Drainage, sewer, and water facilities.  

4. External Effects: Limitation on outside patio use (closes at 12 a.m. and no amplified 
music.) No nearby residences. No light spill. 

5. Pedestrian Circulation: Increased sidewalk width adjacent to the building. 

 
The Plat was for vacating the interior lot line. The lot meets all the design standards and affords 
adequate water, sewer, drainage, and access. New utilities to the building will be buried and the 
existing utility line overhead serving private property will be relocated by moving the pole across 
the alley. The City will not incur the cost of burying the lines to private property.  
 
Dean stated that staff typically reserves the Fiscal Impact Model presentation for Council, but 
they went ahead and ran it for this presentation. She stated that there was a typo in the staff 
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report. It should read “net positive impact” instead of “net negative impact.” The model staff uses 
that considers employee impact is currently under review, so the model used for this application 
produced an estimate that is on the low side as it does not include employee spending impact. 
Dean added that $103,000-217,000 over 20 years in sales tax dollars or $5,150-10,850 per year 
from the project. The model depends on the types of uses and buildout that it includes, but staff 
wanted to show that the project has a net positive impact. 
 
Dean stated that staff had been submitting emails daily to the Commission and that 
commissioners had a printed copy of additional public comments that came in today. The 
Commission had received all public comment before considering the application. 
 
Staff finds that the application is in substantial conformance with all the applicable criteria and 
development standards and recommends that the Planning Commission approve Resolution 
No. 04, Series 2018, recommending approval of a request for a Final PUD to allow for a 37,171 
square foot commercial building which includes a 10,754 square foot parking garage on two lots 
totaling 14,114 square feet zoned CC, a Final Plat to vacate the lot line between Lots 8 and 9, 
Block 3, Town of Louisville and a SRU to allow for outdoor eating and drinking establishments 
and a parking garage.  
 
QUESTIONS OF STAFF 
Brauneis asked for conflict of interest from the Commission.   
 
Williams disclosed that she had been inside the Boulder Creek building, owns a Boulder Creek 
home, and has worked with the company as a member of her HOA. She added that she as a 
councilmember in Superior, CO she had voted on several PUD applications put forward by 
Boulder Creek. She stated that she still felt she could be impartial in her judgement.  
 
Brauneis asked for questions of staff. 
 
Moline asked if staff had considered visibility from other parts of the block and the area aside 
from across the street. 
 
Dean responded that the Design Handbook was conflicting in how it defines context. It does 
speak to the broader context of Downtown related to how the building fits in with other 
development. She added that they had not gotten any additional views, as the only policy 
question was on visibility from across the street and that was the only one they asked the 
applicant to address graphically. She reiterated that three stories were considered to be 
appropriate and the application was meeting the other measurable standards. She added that 
subjectivity from the public comment was mixed. Staff finds that it fit well with the overall context 
of downtown. 
 
Rice moved to include in the record the emails that were added after the packet. Hsu seconded. 
Voice vote. Motion passed unanimously.  
 
Rice stated that, in general, the public comments against the application stated that the 
development was just too big. He asked Dean to respond to this concern. 
 
Dean stated that staff had to analyze the application from a technical perspective, as subjective 
measures such as “too big” were gray. She reiterated that the development was a change for 
Louisville that everyone involved wanted to consider carefully. She stated that the applicant 
revised the original application based on staff comments to meet more policies and the 
applicant was responsive in reducing floor area and bringing the building in. From staff’s 
perspective it finds within the defined parameters that were definable. From a technical aspect it 
fits. 

132



Planning Commission 
Meeting Minutes 

Page 5 of 15 
 

 
Rice asked about the setback on the building at 908 Main Street. He also asked about the 
height of the Mercantile Building.  
 
Dean stated that staff did not have building permit records for the Mercantile Building as it was 
an old building. 
 
Rice asked about the height of the Melting Pot/Black Diamond structure.  
 
Dean stated that 908 Main was setback 15 feet and the Boulder Building proposal included a 
setback of 50 feet. 
 
Rice asked about the setback on the Zucca building second-story development that had come 
before the Commission a few months ago.  
 
Hsu asked staff to define what “pedestrian-scale” buildings meant in the guidelines. 
 
Zuccaro stated that it meant something different to everyone, but in Historic Downtown it 
generally meant 1-2 story buildings, wide sidewalks, and no parking in front of the building. 
Glazing, recessed doorways, and materials of buildings all play into a friendly pedestrian scale. 
 
Hsu asked why the application had been brought before the Historic Preservation Commission. 
 
Dean responded that HPC was a referral agency and staff asked them to review the existing 
Boulder Creek buildings as at least one of them was over 50 years old.  
 
Hsu asked if HPC made any motion or findings. 
 
Dean stated that HPC did not come to consensus. Their process was more to gather comments. 
The Commission reviewed the application early on in the review process. The applicant has 
amended the application since HPC saw it. 
 
Hsu asked if there was any objective measure for evaluating whether a building was 
representative of its time and place.   
 
Dean responded that the Design Handbook had a number of stipulations for what was and was 
not appropriate. For example, highly ornate designs are not appropriate, while flat roofs are 
appropriate. The Design Guidelines calls for buildings that are of the current time but 
acknowledge and reflect the past. 
 
Williams asked how many other buildings have basements. 
 
Dean stated that there were basements downtown, but she did not know how many. For 
example, the Voltage building that was approved last year had a basement and there were 
already a number of buildings that already exist that have basements. 
 
Williams asked if this development was taking away from the 150,000 square feet left of 
commercial development in Downtown Louisville.  
 
Williams asked if this development was taking away from the 150,000 square feet of commercial 
development earmarked in Downtown Louisville. She also asked if the building’s previous 
designation as retail meant that they had previously been counted as part of the 150,000 square 
feet. 
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Dean replied that it would take away from the 150,000 square feet of development and that the 
existing square footage was already included the overall square footage Downtown.  
 
Zuccaro clarified that all development, commercial or otherwise, was capped at 150,000 square 
feet.  
 
Williams asked if this was the first parking garage Downtown. 
 
Dean stated that the library had a parking garage. 
 
Williams asked if like the library the proposed garage was public. 
 
Dean stated she would left the applicant speak to the use of their garage. 
 
Hoefner asked how many iterations the application has been through. 
 
Dean stated that they originally submitted in September or October. Each application goes 
through a review process with City agencies to solicit comments. The applicant responds to all 
comments from the various agencies and revises based on those comments. Those are then re-
reviewed by the agencies and staff moves forward to a public hearing. The applicant in this case 
responded to comments from the Planning Department that added an extra month to the 
process. If the application were to be approved tonight, it would move to City Council on March 
20th.  
 
Hoefner asked how different the proposal was tonight than it was when it first started.  
 
Dean stated that the architecture along Main Street is the same, but the third story was not 
setback from the alley like it is in the current proposal. 
 
Hoefner asked about the two PUD amendments for the alley and the balcony. He clarified that 
there was nothing else that required a waiver. 
 
Dean confirmed that there were only two waivers requested in the application, 
 
Ritchie responded to Commissioner Rice’s earlier question, stating that the Zucca application 
proposed 104 feet and the 908 Main is setback from property line approximately 4-6 ft. Black 
Diamond/The Melting Pot is at zero setback. 
 
DeJong stated that Google Earth said the Melting Pot structure was 38 feet.  
 
APPLICANT PRESENTATION 
Brauneis asked for the applicant presentation.  
 
David Sinkey, one of the owners of Boulder Creek Neighborhoods, 712 Main Street thanked the 
staff for their input as they combed through code together, some of which was unclear. He 
stated that he was a long-time stakeholder in downtown Louisville and wanted to keep it a 
wonderful place to be. In 2010, the company moved to its first building in Louisville with a staff 
of seven people. Since moving to Louisville, the company had built a team in part based on the 
attraction of working in downtown Louisville. He acknowledged that the project represented 
change for the city and that staff had a lot of concerns to balance among the criteria for 
development.  
 
Sinkey addressed the issue of how big is “too big.” He stated his company had around 85-100 
employees and thousands of subcontractors. When people visit their company they are 
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impressed with Louisville. He and his company did not want to leave. He stated that the square 
footage that they currently inhabited would be better used in retail. The company did not want to 
leave, because while that might produce more retail space it would also result in the loss of a 
number of people in the downtown area. He and other business-owners agreed that the town 
would benefit from a greater daytime population and the conversion of office space to retail to 
increase the vitality of Downtown. He added that the design was also made to carry its own 
weight in parking, which made the project bigger. The company needed well-configured 9-
12,000 square feet for its office. It was suboptimal to be housed in four different buildings.   
 
Sinkey concluded that it was important to do something cool on Main Street. He acknowledged 
that public feedback wanted to see more of what we already have, but he thought that Louisville 
looked like a diverse set of buildings. He stated that the renderings they produced do not 
express the materiality of their proposal. He added that the building could actually be bigger, but 
they decided to setback the building at the same level as it stands, which was valuable square 
footage but it was worth giving it up to space for pedestrians. He thanked the Commission for 
their time and for the process. 
 
Moline made a motion to enter the materials into the record. Williams seconded. Voice vote, 
passed unanimously.  
 
Erik Hartronft, 950 Spruce Street Suite 2A in Louisville, stated that he had been in Louisville 
since 1984, that he and his family loved Louisville, and that he had been practicing in the city for 
his whole career. He stated that he had a stake beyond being the architect of the proposed 
building. He thanked staff for their work on the various codes and stated that the revisions to the 
plan had improved it. They were proposing a building that was less square footage than would 
be allowed on the lot and were providing for more sidewalk than existed there today. The plan 
did not use every available square foot that could be used.  
 
Hartronft stated that having office space on the storefront level was not the highest and best use 
of the space. He felt that the one-story building next to the Huckleberry was important, since the 
Huckleberry was in a historic building and it was their responsibility to respect the relationship 
between the Huckleberry and the adjacent buildings. There were also existing mid-century 
modern buildings, like the Empire building. He stated that variety is part of the charm of 
Downtown and that it should not be a historic district where everything looks the same or looks 
like fake history. He added that Boulder Creek Neighborhoods was a major downtown 
employer.  
  
Hartronft presented a list of design drivers he and the client came up with early in the project: 

- Meet the needs of significant downtown employer (client) 
- Move offices upstairs and give back the storefront 
- Provide rich pedestrian experience, outdoor seating 
- Provide all required parking on-site. Until the City provides a broader public parking 

option, each project should take care of its own parking. Building a lot elsewhere off-site 
would create new problems.  

- Relocate from other street level downtown buildings, from four to one.  
- Provide opportunities for new downtown businesses  
- Respect the adjacent historic buildings 
- Relate to eclectic downtown aesthetic – mid-century 
- Comply with downtown design guidelines 

Hartronft stated that the parking garage takes up a little over half of the square footage. The 
plan proposed an upper and lower deck and ramp for parking. He stated that it was not efficient 
to build a garage like this for 30 parking spots, and that the applicant was going to great lengths 
to avoid creating a parking problem. He pointed out that the central spine of the building would 
be open to retail and would bring the streetscape inside. He added that there would be roof 
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decks on the second level and green roofs set back from the property lines to create relief for 
the second and third floor. The third floor had roof decks as well.  
 
Hartronft reiterated that the proposal included a significant upper level set back at Main Street, 
one story façade adjacent to the historic structure, and a Main Street sidewalk area that was 
expanded for seating and open space. 
 
Hartronft presented the proposed building materials. The wood was sustainably harvested 
hardwood for a warm material experience that was durable. There would be metal accents on 
the building. He showed a 3D model of the pedestrian experience from across the street. A 
pedestrian would be able to see the second and third floor when standing in front of the first 
floor building. He added that reducing square footage with the sidewalk and the one-story 
building was in response to respecting the historic building of the Huckleberry and promoting a 
positive pedestrian experience.  
 
Hartronft stated that no particular style was promoted by the Code and that the Code doesn’t 
say development has to be historic. The Code directed applicants to use proportion, massing, 
and scale to respect the look and feel of Downtown. The proposal nodded to Western 
architecture, as well as midcentury modern buildings with an updated version of the latter’s 
massing. He added that the Code did not say that third stories needed to be invisible.  
 
Hartronft stated that the massing in the proposal was divided into smaller elements to relate to 
existing context. He characterized the proposal as being an organic composition, having a 
human scale at the sidewalk level, and respecting the rhythm of the varying height facades 
Downtown. He stated that the Design Guidelines called this approach “variation,” which creates 
a street rhythm. He added that they would like to reanimate the alley and treat it as another 
street, for example with a mural. He reiterated that the only waiver requests were for the stairs 
and the balcony in the parking garage. He stated that everything was on their property, not in 
the alley, and that they had no intention of using the alley as a full-blown street.  
 
QUESTIONS OF APPLICANT 
Williams read G-24 of the Design Handbook, stating that “new interpretations of traditional 
building styles are encouraged.” She asked how this applied to the windows in the proposal, 
which she stated were very large compared to the older buildings.  
 
Hartronft responded that they had done a lot of historic renovations including false fronts and 
that it was standard to reduce window size as you go up the building. They did not interpret that 
style literally, but their window design was homage to that style. He added that they were trying 
to design an efficient building as well, and sunlight was an important way to reduce energy 
consumption.  
 
Williams stated that the glass was the one element that stood out as incredibly modern, 
whereas the two-story northern structures were more in line with contextual design. She also 
asked to see the full-on front view of the building to walk the Commission through the materials 
that would be on the facades. She also asked why they did not choose brick as one of the 
materials. 
 
Brauneis asked staff to address the question of metal in the development criteria. 
 
Zuccaro responded that the criteria for downtown were different from the Commission had 
considered with the Fire Station application previously. Metal could be used for accents, but not 
as a primary material.  
 
Williams stated that C-6 in the Design Handbook described materials for developments.  
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Hartronft stated that the outside face of the one-story building above the windows was metal 
and the setback section beneath it was wood. The windows had metal siding, but the greatest 
percentage of the one-story storefront was glass. The center section had horizontal wood siding 
and a wood storefront with small metal awnings. The north section had horizontal wood siding, a 
setback section with a metal kick-plate, and a column of metal with wood panelized siding 
above. The second and third levels had painted cement-wood siding and glass. In the north 
elevation in the alleyway, where they would like to paint a mural, there was stucco, which has a 
good fire rating. Brick was using for the library and the Chase building from the 1980s, but they 
felt that wood would be a nice, friendly material more so than brick.  
 
Williams asked if the gray on the color rendering was metal. 
 
Hartronft responded that some of it was metal and some of it was paneling.  
 
Brauneis reminded the Commission that they were not an architectural review board. 
 
Hartronft responded to an earlier question from Commissioner Rice about the height of nearby 
buildings, stating that the Mercantile building was 34 feet rising to 38 feet at the peak. 
 
Hoefner asked what other parking options they considered. 
 
Hartronft responded that they looked at what could be provided on the alley level alone, which 
provided about half the required parking. They also considered off-site parking, which would 
require razing a nearby building downtown, and paying the fee in lieu of parking. 
 
Hoefner asked if the third-story was being driven by the parking issue. 
 
Hartronft stated that they could accommodate the necessary square footage in two stories if 
they did not have the parking garage. That being said, the proposal is below the maximum 
allowable square footage and within design guidelines, meaning that they had a land cost for 
building a new building instead of buying an empty lot and buying a new building. He stated that 
these kinds of project had razor-thin margins and that they never pay for themselves in the first 
few years. If the parking garage were not required, the project makes a lot more sense 
financially.  
 
Hoefner asked if they didn’t need the third story. 
 
Hartronft stated that hypothetically if the client did not want to maximize his investment, they 
might not need the third story.  
 
Sinkey stated that as a stakeholder in the city, he thought more parking bringing more people 
downtown was a benefit. He added that they had held serious and meaningful debates with the 
members of the nearby residential neighborhoods, who had expressed concern about the effect 
parking would have on their neighborhoods. He stated that it was politically important to present 
a project that parks itself.  
 
Hsu asked about the specific design cues in the proposal with respect to traditional and 
midcentury architecture. 
 
Hartronft responded that the north half of the second-story buildings take cues from Western 
false-fronts and the south half of the main Street façade takes cues from midcentury buildings 
like the Empire and the Blue Parrot. The buildings behind the storefront were designed to be 
sustainable and energy efficiency. 
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Hsu asked if the setback buildings took any design cues. 
 
Hartronft stated that they wanted those to be muted by comparison to the rest of the project.  
 
Hsu stated that some of the public comments were concerned that the third floor would make 
the whole building appear larger and asked Hartronft to address this concern.  
 
Hartronft stated that the third floor was divided into three sections. In the center was a central 
lobby element with an elevator. He stated that it would be hard to see most of the third floor 
from anywhere on Main Street, as you would never see the third floor at once.  
 
Hsu asked about the G-26 guideline that encouraged awnings. He stated that the project did not 
need awnings because it had recessed entryways, but he wanted to know if they had 
considered awnings. 
 
Hartronft stated that some store owners might want awnings. The northern part of the building 
would lend itself well to awnings, but the deep recess in front of the one-story building did not 
make sense with awnings. They would work with what retailers wanted to do. 
 
Williams asked if the parking garage was a public garage. 
 
Hartronft stated that it was being built to accommodate employees, but it followed a model 
called “shared parking.” When the office space was not being used by Boulder Creek 
employees, retail tenants would have rights to parking garage in evening hours.  
 
Williams asked how the arrangement would operate financially. 
 
Hartronft stated that tenants could pay for parking to Boulder Creek. 
 
Sinkey stated that they did not intend to use a kiosk to pay for the parking, but all parking was 
paid for by someone. During the daytime hours, their employers would use the lot and during 
the evening customers could use it.  
 
Williams asked if they would be pushing it off onto retail.  
 
Sinkey stated that it would likely not make sense to put the price of parking off onto retail, but 
that they would negotiate that with their retailers. 
 
Williams asked why they decided the parking was a cost they wanted to take on. 
 
Sinkey stated that they did not think, politically, that a project that did not park itself would not be 
acceptable. 
 
Williams asked if there were two entrance/exits that were one and the same and asked how that 
would work. 
 
Hartronft stated that there was a 15-foot, one-way ramp that would have an indicator light 
showing if there was a car in the ramp. It is not a long ramp, so visibility would be good to see 
oncoming cars. If all the spots are full, the entry gate will not lift.  
 
Williams asked what happens when the indicator light doesn’t work. 
 
Hartronft stated that someone would have to fix it. 
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Hsu asked what happened to the other 48 employees in excess of the30-32 parking spaces.  
 
Hartronft stated that they were required to have one parking spot for every 150 square feet, 
which is a ratio that results in a lot of underutilized space and un-utilized space in the form of 
parking spaces. However, other buildings Downtown that have the same ratio applied to them 
seem to accommodate their parking needs.  
 
Zuccaro stated that the parking ratios are different than usual because the environment in 
Downtown had public parking and on-street parking. The applicant was meeting the 
requirements but not necessarily providing for all their parking use.  
 
Sinkey stated that Boulder Creek had 11 other locations other than Louisville and that 
employees came in from elsewhere in addition to the 40-50 that are in downtown Louisville. 
 
Williams asked if Sinkey owned the other buildings. 
 
Sinkey responded that each building was owned by a separate LLC and in some cases there 
were other owners. The building cross from Lucky Pie was an affiliate mortgage company that 
had a tenant upstairs, Summit Real Estate. 
 
Williams asked what they planned for the other buildings. 
 
Sinkey responded that they imagined using them for retail and other options but that they did 
not have a detailed plan for those uses as of yet.  
 
Hoefner stated that public comment was generally against the three stories. He asked if they 
were willing to continue working on the third-floor option if the Commission sent them back to 
the drawing board.  
 
Sinkey stated that they did not have a contingency plan for that situation.  
 
Williams asked if there would be any signage on the parking to let the public know they could 
park in the lot. 
 
Hartronft stated that during the day the lot would be full of employees and the gate would not go 
up when the lot was full. In the evenings, there would be no other control measures on the lot 
except if the lot was full. The usage would depend on the tenants’ needs.  
 
Brauneis called a 5-minute break. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
Brauneis opened public comment. 
 
Liz Connor, 931 Main Street and 670 Johnson Street, stated that she welcomes and supports 
the development, which responds to her concerns about the future plan for Louisville. As a 
realtor, she feels that realtors are on an island in Louisville. Quality retail space is difficult to find 
and it took them a year to get their current location. The development would bring something 
that she felt was missing. She also appreciated the plan’s attention to parking, as they hear 
often from their clientele that there is a lack of accessible parking. A project that is attentive to 
this issue helps her bottom line and respects its other business partners.  
 
Ernie Villany, 1358 Caledonia Circle and owner of Boulder Valley CPA at 917 Front Street, 
expressed support as a business owner. His company had 10 full-time and 10 part-time 

139



Planning Commission 
Meeting Minutes 

Page 12 of 15 
 

employees who looked forward to eating and spending money downtown in the new retail 
space. The excitement they felt was similar to what they felt about the opening of the 
underpass. He commended the efforts of staff, the Commission, and the applicant. 
 
Brauneis clarified that the Commission had not worked on the project until now.  
 
Rick Kron, resident at 746 West Fir Court and President of the Downtown Business Association, 
stated that the board had discussed the project this morning at their regularly scheduled 
meeting and had come to a consensus opinion. He read from a paraphrased version of their 
position: “The LDBA supports the development. Downtowns, like Louisville’s, can and should 
evolve to avoid stagnation. We need more retail space and more business generating retail 
vibrancy in this downtown. A variety of building footprints is a good idea. We need the additional 
retail base to support new and established retail in Downtown. A healthy, interesting downtown, 
such as Louisville, must include a diverse retail sector. The third floor of this proposal is set 
back from Main Street and is not too big under the City’s own design guidelines, and it helps the 
retail on the first floor. The 32 parking spaces on site is a good thing, and is the right thing to 
do.” 
 
Howard Zaremba, 750 South Street resident and majority owner at 728 Main Street, which is 
adjacent to the development. He supported the project. The applicant and architect were well-
known in the community and were open to meeting with his company in December to give them 
a heads-up. He was concerned with his tenants, the bookstore and the Singing Cook restaurant, 
which would be affected by construction. He hoped that the construction would be broadcast in 
advance and kept to a minimum and that there would be some kind of allocation made for any 
kind of loss of business. He thought it would be great for Main Street and good for their flow of 
business in the long-run, but small businesses exist in the short-run and he did not want his 
tenants’ business to be unreasonably disrupted by the construction. 
 
Audrey Debarros, 839 West Mulberry Street, expressed her support. She loves hearing the 
project described as a cool project because we are a cool and inclusive town. She appreciates 
that the applicant has been attentive to the parking issue. She stated that this could be an 
opportunity to remember that public transportation, bicycling, and walking were options. The 
Dash served Main Street and connected Louisville to Lafayette and Boulder and there was also 
service to McCaslin for regional transportation. She stated that Boulder County offered an 
Ecopass program that reduced the cost of offering transportation to employees by 60%.  
 
Trent Davel 1020 Rex Street and owner of Pica’s Taqueria at 901 Front Street. He supported 
the project as it frees up retail and restaurant opportunities, eliminates a dead space on the 
block, and creates more vibrancy downtown. The third floor allows for the first floor to be retail 
and while the building is big, the setback mitigates the size. He stated that restaurants rely on 
retail for lunch business and that keeping people Downtown offered patrons for city business 
owners. 
 
Cindy Bedell, 662 West Willow Street stated that she was not a Downtown business owner and 
she thought of the project as “Titanic on Main.” It is not appropriate in mass or scale for the 
downtown area. She requested that it be downsized. Louisville is attractive because it is 
charming, but this building is not charming. She stated that the third-floor setback will contribute 
to the claustrophobic feel of the building. She asked the Commission to keep in mind that the 
balconies were not public space. She also directed the Commission to page 28 of the Louisville 
Design Handbook, which discussed glass. She stated that as Louisville lost its charm, there 
would be fewer people coming downtown and that we could be killing the golden goose.  
 
Patrick Walsh, 836 Main Street, owner of Bittersweet Café and Por Wine House, stated that he 
was a long-time restaurateur and was planning to open a Cuban restaurant in Louisville. He 
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stated that the town can be slow and difficult to run a business in, but places like Boulder Creek 
Neighborhoods have a big impact that make it possible to run a business. Having people in 
Louisville is very, very important. He stated that a business owner willing to provide parking 
space was helpful to all business owners. He added that it is also important to address that what 
is there currently is not aesthetically pleasing and the proposed development is a beautiful 
structure. Looking at a picture did not give a good idea of what the building would look like and 
that the Commission should consider this limitation. Finally, he encouraged the City to spend its 
money to save other historic buildings, not buildings like this.  
 
Tracy Hobbes, resident at 2157 Wagon Way, owner of Eleanor and Hobbes at 901 Front Street, 
stated that she has a private parking structure for employees, who have parking stickers in their 
windows. The structure frees up parking spaces for customers on the street. The project 
provided vitality, traffic, and retail space. Currently, Downtown is slow. The project will bring a 
little life to Main Street. She added that she likes the architecture and felt it had been well 
thought-out. She stated that staff and the applicant have done an amazing job making a building 
that works and that losing Boulder Creek Neighborhoods employees would be a big loss to the 
city. 
 
Jenni Hlawatsch, owner of Singing Cook at 728 Main, stated that she was a property owner of a 
business next door. The presentation tonight eased some of her concerns and she appreciates 
the effort put into it. She encouraged Boulder Creek Neighborhoods to rent more to shopping 
than to restaurants. While Louisville has been maxed-out on restaurants, shopping retail would 
help her business. She was concerned about the construction process, as her business was her 
sole income. No matter how large or small, any construction project would affect businesses in 
the area. She asked that Boulder Creek Neighborhood consider compensation or some other 
help to ensure that she and the bookstore stay open. She stated that overall it was great for the 
future of Louisville, but that there was a danger that adjacent businesses would fail during the 
construction process.  
 
Tom Rafferty, resident at 945 Rex Street, stated that the parking plan was a responsible thing to 
do. He stated that it helps to avoid needing to build a parking structure in another neighborhood. 
He was generally in support of the concept, but did not support the design. He stated that the 
eye care building next to Moxie was an example of a good balance between modern and 
historic. He suggested studying the height of the floor-to-floor height, which might reduce the 
building’s overall height. He liked maintaining the midcentury south half of the first floor, but the 
north half second-story buildings looked like the 28th Street Mall in Boulder. He stated that the 
second floor should have reduced glass. He did not like the modulation of the upper two floors 
was insufficient. More modulation could reduce the overall size of the building. 
 
Sherry Somner, resident at 910 South Palisade Circle stated that another asset Downtown was 
the library. She asked how the proposal would affect the feel in that area. She also questioned if 
the parking would be adequate. She added that the windows could make the street hotter in the 
summer. 
 
Mike Baren, resident at 2205 Park Lane, stated that Boulder Creek Neighborhoods built their 
house and the company was interested in the town. He supported the plan and thought it was a 
good thing to have a local company stick around rather than leave and that they were also 
important as a consumer.  
 
Jim Tienken, resident at 404 West Spruce Lane and owner at 824 Pine Street, stated that he 
can see the Boulder Creek Neighborhoods buildings every day from his conference-room 
windows. He stated that the redevelopment would be a tremendous asset to Louisville. He 
stated that he was a member of the LBDA for 16 years, and they had to field retailers wondering 
how to survive as a retail establishment. The answer is they need more retail and more parking. 
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This project addresses both issues. While other building projects create parking problems, this 
one solves them. He added that if we do not want three-story buildings, we have to change the 
Code. 
 
Carlos Hernandez, resident at 795 Bluestem Lane, supports the project. He stated that the 
development of the post office was a controversial, but in brought retail and restaurant 
opportunities to the City. He stated that he looks forward to experiencing the new retail space. 
He stated that he did not see it as the Titanic. Instead, he saw it as the Mayflower. He stated 
that the people are the character and the buildings are where we have the experiences. He 
stated that projects like this are how we make history. 
 
Brauneis asked staff and the applicant for closing statements. 
 
Dean stated that staff recommends approval of the project.  
 
COMMISSION DISCUSSION 
Brauneis closed the public comment. 
 
Rice stated that he was fully in support of the project. De minimis waivers are evidence of the 
work to make sure the proposal was done right. The project displayed a good balance between 
the building and the area, with the single story on the south side and the third-story setbacks. 
He stated that it was a very impressive investment in the downtown area and the parking 
structure was commendable.  
 
Moline agreed with much of what Commissioner Rice stated. He stated that the mass of the 
building was a challenge for him, given the look of the three-story buildings that already exist in 
Downtown. He stated that he liked the front part of the building. He stated that he thought the 
Commission could rule that it does not meet the criteria under LMC Title 16 and there was room 
to make a different recommendation. 
 
Williams stated that she was in support, even though the architecture gave her pain. She would 
prefer more wood and less or zero metal and less glass. However, she acknowledged that 
architecture was objective and no one was going to agree. She hoped that the applicant could 
make “shared parking” work. She stated that the building meets and exceeds the criteria. She 
stated that the Downtown Design Handbook and the Framework were a bit more difficult, but 
they were guidelines that she was here to interpret. She listed the reasons that she supported 
the project, relevant to her interpretation of the guidelines: 

- Good for other businesses. 
- 50% or less of the footprint taken up by the third floor. 
- Keeping a good business in the neighborhood. 
- Terrace on Main is a good name. 
- Helps with parking in downtown.  

She asked the applicant to consider how the construction would affect adjacent businesses. 
 
Hoefner stated that the applicant had reached out to their neighbors and was impressed by their 
support of the project. He was also impressed by the applicant presentation and the staff report. 
He also appreciated the community involvement displayed in the emails and the people who 
came to speak tonight. The applicant went above and beyond to meet their own needs and the 
numerous requirements. He echoed Commissioner Rice in saying that he was impressed that 
the application only required two waivers. He supported multi-modal transportation and he 
supported the project.  
 
Hsu stated that he was generally in support, but he was hesitant. The positives include the 
rooftop space and the merging of office space and retail space. He also appreciated the 
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community interest displayed tonight. The main negative is the application’s relationship with the 
surrounding area. The second and third floors reminded him of Cherry Creek and the 28th Street 
Mall in Boulder. He liked the southern half, but not the northern half. He understood that the 
second and third floors looked modern because they were trying to be more subtle but he still 
thought those floors were too modern. He stated that the impact of the second and third floors 
had been mitigated by the setbacks, but he was overall in support.  
 
Brauneis stated that it was a thoughtful project. While we were all concerned about the third 
story, it was important to remember that three-story buildings are allowed in the Code. He 
appreciated the first-story response to surrounding buildings and noted that their commitment to 
providing parking in this location is expensive and he appreciated that they had taken that on. 
He added that it was interesting to note that the Commission usually has to discuss the waivers, 
but it had not been part of the discussion this evening, which speaks to the strength of the 
project itself. 
 
Rice move to approve Resolution 04, Series 2018, a request for a Final PUD to allow for a 
37,171 square foot commercial building with a 10,754 square feet parking garage on 14,114 
square feet, A Final plat to vacate the lot line between Lots 8 and 9; and an SRU to allow for 
outdoor seating and drinking establishments and a parking garage. Williams seconded. 
 
Hsu noted that there was an SRU review use and he thought it was compatible with SRU 
requirements. 
 
Rice thanked Hsu for bringing it up. 
 
Hoefner stated that there was also a re-plat included in the motion they were about to vote on. 
 
Brauneis asked for a roll call. Moline voted no. Passes 5-1.  
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RESOLUTION NO. 17, SERIES 2018 – A RESOLUTION APPROVING A FINAL PUD 
TO ALLOW FOR A 37,171 SQUARE FOOT COMMERCIAL BUILDING, WHICH 

INCLUDES A 10,754 SF PARKING GARAGE, ON TWO LOTS TOTALING 14,114 
SQUARE FEET ZONED CC; A FINAL PLAT TO VACATE THE LOT LINE BETWEEN 

LOTS 8 AND 9, BLOCK 3, TOWN OF LOUISVILLE; AND A SRU TO ALLOW FOR 
OUTDOOR EATING AND DRINKING ESTABLISHMENTS AND A PARKING 
GARAGE; LOTS 8 & 9, BLOCK 3, TOWN OF LOUISVILLE SUBDIVISION 

(712 & 722 MAIN STREET) 
 
Mayor Muckle called the item and outlined the hearing procedure. 
 
Planner Dean noted the applicant is Boulder Creek Neighborhoods who currently 
occupy four buildings downtown. The company would like to demolish the buildings at 
712 and 722 Main Street and construct a new building.  The request is for a Final PUD 
to allow for a 37,171 square foot commercial building, which includes a 10,754 sf 
parking garage, on two lots totaling 14,114 square feet zoned CC; a Final Plat to vacate 
the lot line between Lots 8 and 9, Block 3, Town of Louisville; and a Special Review Use 
(SRU) to allow for outdoor eating and drinking establishments and a parking garage. 
The ground floor would be retail and offices on the second and third floors.  
 
The building would have one story on the south side adjacent to the Huckleberry with 
two stories on north side along Main Street.  The third story is set back 40-49 feet from 
Main Street and 37 feet 8 inches from the alley.  At the alley edge, the building is two 
stories with a small extension for the rear stairwell which would extend to the third story.    
 
Waiver Requests: 
 -Rear setback encroachment of 19.25 feet for the stairwell 
 -Rear setback encroachment of 6.9 feet for the second story balconies 
 
Staff supports the setback encroachments as they lend to architectural variation along 
the alley side.  
 
The application does meet the parking standards for downtown. The requirement would 
be 30 parking spaces; the applicant is providing 32 on site with 28 spaces in a parking 
garage and 4 surface spots.  
 
Downtown development is governed by multiple standards included in the Design 
Handbook, the Framework Plan, the Municipal Code (LMC), and the Comprehensive 
Plan. Design is detailed in the staff report and staff finds the application meets many 
architectural standards including: 

• 1 and 2 stories at Main St. 
• Rectangular form 
• Flat roof 
• Retail on the main level 
• Visual interest along the street 
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• Change in colors and materials 
• Significant window glazing 
• Recessed entries 
• Building steps down at the alley 
• Building is setback 20 feet from the alley with the exception of the stairwell and 

balconies 
• 3rd story is setback 37’8” from the alley 
• Alley loading parking garage 

 
Height 

• LMC limits height to 45’ 
• Council can reduce height based on the Downtown Louisville Design Handbook, 

the Downtown Louisville Framework Plan, the Subdivision criteria (Chapter 16), 
The PUD criteria (Chapter 17), and the Comprehensive Plan 

Height – Louisville Municipal Code 
• Ensure varied building heights and the appearance of two-story building mass 

from the street pedestrian scale 
Framework Plan allows for 3-story buildings because variation in height determined 
appropriate. There are only 3 other 3-story buildings downtown. 
Height – Design Handbook 

• Projects should respect the traditional context of Downtown 
• New construction should appear similar in mass and scale to structures found 

traditionally in the area and to the established context 
• New interpretations of traditional building types are encouraged but should be 

seen as products of their own time 
• Maintain a visual sense of continuity 
• 3rd story should be a subordinate “addition” to a 2 story building and should be 

setback substantially from the sidewalk edge such that it appears 2 stories in 
height as seen from across the street 

• 3rd story should be setback from the alley faces 
• Materials and details should be simpler than those on the primary façade   

Height – Framework Plan 
• Desire to maintain and enhance the historic scale and character of Downtown 
• 1 and 2 story buildings should be the norm, but incentives could be created to 

allow limited 3 story buildings in the core 
• 3rd story permitted when defined goals are achieved 

• Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 2.0/3rd story no more than 50% of the footprint 
Height – Subdivision Criteria 

• Consistency with the Comprehensive Plan 
• Promote the purpose of the Subdivision Regulations and compliance with the plat 

design requirements 
• Orderly growth 
• Protect the character and social and economic stability of all parts of the 

City 
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Height – Comprehensive Plan 
• Mixed-use “Center” 
• Building heights of 2-3 stories 
• Ground floor activated by primary retail 
• Promote health of Downtown through traditional development pattern and 

pedestrian scaled redevelopment 
Height – PUD Criteria 

• Appropriate relationship to the surrounding area 
• Appropriate density, site relationship and bulk 
• Design – materials, colors, lighting 
• Compliance with Design Standards 
• Consistency with the Comprehensive Plan 
• Architectural compatibility with surrounding designs and harmonious transitions 

and scale in character in areas of different planned uses 
• Contribution to a mix of styles within the City 

Height – Policy Considerations 
• 1 and 2 stories at Main St. to reflect the varied height of buildings along Main St. 

and to complement the adjacent buildings 
• The third story is setback 40-49 feet from Main St., 37.9 feet from the alley and 

comprises 50% of the building footprint 
• FAR of 1.87 
• Architectural interest through the use of colors, materials and window glazing  
• 3rd story is more subdued and has less window glazing than 1st and 2nd stories 
• Building steps at the alley 
• Adds architectural variation in Downtown 
• Existing ground floor office uses will be relocated to 2nd and 3rd stories and 

ground floor is activated with retail space 
• Recessed entries, 1 and 2 stories along Main St. & significant window glazing 

facilitate a pedestrian friendly design 
• Increase in commercial uses and retention of 80+ employees downtown to 

support local business 
 

SRU Criteria Compliance 
1. Comp Plan:  Outdoor seating contributes to a “healthy & vibrant” Downtown. 

Garage parking facilitates all parking needs being met on site and with alley 
loaded access. 

2. Economic Compatibility with Surrounding Character:  Overall project retains 80+ 
employees to support local businesses. Project replaces ground floor office 
space with retail. Outdoor eating compatible with other restaurants that offer 
outdoor seating on site and in the Main St. patios. 

3. Internal Efficiency:  All parking needs met onsite. Increased walkway on Main St.  
Drainage, sewer and water facilities. 

4. External Effects:  Limitation on outside patio use (closes at 12 am & no amplified 
music). No nearby residences.  No light spill. 

5. Pedestrian Circulation:  Increased sidewalk width adjacent to the building. 
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Plat 
• Vacation of Existing Lot Line 
• Lot meets design standards 
• Water, sewer, drainage, access provided 
• Utilities to the building will be buried 
• Overhead utility line serving private property relocated 

 
Fiscal Impact: $591,000-$777,000 over twenty years or $29,550-$38,350 per year. 
 
Planning Commission recommended approval by a 5-1 vote on February 8, 2018. 
 
Staff recommends approval. 
 
Councilmember Loo made a motion to enter the materials and all constituent letters and 
emails into the record.  Councilmember Stolzmann seconded. All in favor 
 
Mayor Pro Tem Lipton asked about changes made by the applicant after review by the 
Historic Preservation Commission. Planner Dean said it was primarily to do with the 
step up of the second floor in the alley.   
 
Mayor Pro Tem Lipton asked about the parking garage access from the alley and where 
the light is situated. Planner Dean noted a light will be at each entry point visible before 
entry and there will also be an arm.  
 
Councilmember Maloney asked about the parking requirement if 80 employees and 
retail; are those 80 employees already housed downtown.  Dean noted the applicant 
can speak to that.   
 
Councilmember Maloney asked what helps assure we have variations in height.  Dean 
noted how the framework plan was developed and noted the public preference for 
varied heights.  Historic preservation goals were considered and staff looked at all 
policies with no policy given extra weight. 
 
Councilmember Stolzmann thanked the applicant for addressing the criteria in the 
downtown design handbook. She asked if the third story was 50% of actual footprint.  
Staff answered yes.  Councilmember Stolzmann asked why the parking calculation 
excluded the basement.  Dean said the basement is not considered habitable floor area.  
Director Zucarro noted habitable use in the basement would require an amendment.  
Councilmember Stolzmann asked if the rooftop patio was used to calculate parking.  
Staff said no.  Councilmember Stolzmann asked about a phrase in the code about the 
parking structure footage not being included in the calculation and noted she would 
share her interpretation later. 
 
Applicant Presentation 
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David Sinkey, 712 Main Street, with Boulder Creek Neighborhoods thanked City staff for 
help in answering questions and helping them study any conflicting policies. Boulder 
Creek came to Louisville in 2010 to be a part of a community where they build homes.  
The company takes pride in being a part of Louisville.  He noted companies of the size 
of theirs often are housed in a more corporate setting.  Their current offices have 
become too small.  They now own 4 buildings in downtown.  Boulder Creek has about 
80 employees along with contract employees.  30-40 are currently housed in downtown 
Louisville.  He felt the company is an asset to downtown, but noted they have displaced 
some retail space.  Talking to his neighbors on Main Street he realized the need for 
providing retail space.  The design has gone through several iterations. The setback of 
top floors loses square footage but provides a better feel.  He appreciated the thoughtful 
feedback they have gotten. 
 
Erik Hartronft, 950 Spruce Street, project architect, stated this project has been in the 
works for about 4 years. The economics of downtown are dependent on every single lot. 
Retail is important and they tried to respect the surrounding buildings. Historic 
structures should not be copied but complement the inventory of buildings. Downtown is 
quite eclectic. He noted they had several design drivers to look at as they developed the 
design. He stated providing parking on site is expensive. The parking has a gate and 
lights telling if there are open spaces. The third level is set back 49’ from the front of the 
building, subordinate and not visible where the two story element is.  The third floor is 
setback on the alley side as well.  The balcony on the second floor gives relief to what 
would otherwise be just a two story façade. He showed the design board and described 
the different siding elements for the building. There is space for a mural on the side of 
the building. The stair tower and two balconies are the only waivers requested.  
 
Director Zuccaro addressed the downtown parking calculation and staff’s belief that a 
parking structure doesn’t count toward FAR in downtown.  
 
Public Comments 
 
Joel Hayes, 187 Harper, said the mass and scale are incompatible with this location in 
historic downtown. The height dwarfs everything on the block. It changes the character 
on the block and invites other buildings to change as well. Parking doesn’t meet needs 
and will be full.   
 
Andy Johnson, 920 Lincoln, felt a flier he received on his door needed some correction 
from his view as an architect.  He commended the applicant, architect and staff for 
putting together a difficult project.  Parking calculations are met. The basement as an 
area should not be considered as habitable space. He said the flier didn’t correctly 
portray the look.   
 
Charles Haseman, 247 S. Lark Avenue, showed slides and voiced his objection to 
combining the two lots; two buildings would be better.  There is not enough space to 
view artwork in the alley. He felt the third floor towered above and showed images to 
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support his point of view. He felt the rear elevation view was deceptive since the 
measurement doesn’t account for the full elevation change from Main to the alley. If 
there has to be a three story building, he thought a midcentury style with hip roof and 
dormitory windows would be more appropriate for Main Street. 
 
Rick Kron, 746 W. Fir Court, noted the Louisville Downtown Business Association 
supports this application.  There is a need for more retail and business space 
downtown. The third floor is set well back.  32 parking spaces on site is good and 
as a resident,  he felt this would add to the vibrancy and contribute to the downtown 
scene.  Downtowns evolve over time and this will be a good addition.  
 
John Leary, 1116 LaFarge Avenue noted the sales tax revenue in downtown has 
increased even more than other areas in town in the past 15 years. Downtown doesn’t 
need additional sales tax revenue.  He addressed the fiscal model and felt it would take 
45 years to pay off the deficit if it was done the right way. He addressed the Framework 
plan and felt this project doesn’t fit the downtown area.   
 
Barbara Butterworth, 501 South Street and part owner of the building downtown next to 
Boulder Creek Builders, stated as owner of the Book Cellar Boulder Creek has been a 
good neighbor and noted they came to the neighbors before presenting to the city.  She 
noted the parking lot in back of her building is rarely full and expressed her support for 
the project. She reported the employees of Boulder Creek do shop downtown. 
 
Steve Rolapp, 821 LaFarge, a recent resident of Louisville was very surprised there had 
been no other announcement of this project.  He was concerned about the parking as 
he experiences lack of parking in front of his own home. 
 
Caleb Dickinson, 721 Grant Avenue, resident and downtown business owner as well as 
a member of the Historic Preservation Commission. He noted the history of Louisville is 
made every day.  As a resident and business owner, he didn’t think having a local 
business owner want to stay in town and build a new building destroyed the small town 
feel.  
 
Renzo Verbeck, 936 Parkview Street, was strongly in favor of this project and felt it will 
foster economic development.  He liked the look and felt it met the guidelines. The 
owner is local, already downtown, and shows the commitment.  Architect did a good job 
with the concept.  Building is new but has a nice cadence.  The project celebrates the 
history by not having the new be a knock off.  He felt the parking requirement would be 
met. 
 
Matt Berry, 740 Garfield, noted his family is downtown a lot. He spoke in favor of the 
project.  It takes into account the place it is in.  Employees will patronize during the day 
and residents will have the opportunity to support the downtown in the evening.  He was 
dismayed at the flier that landed on his doorstep showing a straight elevation 
perspective. He felt there should be trust in the planning department and the process.  
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Ronda Grassi, 916 Main Street, noted the process and how hard staff has worked to 
examine this project. She noted the parking would free up spaces downtown. She 
supported the project and asked Council to do the same. 
 
Larry Meyer, 1919 Quail Ct. and owns a business at 625 Main St., loves downtown and 
is invested and feels lucky to be here.  He noted the applicant is making a further 
investment in Louisville and he supported the project.   
 
Jenny Hlawatsch, owner of the Singing Cook at 728 Main Street, in a building next door 
to this project, supports this project. The lack of retail space in downtown is a problem.  
She was glad to have a local business expand in the area and felt additional retail would 
help all thrive.   
 
Cindy Bedell, 662 W. Willow St., asked Council to not approve this application.  She felt 
it was too big and did not fit or match the character of the downtown area.  She felt the 
third story would be visible and suggested it be removed.  She asked Council to 
preserve downtown by not approving this project. 
 
Liz Connor, 670 Johnson Street, owns a business at 931 Main Street.  She said the 
downtown is not vibrant and keeping pace with the rest of the City.  Her vision for 
Louisville is somewhere her children could live or visit.  Parking is a problem and 
causes folks to not shop her store.  She suggested the Boulder Creek employees are 
already working here and the parking garage will be a great addition. She supported the 
project. 
 
Tracy Hobbs, 2157 Wagon Way, resident and business owner found the flier interesting 
and noted the division of opinions. She felt the criteria had been met and did not want it 
to come down to emotions. The parking garage would free up parking. She did not want 
to see Boulder Creek go away.   
 
Jim Tienken, 404 W. Spruce Lane and owns 824 Pine Street stated his family supports 
downtown Louisville. He felt the flier distributed to downtown residents was fear 
mongering, inaccurate and fake news. He asked Council to approve the project. 
 
Chapin Diamond, 809 Pine Street thanked Council for listening. He asked if this project 
would open up downtown for other buildings to become three stories.  He wanted 
enforcement of the current parking regulations as he often finds his driveway blocked.  
 
Michael Menaker, 1827 W. Chokecherry Drive stated he had read all the emails and 
noted this project meets our code and feared if this project was rejected who would trust 
us in the future.  Only two minor waivers have been requested.  Three-story buildings 
are not as jarring as might be thought and are accepted once built. Louisville is not a 
museum nor should it be allowed to become one.  Need to be vital and communities 
must change over time.  He urged Council to support the project. 
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Debbie Davies, 603 W. Aspen Court, spoke to the math of the parking. Currently there 
are about 15 spots behind the building so adding the proposed spaces would only be 
net gain of about 15. She noted any new tenants in the other buildings owned by the 
applicant would take up spaces as well. 
 
Jean Morgan, 1131 Spruce Street, wanted the project to protect scale and mass. This is 
too tall and third story will overwhelm the block and be precedent setting for more three 
story buildings. She noted Louisville had received a historic preservation award and 
asked Council to not approve this as presented but make this project be an appropriate 
addition to downtown Louisville.  
 
Council Questions 
 
Mayor Pro Tem Lipton asked if there is a way to make sure the first floor will always be 
retail. 
 
Director Zuccaro said there is no regulatory note to require the retail at this time but one 
could be added if the applicant agreed. 
 
Councilmembers discussed the process and whether this item should be continued to 
another meeting. Councilmember Loo moved for Council to make a decision on this 
project at this meeting. No second was heard. 
 
Attorney Light cautioned Council on making a motion to wrap this up as it might cause 
an obstacle if they choose to continue the resolution approval or disapproval to a later 
date. He was asked if the items later on the agenda could be continued; he replied they 
could, however, it should be done item by item not as one. 
 
Mayor Muckle moved to continue this agenda item to the April 3 meeting; 
Councilmember Keany seconded. Roll Call Vote: Motion failed (Yes = 2, No = 5; voting 
no were Councilmember Maloney, Mayor Pro Tem Lipton, Councilmember Leh, 
Councilmember Loo, Councilmember Stolzmann.) 
 
Mayor Muckle called for Council comments. 
 
Councilmember Stolzmann thought there was some agreement on this project namely; 
first floor retail, some parking issues exist in downtown, and there is support for 
redeveloping this piece of property.  The themes she kept hearing that need addressed 
are parking, the massing and the materials.  She didn’t feel the basement storage space 
should be excluded from the parking calculation.  She felt the patio space should be 
included in the parking calculation.  She said the design guidelines are part of City code. 
She noted the northern part of the building and asked if there are ways to reduce 
massing.  She said it is in Council’s purview to address the massing.  Stepping down on 
the second floor on the alley would help the pedestrian sense. The alley walkway could 
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expand onto this property.  On the materials she noted comments on more wood and 
less glass with this project.  She felt there was middle ground that could be addressed 
to have more support for the project and to more appropriately meet the City Code. 
 
Councilmember Loo asked if this did meet City code as the staff recommendation 
indicated.  Attorney Light noted staff felt it did and Council would make the final 
decision.  
 
Councilmember Loo felt the various boards’ recommendations were positive.  The 
downtown design guidelines were reviewed heavily.  She noted the emails asking for 
disapproval noted the small town character but a new build should reflect the time it is 
built, not the past.  She found the applicant had gone above and beyond and met the 
parking standard.  The fiscal model met the guidelines.  The applicant has bent over 
backwards to meet the concerns and she was in strong support of this project. 
 
Councilmember Maloney appreciated the passion of the members of the community.  
He felt this project had economic benefit for the future as long as the first floor remains 
retail.  He did see a parking deficiency.  Mass and scale; he felt the front met the intent 
of the rules but was not as sure on the alley side. The fiscal model is important as a 
directional model and shows a positive over time but could be argued it could be more 
finely tuned.  He was generally in favor of the project.   
 
Councilmember Keany noted the public interest in this project.  He asked for staff 
discussion on the parking especially whether to include the basement area. He did not 
see the upstairs patio area being used for parking calculations unless there was a use 
change.  He wondered if the two story front could be lowered; ceiling height or some 
other adjustment.  He wondered if the third story were removed, what the building would 
look like; it would likely look even bulkier and not as diverse.  He had heard downtown 
businesses were struggling and he wanted to continue to enhance the downtown area.  
 
Councilmember Leh appreciated staff’s work and the thoughtful comments from the 
public.  He felt there is sometimes an impression Council has more control over what 
happens downtown than they do.  Rules have to be applied as they are now.  He too 
was concerned by the massing of the third floor but with the discussion tonight he felt he 
had a better perspective of how it might actually look. He was confident in the fiscal 
model. Downtown needs people to spend money during the day and supported the 
regulatory note that the first floor remains retail.  This project could energize downtown 
but not change the character of downtown.  He felt the criteria are met and the project 
should be approved. 
 
Mayor Muckle thanked everyone for their participation.  He agreed with Councilmember 
Stolzmann and felt there could be a middle ground.  The guidelines do give discretion 
for compatibility with the surrounding buildings. He wanted the materials on upper floors 
to be less glass and metal and more wood and other finishes for reduction of glass, look 
at other angles. He wanted the front more symmetric on the northern end; not so 
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startling.  He did not feel as strongly about the step down on alley. Minimal changes to 
this project would make him happy with it. 
 
Councilmember Loo felt wood on the third floor might be heavier and more visible.   
 
Councilmember Stolzmann noted she made comments about glass based on design 
guidelines. She noted the project doesn’t meet all criteria. Council is supposed to look at 
the criteria and apply.  Council judgement doesn’t have to align with staff’s judgement. 
 
Mayor Pro Tem Lipton noted the responsibility for supporting good architecture and 
found Council guiding the project is appropriate.  He was still concerned about parking. 
He wanted assurances the first floor remains retail and the second floor balcony not be 
used for a restaurant and bar. He was okay with the third floor but felt it looked like an 
add-on.  He expressed concern with massing and materials.  He felt more could be 
done to have the building fit in. He felt it was over glazed. He asked about lighting on 
the patio area as well as railing.  He wanted to scale back the contemporary look.  He 
would like to see where the bicycle parking might be and asked about use of awnings to 
break up the appearance in the front.  He didn’t feel the fiscal model captured the 
cumulative effect of this project. Need to continue to invest in the downtown and support 
the sales tax base. 
 
Additional Public Comment 
 
Michael Menaker, 1827 W. Chokecherry Drive noted the basement discussion in 
relationship to parking as noted in the packet.  If the use changes; the parking would 
have to be re-considered.  Glazing benefits such as natural light, solar gain and overall 
greenness far outweigh the disadvantages.   
 
John Leary, 1116 LaFarge noted this is the first time this fiscal model version has been 
run. This takes into account employee spending. If you compare the model output 
presented to Planning Commission with this model output there is about $20,000 
unaccounted for and changes the math.  Parking requirements are insufficient and this 
project only adds 12 spaces. 
 
Caleb Dickinson, 721 Grant Avenue, was confused by all the concentration on the 
parking.  Coming with the parking by the applicant is a foot forward and impressive. 
 
Jean Morgan, 1131 Spruce Street was concerned about the glass on the third floor and 
there be a slope to decrease the glare and not have birds running into it. 
 
Jenny Hlawatsch, owner of the Singing Cook at 728 Main Street, thanked Council for 
recognizing that downtown businesses have the opportunity to move elsewhere.   
 
Jim Tienken, 404 W. Spruce Lane, suggested staff has gone through the process and 
examined the architecture. He noted it is art and subjective; it would be a less desirable 
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project if we mess with architecture. He asked for approval by Council for this project as 
presented.  He thought the retail on the first floor could be achieved easily with a note.  
 
Charles Haseman, 247 S. Lark Avenue, wondered why the office space was necessary 
downtown when there are empty office spaces in other parts of the city.   
 
Cindy Bedell, 662 W. Willow, didn’t think downtown needed a boxy building that doesn’t 
fit. She didn’t want Council to be swayed by businesses threatening to move if this 
project is not approved as presented.  She suggested downsizing this project and 
preserving the character of historic downtown. 
 
Applicant  
David Sinkey noted things change and the retail note could hamstring someone in the 
future.  There is no plan to finish the basement space but it can function as storage.  
There is also no intent to use the patio space for offices.  Third story is designed to look 
like an add-on according to design guidelines. The project is intended to be its own 
statement.  He asked for really concrete ideas if Council wishes to change the look.  
The bike spaces are depicted on the plan in the garage. He noted he will be offering 
Eco passes to employees. 
 
Erik Hartronft noted the parking spaces were based on what the City has done in the 
past as well as the patio space; based on Code.  Downtown parking standards were set 
with the cross use in mind. Energy usage and daylighting were considered in the 
design. He was not opposed to continuing to work on the design. 
 
Mayor Muckle was interested in seeing an updated conceptual drawing. 
 
Councilmember Keany noted the applicant needed something more specific in regards 
to direction and noted design is subjective.  
 
Councilmember Stolzmann felt this should be remanded to the Planning Commission 
(PC) to address mass, scale and parking. 
 
Councilmember Leh asked what the constraints on this might be. 
 
City Attorney Light noted this could be remanded to PC but that would shift where 
Council puts the comments and direction.  The applicant could ask for a decision on the 
application as presented.  Notice would have to be repeated if remanded to PC.  Items 
to be focused on would need to be clear. 
 
Councilmember Loo noted staff and PC had forwarded this to Council for approval.  If 
this is sent back the expectation needs to be very clear.  She did not want applicants to 
leave because of the process and the cost to their business.   
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Mayor Muckle noted Council does not always have to follow the board recommendation. 
He felt the community gets a better outcome because of Council’s review.  
 
Councilmember Maloney agreed Council should rely on staff and the appointed boards 
and commissions.  
 
Motion: Councilmember Maloney moved to approve Resolution No.17, Series 2018 
with a note to require retail or restaurant on the first floor. Councilmember Loo 
seconded. 
 
City Attorney Light suggested language for the note; prior to recordation of the PUD, the 
PUD shall be amended to include a note to state “first floor uses shall be limited to retail 
or restaurant use. Any first floor use other than retail or restaurant use requires City 
Council approval of a PUD amendment.”  Councilmember Maloney noted that captured 
his intent. 
 
Mayor Muckle felt there were minor things that could be done that would make him 
happier about the project so he would be voting against the motion.  
 
Mayor Pro Tem Lipton wanted thought put into softening the appearance.  He felt 
Council had the ability to suggest revision to the architecture. He asked if staff had 
enough direction to work with the applicant. 
 
Director Zucarro noted staff had taken a lot of notes but would be happy to have more 
detail. Those noted ideas included consider some types of awning or other shapes or 
forms in the architecture, work on scale and mass, lower floor plates, lighting on patios, 
first floor retail note.  
 
Substitute Motion: Mayor Pro Tem Lipton moved to continue this item to the next 
meeting seconded by Councilmember Keany.   
 
Councilmember Loo wanted more precise direction if Council was continuing this 
matter. She did not have objections to the architecture as presented. 
 
Mayor Pro Tem Lipton stated he would like the following considered: he wanted to 
soften the contemporary look, look at the top section of windows on first floor, top row of 
windows on third floor so not so prominent, how does the material interact with other 
elements (can’t be seen well in this rendering) – a better depiction of the color selection 
on the third floor.  Balcony on south section would like to see more detail of what is 
contemplated; nice feature if done well. Not a lot of opportunity for awnings but maybe 
some architectural feature where awning might create more interesting design.   
 
Mayor Muckle noted achieving symmetry on the north end of the building with the 
upstairs windows. 
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City Attorney Light noted as a procedural issue and making sure the record is clear he 
requested Council by a motion, formally include in the record of this proceeding the 
following documents: all the application materials submitted by the applicant in 
connection with this plat, PUD and SRU application, all materials in the Council packets 
consisting of the staff communication and all the attachments to the staff report, the 
meeting notices for the hearings on these applications, all written referrals and all letters 
and emails received regarding the application including the supplemental materials that 
came in after the packet was posted including emails, all PowerPoint materials, 
materials board and all documents submitted this evening as agenda related material 
and the City’s subdivision and zoning ordinances in Titles 16 and 17 of the City Code as 
well as the City’s Comprehensive Plan including the Downtown Framework Plan and 
the Design Handbook and Design Standards and Guidelines. 
 
So moved by Councilmember Stolzmann seconded by Councilmember Keany. 
All in favor. 
 
Substitute Motion amendment: A friendly amendment was made to the motion to 
continue this to the May 1 meeting. Motioner and seconder accepted. 
 
Councilmember Stolzmann felt the motion to continue did not address parking, mass 
and material and worried the outcome won’t be different if the item is continued.  She 
felt standards G34, C8, G33 and C3 were not being met. Mayor Muckle asked staff to 
look at those issues as well. 
 
Vote on substitute motion: Motion passed (summary: Yes = 6, No = 1; no vote from 
Councilmember Loo.) 
 

CLEMENTINE COMMONS – EAST STREET & LOCK STREET 
 

RESOLUTION NO. 18, SERIES 2018 – A RESOLUTION APPROVING A FINAL 
PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD) AND SUBDIVISION PLAT FOR 42 

RESIDENTIAL TOWNHOME LOTS AND COMMON AREAS ON 3.7 ACRES ZONED 
RM (LOTS 1A, 1B, AND 1C CLEMENTINE SUBDIVISION FILING NO. 2, LOT 2 

CLEMENTINE SUBDIVISION), AND APPROVAL OF DETENTION FACILITIES AND 
OTHER LANDSCAPE IMPROVEMENTS ON THE ADJACENT CITY-OWNED 1.44 

ACRE PARCEL WEST OF HIGHWAY 42 AND NORTH OF LOCK STREET 
 

ORDINANCE NO. 1758, SERIES 2018 – AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE 
VACATION OF A 20-FOOT WIDE UTILITY EASEMENT LOCATED ON LOT 2, 

CLEMENTINE SUBDIVISION AND LOTS 1B AND 1C CLEMENTINE SUBDIVISION 
FILING 2 –2ND READING – PUBLIC HEARING (advertised Daily Camera 3/11/18) 

 
City Attorney Light introduced the resolution and ordinance. Mayor Muckle opened the 
public hearing and asked for a staff presentation. Mayor Pro Tem Lipton left the meeting 
at 11:22 PM 
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Louisville Historical Museum 
Department of Library & Museum Services 

City of Louisville, Colorado 
January 2018 

 

 
 
712 Main St. & 722 Main St. Histories 
 

At the request of the Louisville Planning Dept., the Louisville Historical Museum is 
supplying the following summary of information along with photos from the Museum’s 
photo collection for the properties at 712 and 722 Main Street. 
 

Summary: These two parcels were both strongly connected with Irish immigrants who 
settled in Louisville. The two families that originally lived at the two locations became 
related to each other in 1917, when the daughter of Patrick and Mary Cummings of 712 
Main married the grandson of Hanora Collins McNyland of 722 Main.  
 

The current buildings at 712 Main and 722 Main are associated with a public utility and 
with governmental functions at the city, county, and federal levels. Also, the current 
building at 712 Main was also the location of commercial enterprise from 1964 until 
1979. 
 

Legal Descriptions and Dates of Construction:   
 

712 Main – Lot 8, Block 3, Original Louisville; current building constructed 1964 
722 Main – Lot 9, Block 3, Original Louisville; current building constructed 1959 
 

Photos of Historic Structures 
 

The Museum photo collection includes the following scenes of 712 & 722 Main. Their 
appearances date to when 712 Main was the home and store of the Cummings family 
and 722 Main was the home of the McNyland/Klee/Campbell family. 
 

The following photo from the 1930s shows Lois Goodhue with 722 Main (the low 
building on the left) and 712 Main (the white building and darker storefront) behind her, 
across the street to the east. The photo was taken from the yard of her home at 717 
Main. 
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This aerial photo from the 1930s shows the buildings. 722 Main is the long, one-story 
house at the center. 712 Main consisted of the white building and the darker storefront 
partially obscured by a tree. 
 

 
 

This photo from the 1948 Assessor Card primarily shows the white building that was the 
Cummings property at 712 Main, with part of the house at 722 Main showing on the left 
side: 
 

 

158



3 
 

712 Main St. History 
 

Historic Buildings (demolished by 1964) 
 

This property contained the home and general merchandise store of Patrick Cummings 
(1855-1920) and Mary Reedy Cummings (1856-1950). Patrick purchased the west two-
thirds of the lot in 1882, three years after Louisville was established as a town 
(eventually the parcel came to include all of Lot 8). Both had been born in Ireland and 
came in the 1870s to the U.S., where they married in about 1880. They had six children 
whom they raised in their house at 712 Main. 
 

By 1890, and possibly in the 1880s, Patrick Cummings began to operate a general 
merchandise store at 712 Main.  The store was in business for at least 30 years, until 
Patrick’s death in 1920. Mary then continued to live on the property with her son, Tom 
(b. 1895) into the 1930s. Tom worked as a coal miner. 
 

For 12 years in about 1936-1948, Public Service Company of Colorado was located at 
712 Main, as seen in the following photo from that time: 
 

 
 

In about 1948, Dove Jewelry moved into 712 Main and continued there until about 
1955. Next, Zing Saw Sharpening Shop was located there. At the same time when Public 
Service, Dove Jewelry, and Zing were renting 712 Main, members of Louisville’s Santi 
family were the owners of the property.  
 

In 1963, Dwight Sullivan purchased 712 Main. The exact year when the historic buildings 
were demolished is not known. 
 

Current Building, since 1964: 
 

Louisville Times articles, available online at the Colorado Historic Newspapers Collection 
website, show that the current building at 712 Main was constructed in 1964 (not in 
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1968 as the County website currently indicates). Owner Dwight Sullivan constructed the 
current building and opened Bungalow Drug in the building in 1964. It was located there 
until 1979. Bungalow Drug had previously been located across the street where the City 
Hall parking lot is now located, just north of 717 Main. While at 712 Main, beginning in 
1970, it became affiliated with Walgreen’s. 
 
This photo shows 712 Main in circa 1978, when it was Bungalow Drug: 
 

 
 

In 1979, City Hall offices were in need of temporary space due to the renovations of City 
Hall at 749 Main. The City moved some operations into 712 Main in 1979 (renting from 
owner Dwight Sullivan). The offices that were moved to 712 Main included the Louisville 
Public Library. The Library was located at 712 Main, with the use of 800 square feet, 
until late 1980, when it moved to the first floor of the renovated City Hall building, 
according to the November 5, 1980 issue of The Louisville Times. 
 

In 1981, Boulder County Tri-City Offices opened their doors at 712 Main with a public 
dedication. The County also purchased the property in 1983. Directories from the 1980s 
show that the following County functions had a presence in the building at that time: 
Boulder County Annex, County Clerk, Social Services, Mental Health, Emergency Family 
Assistance, Private Industry Partnership, Human Services, District Attorney, Human 
Services, and Veterans Services. In addition, a store called “Lou’s Near New” was located 
at 712 Main in the mid-1980s.  
 

According to the July 18, 2013 Daily Camera, the Boulder County offices moved out of 
712 Main a few years before 2013 and it had become the new offices of Boulder Creek 
Neighborhoods, formerly Boulder Creek Builders.  
 

722 Main St. History 
 

Historic House, demolished by 1959: 
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Michael McNyland purchased this lot from Louis Nawatny in 1880 and it stayed in the 
family for 75 years, until 1955. McNyland and his wife, Hanora Collins Klee McNyland, 
had both been born in Ireland in the mid-1800s. As early as the 1880 census, they can 
be seen as living in this location with Hanora’s children from her previous marriage to 
Franklin Klee. Following Michael and Hanora McNyland’s deaths that are believed to 
have taken place in the early 1900s, two of Hanora’s daughters, Maggie and Philomena, 
lived in the house. (Another daughter, Anna, married John Moffitt and lived nearby on 
Main St.) 
 

Maggie Klee Campbell is believed to have lived in the dwelling at 722 Main until the late 
1930s. Her nephew was the administrator of her estate and sold the property in 1955.  
 

Current Building, since 1959: 
 
In 1959, a group of Louisville men purchased the property at 722 Main. They were 
James Fenolia, Ray Caranci, and Glenn Fischer. James Fenolia was the U.S. Postmaster at 
the time. They formed as the “FCF Company” and had a new U.S. Post Office 
constructed on the site that year (not in 1960, as the County website states). It had its 
dedication on August 23, 1959. As described in the August 21, 1959 Louisville Times, it 
was constructed under the federal Post Office Department’s Commercial Leasing 
program to encourage the modernization of post offices. Buildings such as this one were 
constructed to postal specifications using private financing and then leased to the 
federal government. 
 

The new Post Office opened in 1959 with James Fenolia continuing as Postmaster. This 
Assessor Card photo shows 722 Main in 1960: 
 

 
 

Fenolia retired at the end of 1964. In 1965, Lois Goodhue Mall was appointed as 
Postmaster. (She is also shown in a photo above, and she had a very short commute to 
work since she lived directly across the street in her family home at 717 Main Street.) 
 

The following photo shows Lois Goodhue Mall in front of the P.O. at 722 Main in 1971: 
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This photo shows 722 Main in circa 1978: 
 

 
 

Lois Mall served as Postmaster until 1978. In 1983, the Post Office moved to a larger 
space at 637 Front (the current location of Lucky Pie and Sweet Cow) in response to 
Louisville’s population growth. 
 

Next, the building at 722 Main served as the location of a store called “Kids at Heart” in 
the mid-1980s, then “Country Squires Florist” in the late 1980s. 
 

In 1991, Boulder County opened offices for its Clerk and Recorder at 722 Main, next to 
the County offices next door at 712 Main. Residents of the East County used this 
location for such functions as vehicle registration and marriage/civil union licenses. In 
addition, it is remembered as being a voting location for Louisville residents for many 
years.  According to the July 18, 2013 Daily Camera, the Boulder County offices moved 
out of 722 Main (and to Lafayette) in 2013, after about 22 years in that location. 
 
The preceding research is based on a review of relevant and available online County property records, 
census records, oral history interviews, Louisville directories, and Louisville Historical Museum maps, files, 
and obituary records. 
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Kneebone replied that she was raised in town, but this was her grandparents’ home 
when she was a child. 
 
Chuck Thomas asked how much of the original building would be retained. 
 
Haley responded that the side elevation showed that much of it would be retained. 
 
Dickinson asked if the original porch was becoming a porch again. 
 
Kneebone responded that it was. 
 
Chuck Thomas stated that he had no objection to releasing the permit. 
 
Haley stated that it could be landmarked if it was in the Historic District. Since they were 
maintaining the structure and it was staying in the family, she was fine releasing it. 
 
Dickinson stated that he had a strong opinion that since it was the family home that their 
family had built, the building belonged to them. It was a different situation than if 
someone had bought the home recently and wanted to make changes to the structure.  
 
Cyndi Thomas stated that she had no objections to releasing the permit. 
 
Fahey moved to release the demolition permit on 307 Eisenhower Drive. Chuck 
Thomas seconded. Roll call vote. Approved unanimously.  
  

REFERRAL 
Terraces on Main, 712 and 722 Main Street 

 Applicant and Owner: 712 Main, LLC and 722 Main Street, LLC 
712 Main Street 
Louisville, CO 80027 

 Case Manager: Rob Zuccaro, Director of Planning & Building Safety 

Zuccaro reminded the Commission that they reviewed a proposal for the Terraces on 
Main project in October of 2017. Whenever there are developments in the Downtown 
Business District, Council requests input from the HPC. 712 Main was built in 1968 and 
722 Main was built in 1960. 
 
Zuccaro presented the amendments to the plan since 2017. The new plan decreases 
the total floor area, coming mostly out of the third-floor addition and the parking space. 
The architecture and architectural materials were similar to the 2017 proposal. These 
changes are largely in response to City Council comments at the most recent public 
hearing. He asked the Commission to review the structure based on the “Core Area” 
criteria in the Downtown Design Handbook.  
 
Haley asked for questions of staff. 
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Fahey asked if there could be a specific meeting for this building in particular.  
 
Zuccaro responded that staff traditionally brought referrals to the Commission during 
their regular meetings. He explained that staff was looking for a recommendation on 
whether the proposal fit into the criteria.  
 
Fahey asked about the official role and authority of the HPC vis-à-vis a referral. 
 
Zuccaro replied that there was nothing explicit in the Code, but that the Council gave 
them the directive to give recommendations and advise them on matters related to 
historic preservation. This building was not being preserved, but as a downtown district 
it was relevant to hear how new developments fit in with the historic context. He added 
that any developments of parks and open space, even though it was not in any 
ordinance, it was practice to bring them before the relevant commissions. 
 
Ulm asked about a visual in the staff packet. 
 
Zuccaro responded that they were rough estimates of the property lines. Those lines 
are often off by several feet when staff makes those graphics. 
 
Ulm asked if the property line was set back from other storefronts along the street. 
 
Zuccaro stated that he did not know if that was accurate, but he could look it up or the 
applicant could respond to that question during his presentation. 
 
Haley suggested that the Commission go through the handbook criteria to shape their 
recommendation for Council.  
 
Haley invited the applicant to present. 
 
Eric Hartronft of Hartronft Associates, 950 Spruce Street in Louisville, CO, architect for 
Boulder Neighborhoods, described the design concept of the project. He explained that 
the plan was responding to the opportunity to improve underutilized buildings and 
provide new retail and/or restaurant businesses on Main Street and to respect the 
adjacent historic property at The Huckleberry. The property line met the same line as 
the other buildings on the block, but they wanted to retain the setback from the sidewalk 
to give a break from the narrow walkway on the rest of the block. Some of the changes 
they had made since 2017 included decreasing the parking garage and allowing the 
City to build a nearby parking garage at some point in the future. They were also 
relating their architecture to the mid-century aesthetic that they were replacing to help 
maintain the eclectic architectural feel downtown.  
 
Hartronft described the proposal to the Commission, highlighting the one-story section 
next to The Huckleberry, the roof deck, and the setback from the sidewalk. He added 
that the proportion of the two-story buildings were a nod to false-front architecture. He 
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described the concept as dividing the large structures in the plan into smaller building 
elements and as responding to the variation recommended by the Downtown 
Handbook. At the back of the building, he hoped that the alley could one day become a 
vibrant pedestrian street. Right now, there was a parking garage facing the alley. In the 
future, there could be something more, such as a public art installation and green roofs. 
He ended by noting that the only waiver request was for the stair and balconies in the 
setback and the small third story with large setbacks.  
 
Haley asked for questions of Hartronft. 
 
Fahey asked if there would be parking underground. 
 
Hartronft stated that there would not be underground parking but that there would be a 
basement along Main Street. 
 
Fahey asked what was being planned for the second floor. 
 
Hartronft responded that the second floor would be for office space and the third floor 
would provide elevator access to a third-floor roof deck. 
 
Fahey asked if there would be a reduction in the number of employees compared to the 
2017 PUD.  
 
Hartronft replied that the Code for downtown did not dictate parking based on number of 
employees and that they were still meeting 80% of the parking for the structures. 
 
Fahey asked if they could reduce the glass, since the guidelines recommended limiting 
glass. 
 
Hartronft replied that sustainable windows helped temperature regulation and people in 
offices liked glass.  
 
Haley asked if the second story was windows or glass. 
 
Hartronft responded that it was a combination of windows and wall. The wall material 
was meant to help the structure look less bulky overall. 
 
Haley asked for public comment. 
 
Jean Morgan, 1131 Spruce Street in Louisville, asked the Commission to consider 
staff’s questions, including about the mass and scale of the structure and the traditional 
context of the downtown district. She did not feel that this proposal respected any of the 
considerations staff listed in their guiding questions for the Commission. She added that 
the glass may encourage birds to crash into the building. She hoped that the proposal 
would include sloped glass to prevent bird deaths if the proposal were passed. She 
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thought the reduced third story was a good idea, but it still had too much glass. The 
south building was respectful of The Huckleberry, but the norther buildings did not 
respect its neighbors. The north buildings reminded her of the Chase Building on Main 
Street, which no one likes. She added that the parking was inadequate and it might 
encourage the City to pursue a citizen-paid parking structure. She also felt that it would 
set a precedent for large buildings to provide inadequate parking downtown.  
 
Haley asked for additional public comment. Seeing none, she opened commissioner 
discussion.  
 
Dickinson asked what “the traditional context of downtown” from the Design Handbook 
meant to his fellow commissioners. He thought that the context precluded chains from 
coming downtown, but he was not sure what else that phrase meant. 
 
Ulm replied that the history of Main Street was small business and small-scale 
business. You don’t see many office buildings and the added retail in this plan would 
help enliven the area. 
 
Haley replied that this proposal was more respectful than structures like the buildings 
that housed Pica’s and Eleanor & Hobbes, for example. The three-story building on that 
same block was another example of what did not fit in to the traditional context of 
downtown.  
 
Chuck Thomas agreed with Commissioner Ulm and added that the buildings should be 
segmented. He noted that there were plenty of two-story structures, including ones that 
were next to one-story buildings. Though this was a large building, it was segmented in 
its design, respecting the nature of Main Street. The two-story structures next to the 
one-story ones did not bother him. He agreed with Jean Morgan than the Chase 
building was a poor example, but he did not agree that there should be more parking. 
Too many downtowns have been destroyed by adequate parking. Parking orphaned the 
structure from the buildings around it.  
 
Dickinson stated that the parking was beyond the scope of the HPC, though he 
observed that the proposal parked itself more than other downtown structures. He 
thought that if this were three different proposals for three different buildings, the HPC 
would probably be fine with those proposals. He added that he thought they probably 
checked all the boxes and worked with staff to make sure they met the Design 
Handbook criteria.  
 
Haley added that the proposal responded to the directive to attend to size and place 
through the architecture and the materials.  
 
Parris stated that the proposal seemed to incorporate newer, current materials while 
nodding to the buildings to the south and north along the block.   
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Cyndi Thomas agreed and stated that it was a modern take on a traditional architecture, 
which met the criteria to be respectful of the context and the surrounding mass and 
scale. She added that attending to retail needs was important for a Main Street to 
survive. 
 
Haley stated that all the bullet points were addressed. 
 
Fahey agreed and reminded the Commission that they had recommended approval of 
the first design in 2017 and this proposal was even better. She still did not like the glass 
and suggested taking Jean Morgan’s suggestion that the windows be sloped or perhaps 
tinted.  
 
Parris replied that the glass was in the setbacks, which responded to the design 
guidelines to minimize glass at the street level. 
 
Ulm agreed with Commissioner Fahey that it was a better proposal than last time, 
though he still did not get a western vibe from the two-story buildings. He liked their 
attempt to maintain some of the open sidewalk space.  
 
Chuck Thomas stated that he thought that the proposal attended to the guidelines and 
that the new version was an improvement on the old one. In particular, he thought the 
changes to the massing on the third story responded to the major concerns from 2017.  
 
Haley asked for additional comments from the Commission.  
 
Chuck Thomas recommended approval of the proposal. Ulm seconded. Roll call vote. 
All in favor. Passed unanimously.  
 

DISCUSSION/DIRECTION 
Miner’s Cabins 
Chuck Thomas disclosed that he was part of a volunteer committee that was lobbying 
the City to do the renovations for the structures. He asked if anyone had a problem with 
him being part of the discussion. 
 
Haley asked Director Zuccaro what he thought. 
 
Zuccaro replied that for the sake of this conversation, it should be fine. Future meetings 
on the miner’s cabins might not be appropriate. 
 
Dickinson stated that he thought this discussion was about location and not cost so he 
thought it was fine for Commissioner Chuck Thomas to be involved. 
 
Selvoski reviewed the history and status of the City’s efforts to preserve the Lee Avenue 
Miners Cabins. City Council identified two sites for additional analysis. 
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Planning Commission

From: Linda Abrams <lindadba@msn.com>
Sent: Sunday, February 4, 2018 2:05 PM
To: Planning Commission
Subject: Terraces on Main Proposal (Between Huckleberry's and Book Cellar)

This proposed building is not consistent with the "mass and scale" of existing buildings on Main Street in 
Louisville. The height of the proposed building is too high. The building should not be higher than 30' and 
preferably about 28'. The current building is about 7500 sq feet and only about 15000 sq feet would be 
tolerable for 2 stories. The proposed 37000 sq feet is completely out of character with our downtown area.   
 
The design of the structure is extremely modern and does not fit in with the unique, quaint and charming 
character of our downtown.  
 
I hope the planning commission and our city council will reject this grotesque design and not allow our town's 
charm and uniqueness to be further eroded by greedy developers. Please do not allow Louisville as we know it 
to be destroyed.  
 
Sincerely, 
Linda Abrams 
415 Fairfield Ln 
Louisville, CO 80027  
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Planning Commission

From: Bob Abrams <bob_abrams@hotmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, February 4, 2018 10:04 AM
To: Planning Commission
Subject: New terrace proposal

The thought that you are even considering this 3 story terrace is pretty disturbing. 
It is not Louisville at all.  The height and the style is not us. 
Do we need more out of business places in Louisville? 
If we are that desperate for money, spend more time finding a business for the Sams CLub site 
 
bob abrams 
415 Fairfield Lane 
 
Sent from Outlook 
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Lisa Ritchie

From: Marion Antonellis <marion.antonellis@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, February 1, 2018 2:28 PM
To: Planning Commission
Subject: Comment regarding proposed Terraces on Main 

Hello Planners, 
 
Just giving my two cents on the proposed new building downtown.  Do not like it.  Don’t like the height and don’t like 
the style. Doesn’t go with what our historical little Main Street should look like. It would be fine on McCaslin. Why can’t 
it be built in the mode of the mercantile building?   
 
Just so you know, I also don’t like the city hall and the chase bank building.  
 
Lastly , do you know if the granary will ever be done and occupied and by whom and what?  Seems we are building more 
retail space but haven’t filled up existing spots.  
 
Thank you for serving our community! 
 
Best, 
Marion Antonellis  
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Planning Commission

From: Kelly Arens <kellyarens@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, February 4, 2018 2:41 PM
To: Planning Commission
Subject: Terraces on Main is a Great Idea!

Dear Planning Commission - I support the Terraces on Main project and would appreciate your consideration of 
the following points: 
 
 

 Their new offices will be on the upper floors to return the street level to new retail uses 
 
 

 They will consolidate their employees into one space and open up downtown office space for new tenants
 
 

 Their 80 employees will eat, shop and support our small local businesses 
 
 

 They are proposing to build the required parking spaces based on the city code (underneath the building) 
 

 Their architecture respects our small town character by adhering to our current code 
 
 

 Their 3rd floor setback is consistent with our small town character 
 
Thanks, 
Kelly McCormack 
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Planning Commission

From: Linda Armantrout <armantroutstudio@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, February 4, 2018 2:50 PM
To: Planning Commission
Cc: Ashley Stolzmann
Subject: boulder creek project on main

Terraces on Main Street 
 
I am a concerned 25 year resident of Old Town (then Raintree) in Louisville.  
i am also a small business person.  
I create product that I sell in Louisville and create Sales Tax. 
I have watched small business people with projects much less impactful be thwarted in efforts to build Retail/office on 
Main Street.  
I have worked with the Louisville Arts District and the Street Faire (DBA) over the years to create vitality on Main Street 
in Louisville. 
 
Concerns: 
1. Why do the developers think 32 parking spaces will work for 80 employees and retail customers. 
I owned at 817 Pine and my impressions on the parking situation are experiential. 
 
2. Why not locate an office building in Delo or at McCaslin?  
That seems more appropriate for office space.  
Also are the offices on Main Street and on Walnut filled? 
Christopher Plaza? South Boulder Road? 
 
3. Will this drive Retail rents on Main up further? 
Retail businesses on Main are not thriving. 
 
4. How will the 80 employees continue to enrich downtown? 
Will they buy only lunches and beer? Will they participate in cultural growth? 
Will they buy any non‐consumables? Will they attract people from other communities to spend dollars here? 
What attracts Boulder Creek Communities to Main Street? 
 
5. The scale of the building encroaches on the Historical center of Louisville. 
It will cast a large shadow across Main. Citizens have been tireless in efforts to make Louisville attractive in character. 
36,000 volunteer hours last time we counted. 
The scale makes this building seem out of place and to take Old Town in a new direction. 
 
6. Demolition and Construction will cost restaurants and retail business. 
I watched 44th and Tennyson in Denver run all the existing businesses out while the construction was ongoing, and 
ongoing, and ongoing. 
 
7.It seems that this is an ongoing theme everywhere. Creative people build an attractive community then developers 
develop and leave no room for the people who created the vitality on Main. How will BCN be different? 
 
I know Eric will make an attractive building and BCN is “sweet" to add a mural but 
37,000 square feet seems way too much. And please, not 3 stories.  
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Linda Armantrout 
armantroutstudio@gmail.com 
www.armantroutstudio.com 
303‐664‐0086 
 
443 East Raintree Ct. 
Louisville, CO 80027 
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Planning Commission

From: brian armstrong <barmstrob@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, February 5, 2018 2:25 PM
To: Planning Commission
Subject: Terraces on Main

Dear Planning Commission, 
 
I am writing to you to express my strong support for the proposed Terraces on Main project. I find projects like this for our
downtown exciting and energizing as they solidify our reputation in the Denver/Boulder area as an innovative, living, evolving 
town as opposed to what I consider to the be the opposite reputation, and one that I believe we are at risk of moving toward
--  an anti-growth “museum town” not open to change and new ideas. I would appreciate your consideration of the following
points: 
 

 We need MORE RETAIL OPTIONS on Main Street – this project does just that as it calls for offices on the upper
floors to return the street level to new retail uses 

 
 We need MORE TENANTS downtown, not the ongoing concentration of one tenant in multiple retail properties – this 

project will consolidate their employees into one space and open up downtown office space for NEW tenants 
 

 We need to support MORE RETAIL DAYPARTS– this project’s 80 employees will eat, shop and support our small
local businesses during the day, not just in the evening,  striking a much needed improvement in the complexity and
diversity of foot traffic spending. 

 
 We need MORE HIDDEN, YET FLEXIBLE, PARKING OPTIONS – this project does that by proposing to build the 

required parking spaces based on the city code (underneath the building) 
 

 We need MORE DIVERSITY IN ARCHITECTURE, not less, if we are to remain a vital, vibrant downtown community
that attracts visitors and residents rather than become a “museum town” – this project’s architecture respects our 
small town character by adhering to our current code including the 3rd floor setback. 

 
 We need to enable a healthier balance between office space and retail space downtown as becoming overly

concentrated in retail sets us up for failure over the long term in achieving most of the points I have outlined above.
Retail depends on office workers being present who become customers. 

 
 
Finally, I would just say that I also strongly believe that we, as a community, as a Planning Commission, and especially as 
a City Council, need to work harder to avoid the risk of evaluating every single new idea or proposal that has a development
attribute through only the lens of growth vs. anti-growth. That attitude will surely kill the spirit and character of Louisville that 
has served us so well over the last 17 years of exciting change (which we have all benefitted from). If we say no to every
new idea on the basis of fear of growth and fear of change, we will stifle the very strength of this great town. 
 
Brian Armstrong 
1201 La Farge Avenue 
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Planning Commission

From: Sunday Barrett <sundaybarrett@comcast.net>
Sent: Sunday, February 4, 2018 1:05 PM
To: Planning Commission
Subject: New building on a Main

Thank you for reviewing community feedback!  I do not support the proposed 3 story building on Main. It will detract 
from the charm of the street and promote a generic modern vanilla look. Please don’t allow this disappointment to 
progress.  
 
Thank you.  
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Planning Commission

From: Theresa Bauer <zeccat@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, February 4, 2018 4:13 PM
To: Planning Commission
Subject: Comment regarding proposed Terraces on Main 

Hello,  
I am against the building of Terrances on main. In my opinion, the three story building would alter the uniqueness and 
quaintness of Louisville. That is why we currently love downtown. It has such character and if we start allowing multiple‐
story buildings in downtown, it will  loose its character and small town look and feel.  
 
Theresa Bauer 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Planning Commission

From: Bruce Becker <brbpdb@msn.com>
Sent: Thursday, February 8, 2018 11:25 AM
To: Planning Commission
Subject: Comment regarding proposed Terraces on Main 

The proposed structure does NOT meet code‐‐lets keep this LOUISVILLE AND NOT ANOTHER BOULDER!! 
Sincerely, 
 
Bruce & Patricia Becker 
533 Coal Creek Ln 
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Kristin Dean

From: Bruce Becker <brbpdb@comcast.net>
Sent: Wednesday, March 7, 2018 12:57 PM
To: City Council
Subject: New Building--Terrace on Main

Dear Council:   

Again we must state our objection to the proposed structure--are you listening to the people that live 
here? 

Someone once said "if it doesn't fit you must acquit" and same applies here so please reverse your 
unbelievable vote to approve this project which violates long standing city code in many 
ways.   Thank you for your attention. 

Sincerely, 

Bruce & Patricia Becker 

533 Coal Creek Ln 
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Planning Commission

From: David Benjes <david@eventsllc.org>
Sent: Tuesday, February 6, 2018 12:59 PM
To: Planning Commission
Subject: Terraces on Main

Dear Planning Commission, 
 

I support the Terraces on Main project and would appreciate your consideration of
the following points: 
 

 Their new offices will be on the upper floors to return the street level to new
retail uses 

 

 They will consolidate their employees into one space and open up downtown
office space for new tenants 

 

 Their 80 employees will eat, shop and support our small local businesses 

 

 They are proposing to build the required parking spaces based on the city
code (underneath the building) 

Thank you for your time 
 

David Benjes 

Resident 
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Planning

From: Matt Berry <m.berry@ascentgrp.com>
Sent: Thursday, February 8, 2018 10:16 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Terraces on Main 712-722 Main Street

Planning Commission 
 
I was at tonight’s meeting, but I could not speak before I had to leave for a youth coaching obligation. 
 
This project is good.  Be confident in the rules and guidelines that your board has crafted over years of experience that 
this project conforms to. 
 
With this project Louisville is getting 80+ daytime employees in the center of downtown who will have their own parking 
AND we will get additional retail space.  It is win win. 
 
As for the comments regarding the size and aesthetic look of the building: It is ignorant to use the direct front 
architectural elevations alone to make that judgement call.  A view from the pedestrians perspective must be 
used.  These comments are knee jerk at best and time and time again I see the same people saying no to every good 
plan that is presented. 
 
You have a good thing here for the future of downtown and willing owners to make it happen.  An outside group would 
likely be maxing out the square footage and disregarding the neighboring buildings for the sake of profit alone. 
 
Please don’t miss this opportunity. 
 
Thank you 
 
Matt Berry 
740 Garfield Ave 
Louisville, CO 
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Lisa Ritchie

From: Lisa Blumensaadt <lblumensaadt@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, February 1, 2018 5:55 PM
To: Planning Commission
Subject: Terraces on Main -Louisville resident comment

Hello, 
 
I would like to comment that while we appreciate the many improvements and advances in Old Town 
Louisville by the city and private businesses, the character of the Terraces on Main as illustrated and 
proposed would be very out of character and detrimental in that particular location due to the 1) stark 
contrast of its modern architecture, and it's 2) massive footprint, as well as the 3) vertical obstruction, 
even with the 3rd story setback.  It would be a pleasing structure elsewhere, but not in that 
location.  A modern structure on the north end of Old Town (where Picas is located) works because it 
is separate and set off from original buildings, not right in the middle, as a strange contrast to all the 
surrounding structures. 
 
This structure would be out of character with the other commercial buildings on that block, on either 
side, and so prominent that it would dominate the character of the block and make existing structures 
look out of place.  It would dwarf the quaint Huckleberry -an extremely popular neighborhood haunt, 
and a bit of a Louisville institution, as well as dwarfing the bookstore and cooking shop on the other 
side.  It would block sunlight during some morning hours.  It would also make that block feel less 
open as you walk, (or drive, bike) along it. 
 
If the building was not as massive and tall, and if it was in character with the buildings along that 
block, that could be a very nice upgrade to the existing structures.  What residents and visitors love 
about Old Town Louisville is it's character --I hear this again and again from people.  We do not want 
to lose that character simply in the name of new.  Many, many businesses in town have revamped 
properties to open new restaurants and shops, but have still maintained the unique character of Old 
Town Louisville.  Our family urges you to maintain that character with whatever you approve for that 
location. 
 
Be forward thinking in your decision.  If such a structure goes in, how long will it be before another 
block of buildings is converted to a similar look?  At what point will Old Town then cease to be Old 
Town and have that distinctive character?  Will that feel be what keeps Louisville one of the best 
small towns and best places to live? 
 
Lastly, it is a tremendous insult and burden to the residents of Old Town who must work within the 
confines of much stricter building requirements to maintain the character of the residential area, and 
incur greater costs to do so when they wish to renovate or build an addition to their residential 
property.  Why would you saddle residents with such requirements and expenses, yet not hold 
commercial entities to the same standards? 
 
Please do not approve this proposal.  Merely lowering the height is not enough to accept this 
proposal.  Please insist on a structure that is in character with the other buildings on the block in 
terms of 1) architecture (not modern), 2) mass/scale, 3) height.  Again, it is not that we don't want 
anything to change -we love so many of the changes that have come to our little town.  We just want 
to ensure that the changes keep with the character of this community, just as the City recently did 
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when they purchased land with Boulder County and the City of Lafayette to retain the beauty and 
feeling of an entrance to our town along hwy 42 and Empire Road. 
 
Thank you for your time and consideration, 
Lisa Blumensaadt -resident 
 
 
 
 

183



1

Planning Commission

From: Mary Boven <maryboven@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, February 5, 2018 1:12 PM
To: Planning Commission
Subject: RE: Comment regarding proposed Terraces on Main

No do not want 3 story building MaryBoven 

Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android 
 
On Mon, Feb 5, 2018 at 10:15 AM, Planning Commission 
<PlanningCommission@louisvilleco.gov> wrote: 

Hello, 

I wanted to let you know that there are no comments attached to your email.  

  

From: Mary Boven [mailto:maryboven@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Saturday, February 3, 2018 3:36 PM 
To: Planning Commission <PlanningCommission@louisvilleco.gov> 
Subject: Comment regarding proposed Terraces on Main 

  

  

Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android 
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Planning Commission

From: Ross Bowdey <ross@advobusinesssolutions.com>
Sent: Saturday, February 3, 2018 8:50 AM
To: Planning Commission
Subject: Terraces on main

Dear Planning Commission - I support the Terraces on Main project and would appreciate your consideration of 
the following points: 
 
 

 Their new offices will be on the upper floors to return the street level to new retail uses 
 
 

 They will consolidate their employees into one space and open up downtown office space for new tenants
 
 

 Their 80 employees will eat, shop and support our small local businesses 
 
 

 They are proposing to build the required parking spaces based on the city code (underneath the building) 
 

 Their architecture respects our small town character by adhering to our current code 
 
 

 Their 3rd floor setback is consistent with our small town character 
 
303.748.3478 
Ross@advobusinesssolutions.com 
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Kristin Dean

From: Rob Zuccaro
Sent: Tuesday, February 6, 2018 1:41 PM
To: Kristin Dean
Subject: FW: Proposed Terraces on Main, Boulder Creek Project

 
 
 
Robert Zuccaro, AICP 
Planning & Building Safety Director 
City of Louisville 
rzuccaro@louisvilleco.gov 
303‐335‐4590 
 
The Department of Planning & Building Safety is collecting feedback to improve our customer service.   
Please let us know how we are doing by completing this short survey! 
 
From: Jay Keany  
Sent: Tuesday, February 6, 2018 11:47 AM 
To: Rob Zuccaro <rzuccaro@louisvilleco.gov> 
Subject: Fw: Proposed Terraces on Main, Boulder Creek Project 
 
From: Karen Brown <karen.brown31@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, February 6, 2018 8:11 AM 
To: City Council 
Subject: Proposed Terraces on Main, Boulder Creek Project  
  
 
Dear Honorable Councilmembers,  
 
I am writing today to express my support for the proposed Boulder Creek project, Terraces on Main.  
 
As a 24 year resident of Louisville, I have watched as downtown has changed to meet the needs and desires of our community. 
The one thing that has remained through all of this change is the wonderful eclectic feel of the downtown area.  
 
This project is just one more opportunity to improve on what is already there: 

 This building is an aesthetic improvement to what is currently there 
 Keeps an important community partner downtown 
 Adds off street parking 
 Increases retail on Main Street 
 Meets the design guidelines set forth by the city 

I welcome this addition to our downtown and encourage you to support this project. 
 
Thank you. 
‐‐  
Karen 
 
Karen Brown 

186



2

505 Grant Avenue 
Louisville, CO 80027 
303‐673‐0648 
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Kristin Dean

From: Meredyth Muth on behalf of Open Records
Sent: Wednesday, January 31, 2018 9:38 AM
To: Rob Zuccaro; Kristin Dean
Subject: FW: CAC ALERT:  New 3-Story Building Proposed for Historic Downtown Lousiville

FYI in case you haven’t already seen this. 
 
MEREDYTH MUTH 
CITY CLERK 
CITY OF LOUISVILLE 
303.335.4536  
303.335.4550 FAX 
www.LouisvilleCO.gov 
MeredythM@LouisvilleCO.gov 
 

 
 
The City Clerk’s Office is collecting feedback to improve our customer service.   
Please let us know how we are doing by completing this short survey! 
 
From: Citizen's Action Council [mailto:caclouisvilleco=gmail.com@mail221.atl101.mcdlv.net] On Behalf Of Citizen's 
Action Council 
Sent: Wednesday, January 31, 2018 9:35 AM 
To: City Council 
Subject: CAC ALERT:  New 3-Story Building Proposed for Historic Downtown Lousiville 
 

 

View this email in your browser  
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NEWS FLASH 
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Copyright © 2018 Citizen's Action Council, All rights reserved.  

You were added to the Louisville CAC Community Update Campaign by giving us your email after 

attending a CAC sponsored meeting and/or expressing interest in our wonderful Louisville community. We 

thrive to keep you up to date on Louisville issues and CAC sponsored activities.  

 

Our mailing address is:  

Citizen's Action Council 

1116 Lafarge Avenue 

Louisville, CO 80027 

 

Add us to your address book 

 

 

Want to change how you receive these emails? 

You can update your preferences or unsubscribe from this list.  
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View this email in your browser

URGENT
ONE OF THE MOST SIGNIFICANT

DEVELOPMENTS PROPOSED FOR HISTORIC
DOWNTOWN. 

The City Council will be hearing a proposal next week for a new 3-Story
(37,171 SF) Commercial Building for Historic Downtown Louisville.   

YOUR INPUT NEEDED!
This is a resend of the prior email with the correct flyer attached.  Sorry for the second
email.   

The Louisville City Council will consider a development proposal for a new 3-story in
historical downtown Louisville on Tuesday, March 20.  YOUR COMMENTS ARE
IMPORTANT!  ATTEND THE MEETING OR EMAIL THE ENTIRE CITY COUNCIL to give
your opinion on how this development will fit the downtown area.  A flyer with more
information below.  

To download flyer (correct flyer):   Flyer Terraces On Main 

Also the following are useful links:

Email the City Council:  CityCouncil@LouisvilleCO.gov

See the full development proposal:  CLICK HERE

The Public hearing is schedule for 7:00 PM Tuesday, March 20th
in City Hall.

Subscribe Past Issues Translate
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Planning Commission

From: Mike Catechi <catechi77@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, February 2, 2018 3:19 PM
To: Planning Commission
Subject: Comment regarding proposed Terraces on Main

I have been a resident of Louisville for 1 year. I would recommend not giving a permit for the Terraces on 
Main. One of the things I like most is to go to historic old town Louisville and enjoy the old town feeling 
whether in the middle of winter or on a warm summer evening. I would not like this to become another Pearl St. 
Like Boulder. Think hard planning commission and visualize what you would be losing instead of what you 
would be gaining with this project. Thank you for your time in reading this response.  
 
Sincerely  Michael Catechi 
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Kristin Dean

From: Mike Catechi <catechi77@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, March 6, 2018 4:52 PM
To: City Council
Subject: New 3 story building on Main St. Louisville

All I can say is ,what about the parking...??? 
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Planning Commission

From: Debbie Catechi <dcatechi@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, February 2, 2018 1:11 PM
To: Planning Commission
Subject: Comment regarding proposed Terraces on Main

Dear planning commission members, 
     I am writing in regards to the proposal to add a three story building on main street, downtown Louisville..  
     While I believe this proposed space could benefit from a new, more functional building, the proposed design 
in my opinion is not in keeping with the charm and overall appeal of the other businesses on Main st.  I strongly 
feel that we need to strive to keep old town Louisville preserved.  Not only does the architectural design stray 
from the overall vibe and charm of Old town, but three stories will stick out like a sore thumb.   
      I would request that you go back to the drawing board on this one.  This proposal will look really out of 
place and the large scale will ruin the streets visual profile. 
      Thank you for your time and consideration. 
 
                    With regards, 
   
                     Resident, Debbie Catechi 
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Planning Commission

From: Andy Clark <moxielox@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, February 5, 2018 6:43 PM
To: Planning Commission
Subject: Support from Moxie for Boulder Creek Neighborhoods new building

Hello, 
 
I just wanted to voice my opinion in support of this new building. I feel it allows for sensible growth on Main 
Street while increasing the opportunity on the street level for more lucrative businesses such as restaurants, bars 
or mercantiles. 
 
We need to continue to support the thoughtful growth of Old Town and lure more unique and interesting 
retailers to help make downtown a destination. I feel this would work to support that. 
 
Regards, 
 
Andy 
 
 
 
 
Andy Clark 
Moxie Bread Co.  
641 Main Street 
Louisville, CO 80027 
(720) 456-8461 
www.moxiebreadco.com 
सबैलाई यहाँ ागत छ I 
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Planning Commission

From: Dani Coleman <dani.coleman@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, February 7, 2018 10:32 AM
To: Planning Commission
Subject: Comment regarding proposed Terraces on Main

The proposed 3-story building will not be "compatible with ... those structures immediately adjacent" to 
it  (quotes from the City Code: Policy on Mass and Scale).  Also, approving it will make it possible for other 
buildings to pass this test. 
 
I'm not against development on Main St, but how about simply using two story buildings? Not as profitable for 
the developer, obviously, but would be a compromised that preserves the character of Main St better. 
 
Thanks for your time and service, 
Dani Coleman 
278 Jackson Cir 
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Lisa Ritchie

From: Sara Cory <saracory09@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, February 1, 2018 4:56 PM
To: Planning Commission
Subject: Comment regarding proposed Terraces on Main

That building looks out of place and ugly in that location. Is Boulder's downtown expanding to Louisville's 
downtown? 
 
Sara cory 
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Planning Commission

From: Paula Dallabetta <pauladallabetta@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, February 1, 2018 10:16 AM
To: Planning Commission
Subject: Comment regarding proposed Terraces on Main

Dear Sirs/Madam 
The current 3 story proposal is wrong form main street Louisville.  It does not fit with the architecture and will 
significantly dwarf other buildings in the area.  I am glad it is being redesigned but please keep with the 
character and scope of the current buildings of old town Louisville. 
 
 
 
Paula Dallabetta 
303.883.2999 

202



1

Planning Commission

From: Debbie <debdavies47@msn.com>
Sent: Saturday, February 3, 2018 11:30 PM
To: Planning Commission
Subject: Terraces on Main 

Dear Planning Commission , 

I have a question and some concerns about the Terraces on Main project.   
 
First, how many parking spots are they required to build under their building for the 
80 employees and extra foot traffic the first floor retail spots will generate?  And 
how will people access this parking area?  I work at the Book Cellar, and there are
many times that delivery trucks make it difficult to get into our parking lot from the
narrow alley. I can only imagine 80 employees plus shoppers trying to use the alley
to park at their building.  The downtown area is sorely lacking in parking, and any
new development should be proactive in easing this problem if they can.   
 

I do not think the two story part fronting Main Street fits in with the rest of the
buildings.  It is too big and square looking.  All the other buildings have triangular
and other interesting elements at the front of their buildings.  The third floor aspect
doesn't bother me as much as the blocky two story fronting Main Street.  It just isn't 
an appropriate design for that location.   
 

I am also concerned about the sales hit to the existing businesses near by during
construction.  I remember how businesses struggled when the water/sewer lines 
were put in on Front St.  The Book Cellar has parking for their customers in the
back, and a narrow walkway between them and the new proposed building.  I 
wonder how that walkway will stay safe for the employees and customers of
the  Book Cellar to access it's parking lot.  It would be a huge inconvenience to
have to walk all the way around the block to access the building.  Many pedestrians 
also use this little walkway as they make their way towards Front Street.   
 

Some of the drawings I have seen of this project show the summer patios in front
of this building, which would take away more parking spots and speaks to more
restaurant spots in that space instead of retail spots.   
 

I am looking forward to new construction at that location, but have some very real 
concerns.   
 

Thank you, 

Deborah Davies 

603 W. Aspen Ct 
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Louisville CO  80027   
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Planning Commission

From: Chris Epp <chrisepp1@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, February 4, 2018 8:21 AM
To: Planning Commission
Subject: Terraces on main

I wanted to voice my opinion on boulder creeks builders new project "the terraces on main" the scale and design of this 
building have zero relevance to the adjacent buildings and are totally out of character with the downtown as a whole. 
The scale is too large for the setting and the sheer volume of will loom over downtown like a cloud. Please don't make 
the same mistake other municipalities have. Character counts.  
 
Best, 
Chris Epp 
275 short place 
Louisville  
 
Sent via mobile.  
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Planning Commission

From: Jane Evans <revansj@comcast.net>
Sent: Thursday, February 1, 2018 7:14 AM
To: Planning Commission
Subject: Comment regarding proposed Terraces on Main 

Having reviewed the proposal of building a 3 story Boulder Creek building in historic main street I say no!   First‐ this 
building is taller than  the library , the bank , the other office building by Creative Framing ( which also doesnt fit 
downtown)!!!  Adding their monster building does more than destroy the historic downtown charm that our town has 
pride itself on.   It will add even more parking issues that  their occupants will need, it doesn't bring more people to our 
businesses except to fooderies.  We need retail and a variety of businesses not more office space. If they want this , we 
have the Colorado tech center for this type of building!  
Added to this proposed blight, it was very obvious this past holiday that the whole downtown was festive except the 
Boulder creek building and the bank!  They were dark, no lights and ugly.  They are not adding anything to our 
downtown just taking up valuable space.   
 
I strongly oppose this development.  Louisville can do better! Where is you vision??? What culture do you want to 
promote for the downtown? 
Jane Evans 
Louisville resident  
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Planning Commission

From: Allison Frazier <allisonsher@me.com>
Sent: Thursday, February 1, 2018 11:40 AM
To: Planning Commission
Subject: Comment regarding proposed Terraces on Main

Hello, 
I am a resident of Louisville, and I am writing to express my concern over the proposed 3‐story building on Main Street. I 
have seen the proposed renderings, and as I suspect you will hear from many residents, the look and feel of this new 
building does not fit in with the historic charm of our downtown. It is much too modern and generic looking. There are 
so many areas in Louisville that are stuck with the generic mini‐mall aesthetic. Is that really what we want for Old Town? 
People come to Old Town for the historic charm. If this proposal is approved, I am afraid that it will just be the beginning 
of the end of Old Town. If the developer really wants to build something in Old Town, then they should be forced to 
match the surrounding aesthetic. Even with new construction, surely there are architects who can make new look "old."
 
Sincerely, 
Allison Frazier 
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Planning Commission

From: Curtis Frazier <CFrazier@radius-global.com>
Sent: Thursday, February 1, 2018 12:22 PM
To: Planning Commission
Subject: Terraces on Main

Hello, 
 
I am a resident of Louisville, and I am writing to express my concern over the Terraces on Main  proposal. I feel of this 
new building does not fit in with the historic charm of our downtown. It is much too modern and generic looking. There 
are so many areas in Louisville that are stuck with the generic mini‐mall aesthetic.  
 
People come to Old Town for the historic charm.  If the developer really wants to build something in Old Town, then 
they should be forced to match the surrounding aesthetic. Even with new construction, surely there are architects who 
can make new look "old." 
 
Thanks, 
Curtis Frazier. 
 

 

Curtis Frazier, Ph.D. | Director of Advanced Analytics | Radius Global Market Research 
Louisville, CO | Tel 512.270.5173 
Discover our strategic solutions: radius-global.com 
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Planning

From: Shadlee Friesen <shadleef@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, February 5, 2018 1:47 PM
To: Planning
Subject: The proposed three-story building on Main

Dear Planning Commission, 
I will be unable to attend this week’s meeting so I am sending this email in SUPPORT of the proposed three‐story 
building downtown. Having been a Louisville resident and an active member of this community for the past 26 years, I 
have lived through the positive transformation of our small city into the very desirable place it has become. One of the 
many reasons that our city owns this distinction is due to its “Hometown Main Street.”  The proposed plan, with its 
thoughtful massing, self‐contained parking and street‐level retail possibilities will only add to the character of our 
beloved home town. I commend the company that wants to keep its workers happily  growing its business, producing 
and paying taxes, and is willing to make positive  accommodations in order to stay in our downtown area. Allowing their 
growth, yet maintaining, even improving, those two lots thoughtfully, is in the best interests of Louisville.  
Best regards, 
Shadlee Friesen 
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Kristin Dean

Subject: FW: Terraces on Main

 
 
From: Chris Gabriel [mailto:chrisgabriel101@gmail.com]  
Sent: Monday, February 26, 2018 2:06 PM 
To: City Council 
Subject: Terraces on Main 
 
Hi, 
Just writing in support of this project. The buildings that this would replace are worn down and this seems like a 
much better use of valuable real estate. 
Thanks! 
Chris 
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Planning Commission

From: Jeffrey Gass <jeffreygass19@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, February 1, 2018 8:43 AM
To: Planning Commission
Subject: Comment regarding proposed Terraces on Main 

Have no objection to a 3 story commercial building. 
I would like to see the structure have an old town feel, something that ties into historical Louisville(Mercantile 
Building)not like the Chase Bank building or modern looking residential building 
 
Is the parking garage below ground? Assuming set back is exactly like existing building so dining on sidewalk will not 
hinder pedestrian flow and eliminate street parking in the summer 
 
 
 
 
Jeffrey Gass 
914‐656‐7918 
 
 
 
Sent from my I‐phone 
 
 
Jeffrey Gass 
914‐656‐7918 
Jeffreygass19@gmail.com 
 
 
 
Sent from my I‐phone 
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Planning Commission

From: Alex Gorsevski <churuk@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, February 13, 2018 3:31 PM
To: Planning Commission
Subject: Terraces on Main

Dear Planning Commission: 
 
I'm in support of the Terraces on Main project, but I do have one concern regarding the parking 
garage.  The basement floor plan shows only one entrance/exit to the parking area.  This would 
potentially be a problem for someone entering the garage when the garage is full, since there is no 
obvious way to turn around or safely exit.  The problem would be compounded if another car were to 
follow the first. 
 
Thank you, 
Alex Gorsevski, PE 
711 Pine-Needle Lane 
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Lisa Ritchie

From: Jennifer Haggar <jenniferhaggar@outlook.com>
Sent: Thursday, February 1, 2018 3:10 PM
To: Planning Commission
Subject: Comment regarding proposed Terraces on Main 

I live in Louisville and would like to provide my input on the Terraces on Main.  I think a 3 story building in that 
location is fine.  I don't think it will block anyone's view of the mountains and there are other buildings of that 
height in the area, so the height and overall size of this building seem reasonable. 

I'm a little concerned about the style though.  I would encourage the developers to try to mimic the historic 
buildings in the area, at least on the first level, and try to design the top so that it blends in with the current 
architectural style of the area.  The current 3 story buildings in Main did not use the architectural style of the 
area, and the result is disappointing. For example, the Chase building and 908 Main. 

Thanks, 

Jennifer Haggar 
720-544-1446 
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Kristin Dean

Subject: FW: Building proposed

 
---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: Becky Harney <bucket4roses@gmail.com> 
Date: Wed, Feb 7, 2018 at 9:19 AM 
Subject: Building proposed 
To: Ashley Stolzmann dennism@louisvilleco.gov 

Ashley & Dennis,  
 
I just wanted to weigh in on the building being proposed by Boulder Creek Neighborhoods to replace their 
offices on Main Street - 
 
I am FOR letting them build as planned.   
 
Thanks for serving the citizens of Louisville! 
Becky Harney 
105 Rose St., Lsv. 
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Planning Commission

From: Gail Hartman <gail.a.hartman@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, February 7, 2018 10:26 AM
To: Planning Commission
Subject: Comments re: Terraces on Main proposal

 To the Louisville Planning Commission, 

I am so disappointed and surprised to see the renderings and read the descriptions of Terraces on Main.  I’m 
even more stunned to read that the Planning Dept. is recommending approval. With just one glance at the 
renderings, it is clear that the mass, scale, and design don’t come close to fitting our existing, historic 
downtown—nor do they meet the intentions and guidelines of the City’s Comprehensive Plan. 

There are many talented architects and developers worldwide who work diligently to blend historic and new 
architecture in ways that do not overwhelm original, historic, surrounding buildings, but rather complement 
them.  That kind of work requires an insightful vision that the current plan for Terraces on Main does not reflect 
in any way. 

John Robertson, Principal Director of John Robertson Architecture in the UK stated that, “The work on historic 
constructions is about respecting the past while providing a worthy legacy for the future.”  I see neither a 
respect for Louisville's past nor a worthy legacy for its future in the current Terraces on Main design. I therefore 
urge the Planning Commission to reject this plan that contains so many jarring extremes between modern and 
historic design, mass, and scale—and instead urge the City to work alongside professionals who are interested 
in integrating new design that truly complements the look and feel of Louisville’s unique, historic downtown 
architecture.  

Thank you, 
 
Gail Hartman 
Louisville, CO 
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Kristin Dean

Subject: FW: Comments: Terraces on Main plan

 
 
From: Gail Hartman [mailto:gail.a.hartman@gmail.com]  
Sent: Monday, March 12, 2018 6:04 AM 
To: City Council 
Subject: Comments: Terraces on Main plan 
 

To the Louisville City Council, 

I am writing to urge the City Council to reject the Terraces on Main plan in its current form. 

I was truly shocked as I watched the web stream of the Planning Commission (PC) meeting about this plan. All but one member 
of the PC (who were present) approved to move the plan forward to the City Council. The plan for a 3-story wall of glass alone 
should have given them pause.  And, it did. For a few minutes.  Some members rightly expressed concern about the wall of 
glass, as well as other troubling issues with the overall design. And then all but one chose to ignore their own concerns and 
comments—expressed moments earlier—by voting to approve the plan. One would have expected the PC to have at least 
continued the meeting to work with planning staff and the applicant to address their concerns. That didn’t happen and I believe 
it was a huge mistake that will have serious ramifications for Louisville’s historic downtown.  

With just one glance at the renderings, it is clear that the mass, scale, materials, and design don’t come close to fitting our 
existing, historic downtown—nor do they meet the intentions and guidelines of the Design Handbook for Downtown Louisville 

and the Downtown Louisville Framework Plan. For example,  I remain stumped by the planning staff’s odd 
interpretation that the Terraces on Main meets the Municipal Code Criteria, which requires a PUD to 
have “an appropriate relationship to the surrounding area." I fail to see how that specific criteria is met, not to 
mention the criteria outlined in the Design Handbook for Downtown Louisville, which states that the  “… 
height, width and depth of a new building should be compatible with existing buildings in the area and 
especially with those structures that are immediately adjacent to a project.”  I can’t fathom how the planning 
dept. and PC believe that a 3-story wall of glass is “compatible” with The Huckleberry. Really?  

What’s at stake is the Pine and Main St. area which acts as a “gateway” to our downtown. There is 
no question that the existing buildings in question should be redeveloped. But communities all 
around CO (and the world) have redeveloped historic areas in ways that seamlessly blend historic 
and new architecture such that they do not overwhelm the surrounding buildings, but rather 
complement them.  That kind of work requires an insightful vision that the current plan for 
Terraces on Main does not contain. 

John Robertson, Principal Director of John Robertson Architecture in the UK stated that, “The work on historic constructions is 
about respecting the past while providing a worthy legacy for the future.”  I see neither a respect for Louisville's past nor a 
worthy legacy for its future in the current Terraces on Main plan. 

I therefore urge the City Council to reject the current plan that contains so many jarring extremes between modern and historic 
design, materials, mass, and scale—and instead work alongside the applicant and planning staff to revise the plan into one 
that truly integrates into and complements the mass, scale, and design of Louisville’s existing unique historic downtown. 

Thank you, 
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Gail Hartman 

Louisville, CO 
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Planning Commission

From: Debbie Haseman <hasemandebbie@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, February 5, 2018 7:22 AM
To: Planning Commission
Cc: Debbie Haseman
Subject: Terraces on Main development

Hello Planning Commission, 
I don’t support the design for the Terraces on Main development in downtown Louisville. I don’t like the straight vertical 
and horizontal lines right on the sidewalk and the on the sides of the second stories. I don’t like the boring design of the 
windows. It is uninteresting and not the look that I want to have for our downtown. I have heard the architect say that 
the design follows the current code and respects downtown small town character. It may do this but it is following the 
mid‐century design that should not be copied. Yes, the current old county building had that design, but why should be 
copy something so uninteresting. When I hear people talk about downtown they talk about how cute and charming it is. 
This design for the Terraces is not that. To me it looks urbanized, big city, sleek and industrial. It just doesn’t fit in that 
space.  
 
I also am concerned about the impact of the garage. Yes, I think underground would be good. That I think is a good idea, 
but what are the studies of impact for traffic patterns in the alley? And I also heard that there will be an extension into 
the alley. That is a small space back there. This doesn’t seem like a good idea. 
 
Please please don’t allow this design to move forward. Ask for a new design for this development that fits with turn of 
the century design, that is cute and charming, that looks small town. This is so important.  
 
Thank you, 
Debbie Haseman 
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Planning Commission

From: Joel Hayes <hayesjoel@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, February 1, 2018 8:40 AM
To: Planning Commission
Subject: Proposed Terraces on Main

Dear Commissioners: 
 
I write to oppose the proposed Terraces on Main project.  I believe the 3-story design is incompatible with 
buildings in the area, and is particularly incompatible with the neighboring buildings.  It would tower over all of 
the existing buildings along Main Street, and change the feel charm of old town Louisville.  And it would to an 
already problematic parking and traffic flow problem. 
 
I think it is understatement to say that that it would not appear similar in mass and scale to buildings found 
traditionally in the area.  It would be a disservice to the people who have invested in restaurants, coffee houses, 
art galleries and other businesses in the area based on a old town entertainment scene.  And it would eliminate 
the small downtown feel we love about Louisville. 
 
Thank you for your attention to my letter. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Joel Hayes 
187 Harper St. 
Louisville CO 80027 
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Planning Commission

From: Chris Hobbs <cshobbs@ameritech.net>
Sent: Saturday, February 3, 2018 3:48 PM
To: Planning Commission
Subject: Terraces on Main

Dear Planning Commission - I support the Terraces on Main project and would appreciate your consideration of 
the following points: 
 
 

 Their new offices will be on the upper floors to return the street level to new retail uses 
 
 

 They will consolidate their employees into one space and open up downtown office space for new tenants
 
 

 Their 80 employees will eat, shop and support our small local businesses 
 
 

 They are proposing to build the required parking spaces based on the city code (underneath the building) 
 

 Their architecture respects our small town character by adhering to our current code 
 
 

 Their 3rd floor setback is consistent with our small town character 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Chris 
 
Chris Hobbs 
216-346-2588 
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Planning Commission

From: Jessica Hogan <jhogan11@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, February 2, 2018 12:04 PM
To: Planning Commission
Cc: Benton Hogan
Subject: Public Comment: Terraces on Main Building Proposal

Dear Commissioners,  
 
We are 12 year residents of Louisville and believe that our historic downtown is critical to our culture, our 
unique community and our overall city health. The proposed Terraces on Main simply do not fit within our 
downtown -- the aesthetic will be completely wrong, the size will be incredibly large, dwarfing the adjacent 
buildings and it will post a major threat to the future of our downtown environment. This building, if approved, 
will signal to all developers that Louisville doesn't care to maintain our historic landmarks and everything is for 
sale. It's a slippery slope we should be wise to avoid. 
 
Thank you and thank you for your hard work on behalf of our community. 
 
Jessica and Ben Hogan 
236 W Sycamore Lane, Louisville 
 
 
Re: https://mailchi.mp/c3ba43adf7e6/neighborhood_meeting_87_houses_and_townhomes_proposed-1111969 
 
--  
Jessica Hogan 
c 214.236.0984 
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Planning Commission

From: Nick Jacobs <nickongrant@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, February 5, 2018 8:21 PM
To: Planning Commission
Subject: Main St Building Proposal

Dear Commissioners, 
I am so pleased and truly excited to hear about the newly proposed development on Main St., next to Huckleberry. The 
third floor is a brilliant idea and so wonderfully designed. More density is needed in Old Town.  People like me are 
seeking greater choice, more density, and diversity in our beloved town. I believe this project will deliver much needed 
office space, a huge restaurant and finally, underground parking!!!  Even if the parking is private, it’s the precedent‐
setting action of simply having it here that gets me so excited.  
 
It is critically important that our town evolves just like our pioneering, coal mining first residents intended. Yes, they did 
intend for growth...that’s why they came here. We must not fall prey to the people whose primary civic contribution 
seems to be screaming, “no,” at everything and everyone.  Please encourage more development of this size, density, 
type, and intensity before Old Town Louisville is leap‐frogged by neighboring downtowns for doing the same.  We are 
not immune to economic collapse or the chronic depression of our vibrant growth, to suggest otherwise is nonsense. 
The vast majority of Old Town residents desperately want more and better options for commerce in Old Town.  All 
proprietors will benefit because it will draw more people, for longer periods, more frequently.   
 
Please act with authenticity and intellectual honesty about our future. 
 
Sincerely, 
Nick Jacobs 
1108 Grant Avenue 
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Lisa Ritchie

From: patsy <pjames7420@msn.com>
Sent: Thursday, February 1, 2018 6:35 PM
To: Planning Commission
Subject: Comment regarding proposed Terraces on Main 

Dear Planning Commissioner 
 
I hope you do not grant a building permit to the  Louisville Downtown development of the three story commercial 
building in Historic Downtown building. It is massive, does not fit with the culture of downtown and does not fit with the 
overall growth plan for Louisville  
 
Louisville is a charming small town and does not need a three story box in the middle of Main Street. 
 
I was a long time residence of Louisville and really hate to see this type of development to go through. Progress is 
important, but not this massive development. 
 
Thank you for your consideration and listening to the people who cherish Louisville. 
 
Kindly 
 
Patsy James 
7420 Panorama Drive 
Boulder County, 
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Planning Commission

From: E Kaufman <e3d.kaufman@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, February 4, 2018 7:58 PM
To: Planning Commission
Subject: Terraces on Main Project 

Dear Planning Commission, 
 
 
I support the Terraces on Main project. I believe this is what Louisville needs to stay vibrant and progressive in 
attracting people to live, work, shop, and do business in Louisville. Some things to consider: 
 
 

 Their new offices will be on the upper floors to return the street level to new retail uses 
 
 

 They will consolidate their employees into one space and open up downtown office space for new tenants
 
 

 Their 80 employees will eat, shop and support our small local businesses 
 
 

 They are proposing to build the required parking spaces based on the city code (underneath the building) 
 

 Their architecture respects our small town character by adhering to our current code 
 
 

 Their 3rd floor setback is consistent with our small town character 
 
If Louisville doesn’t change with the times, it runs the risk of becoming the early 2000’s version of the Druid 
Arms, Senõr T’s and Hickory Sticks. No one will want to spend money and time here. I trust you all to ensure 
current code compliance. Please move forward with this project and take Louisville into the future.  
 
Thank you, 
Elizabeth Kaufman  
783 Orchard Dr  
Louisville  
720-891-3553 
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Planning Commission

From: Gloria Kirkpatrick <gloriaskirkpatrick@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, February 2, 2018 9:18 PM
To: Planning Commission
Subject: Terraces on Main Street 

To the Planning Commission, 
 
I am in favor of going forward with Boulder Creek Neighborhoods building plan for the following reasons 
 

 Their new offices will be on the upper floors to return the street level to new retail uses 
 
 

 They will consolidate their employees into one space and open up downtown office space for new tenants
 
 

 Their 80 employees will eat, shop and support our small local businesses 
 
 

 They are proposing to build the required parking spaces based on the city code (underneath the building) 
 

 Their architecture respects our small town character by adhering to our current code 
 
 

 Their 3rd floor setback is consistent with our small town character 
 
 
Gloria Kirkpatrick 
303-941-6158 
 
Gloria sent from my iPad 
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Planning Commission

From: Jill Kranitz <jillkranitz@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, February 2, 2018 12:00 PM
To: Planning Commission
Subject: 3 Story building on Main Street.

Please do not approve either the size of this building or the style.  The size looks ridiculous in contrast 
to the buildings it is next two.  Do we not care about the charm of this town that is part of what makes 
Louisville a wonderful place to live?  As for the style, that too looks ridiculous.  I think there must be a 
way to find something that matches Louisville.   
 
It looks like this building wouldn't even have enough frontage space to match the size its size. 
 
Again, PLEASE don't approve this building's size or style!!! 
 
Thank you. 
 
A concerned Louisville resident. 
 
Jill Kranitz 
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Planning Commission

From: Michael Kranzdorf <mike@amterre.com>
Sent: Wednesday, February 7, 2018 10:51 AM
To: Planning Commission
Subject: February 8 Agenda

Hello, 
 
I am writing in support of both proposals on the February 8, 2018 agenda. Clementine Commons appears to be a good 
use of the land on East Street. I do have a concern about the increased traffic on East Street, which is not very wide, and 
also at the intersection at Pine Street and East Street. Perhaps the city can find a way to keep that intersection moving 
more freely in the future. 
 
Terraces on Main is a great reuse of the outdated structures at 712 and 722 Main Street. The return of the ground floor 
to retail use and the additional parking are very positive for the downtown environment. The third floor seems far 
enough from Main Street to be unobtrusive and will provide excellent office space for years to come. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Michael Kranzdorf 
Amterre Property Group LLC 
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Planning Commission

From: Deb Kulcsar <debkulcsar55@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, February 1, 2018 7:04 AM
To: Planning Commission
Subject: Comment regarding proposed Terraces on Main 

Hello 
My husband and I moved to Old Town Louisville on Jefferson Ave 30 years ago.  We had our lovely home put 
on the historical register to preserve the old town feel.  We’ve seen too many homes that were scraped and now 
look like California. 
 
After seeing the plan for the 3 story building smack dab in the middle of Main Street, I’m writing to request that 
any building in that spot at least LOOK like the rest of Old Town.  That huge block would change the character, 
and if that’s what Louisville is attempting to do, maybe that is the right style.  But it looks like Boulder does 
NOW.  The other building on Main the next 2 blocks north was enough of a change.  AND — is that building 
even OCCUPIED? 
 
I’m for reducing the height for sure.  If Louisville is heading towards a more Boulder feel, then it looks like a 
nice building. 
But it’s doesn’t lend itself to the old town feel of Louisville.   
 
Thanks for reading. 
============= 
Deb Kulcsar, MS 
Director, Experiential Learning Associates 
Adjunct Faculty, Red Rocks Community College 
Lead Challenge Course Facilitator, West Pines Training Center 
 
http://experientiallearningassociates.org 
http://www.facebook.com/debra.kulcsar 
westpinestrainingcenter.org 
https://www.facebook.com/ExperientialLearning 
 
720-291-6390 cell 
303-665-9381 alternate 
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MEMORANDUM	
	

DATE:		February	2,	2018	
	

TO:		Planning	Commission	
	
FROM:		John	Leary	
	
SUBJECT:		Terrace	on	Main	PUD	
	
Introduction	
	
The	decision	on	the	Terrace	on	Main	PUD	is	straightforward	with	a	
judgment	laden	decision	process.		It	is	straightforward	as	it	essentially	
comes	down	to	answering	the	question	–	Does	it	fit?		It	is	highly	
judgmental	as,	aside	from	a	few	fairly	objective	criteria,	there	is	no	
prescriptive	basis	for	answering	the	question.			Rather,	the	decision	
must	be	made	by	relying	largely	on	aesthetic	judgments.	
	
This	being	said,	there	are	a	number	of	policies,	standards,	and	laws	that	
must	be	used	to	inform	these	judgments.			It	is	not	a	decision	to	be	made	
on	a	on	the	basis	of	personal	ideologies.1	
	
Decision	Context	
	
The	PUD	approval	criteria	in	the	Louisville	Municipal	Code	interface	
with	two	City	documents	–	the	Downtown	Louisville	Framework	Plan	
(Framework	Plan)	and	the	City	of	Louisville	Design	Handbook	for	
Downtown	Louisville	(Handbook).		The	Framework	Plan	has	been	
incorporated	into	the	City’s	Comprehensive	Plan	and	the	Handbook	
has	been	incorporated	into	the	Municipal	Code.	
	
Since	the	Framework	Plan	is	part	of	the	Comprehensive	Plan,	the	PUD	in	
question	must	be	found	consistent	with	it.		One	of	the	main	issues	for	
developing	the	Plan	was		“…	the	need	to	ensure	that	new	development,	
redevelopment	and	restoration	are	in	keeping	with	the	historic	scale	
																																																								
1	There	has	been	a	perception	in	the	community	that,	in	the	past	few	years,	some	
Planning	Commission	members	have	eschewed	using	mandated	criteria	in	favor	of	
personal	ideologies.	
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and	character	of	the	downtown	area.”	2	The	first	goal	of	the	project	for	
developing	the	Plan	was:		The	“downtown	should	develop	in	a	manner	
that	enhances	its	traditional	character.”		The	Plan’s	first	
recommendation	for	action	was	to	“develop	formal	urban	design	and	
architectural	guidelines	for	the	downtown	commercial	area	that	can	be	
applied	during	the	City’s	planned	unit	development	(PUD)	review	
process.		These	guidelines	should	ensure	that	the	historic	scale	and	
character	of	the	downtown	streetscape	is	maintained.”3		
	
Based	on	this	recommendation	the	Handbook	was	developed4.		As	with	
the	Framework	Plan,	the	Handbook	dedicates	considerable	space	to	
establishing	the	intent	of	the	document.		This	creates	a	clear	context	and	
helps	define	the	purpose	of	the	standards	and	guidelines.		The	
introduction	contains	the	following	“general	standard	for	new	
construction:		New	interpretation	of	traditional	building	types	are	
encouraged,	such	that	they	are	seen	as	products	of	their	own	time	and	
yet	compatible	with	their	old	neighbors.		
1)	Historic	details	that	were	not	found	in	Louisville	are	inappropriate.	
2)	However,	using	traditional	proportions	of	height,	width	and	depth	
are	very	important	to	be	compatible	with	the	established	mass	and	scale	
of	downtown	Louisville.”5	
	
I	have	initially	focused	on	the	intent	of	these	documents	to	emphasize	
their	overall	purpose.		They	exist	for	the	main	purpose	of	preserving	the	
historical	character	of	downtown	Louisville	and	are	integral	to	
informing	the	judgments	required	by	the	Louisville	Municipal	Code	
(LMC)	in	determining	the	acceptability	of	PUDs	in	downtown	Louisville.		
It	is	a	mistake	to	focus	solely	on	individual	standards	and	guidelines	and	
to	essentially	add	up	yeses	and	noes.		The	important	thing	is	to	look	at	
them	in	the	overall	context	of	their	purpose.		Most	of	the	standards	and	
guidelines	in	the	Handbook	are	not	intended	to	be	prescriptive	as	“they	
do	not	dictate	solutions.		Instead,	they	define	a	range	of	appropriate	

																																																								
2	Framework	Plan	p.	3.	
3	Framework	Plan	p.	5.		
4	The	Handbook	and	Framework	Plan	were	actually	developed	in	roughly	in	the	
same	timeframe.		The	Council	adopted	the	Framework	Plan	and	incorporated	the	
Handbook	into	the	Code	in	the	“proper”	order.	
5	Handbook	p.	3.	
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responses	to	a	variety	of	specific	design	issues.”6		Yes,	some	of	the	
standards	are	mandatory,	but	it	takes	a	combination	of	mandatory	and	
voluntary	to	meet	the	purpose	of	the	Handbook	and	to	subsequently	
satisfy	mandatory	PUD	criteria.	
	
The	City	is	solidly	and	purposely	in	the	business	of	regulating	design,	
mass,	and	scale	in	downtown	Louisville.		Hopefully,	you	will	believe	this	
to	be	obvious.	However,	in	the	past,	it	has	not	always	been	the	view	of	
some	members	of	the	Planning	Commission.	
	
Municipal	Code	PUD	Requirements	Relating	to	Handbook	
	
17.28	of	the	LMC	practically	trips	over	itself	making	it	clear	that	
standards	and	guidelines	in	the	Handbook	must	be	considered	in	
considering	a	commercial	PUD.		Moreover,	it	sets	a	very	high	standard	
for	“waiving	or	modifying”	standards	by	requiring	a	project	must	first	
meet	the	requirements	of	17.28.110	and	consequently	the	“spirit	and	
intent”	of	the	criteria	in	17.28.120.		This	is	a	very	high	standard	as	some	
of	these	criteria	outweigh	standards	and	guidelines	found	in	the	
Handbook.	
	
The	predominant	issue	in	deciding	the	acceptability	of	this	PUD	is	that	
of	mass	and	scale.		The	following	Handbook	policy	addresses	this	issue:		
“The	mass	and	scale	of	buildings	in	downtown	Louisville	are	among	the	
greatest	influences	for	compatible	construction	in	the	community.	The	
height,	width	and	depth	of	a	new	building	should	be	compatible	with	
existing	buildings	in	the	area	and	especially	with	those	structures	that	
are	immediately	adjacent	to	a	project.	The	scale	of	a	building	also	should	
relate	to	its	lot	size	and	placement	on	the	lot."7	
	
A	number	of	Handbook	standards	address	this	issue.		Below	is	a	list	of	
key	standards	followed	by	an	assessment	of	how	well	they	are	met	by	
the	Terrace	on	Main	proposal.	
	

1) G1.		"All	projects	should	respect	the	traditional	context	of	
downtown."	

																																																								
6	Handbook	p.	vii.	
7	Handbook	p.	24.		
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	 Despite	some	attempts	to	mitigate	the	mass	and	scale	of	this	
	 building	it	clearly	is	not	close	to	traditional	buildings.		From	most	
	 street	views8	the	building	will	not	approach	looking	traditional.	
	

	 2)	G20.		"New	construction	should	appear	similar	in	mass	and	
	 scale	to	structures	found	traditionally	in	the	area."	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 			
	
	 (Assessment	same	as	G1).	
	
	 3)	G21.		"A	larger	building	may	be	divided	into	“modules”	that	
	 reflect	the	traditional	scale	of	construction."	

	
	 The	applicant	makes	a	good	faith	effort	to	use	this	standard.		
	 However,	the	third	floor	creates	a	“cap”	that	unifies	the		 	
	 appearance	of	the	building.		The	modular	effect	is	essentially	
	 negated.	

				
4)	G34.		"The	ratio	of	windows	to	wall	surface	should	be	similar	to	
that	seen	traditionally.		Guideline	1)	under	this	standard	states	
“large	surfaces	of	glass	are	inappropriate	on	residential	structures	
and	on	the	upper	floor	of	commercial	buildings."	
	
	The	third	floor	of	the	building	violates	this	standard.	
	
5)	C6."If	a	third	story	is	to	be	used,	it	should	appear	as	a	
subordinate	addition	to	a	two‐story	building.		Guideline	2)	The	
third	story	should	be	setback	substantially	from	the	sidewalk	
edge	such	that	the	buildings	will	appear	to	be	two	stories	in	height	
as	seen	from	across	the	street."			
	
The	third	story	setback	does	not	eliminate	the	ability	to	see	the	
story	from	across	the	street.		The	building	design	ensures	that,	for	
half	the	building,	most	of	the	third	story	will	be	visible	and	it	is	

																																																								
8	This	building	would	look	humongous	from	the	sidewalk	across	the	street.		
Additionally,	the	street	view	also	includes	views	from	sidewalks	on	all	sides	of	the	
proposed	building.		For	example,	the	view	from	the	sidewalk	between	the	Lucky	Pie	
and	Main	Street	would	also	be	extremely	impacted.	
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unlikely	the	other	half	will	be	blocked	by	the	modular	two	story	
structures.9				Furthermore,	as	can	be	seen	in	the	north	and	south	
views	of	the	structure,	as	one	approaches	the	building,	from	either	
direction	on	the	sidewalk	across	the	street,	the	third	story	is	
clearly	visible.		
	

The	Framework	Plan	also	addresses	the	third	story	issue.		It	contains	
the	following	policy:		“Permit	development	at	a	two	story	scale	with		
three‐story	buildings	permitted	when	defined	goals	are	achieved.		These		
goals	could	include	providing	public	spaces	such	as	plazas	or	
outdoor	dining	areas,	providing	public	art	and	meeting	defined	historic		
preservation	goals.		
	
To	my	knowledge,	there	has	never	been	a	delineation	of	goals	in	
response	to	this	policy.		As	discussed	earlier,	the	Framework	Plan	called	
for	the	development	of	“urban	design	and	architectural	guidelines”	that	
“should	ensure	that	the	historic	scale	and	character	of	the	downtown	
streetscape	is	maintained.”10		Given	this	direction,	I	believe	it	is	safe	to	
say	the	Handbook	philosophies	and	standards	reasonably	express	the	
goals	for	downtown	Louisville.	
	
Municipal	Code	PUD	Plan	Criteria	
	
17.28.050	and	17.28.110	of	the	LMC,	in	combination,	allow	standards	
and	guidelines	from	the	Handbook	to	be	waived	by	the	City	Council,	but	
only	if	the	criteria	in	17.28.120	are	met.		17.28.120	contains	the	criteria	
for	approving	a	development	plan.			
	
17.28.120.	A	1,8	and	11	apply	to	the	Terrace	on	Main	development	plan.	
A.1	and	A.3	deal	with	related	issues.	A.1	requires	the	proposed	building	
to	have	"an	appropriate	relationship	to	the	surrounding	area.		A.8	
requires	the	building	to	have	an	appropriate	"site	relationship	and	
bulk."			
	
The	mass	and	scale	of	this	building	is	far	in	excess	the	buildings	on	
either	side	of	it.		It	would	totally	dominate	the	row	of	buildings	in	which	

																																																								
9	There	are	no	to	scale	drawings	from	“across	the	street”	in	the	applicant’s	proposal.	
10	Framework	Plan,	Page	5.	
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it	would	be	built.		Furthermore,	it	would	exceed	the	height	of	any	other	
building	in	the	downtown	area.		Criteria	A1	&	A3	are	not	met.	
	
A.11	requires	the	plan	to	comply	with	"all	applicable	design	standards	
and	guidelines...		This	creates	an	interesting		"catch	22,"	as	this	criterion	
cannot	be	waived	unless	it	is	met.		As	has	been	demonstrated	above	
many	of	the	standards	have	not	been	met.			
	
Part	B	of	17.28.120	requires	the	project,	as	opposed	to	Part	A	which	
deals	with	the	plan,	to	be	consistent	with	a	set	of	criteria	and		
guidelines.	11		
	
B	1	and	15	are	relevant	to	this	project.		B.1	requires	the	development	to		
"be	in	accordance	with	the	adopted	elements	of	the	comprehensive	
development	plan	of	the	city,	and	in	accordance	with	any	adopted	
development	design	standards	and	guidelines."		As	discussed	above	
this	criterion	has	not	been	met.	
	
B.15	states		"architectural	design	of	buildings	shall	be	compatible	in	
design	with	the	contours	of	the	site,	compatible	with	surrounding	
designs	and	neighborhoods,	shall	promote	harmonious	transitions	and	
scale	in	character	in	areas	of	different	planned	uses,	and	shall	
contribute	to	a	mix	of	styles	within	the	city."	Based	on	above	
discussions,	this	criterion	has	not	been	met.	
	

LMC	Zoning	Requirements	
	
Early	in	this	memo	I	dwelled	on	the	issue	of	this	decision	being	a	
mixture	of	aesthetic	judgments	and	compliance	with	the	spirit	and	
intent	of	documents	created	to	inform	your	decision.		The	way	the	
zoning	ordinance	deals	with	height	restrictions	in	downtown	Louisville	
fully	demonstrates	this	relationship.		Footnote	10	in	17.12.040	of	the	
LMC	leaves	the	issue	of	heights	to	the	discretion	of	the	City	Council.		The	
footnote	reads:		"...	As	part	of	any	subdivision	or	development	plan	
approval,	the	city	council	may	require	a	lower	maximum	building	
height	within	such	commercial	Core	Area	or	Transition	Area	of	
Downtown	Louisville	based	on	application	of	criteria	set	forth	in	titles	
																																																								
11	For	the	matter	at	hand,	this	appears	to	be	approaching	a	distinction	without	a	
difference.	
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16	and	17	and	the	Design	Handbook	for	Downtown	Louisville,	and	in	
order	to	ensure	varied	building	heights	and	the	appearance	of	a	two‐
story	building	mass	from	the	street	pedestrian	scale."	
	
The	message	here,	is	that	taking	certain	pieces	of	information	into	
account,	the	City	Council	can	set	building	heights	that	would	
accommodate	the	need	for	varied	building	heights	and	ensuring	no	
building	looks	taller	than	two	stories	from	the	street.	
	
In	sum,	there	is	no	"height	by	right"	in	downtown	Louisville.	
	

Summary	
	
Preserving	the	historical	character	of	downtown	Louisville	is	a	high	
priority	for	the	City	of	Louisville.		Our	leaders	have,	over	the	pass	20	
years,	demonstrated	this	by	putting	in	place	policies	and	requirements	
to	achieve	this	goal.		The	citizens	of	Louisville	have	backed	up	this	goal	
by	twice	taxing	themselves	to	help	preserve	the	character	of	our	
downtown.		At	the	same	time	we	have,	as	a	City,	recognized	there	will	be	
change	in	the	downtown	area	and	it	your	responsibility	to	guide	that	
change	in	a	way	that	is	consistent	with	established	policies	and	
regulations.		
	
To	sum	up,	despite	all	of	the	above	verbiage,	the	issue	before	you	comes	
down	to	answering	the	simple	question	I	began	with.		Does	it	fit?		I	think	
not.	
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Planning Commission

From: Ron LoSasso <etz74@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, February 2, 2018 3:08 PM
To: Planning Commission
Subject: 3 story Main Street plan

We are not in favor of this plan.  
Ron LoSasso 
498 Eisenhower Dr 
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Planning Commission

From: Jeffrey Lucas <JLucas@baronproperties.com>
Sent: Tuesday, February 6, 2018 8:14 AM
To: Planning Commission
Subject: Letter in Support of New Boulder Creek Neighborhoods Building

Planning Commission Board Members –  
 
I recently wrote a letter to Council in favor of the Voltage building proposal on Main Street. Since it captures my feelings 
about the proposed Boulder Creek Neighborhoods building so well, I will reiterate my sentiment below: 
 
I am writing in regard to the proposed Boulder Creek Neighborhoods on Main St. As a member of the DBA and devoted resident 
of Historic Downtown Louisville, I am in full support of the proposal. A failure to foster growth, innovation, and job creation in our 
community would be a huge detriment to all Louisville citizens. The Planning Commission has a duty to uphold the best interests 
of the community, and there is no doubt that halting business development and progress in Historic Downtown is in direct 
opposition to this charter. 
  
Surrounding cities such as Lafayette, Erie, and Longmont are competing to attract businesses, citizens, and a prized reputation. 
In many instances, such as Retail, these communities have began to outcompete Louisville. If this continues, Louisville’s 
reputation, vibrancy, and character are at stake. 
  
I am 28 years old and have owned property in Old Town for 2 years. I intend to be here for many more decades, and have faith 
that the unique buzz of our community will only grow over time. However, the prejudice against change and progress must stop. 
I urge you to make the right decision and support, not only the Boulder Creek neighborhoods PUD proposal, but all future 
commerce and development in Old Town. 
  
My very best, 
Jeff 
 
 
 
 
Jeffrey Lucas 
Baron Properties | Mountain West Industrial Properties | Liv URBN 
1401 17th Street, Suite 700 
Denver, CO 80202 
(719) 640-5828 – mobile 
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Planning Commission

From: Terry Lynch <tlynch11@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, February 6, 2018 6:31 AM
To: Planning Commission
Subject: Comment regarding proposed Terraces on Main

Members of the Louisville City Planning Commission; 
Please do not approve the Terraces on Main development. 
I believe this new building would change the character of Main Street, one of the city’s greatest assets. 
Louisville has enough development that falls within the current guidelines, making exceptions opens up a “bag 
of worms” and encourages other developers to spend time and money planning a development which will cost 
the city time and money to review. 
Thank you, 
Terry Lynch 
1117 1/2 La Farge Avenue  
Louisville, CO 80027 
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Lisa Ritchie

From: Jules Marie <ecowriter@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, February 1, 2018 7:24 PM
To: Planning Commission
Subject: 3-story building feedback.

Scale it down! Geez! What is with the commission? The fact that the design is this far 
along tells me the writing's on the wall and it's a done deal. It's completely ridiculous 
that it's even gotten this far.  
 
How about you say no and don't suck up to whomever is trying to persuade you to say 
yes to this deal. Just say no!  
 
We have got to stop trying to make Louisville like every other town. Louisville is losing 
its charm due to construction ideas/projects like this that don't even begin to fit our 
homey downtown image. Delo's "Monopoly-like" homes detract even further. Don't blast 
me with a NIMBY response; that's not what this is about. I'm all for growth when it's 
planned well and fits with the character of the town and this project does NOT fit with 
Louisville's character, IMHO. If we say yes to this design, it'll be a snowball effect.  
 
Please say no. Do not succumb to peer pressure; we do not need a building of this 
height in downtown. Please think this through and say no to this ridiculous project. 
 
Thank you.  
 
Jules Marie 
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Planning Commission

From: Michael McClure <michael.mcclure.inc@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, February 4, 2018 2:56 PM
To: Planning Commission
Subject: Boulder Creek Redevelopment Project

I am a Louisville resident in support of the Boulder Creek offices on Main Street in Louisville being 
redeveloped according to the plans on the website, including the 3rd story. 
 
More parking is great, and more people working downtown helps support the local restaurants at lunch and 
dinner, etc. 
 
I think having it look new is a good idea - new buildings trying to look old end up looking neither. I used to live 
in Denver and areas like Mayfair, Wash Park, and Cherry Creek have mixed old and new nicely. 
 
We already have a 3 story building on Main Street and I don't think another will harm anything.  
 
 
-- 
Michael McClure      michael.mcclure.inc@gmail.com      303.807.3210 
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Planning Commission

From: Vickee McFarren <vickeemcfarren@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, February 4, 2018 12:00 PM
To: Planning Commission
Subject: 712-722 Main St, Louisville CO 80027

I am in support of the proposed building by Boulder Creek Neighborhoods. The 3rd story 
setback keeps the old feel, and if their parking is as promised, will not adversely affect 
the neighborhood too much. Yes, there will be a bit more traffic. I do believe the 
employees will shop/eat/be a benefit. As a person who goes to downtown Louisville 
frequently, I agree with all the bullet points below: 

 

 Their new offices will be on the upper floors to return the street level to 
new retail uses 

 

 They will consolidate their employees into one space and open up 
downtown office space for new tenants 

 

 Their 80 employees will eat, shop and support our small local businesses 

 

 They are proposing to build the required parking spaces based on the 
city code (underneath the building) 

  

 Their architecture respects our small town character by adhering to our 
current code 

 

 Their 3rd floor setback is consistent with our small town character  

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Vickee McFarren 
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689 Flagstone Place 

Superior, CO 80027 
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Lisa Ritchie

From: Tommi McHugh <tommibeth@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, February 1, 2018 7:56 PM
To: Planning Commission
Subject: Proposed Terraces on Main

Planning Commission Members, 
I am so saddened by the continued growth and development in our town and how it is impacting the quality of 
life.  As a resident of Old Town I see daily how the parking, congestion, and general feel of our "small town" 
has already changed drastically in the past 10 years. Small homes are being replaced by huge homes that do not 
at all fit in with what original homes look like. New developments are popping up so constantly that I no longer 
feel like I live in an oasis surrounded by a sea of development.  I now live in the midst of that development. 
 
Can we please work with a rationale that limits the desire to grow, and instead work to truly preserve what 
makes our town so special?  The proposed building would greatly impact our town.  If we allow one three story 
building, it will quickly become the trend to build all buildings even bigger, and taller.  Where will all these 
people park?  The building that is there is certainly not of great historical significance, but the proposed 
building would so greatly impact even further the look and feel of our town.  Let's work towards the 
preservation of what made Louisville the best place to live, and stop trying to cash in on that by replacing that 
special look and feel with more people, and development. 
 
Thanks for your time and your work to keep Louisville great.  I appreciate all you do, and the time you give. 
 
Tommi McHugh 
700 Lincoln Ave 
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Michael B. Menaker 
1827 W. Choke Cherry Drive 
Louisville, Colorado 80027 

303.665.9811 
michael@hostworks.net 

 
February 3, 2018 
 
Dear Chairman Brauneis and Planning Commissioners: 
 
I will be unable to attend your meeting on February 8th, but wanted to 
share my thoughts and comments on the “Terraces On Main Street” 
project. 
 
A small group (truly less than a dozen folks) have been circulating an 
alarmist and distorted representation of this project in an attempt to 
stir up public angst and anger. Using a technical elevation that is not 
representative of real world views and total square footage numbers, 
this is an attempt to present the Terraces as some kind of gross 
outlier and unacceptable to Louisville. 
 
Nothing could be further from the truth. As detailed in your meeting 
packet: 

 The 3rd story is set back 49 feet from the street and less 
than half the size of the main floor to minimize mass. 
 

 Of the total square footage (37,171sf) –10,754sf is in the 
parking garage, and 5,560sf plus half of the parking 
garage is basement space – invisible from the street. 

 
 The Main St. façade is divided into sections which are 

similar to traditional downtown buildings. 
 

 Half of the building is one story to accommodate the 
existing historic building that is home to the Huckleberry. 
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You will hear much about “compatibility” and “character”. That 
discussion should recognize that most of the block is comprised of 
old, non-historic structures that may well be redeveloped themselves 
in the future. Should the design of the Terraces be held hostage to – 
as an example - the old Black Diamond, now home to The Melting 
Pot? I think not. Is the building now home to the Double Happy an 
architectural treasure? 
 
Compatibility with the future is as important as compatibility with the 
present.  
 
As to “character”. I find that the character of downtown is defined by 
the people in the buildings more than the buildings themselves. 
Creating a new place for a daytime population downtown that will 
work, shop and dine there will do nothing but add to the character of 
downtown and the success of our local businesses 
 
I find the “The Terraces On Main Street” to be welcome and needed 
addition to Louisville. The third story allows for retail uses at street 
level, it’s design respectful of its historic neighbor to the South, its 
new tenants welcome by all downtown businesses, and its 
accommodation of all required parking on site commendable. 
 
Let me leave you with two thoughts: 

 Louisville is not, and never should become, a museum. 
We should always aspire to be a dynamic, vital and 
evolving community.  

 
 We need not deprive the present (and the future) in the 

name of protecting the past. Let us not confuse history with 
nostalgia – successful communities change over time. 

 
Thank you all for your consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 
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Planning Commission

From: Leslee Miller <lesleem_21@icloud.com>
Sent: Sunday, February 4, 2018 4:05 PM
To: Planning Commission
Subject: New downtown development

 
Dear Planning Commission - I support the Terraces on Main project and would appreciate your consideration of 
the following points: 
 
 

 Their new offices will be on the upper floors to return the street level to new retail uses 
 
 

 They are proposing to build the required parking spaces based on the city code (underneath the building) 
 

 Their architecture respects our small town character by adhering to our current code 
 
Leslee Miller 
2150 Charles Lane 
Louisville  
 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Planning Commission

From: Debbie Moguillansky <dmoguill@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, February 2, 2018 8:41 PM
To: Planning Commission
Subject: Support for Terraces on Main

Hello, I am a Louisville resident and live near Fireside Elementry school. I wanted to express my support for 
the Terraces on Main project. It will add more retail/restaurant space to the street while also allowing businesses 
to stay local in Louisville. I think having more retail space will be very valuable and will bring more people to 
our lovely little downtown and expand our economy.  
 
Thanks for considering! 
Debbie Moguillansky   
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Planning Commission

From: Richard Morgan <richardmorgan644@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, February 3, 2018 1:39 PM
To: Planning Commission
Subject: I support The Terraces on Main

Good afternoon, Planning Commissioners. 
 
I am a 20 year resident of Louisville.  I live at 644 W. Pine Street.   
 
I'm writing you today to express my full support for the Terraces on Main, a new development by Boulder 
Creek Neighborhoods, a Louisville business.  They have designed two beautiful buildings that respect the 
character and culture of historic downtown, while also adding maximum utility. 
 
I would ask that you give consideration to the following strong project details: 
 
1.  Boulder Creek Neighborhoods intends to consolidate their employees into this new office space, which will 
make available new downtown office space for other tenants. 
 
2.  Consolidating employees into this location will increase demand for local retail businesses and restaurants, 
which is sorely needed. 
 
3.  The architectural design, especially the 3rd floor set back, respects the small town character of Louisville 
and adheres to current code. 
 
4.  New office space will be located on the upper floors thereby returning the street level to new retail uses. 
 
5.  Required parking will be conveniently located under the building. 
 
Boulder Creek Neighborhoods is a valued local business and employer.  I support their desire to activate this 
current "dead" space on Main Street.  Thank you for giving their project your full and fair consideration. 
 
Most sincerely, 
Richard 
_______________________ 
Richard Morgan 
303.956.8188 (cell) 
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Planning Commission

From: mrgnfmly3 <mrgnfmly3@aol.com>
Sent: Thursday, February 8, 2018 5:15 PM
To: Planning Commission
Subject: The Terraces on Main

Good afternoon members of the Planning Commission. 
 
My name is Margaret Morgan.  I live at 644 W. Pine St.  I'm writing you today to express my total support for 
the project known as The Terraces on Main. 
 
I believe you should give this thoughtfully designed project your full consideration and approval given some of 
its primary business and design attributes to include: 
 
1.  Although it's a 3-story building, the 3rd floor is set way back off the street.  Moreover, required parking will 
be under the buildings. 
 
2.  Boulder Creek Neighborhoods, the owner, intends to consolidate its employee base (80 employees!) to 
downtown Louisville. No doubt, this will have very positive impact on local business receipts and the City's 
retail sales tax revenue. 
 
3.  The existing 70's era, single story office buildings are an eyesore!  Boulder Creek's design activates the 
extremely important Main and Pine intersection, and returns the street level back to a retail use. 
 
4.  Finally, Boulder Creek's design respects the character of downtown Louisville and conforms to current 
building code. 
 
Boulder Creek Neighborhood is a respected and valued local Louisville business and employer.  I support this 
building concept and this business. 
 
Thank you for your attention to this request. 
 
Most sincerely, 
Margaret Morgan 
 
 
 
Sent from my Sprint Samsung Galaxy S7. 
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Planning Commission

From: Susan <susankmorris@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, February 8, 2018 7:22 AM
To: Planning Commission
Subject: Main Street proposal

I think the three story building proposal for Main St is a very bad idea. It is important for the Louisville downtown to 
maintain its very individual look.  This proposal does not support that concept.  
Please vote no  for this proposal.  
Thank you 
Susan Morris 
939 West Maple Court 
Louisville 
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Kristin Dean

From: Rob Zuccaro
Sent: Friday, February 9, 2018 10:32 AM
To: Kristin Dean
Subject: FW: Feedback for City of Louisville, CO

 
 
Robert Zuccaro, AICP 
Planning & Building Safety Director 
City of Louisville 
rzuccaro@louisvilleco.gov 
303‐335‐4590 
 
The Department of Planning & Building Safety is collecting feedback to improve our customer service.   
Please let us know how we are doing by completing this short survey! 
 
From: info@louisvilleco.gov [mailto:info@louisvilleco.gov]  
Sent: Friday, February 9, 2018 10:13 AM 
To: Citizen Inquiries <info@louisvilleco.gov> 
Subject: Feedback for City of Louisville, CO 
 
You have received this feedback from John Myers < jmyers@accountingworksllc.com > for the following page: 
 
http://www.louisvilleco.gov/government/city-council/councilmember-dennis-maloney-ward-iii 
 
I read the article in today's Daily Camera concerning the approval of the new building on Main Street with great 
interest. The Daily Camera included a rendering that significantly minimizes the mass of the new building in 
relation to the adjacent buildings. The large expanses of glass seem to be out of character with other buildings in 
the area. I certainly am no fan of the existing buildings at the site, but I feel the replacement building is too big. 
The Boulder Creek Neighborhoods 80 person workforce might be better served by locating in the CTC. John C 
Myers 229 S Cleveland Avenue 303.913.8590  
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Planning Commission

From: Emily Norman <emilyrebeccanorman@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, February 1, 2018 10:56 AM
To: Planning Commission
Subject: Comment regarding proposed Terraces on Main 

Hi, 
 
Thanks for asking our input.  
 
To me this feels a lot like what Boulder did on the west end of pearl. Going from an open and charming historic feel to 
much taller and more modern feel. Personally I take me really sad. The west end of pearl no longer feels like pearl 
anymore. And I really worry that the same thing would happen to downtown Louisville in this instance. Taller might be 
ok if it was built to fit in with the other building but not the way it is in this design.  
 
Please ask for another proposal that helps us keep what we and so many others love about our downtown, that we keep 
our historical charm even with modern going up all around.  
 
Thanks 
Emily Norman 
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Planning Commission

From: Kerry Norman <kerry.j.norman@me.com>
Sent: Sunday, February 4, 2018 3:41 PM
To: Planning Commission
Subject: 712-722 Main Street development

Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
I have just come across initial images of the 712‐722 Main Street redevelopment.  While the addition of the third story 
(with its set back) actually doesn’t bother me with this building, I must comment that the first two stories of this building
are quite an eyesore.  I feel these would be quite a blot of the architectural aspect of small town Louisville.  It is 
unimaginative modernistic architecture at its worse. 
 
I would encourage the planners to reject this proposal and to promote architecture more in keeping with small town 
Colorado and less in keeping with Metro Denver (which is what the style reminds me off). 
 
Thank you for you consideration. 
 
Kerry Norman 
195 W Elm St. 
Louisville. 
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Lisa Ritchie

From: Don Parcher <donparcher@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, February 1, 2018 8:24 PM
To: Planning Commission
Subject: Proposal for 3-story building at 712 & 722 Main St.

I think the proposal for 3-story building at 712 & 722 Main St. would be terrible for Louisville. Please reject it. 
 
 
Don Parcher 
378 Grouse Ct., Louisville, Colorado 
HomeCare of the Rockies caregiver 
Citizens' Climate Lobby volunteer 
BoulderNet co-organizer 
Red Cross volunteer (Boulder/Broomfield Disaster Action Team Jurisdiction Lead & Captain, and, Response On Call Officer) 
TimeBank Boulder (formerly SkillShare) volunteer member of Board & Membership Committee 
BoCoDems Precinct Leader 
BoCoVOAD  (Voluntary Organizations Active in Disaster) participant 
BoCoStrong participant 
Boulder County Adult Protection Review Team member 
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Planning Commission

From: sharon pauley <confidence1638@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, February 2, 2018 9:39 PM
To: Planning Commission
Subject: proposed 3 story design for Main Street

I like the proposed design. While Louisville has a history it also has a future. Louisville already has a couple 
multistory buildings in the Main Street-Front Street business area and the new development east of the railroad 
tracks which are modern and welcome. I believe this design will be appealing from street level. Please approve 
this building so that our business district can grow with our town. 
 
Sharon Pauley 
Ward 2 
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Planning Commission

From: Sandra Penoucos <sspenoucos@comcast.net>
Sent: Tuesday, February 6, 2018 2:40 PM
To: Planning Commission
Subject: Comment regarding proposed Terraces on Main 

To the Louisville Planning Commission members, 
 
We understand that you are open to resident input regarding the Terraces on Main proposal, and we would 
kindly ask that that this project NOT be approved. 
 
From what we have seen, the proposed building appears totally out of scale and out of character with our 
existing, picturesque Main Street. Its size seems massive, compared to other neighboring shops, and do we 
really want office space to be the dominant feature in our architecturally unique downtown? We were attracted 
to Louisville by it’s small town charm. The downtown area, in particular, attracts walkers, outdoor dining and 
family activities and visitors precisely because of this unique flavor, not found in other nearby 
communities.  The addition of a 3-story modern design seems like just another mass-produced urban structure 
that would detract from the quaint feeling of Main Street, Louisville. Perhaps such a building would be better 
located on Front Street, where the library and other similar buildings are already standing, or on the other side 
of the railroad tracks, where the more modern style is seen in abundance.   
 
PLEASE, let’s keep the size and architectural style in line with our existing shops and eateries on Main 
Street!  We love historic downtown Louisville, and there is plenty of room for new building outside the 
charming historic district.  Let’s preserve what we have! 
 
Thank you for considering our input. 
 
Sandy and Hector Penoucos 
1929 Patti Lane 
Lousiville 80027 
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Planning

Subject: FW: Terraces on Main, Boulder Creek Project at 712-722 Main Street

 
 
From: Bryan@trailheadwm.com [mailto:Bryan@trailheadwm.com]  
Sent: Monday, February 5, 2018 4:44 PM 
To: Planning <planning@Louisvilleco.gov> 
Subject: FW: Terraces on Main, Boulder Creek Project at 712‐722 Main Street 
 
To Whom it May Concern, 
As a fellow business owner in downtown Louisville, I am in support of the proposal below being approved.  It’s a very 
thoughtful plan and design and I believe it promotes the values of our great community.   
 
Thank you 
Bryan Pieper 
 
SERVICE          ADVICE          SIMPLICITY 
  
Bryan J Pieper, Partner, Senior PIM Portfolio Manager 
Trailhead Wealth Management, LLC  
www.trailheadwm.com 
Map and Directions 
801 Main St., Ste 300 
Louisville, CO 80027 
Phone: 720-625-3300, Fax: 720-625-3349 
  
Please look to our website for up to date stock quotes:  
http://www.trailheadwm.com/marketwatch.cfm 
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Planning Commission

From: Kim Regier <kfr1014@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, February 3, 2018 7:29 AM
To: Planning Commission
Subject: Terraces on main

Hi, 
I saw the proposed drawings for Terraces on Main and I would like to suggest that the building be redesigned to appear 
in line with the historic buildings of downtown.  
Thank you for your consideration, 
Kim Regier 
294 Matchless St. 
Louisville, CO 
 
Sent from my iPad 
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Planning Commission

From: s ross <sross_3@hotmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, February 4, 2018 4:45 PM
To: Planning Commission
Subject: Proposed new building on Main Street

Dear Commissioners, 
 
While I support replacing the old county building, I do not like AT ALL the design of the proposed building.  It is 
so blah, and does not provide pedestrian interface, and will detract from the character of our charming Main 
Street.  Please have the architects design something that works better with our town, since that building will 
be there for a hundred years.  It is simply awful.   
 
Sincerely, 
Sandra Ross 
501 Spruce Street 
Louisville 
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Planning Commission

From: Janetta Shepard <jasheron@comcast.net>
Sent: Tuesday, February 6, 2018 7:19 AM
To: Planning Commission
Subject: Terraces on Main proposed project

Our family has lived in Old Town Louisville for the past 24 years.  While we are disturbed about what's been happening 
to the residential character of Old Town over the past few years, but these are private residences ‐ not structures under 
control of the City  
 
We are not opposed to development of the downtown, and in fact wholly support any development project that adds to 
the vibrancy of our downtown area.  That said, we were taken aback by the super‐modern architectural rendering of the 
proposed three‐story Terraces on Main commercial building on Main Street.  It looks like a building you'd find in the 
downtown of a major city ‐ certainly not in the heart of a historic mining community.  Can the city not find an architect 
that can incorporate modern features into a design while remaining sensitive to preserving the historic look and feel of a 
former mining community?    
 
While modern structures may be appropriate for development east of the RR tracks (as everything there is new and 
modern), as long‐time Old Town homeowners, we are opposed to erecting a steel girder and glass modern building that 
will certainly dominate Main Street.  
 
Please consider having the architectural firm head back to the drawing board to come up with a building that truly will 
enhance and reflect the historic character of Louisville.   
 
Janetta and Lance Shepard 
600 Short Street 
Louisville, CO  80027  
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Lisa Ritchie

From: Paula <pjslick32@comcast.net>
Sent: Thursday, February 1, 2018 3:39 PM
To: Planning Commission
Subject: Comment regarding proposed Terraces on Main 

Hello, 
I have lived in Louisville 13 years.  I value so many things about our downtown.  While I understand that we need to be 
progressive about bringing business to downtown, I believe this building would be a mistake.  The value of our homes 
depends on the “feel” of Louisville.  This is the one block that gives the signature historic feel to our downtown and it is 
where most newcomers come to see the real Louisville, to gauge the feel of the place.  That four‐way stop is the place 
most people identify with Louisville.  Please do not allow this too‐large building with the wrong visual feel to be built.  I 
am depending on you to listen to the public input that I am sure will flow in and to do the right thing for all of us.  This is 
not the right thing. 
 
Thanks for your time and service,  
 
Paula Slick, 410 West Street 
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Lisa Ritchie

From: Kurt Soderberg <kurt_soderberg@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, February 2, 2018 11:07 AM
To: Planning Commission
Subject: Comment regarding proposed Terraces on Main 

Dear planning commission members, 
I am writing about the proposed Terraces on Main and would like to share my opinion as a member of the Louisville 
community.  This is the first time I’ve ever written to a planning commission, but I feel very strongly about the character 
of Louisville and have a desire to retain it as much as possible. 
 
Let me first say that I love the idea of transforming that space to make it more functional for the community by adding 
retail space on street level.  If done properly this can add tremendous value to a prime location which currently provides 
minimal benefit to the community. 
 
As far as the design goes, I don’t believe that the mass and scale as well as the architectural style fits the character of 
downtown Louisville.  The mass and scale in the drawing illustrates how poorly it fits on the block.  I am not familiar with 
the height restrictions in that zoning area, but in my opinion a two story building would be more suitable for that 
location.   
 
The architectural style, while nice in the right location, doesn’t quite fit in with the style of Louisville and the character of 
the older establishments along the Main Street corridor. 
 
I ask that you reject this plan and ask the developers to listen to the desires of the community and make another 
attempt at a design. It is my hope that the developer can find a way to make it work financially for them while fitting in 
better with its surroundings and reflecting the character of our town. 
 
Best Regards, 
Kurt Soderberg 
962 W Willow Street 
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Planning Commission

From: Kimber Spradlin <kimber.spradlin@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, February 1, 2018 7:13 AM
To: Planning Commission
Subject: Comment regarding proposed Terraces on Main

I am very opposed to a 3 story building on Main St, it will destroy the historic character. We already have the 
too-new looking building at the other end of the street. Renovating the brown brick building that used to have 
county offices makes sense - it's clearly not historical and not attractive - and I can see a 2 story building in it's 
place, but not 3. 
 
Regards, 
Kimber Spradlin, Louisville Resident. 
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Planning Commission

From: Patience Thomas <patiencethomas1@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, February 6, 2018 8:28 PM
To: Planning Commission
Subject: Comment regarding proposed Terraces on Main 

To whom it may concern, 
I am appalled to think that Louisville would consider allowing a building of 3 stories to be built anywhere in downtown 
Louisville. The integrity of the historic element of our downtown would be jeopardized. As it is when existing homes are 
“scraped” and a huge houses are built on its footprint, our small historic homes are dwarfed in comparison. The 
architect rendering of this proposed terraced building between the Huckleberry and the Book Cellar is totally 
overwhelming. I sincerely hope that Louisville is not willing to sacrifice its charm. What about “less is more”. Money 
magazine said this town is one of the most desirable places to live but the “boom “ has reached the point of excessive. 
Please do not give in to the pressure of big business. There needs to be a height restriction and some kind of reasonable 
restrictions made to insure our “village” to remain simple and beautiful. 
Thank you for listening and acting in accordance with your conscience.  
Sincerely, 
Patience Thomas  
637 Johnson Avenue 
Louisville  
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Planning Commission

From: Sarah Treharne <sctreharne@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, February 5, 2018 1:34 AM
To: Planning Commission
Subject: Terraces on Main St

Dear Planning Commission, 
 
 
I am a downtown Louisville homeowner and support the Terraces on Main project. I would appreciate your 
consideration of the following points: 
 
 
Their new offices will be on the upper floors to return the street level to new retail uses. In our many walks 
around town with our family, we have developed relationships with store owners and their employees. We love 
spending our dollars in our town and would appreciate more opportunities to do so. 
 
 
One concern locals could have concerning this project is the impact on parking downtown. However, they are 
proposing to build the required parking spaces based on the city code (underneath the building). This is a 
practical, unobtrusive solution to the potential increase in cars downtown. 
 
Lastly, the Terraces on Main project is committed to preserving the character of our small town’s aesthetic. One 
of the reasons we chose to move to Louisville was the unique look of our beloved Main Street. With their 
proposed third level being built set back from the street, our storefronts will be able to maintain their charming, 
historic appearance.  
 
 
Thank you for your consideration of these points in your decision to approve the Terraces on Main Street 
project. 
 
 
Best, 
 
 
Sarah Treharne  
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Lisa Ritchie

From: Cynthia Walser <thia.walser@bvsd.org>
Sent: Friday, February 2, 2018 6:58 AM
To: Planning Commission
Subject: Comment regarding proposed Terraces on Main

This plan doesn't fit the character of downtown Louisville.  Please don't approve it. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Cynthia Walser 
2279 Cliffrose Lane 
Louisville 
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Planning

From: padlw@aol.com
Sent: Friday, February 2, 2018 2:17 PM
To: Planning
Subject: proposal for a new 3-story in historical downtown Louisville on Thursday, February 8

Planning Board, 
Regarding the proposal for a new 3-story, 37,171 square foot commercial building between the Book Cellar and the 
Huckleberry on Main Street in Louisville. 
Please do not allow this 3 story building!!!! It does not belong on Main Street !! 
I as a Louisville resident since 1988 see this as being out of whack for what should be on Main Street. !! 
I do not see anything wrong with a 1 or 2 story building. 
  
Thank You 
David Walters 
739 Peach Court 
Louisville, CO 
80027   
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Planning

From: Jeremiah Whitney <jwhit2244@aol.com>
Sent: Tuesday, February 6, 2018 2:38 PM
To: Planning
Subject: proposal, 3 story on Main St.

The proposed 3 story building on Main St. is totally inappropriate on many levels : an affront to the aesthetics of our 
streetscape and a clear disregard for the City's guidelines on massing and compatibility. Granting the proposal  would be 
a slap in the face to me and the many people with whom I have talked  and who love Louisville's downtown.  
 
Jeremiah W. Whitney- Architect 
804 Walnut Street 
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Planning

From: Cecilia Wilson <ceciliaawilson@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, February 1, 2018 4:31 PM
To: Planning
Subject: New 3 story building

I am registering my objection to the 3 story building that is being proposed downtown. I have no problem with 
this being built in a place that is appropriate, but this does not fit where it is proposed. It just does not fit! 
Maybe the developer can purchase another property, so the building would only be 2 stories. As proposed, this 
is out of character for the historic downtown area. 
 
Please register my objection as I am out of state and can not attend meetings. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Cecilia Wilson 
2311 Cliffrose Lane - for 30 yrs. 
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Planning Commission

From: Rita Zamora <rita@ritazamora.com>
Sent: Sunday, February 4, 2018 1:02 PM
To: Planning Commission
Subject: Boulder Creek Redevelopment Project

Hi - I am in support of the Boulder Creek Redevelopment Project at 712-722 Main St.  
 
My husband and I moved here from the Cherry Creek North area in Denver. The redevelopment in Louisville 
reminds us of what we saw in Cheery Creek years ago, a mix of old and new coming together to create a 
vibrant, beautiful and desirable area to work, live and enjoy life.  
 
Please consider these points:  
 
- Boulder Creek's new offices will be on the main floor to return the street level to new retail uses 
 
- Boulder Creek will consolidate their employees into one space and open up office spaces for new tenants 
 
- Boulder Creek will consolidate their 80 employees into one space who will eat, shop and support downtown 
 
- Boulder Creek is proposing to build the required parking spaces based on the city code (underneath the 
building) 
 
- Boulder Creek's architecture respects our small town character by adhering to our current code. I am in 
support of a mix of old and new... We don't want Louisville to end up looking like a bad Disneyland wild west 
history remake, so the addition of new and old for business on Main St. is both inevitable and wise for business, 
investment and vitality.  
 
Thank you!  
 
--  
Rita Zamora 
Custom Social Media Management Services, Speaking & Training Programs  
Phone: (303) 807-3827 
RitaZamora.com  
Facebook.com/RitaZamoraConnections 
Twitter.com/RitaZamora 

276



1

Planning Commission

From: Mark Zaremba <mark@gozaremba.com>
Sent: Monday, February 5, 2018 8:26 AM
To: Planning Commission
Subject: Terraces on Main Street

Dear Planning Commission, thank you for considering the following. 
 
After reviewing the drawings for this project I believe this is a really nice solution for the space. It is certainly an upgrade from the 
current structures. In my opinion, an opinion shared by at least two local architects, Historic Downtown architecture is defined by its 
eclecticism. The Terraces on Main Street is an appropriate, even inspired, addition to our community. 
 
I won’t be able to attend the meeting on Thursday but wanted to state my support for Terraces on Main Street. 
 
Sincerely, 
Mark Zaremba 
 
ZAREMBA 
Graphic + Web Solutions 
303.604.6378 
gozaremba.com  
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City Council  
March 20, 2018 

 
 
 
 
 

Addendum #1 
Public Comments 

(includes some emails left out of the City Council packet 
and emails received from March 16 to the morning of 

March 20) 
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MEREDYTH MUTH
CITY CLERK
CITY OF LOUISVILLE
303.335.4536
303.335.4550 FAX
www.LouisvilleCO.gov 
MeredythM@LouisvilleCO.gov

The City Clerk’s Office is collecting feedback to improve our customer service.   
Please let us know how we are doing by completing this short survey!
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View this email in your browser

URGENT
ONE OF THE MOST SIGNIFICANT

DEVELOPMENTS PROPOSED FOR HISTORIC
DOWNTOWN.

The City Council will be hearing a proposal next week for a new 3-Story
(37,171 SF) Commercial Building for Historic Downtown Louisville.  

YOUR INPUT NEEDED!
This is a resend of the prior email with the correct flyer attached.  Sorry for the second
email.  

The Louisville City Council will consider a development proposal for a new 3-story in
historical downtown Louisville on Tuesday, March 20.  YOUR COMMENTS ARE
IMPORTANT!  ATTEND THE MEETING OR EMAIL THE ENTIRE CITY COUNCIL to give
your opinion on how this development will fit the downtown area.  A flyer with more
information below.  

To download flyer (correct flyer):   Flyer Terraces On Main 

Also the following are useful links:

Email the City Council:  CityCouncil@LouisvilleCO.gov

See the full development proposal:  CLICK HERE

The Public hearing is schedule for 7:00 PM Tuesday, March 20th
in City Hall.

Subscribe Past Issues Translate
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Curtis Frazier, Ph.D. | Director of Advanced Analytics | Radius Global Market Research 
Louisville, CO | Tel 512.270.5173 
Discover our strategic solutions: radius-global.com
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The work on historic 
constructions is about respecting the past while providing a worthy legacy for the future.”
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The work on historic constructions is 
about respecting the past while providing a worthy legacy for the future.”
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Experiential Learning Associates
Red Rocks Community College

West Pines Training Center
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I am writing in regard to the proposed Boulder Creek Neighborhoods on Main St. As a member of the DBA and devoted resident 
of Historic Downtown Louisville, I am in full support of the proposal. A failure to foster growth, innovation, and job creation in our 
community would be a huge detriment to all Louisville citizens. The Planning Commission has a duty to uphold the best interests
of the community, and there is no doubt that halting business development and progress in Historic Downtown is in direct 
opposition to this charter.

Surrounding cities such as Lafayette, Erie, and Longmont are competing to attract businesses, citizens, and a prized reputation.
In many instances, such as Retail, these communities have began to outcompete Louisville. If this continues, Louisville’s 
reputation, vibrancy, and character are at stake.

I am 28 years old and have owned property in Old Town for 2 years. I intend to be here for many more decades, and have faith 
that the unique buzz of our community will only grow over time. However, the prejudice against change and progress must stop. 
I urge you to make the right decision and support, not only the Boulder Creek neighborhoods PUD proposal, but all future 
commerce and development in Old Town.
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Scale it down! Geez! What is with the commission? The fact that the design is this far 
along tells me the writing's on the wall and it's a done deal. It's completely ridiculous 
that it's even gotten this far.  

How about you say no and don't suck up to whomever is trying to persuade you to say 
yes to this deal. Just say no!  

We have got to stop trying to make Louisville like every other town. Louisville is losing 
its charm due to construction ideas/projects like this that don't even begin to fit our 
homey downtown image. Delo's "Monopoly-like" homes detract even further. Don't blast 
me with a NIMBY response; that's not what this is about. I'm all for growth when it's 
planned well and fits with the character of the town and this project does NOT fit with 
Louisville's character, IMHO. If we say yes to this design, it'll be a snowball effect.  

Please say no. Do not succumb to peer pressure; we do not need a building of this 
height in downtown. Please think this through and say no to this ridiculous project. 

Thank you.

Jules Marie
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I am in support of the proposed building by Boulder Creek Neighborhoods. The 3rd story 
setback keeps the old feel, and if their parking is as promised, will not adversely affect 
the neighborhood too much. Yes, there will be a bit more traffic. I do believe the 
employees will shop/eat/be a benefit. As a person who goes to downtown Louisville 
frequently, I agree with all the bullet points below: 
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Michael B. Menaker 
1827 W. Choke Cherry Drive 
Louisville, Colorado 80027 

303.665.9811
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SERVICE          ADVICE          SIMPLICITY

www.trailheadwm.com
Map and Directions
801 Main St., Ste 300
Louisville, CO 80027
Phone: 720-625-3300, Fax: 720-625-3349
 
Please look to our website for up to date stock quotes: 
http://www.trailheadwm.com/marketwatch.cfm
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Marion Antonellis, Broker Associate

Right-click here to download pictures.  To help protect your privacy, Outlook prevented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.

Right-click here to download pictures.  To help p ro tect your privacy, Outlook prevented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.
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DNS Error: 9080601 DNS type 'mx' lookup of louisville.gov responded with code NXDOMAIN 
Domain name not found: louisville.gov
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The proposed "Terraces on Main" is NOT compatible with the location in scale or mass! It exceeds the
appropriate building height and DETRACTS from downtown's historic character. Please do not give allowances
for this project. We enjoy going to the Huckleberry and will NOT go downtown if this project is given
approval. Our quality of life has been harmed by the alarming rate of development. Please STOP!
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Dear Louisville City Council

Please do not approve the proposed 3 story “terrace” structure on Main Street. We’ve reviewed the information and
the proposal does not fit downtown Louisville nor appear to remotely meet city code requirements. We’re so very sorry
to see a proposal like this even moving forward to city council. Aren’t these obviously incongruent proposals supposed
to be stopped at the Planning Dept or in Planning Board meetings? We need to pick up our game. Louisville is such a
special place. Have city council members seen bumper stickers in Lafayette saying “Don’t Louisville our Lafayette” or
something to that effect? Point is development is inevitable but let’s be collaborative and community minded about it.
Let’s keep Louisville special.
Thank you for your hard work and considering our comments.
James and Danielle Butler
Louisville CO resident.

Sent from my iPhone
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Hello
Please convey my thoughts to the city council.
The proposed new 3 storey building on main street seems clearly incongruous with the feel of downtown Louisville.
Significantly larger than surrounding buildings, it would break the architectural harmony of the town center and
potentially serve as a wedge for future, similar developments.
Should the project go ahead it should do so on the basis of “net zero” parking costs to Louisville, either through a
requirement for the developer to build adequate parking or to annually indemnify the city for any costs associated with
this parking impact.
Thank you

=======

This E mail contains legally privileged and confidential information intended only for the individual or entity named in
the message. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, or the agent responsible to deliver it to the
intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any review, dissemination, distribution or copying of this
communication is prohibited. If this communication was received in error, please notify us by reply E mail and delete the
original message.

===========================
Dr. Brian A. Catlos
890 S. Palisade Ct.
Louisville CO
80027 USA

tel.: 303 926 4359
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This 3 story structure would significantly change the feel, appearance, and appeal of old downtown Louisville. The
small town ambiance is hard to find and is to be treasured. With larger and more commercialized areas like Boulder and
Denver so close, we need to preserve our unique setting. It would also defeat the purpose of taxes paid to maintain the
historic nature of our town.
Sincerely, Mailand Edlin
766 West Fir Court
Louisville, CO 80027

Sent from my iPhone
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In my opinion, this proposed building is too tall and out of scale with the other buildings. Please vote “no” on this
proposed plan. Thank you.
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I don't think the building fits the old charm feel of downtown Louisville.There is already a parking problem and many
Customers avoid the area already A building like this should go down on 42 or out on McCaslin Thanks for listening Ann
Ford

Sent from my iPhone
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To Whom It May Concern:

The small town Louisville feel should NOT be ruined by a three story building. Please keep our great town great!

Richard and Valerie Foster
234 Jackson Circle
Louisville CO 80027
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Louisville City Council Members

I am writing regarding the Terraces on Main project. I plan on being at the meeting on Tuesday because the success of
this project is very important to the success of my business.

I have spoken to many of my friends and neighbors who are busy, active parents who love and utilize our downtown
area. They are all very excited about the prospect of a new building providing retail, restaurant, and new parking to
downtown. When I ask them if they can come to support the project, the overwhelming answer is “I would like to but I
am busy”. Not many of them understand the threat that the members of the CAC pose to this project. The CAC
members have made it their mission to disrupt anything progressive or positive in this community. I am making my
voice heard because my business, and income depend on a Louisville that thrives instead of one that stays dormant.

I obviously am in favor of this project. I agree with the vision and the philosophy that Boulder Creek Builders, and David
Sinkey have presented with this project. I believe that if we don’t keep moving forward with the times, that our town
will not sustain itself. I am not looking for quantity of growth, but quality. I believe that it is imperative that we have
more retail in downtown, more walking traffic, more small businesses that are successful and thriving, instead of fighting
and struggling month to month to keep their doors open. I know it is of the perception that downtown business are
doing well, and that “everything is fine”. I am here to tell you that without more growth and retail in historic downtown,
my business will not last as long as the four years I have left on my lease.

The Terraces on Main project helps me achieve my business goals. Currently, Boulder creek builders takes up 4 first floor
downtown prime spaces that could turn over to be retail or restaurant spaces. I am strongly in favor of this. I am all for
getting office (accounting, law firms, mortgage companies, architecture firms, building companies) and service industry
(therapists, wellness, massage) on the second floor.

The CAC is arguing right now that the parking spaces that will be added are in deficits of what will support the building. I
have done the math and spoken to the project managers for the Terraces on Main and know that this is not an accurate
statement. Please allow me to be clear, I have never had a customer call me, or mention in my store that parking was
difficult for them (with the exception of Street Faire). By adding parking spaces underneath the ToM project, those cars
(that will now park there) are going to be taken off the street parking, freeing up even more parking for my customers,
and the future customers that will be utilizing the new retail spaces.

I applaud the job that BCB did on this project, and commend them for adding the parking element. They are spending
money to invest in our town when the City itself wouldn’t do so. I urge City Council to pass this project and invest in
Historic Downtown Louisville.

Best,
Tracy Hobbs
Owner Eleanor and Hobbs 901 Front Street #100 Historic Downtown Louisville Colorado 80027

Chris, Jack and Ben Hobbs
2157 Wagon Way, Louisville CO 80027
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Dear Mayor Muckle and members of Council, I request that you deny Resolution No. 17, regarding the project
to redevelop 712 & 722 Main St. While the existing buildings at those addresses are not architecturally or
historically significant, the proposed replacement would be very detrimental to the character of our historic
downtown. The mass, scale and bulk of the proposed new buildings would tower over the historic structures
on either side and destroy the character of the block, and the design shows little respect for the historic
nature of our downtown. The intersection of Pine & Main is probably the most significant intersection
downtown, and these new structures would loom over it and have a severe visual detrimental effect.

Many Louisville citizens and business owners have struggled for years to help maintain the historic character
of the downtown area, which is widely recognized and acclaimed. Only a few months ago, the voters in
Louisville extended the Historic Preservation Tax by a wide majority, again illustrating the importance to the
populace of our historic character. Our historic downtown is important both economically and for the quality
of life of our citizens. Approval of this project would disregard our citizens' desires, and a set a precedent for
future inappropriate development on Main Street. People visit our downtown to enjoy the historic ambiance,
and if Main Street filled with the soulless, boxlike structures that have been inflicted on much of downtown
Boulder along Canyon and Walnut, Louisville's unique downtown character and its draw will be lost.

Thank you for your careful consideration of this important issue.

Mike Koertje
887 Welsh Ct.
Louisville, CO
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City Council:

I read a flyer from the citizens' action council about the development you are considering on main street.

This e mail is to express my concern about the parking shortfall described in the flyer. The CAC asks "who should absorb
the $1.75 million needed for parking?" I think the developer should pay to provide parking or reduce the parking impact
of the project.

Can the city require a developer to provide ecopasses, carpool incentives, or electric car/bike charging? I would love to
see the vision for our downtown move in the direction of becoming more pedestrian and bicycle friendly, not less. If this
means scaling back the size of this project, I would be in favor of that.

Thanks,
Tamar

691 West street.

Thanks to the CAC for bringing this to my attention!
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Hello,

I am writing in support of agenda items A, B and C on the March, 2018 agenda.

Terraces on Main is a great reuse of the outdated structures at 712 and 722 Main Street. The return of the ground floor
to retail use and the additional parking are very positive for the downtown environment. The third floor seems far
enough from Main Street to be unobtrusive and will provide excellent office space for years to come.

Clementine Commons appears to be a good use of the land on East Street. I do have a concern about the increased
traffic on East Street, which is not very wide, and also at the intersection at Pine Street and East Street. Perhaps the city
can find a way to keep that intersection moving more freely in the future.

The GAIA rezoning seems more like a technical fix than a controversial Special Review Use, but also shows that the city is
supportive of local business.

Thank you,

Michael Kranzdorf
Amterre Property Group LLC
1100 1140 Pine Street
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Dear Louisville City Council,

I have lived in downtown Louisville with my family for 13 years. I have also owned a retail store on Main St called Bella
Frida. I would like to share that in my opinion the 3rd story of the proposed building should NOT be approved. My
reasoning is both the shortfall of parking it creates as well as the aesthetics of a 3 story building. When I had my
business on Main St., parking was already an issue in downtown Louisville that many customers complained about.
Adding a building that creates a shortfall of 70 spaces is ridiculous and clearly not in the best interest of the customers
who wish to frequent the downtown area. I also feel that the aesthetics of a 3 story building does not fit in with the
character of downtown. 908 Main sticks out like a sore thumb and I hope the city won’t make the same mistake again by
approving such a tall building. The design of the newly proposed building does help with the 3rd story setback but it
ultimately is a 3rd story. I feel strongly that we need to keep downtown to a 2nd story limit or we are at great risk of
losing the character of this charming town.

Thank you,
Laura Lambrecht

407



1

Attached find my comments on the Terrace on Main PUD.

John Leary
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MEMORANDUM 
 

DATE:  March 17, 2015 
 
TO:  Louisville City Council 
 
FROM:  John Leary 
 
SUBJECT:  Terrace on Main (T on M) PUD 
 
Introduction 
 
I start with the following "givens." 
 
1.  The Design Handbook for Downtown Louisville, Colorado (Handbook) 
identifies mass and scale as "among the greatest influences for 
compatible construction in the community." 
 
2.  The City Council has the authority, by the Louisville Municipal Code 
(LMC), to set height requirements for any building in the Core Area. 
 
3.  The Downtown Louisville Framework Plan (Framework Plan), which is 
part of the Comprehensive Plan, establishes Goals and Policies for 
Downtown parking. 
 
4.  The City Council has the authority, by the LMC, to raise or lower 
parking requirements for Downtown parking. 
 
Terrace on Main (T on M) Mass, Scale and Design Issues 
 
The Handbook Policy on mass and scale states - "The height, width and 
depth of a new building should be compatible with existing buildings in 
the area and especially with those structures that are immediately 
adjacent to a project." (Emphasis added) The T on M would dwarf the 
buildings adjacent to it.  Their parapets are 16 and 17 feet tall against 42 
and 43 for the T on M third floor.  The impact of the mass and scale of 
this building is further exacerbated by its overshadowing of the two 
buildings north and south (the Huckleberry is made up of two 
buildings) of the adjacent buildings.  They have 17 and 21 feet parapets.  
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This minimal height of adjacent buildings means the T on M second and 
third stories would be visible from numerous viewpoints and angles in 
the Downtown area. 
 
This requirement is delineated in Standard G20 that states "New 
construction should appear similar in mass and scale to structures 
found traditionally in the area."  
 
This policy and standard inform the following LMC PUD criterion. 
 
Sec.17.28.120.1.  "An appropriate relationship to the surrounding area."  
 
As illustrated above, "appropriate" is largely defined by its compatibility 
with adjacent structures.  This criterion is not met.  (Staff's conclusion 
that this criterion is met is because the building is a three-story building 
and three-story buildings are allowed in the Downtown area ignores the 
basic premises for having a Handbook.  If simply meeting zoning 
requirements were all it took to be "appropriate," the Handbook would 
not need to exist. 
 
The argument that adding a three-story building is consistent with the 
desire to have a mixture of heights in the downtown area is also without 
merit.  The Framework Plan and the Handbook are very clear that three-
story buildings are to be considered the exception.  Furthermore, we 
need to be careful not equate the concepts of building heights and the 
number of stories.  The Handbook shows examples of one-story 
buildings having different heights, and this distinction between stories 
and height is also illustrated by the fact the facade of the 3 story 
Mercantile building is the same height as the second story of the 
proposed T on M. 
 
The T on M also has a major design flaw that puts it in violation of the 
following standard/guideline.   
 
 G34  "The ratio of windows to wall surface should be similar to that 
seen traditionally.  1) Large surfaces of glass are inappropriate on 
residential structures and on the upper floors of commercial buildings."   
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The south 1/2 of the building has 2nd and 3rd story windows that are 
nowhere similar to "that seen traditionally."  (Staff justifies the windows 
citing a subsequent requirement dealing with solid-to-void ratio that it 
meets.  However, the requirements are not mutually exclusive.  The 
windows can be non-traditional, have large surfaces of glass, and still 
meet the solid-to-void ratio.  It's a simple matter of configuration.  
Simply put, the glass on the second and third story of the building 
dominates and is not at all traditional to the Downtown area. 
 
Parking 
 
After reviewing the Framework Plan I have concluded we have failed to 
effectively implement its vision for Downtown Louisville.  Nowhere is 
this more obvious than in dealing with the parking issue and the T on M 
proposal serves to grossly aggravate this failure.  In our efforts to 
facilitate the adaptive reuse of buildings in the Downtown we have 
established parking standards that have no relationship to parking 
demand. This means we have a passive approach towards parking 
requirements putting us in an "eternal" catch up game. 
 
To illustrate the folly of this approach, lets look at the urban renewal 
authority's approach to addressing the parking problem. They have 
approved RFP to get bids on building a parking structure in the 
Downtown area.  One of the goals for the structure is to facilitate 
160,000 square feet of redevelopment. The RFP calls for evaluation of a 
225 - 250 space structure and uses the Downtown parking standards as 
a measure of demand. (Using this standard the projected demand at 320 
spaces).  Again, the standards are not a measure of demand.  The 
demand could easily be 2 to 3 times the standard, i.e., in the 600 - 900 
space range.  This is not planning, it is craziness. 
 
The T on M proposal forces this issue.  According to staff, the standards 
require the development to have 31 spaces.  Currently on the sight there 
are 18 parking spaces, plus a loading dock area that parks two cars.  The 
applicant is providing 32 spaces for a gain of 12 spaces.  If applied to 
this area, the Commercial Development Designs Standards and 
Guidelines (CDDSG's), designed to project demand, would require the T 
on M to have around 105 spaces. (There may be some reason to adjust 
these numbers, but they are not going to significantly change). 
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This 70 plus shortfall is not in compliance with the policies and 
recommendations of the Framework Plan.  Here are a few of the policies 
in the Framework Plan (page 23) that apply to the T on M project.  
 
"Parking demand should be one of the determinates for establishing 
development policies." 
 
"Employers should be responsible for providing employee parking." 
 
"A plan for coordinated off-site parking should be subject to the planned 
unit development, special review use or other applicable public 
development review process." 
 
As you know, by state statute, Comprehensive Plans are not regulatory 
documents.  However, the LMC requires PUD’s to be consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan.  Additionally, you have the authority to establish 
parking requirements higher or lower than what is required by 
standards. 
 
There is also the issue of who pays.  There is no significant public 
benefit in having large office buildings in Downtown Louisville and 
there is no reason for taxpayers subsidizes the parking needs of a large 
office building in Downtown Louisville.  We have an office park in the 
Centennial Valley for this purpose. 
 
Summary 
 
The requirement for a development to have an "appropriate" 
relationship to an area is a threshold issue for approving a PUD.  The T 
on M does not come close to meeting this criterion.  Therefore, game 
over.   
 
That being said the project design is also not consistent with style 
"traditionally" found in Downtown Louisville; and, the parking shortfall 
created by this project would place an undue burden on the citizens of 
Louisville. 
 
Time to get my game face on for St Patrick's Day celebrating. 
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Mr. Leary

Sam Light and I have discussed and I understand it is okay to read e mails as long as they get included in the
record. I will change my standard e mail to avoid the misunderstanding it may have caused. The primary intent
of my standard e mail is to just let the sender know that I can’t discuss the matter outside the hearing and
that the e mail is being passed on to staff to include in the hearing record. More generally, Sam advises that
staff will be posting a supplemental packet with communications received after the packet was released.

Thank you.
Jay Keany
Councilman Ward 1
City of Louisville
720 280 4805

Sign up for the City's email lists and be informed. Use this link to see how:
http://www.louisvilleco.gov/residents/enotification

From: Jay Keany
Sent: Monday, March 19, 2018 7:38 AM
To: John Leary
Cc: City Council; Rob Zuccaro; Sam Light; Meredyth Muth; Heather Balser
Subject: Re: Fwd: Terrace on Main PUD Comments
Mr. Leary,

Thank you for your email. I appreciate your request for clarification. If I've misinterpreted the law, I would
certainly like to know.

Jay Keany
Ward 1 Council Person
720 280 4805

On Mar 19, 2018 7:33 AM, John Leary wrote:
Members of the City Council,

The forwarded email either reflects a change in the Council’s decades long practice for dealing with written
comments for quasi judicial hearings, or it reflects the a decision by a single Council member to not abide by
these procedures. In any case it is a major issue.

415



2

Simply put, the current procedure is for written communications received after the agenda and packet for a
meeting have been published, to be read by Council and put into the public record of the meeting. The key is
making these communications part of the record of decision. As recently as your last study session you
indirectly reaffirmed this procedure by discussing the possibility setting a deadline for receiving written
comments. (Having a deadline would only make sense if the packet is made public earlier than the Friday
before your Council meeting).

Now the suggestion is, that for legal reasons, you cannot read these comments until after they have been put
into the public record. This new approach would mean, especially when you receive large numbers of
comments, you would either have to set time aside for the Council to read all of these comments or continue
your hearing until another date to give members an opportunity to read and contemplate the comments.
Another option would be to waive the 3 minute rule and allow the public to read their written comments into
the public record.

I could go on and on about options to deal with this issue, but it would be senseless, as I think we all know
Council members Keany’s position is a simple misunderstanding of the role a public record has in your decision
process.

Council member Keany’s email to citizens has, as you can imagine, has confused and frustrated members of
the public. The matter needs to be cleaned up immediately, it has both procedural and legal implications.
Members of the Council, who have not considered all of the evidence before the Council, should be allowed to
participate in deliberations or vote on the matter before you.

Thanks,

John Leary

Begin forwarded message:

From: Jay Keany <jayk@louisvilleco.gov>
Subject: Re: Terrace on Main PUD Comments
Date: March 18, 2018 at 6:46:35 AM MDT
To: John Leary <johntleary@comcast.net>
Cc: Rob Zuccaro <rzuccaro@louisvilleco.gov>, Meredyth Muth <meredythm@louisvilleco.gov>

Thank you for your email, which I have not read. This is a quasi judicial hearing, and the council is only allowed
to consider evidence presented in the hearing, and/or a part of the official meeting packet. I am cc'ing the
planning department and city clerk, so your email may be considered as a part of the public hearing.

Jay Keany
Ward 1 Council Person
720 280 4805

On Mar 17, 2018 2:24 PM, John Leary <johntleary@comcast.net> wrote:
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Attached find my comments on the Terrace on Main PUD.

John Leary
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Louisville, At Home in a Small Town". 
Money Magazine Louisville, Best Place to Live in America

Money Magazine

418



2
419



3
420



1

I am apposed to this monstrosity.
Holly Leroux
753 W Birch Ct Louisville co 80027

Sent from my iPhone

421



1

I just read through the flyer concerning the proposed 3 story building. When I first read about this I thought I understood
it would blend into Main Street. It will only blend in when you demolish all the rest of downtown and rebuild for a brand
new look. Much like the residential areas of Old Town Louisville. I don’t like the “look” of the new building. Maybe
without the 3rd floor and some true historic details. I’m sure the Historical Society and the Library have information. And
then there’s the parking issue. People dislike our wonderful Street Faire, due in large part to parking. These same people
dislike noise of any kind as well. Please really think through what it is you’re approving
Sincerely Karen Lian of Old Town
Sent from Mail for Windows 10
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de facto
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in situ.
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Good Afternoon,

I have reviewed the plans for the proposed building on main street and wanted to submit my comments. Looking at the
architectural drawings online I believe the building will be a great addition to main street. It is much more aesthetically
pleasing than the current building and the unique use of staggered second and third stories maintains the basic height
on the main street side while allowing for a multi use building.

I think is important to keep downtown vital and create spaces for new businesses in Louisville as many main street areas
around the country are suffering as they try to compete with more “convenient” shopping centers and shopping malls.
This proposed building will allow the current business to remain & expand (supplying workers to patronize downtown
businesses) while switching the main street frontage to retail & restaurant space that will hopefully bring great new
businesses to downtown.

Our family lives walking distance to downtown and try to patronize local businesses as much as possible and we usually
bike or walk but when we do drive we never have trouble finding parking. I have heard concerns that this will cause
parking problems but it seems to me that the businesses in the building are staggered between day & night and so won’t
use much more of the downtown areas parking which seems quite plentiful.

Thank you for accepting my comments & thank you for your hard work representing our city.

Hilary Raftovich
1460 Wilson Place
Louisville, CO 80027
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Lynn R. Tidd, MSC, MFCT

Registered Psychotherapist

Relationships, Families, Individuals, Child & Adolescent Therapy
720-238-1645
lynntidd55@gmail.com

"Maybe this was meant to happen, this discovery of cracks where now a different, new light can shine through."  Nima 
Lane

  RECONNECT   
 REAFFIRM
REALIZE
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Hi.
Just writing a comment on new potential construction between huckleberry and book cellar.
This new building will NOT fit the area.
It will NOT fit height, or size of the buildings adjacent or close to the building. If there was no 3rd story, and 2 nd story
was set back, that would be more appropriate to scale.
Also, Parking will not be improved, since staff working in the building will be occupying many of the spaces.
As a long term resident I beseech you to NOT allow this structure to tarnish our beautiful Main Street.
Thanks

Sent from my iPad
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Dear Council Members: 

I am writing to voice absolute opposition to the proposed three-story building on Main Street. 

The design's overall character does not fit the historic area because it is the contemporary urban look you 
would find in hundreds of other new developments in larger cities, including parts of Boulder. It would 
push downtown into a less special, unmemorable direction. The large amount of glass and rectangular 
repetition have no relationship to the area. This new urban design simply is out of character. 

Secondly, the height has no relationship to the small buildings on either side of it. Terraces only help if 
you stand immediately in front of the building. If you are down the block, you see it is plainly out of scale. 
The three-story terrace at 908 Main does not fit here either and should not be a precedent. The downtown 
absorbed one of these mistakes but another will be too much for the historic character. It will be like all 
the apartment buildings that broke up and ruined Capitol Hill in Denver--a well known failure of city 
planners. Don't join them! 

The third floor here serves the owner's purpose of an office view while permanently marring everyone 
else's sense of place. The development should be limited to two-stories with a design that takes 
architectural cues from its surroundings--the fact that it doesn't already is quite offensive. 

Robert Tully 
Artist, 25-year resident 
733 McKinley Ave. 
Louisville CO 80027  
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Planning Commission 
Staff Report 

January 10, 2019 
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VICINITY MAP 

Properties Proposed for the Agricultural Zone District (Area 1) 

 
 

ITEM: ZON-0177-2018; Office Zoned Property Zone Change, 
Continued from December 13, 2018 

 

PLANNER: Lisa Ritchie, Senior Planner 
 

APPLICANT:  City of Louisville 
 

EXISTING ZONING:  Office 
 

LOCATION: See maps and legal descriptions below 
 

REQUEST:  Approval of Resolution 19, Series 2018 recommending 
approval of request for the rezoning of certain properties from 
the Office zone district to the Agricultural and Administrative 
Office zone districts 
 

South Boulder Road 
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Rezoning of Properties in the Office Zone District Page 2 of 7 
PC – January 10, 2019 

 

 
Properties Proposed for the Administrative Office Zone District (Area 2) 

 
 
SUMMARY:  
Staff is presenting a draft ordinance to rezone certain properties from the Office zone 
district to the Agricultural (Area 1) and Administrative Office (Area 2) zone district.  The 
City repealed the Office zone district from the Louisville Municipal Code in 1984, but 
several properties zoned Office were never rezoned to a valid zone district.  In order to 
address this discrepancy, the City Council 2018 work plan included direction for 
planning staff to rezone these properties or create standards for the Office zone district. 
 
BACKGROUND:   
Agricultural Zone District Property (Area 1) 
The City annexed and zoned the Area 1 properties Office in 1981 as part of the 
Biological Sciences Annexation. The annexation included Lot 1, Neodata (833 South 
Boulder Road), which the City rezoned to Business Office earlier this year, pursuant to 
Ordinance 1757, 2018.  The remaining two properties that were zoned Office in 1981 
are owned by the City of Louisville and Public Service Company of Colorado (Xcel).  
The legal descriptions for these properties are included as an attachment to the draft 
ordinance.  The properties are undeveloped and are traversed by concrete trails. Staff 
recommends rezoning the properties to the Agricultural zone district for consistency with 
other adjacent city-owned property. 
 

South Boulder Road 
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Properties Proposed for the Agricultural Zone District (Area 1), Current Zoning Map 

  
 
 
Administrative Office Zone District Property (Area 2) 
The City annexed the Area 2 properties in 1973.  The Area 2 properties were zoned 
Residential High Density (RH), as part of Ordinance 424, Series 1973.  In 1980, the City 
rezoned Lots 5 and 6, Aspen Greens (333 and 335 South Boulder Road) and the 
remaining portion of Tract E owned by Xcel to the Office zone district, pursuant to 
Ordinance 695, Series 1980.  In 1982, the City rezoned Lots 104 and 107, Aspen 
Greens Replat (317 and 325 South Boulder Road) from RH to Office, pursuant to 
Ordinance 777, Series 1982.  The City has approved a number of PUDs and PUD 
Amendments since their initial annexation and zoning.  The properties are all separately 
owned and are developed consistent with these PUD approvals and, with the exception 
of the small property owned by Xcel, each contain one structure. 
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Properties Proposed for the Administrative Zone District (Area 2), Current Zoning Map 

 
 
Office Zone District 
In 1984, the City repealed the Office zone district and established two new zone 
districts, Business Office and Administrative Office.  Despite the repeal of the Office 
zone district, these two areas of the City retained the Office zoning.  As noted above, 
the property at 833 South Boulder Road was zoned Business Office earlier this year, 
which is consistent with Planning Commission discussion in 1984 (see the October 16, 
1984 City Council packet attachment) when the Office zone district was repealed.  
These discussions also indicated that the area along South Boulder Road near Garfield 
as appropriate for the Administrative Office zone district, which is the proposed zone 
district for Area 2 of the application. 
 
PROPOSAL: 
The proposed ordinance rezones the Area 1 properties to the Agricultural zone district, 
which is consistent with the zoning for other properties in the area owned by the City 
and used and developed in a similar manner.   This zone change will not require any 
change in management or use, and the existing trails and Xcel overhead transmission 
lines will remain.  The City’s zoning use group table (LMC Sec. 17.12.030) does not 
explicitly call out parks or recreational trails in any of the City’s zone districts, however, 
recreational trails are commonly developed in the Agricultural zone.   The City of 
Louisville Parks and Recreation staff reviewed the request and have no concerns.  Xcel 
has provided written authorization for the rezoning of their property from Office to the 
Agricultural zone district. 
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The Louisville Municipal Code describes the Agricultural zone district as: 
 
 Agricultural A: The agricultural A district is comprised of areas which are 
primarily in a natural state, are utilized for the growing of crops and plant materials or 
where similar farming activities are practiced, or are appropriate for very low density 
residential use. 
 
The proposed ordinance rezones the Area 2 properties to the Administrative Office zone 
district.  This action will not impact the previous approval of PUDs for the properties, 
and the Office zone district and Administrative Office zone district use tables are similar, 
and are provided as attachments.  Staff does not anticipate impacts to the existing 
property owners or tenants related to how the property is used at this time. This is also 
consistent with the zoning for the properties immediately to the west.  
 
Staff received written authorization from Xcel, and from three of the four private property 
owners at the time of this report.    Staff has made multiple attempts to contact all 
property owners, including sending regular and certified letters notifying them of the 
proposed zone change.   LMC Sec. 17.44.010 allows the City to initiate a rezoning 
without property owner authorization.   
 
The LMC describes the Administrative Office zone district as: 
 

Administrative office A-O. The administrative office A-O district is intended for 
nonretail use, mainly of a personal service nature. It is intended to have less 
impact than commercial uses in terms of traffic, types of use, advertising, and 
hours of operation and shall not have significant adverse impact upon 
residential uses. The applicant must demonstrate that uses proposed for the 
area in question shall meet the above criteria. In addition, limitations on the size 
of building sites, lot coverage, and other requirements shall exist; specifically, 
no parcel greater than three acres shall be an administrative office zone unless 
the parcel has been zoned office (O) prior to July 1, 1984. 

 
ANALYSIS: 
Compliance with LMC Sec. 17.44.050 – Rezoning  
The rezoning proposal is subject to Section 17.44.050 of the Louisville Municipal Code, 
the Declaration of Policy for Rezoning.  One or more of the following criteria must be 
met to approve a rezoning: 
 

1. The land to be rezoned was zoned in error and as presently zoned is inconsistent 
with the policies and goals of the city’s comprehensive plan.   

 
There is evidence of an error in the zoning of the property.  As noted above, the City 
zoned the properties Office in 1980, 1981 and 1982, and repealed that zone district in 
1984, leaving the properties with a zoning designation that is not currently included in 
the Louisville Municipal Code.   This results in property with no clear use or 
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development standards.  Approving this zone change request to Agricultural and 
Administrative Office provides clarity for the properties.   
 
The Comprehensive Plan discusses the role of the Comprehensive Plan as advisory, 
while the LMC is regulatory with respect to zoning and allowed uses.  As currently 
zoned, the properties are inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan because there are 
no clear zone district uses and standards that apply.  Rezoning the properties is 
consistent with the Framework in the Comprehensive Plan that includes the subject 
property as a Suburban Corridor.   
 
The Comprehensive Plan identifies Area 1 as part of the South Boulder Road Suburban 
Corridor (west of Via Appia), and includes both residential and commercial land uses, 
with properties setback from the roadway or buffered with landscaping.  These 
particular parcels are identified as parks and open space land uses, and are noted as 
areas of stability.  This zone change request will result in consistency with the policies 
and goals of the Comprehensive Plan.   
 
Area 2 is part of the South Boulder Road Small Area Plan, which identifies this area as 
Office.  Planning Commission minutes from the 1984 zoning ordinance amendment 
indicate a possible intent to rezone the property as Administrative Office.  Based on this 
record, and consistency with the Comprehensive Plan, staff finds the Administrative 
Office district is an appropriate zone district for the rezoning and compatible with the 
surrounding area.  Staff finds the request meets this criterion.   
 

2. The area for which rezoning is requested has changed or is changing to such a 
degree that it is in the public interest to encourage a redevelopment of the area. 
 

Staff finds that the area is not changing to such a degree that it is in the public interest 
to encourage redevelopment of the area.  Rather, this request confirms the existing 
development of the property in Area 1 as undeveloped lands with trails, and the 
property in Area 2 as office.  Staff finds this criterion is not applicable.  
 

3. The proposed rezoning is necessary to provide land for a community-related use 
which was not anticipated at the time of the adoption of the city’s comprehensive 
plan, and such rezoning will be consistent with the policies and goals of the 
comprehensive plan. 

 

The rezoning is not necessary to provide land for a community-related use.  Staff finds 
this criterion is not applicable. 
 

4. The rezoning would only permit development which, if evaluated as a proposed 
annexation under the annexation standards and procedures codified in Title 16, 
would qualify for annexation. 
 

The properties are already annexed and within the corporate limits of the City of 
Louisville.  Staff finds this criterion is not applicable. 
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends approval of Resolution 19, Series 2018 recommending approval of a 
request for a zone change from Office to Agriculture and Administrative Office for the 
noted properties.   
 
ATTACHMENTS: 

1. Resolution No. 19, Series 2018 
2. Draft Ordinance  
3. Existing Zone District Map 
4. City Council packet, October 16, 1984 
5. Ordinance 692, Series 1980 – Office zone district use table 
6. Sec. 17.12.030 – Administrative Office use groups 
7. Authorization from Xcel 
8. Authorization from property owner of 325 South Boulder Road 
9. Authorization from property owner of 317 South Boulder Road 
10. Authorization from property owner of 335 South Boulder Road 
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RESOLUTION NO. 19 
SERIES 2018 

 
A RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING APPROVAL OF A REQUEST TO REZONE 

CERTAIN PROPERTIES FROM THE OFFICE ZONE DISTRICT TO THE 
AGRICULTURAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE ZONE DISTRICTS 

  
WHEREAS, the City of Louisville zoned certain parcels of real property to the 

Office (O) zone district pursuant to Ordinance 695, Series 1980, Ordinance 714, Series 
1981 and Ordinance 777, Series 1982; and  

 
WHEREAS, the City of Louisville subsequently repealed the Office (O) zone 

district zoning designation and established new zone districts, including the 
Administrative Office (A-O) zone district in 1984 pursuant to Ordinance 838, Series 1984; 
and 
 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission desires to rezone the properties because 
the Office (O) zone district designation no longer exists within the City; and  
 

 WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has considered the application at a duly 
noticed public hearing on December 13, 2018, where evidence and testimony were 
entered into the record, including the findings in the Louisville Planning Commission Staff 
Report dated December 13, 2018.  
 
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Planning Commission of the City of 
Louisville, Colorado does hereby recommend approval of a request to rezone certain 
properties from the Office zone district to the Agricultural and Administrative Office zone 
districts. 
 
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 13th of December, 2018. 

 
 
 
 
 
By: ______________________________ 

Steve Brauneis, Chairperson 
Planning Commission 

Attest: _____________________________ 
 Debra Williams, Secretary 
 Planning Commission 
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   ORDINANCE NO. ___ 

 SERIES 2018 

 

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE REZONING OF CERTAIN PROPERTIES FROM 

THE OFFICE ZONE DISTRICT TO THE AGRICULTURAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE 

OFFICE ZONE DISTRICTS  

 

 WHEREAS, the City of Louisville zoned certain parcels of real property to the Office (O) 

Zone District pursuant to Ordinance No. 695, Series 1980, Ordinance No. 714, Series 1981, and 

Ordinance No. 777, Series 1982 and which parcels are legally described on Exhibits A and B, 

attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference (the “Properties”), and  

 

 WHEREAS, the City of Louisville subsequently repealed the Office (O) Zone District 

zoning designation and established new zone districts, including the Administrative Office (A-O) 

Zone District in 1984 pursuant to Ordinance 838, Series 1984; and 

 

 WHEREAS, the City Council has determined that is necessary and desirable to rezone 

the Properties because the Office (O) Zone District designation no longer exists within the City; 

and 

 

 WHERAS, the Louisville Planning Commission, during a duly noticed public hearing, has 

recommended the City Council approve the rezoning of the Properties to either the Agricultural (A) 

Zone District or the Administrative Office (A-O) Zone District as further described herein; and 

 

 WHEREAS, the City Council finds and determines that the proposed rezoning of the 

Properties to the Administrative Office (A-O) and the Agricultural (A) Zone Districts meets the 

goals and policies in the City’s Comprehensive Plan; and 

 

 WHEREAS, the City Council, after proper notice as required by law, has held a public 

hearing on this ordinance providing for the rezoning of the Properties to the Administrative Office 

(A-O) and Agricultural (A) zone districts; and  

 

 WHEREAS, no protests were received by the City pursuant to C.R.S. §31-23-305; 

   

 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY 

OF LOUISVILLE, COLORADO: 
 

 Section 1. Pursuant to the zoning ordinance of the City, those certain parcels legally 

described in Exhibit A, attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference, are hereby rezoned 

Agricultural (A), and the City zoning map shall be amended accordingly.  

 

 Section 2.  Pursuant to the zoning ordinance of the City, those certain parcels legally 

described in Exhibit B, attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference, are hereby rezoned 

Administrative Office (A-O), and the City zoning map shall be amended accordingly. 

 

450



 

2 
 

 Section 3. If any portion of this ordinance is held to be invalid for any reason, such 

decision shall not affect the validity of the remaining portions of this ordinance.  The City Council 

hereby declares that it would have passed this ordinance and each part hereof irrespective of the fact 

that any one part be declared invalid. 

 

 Section 4. All other ordinances or portions thereof inconsistent or in conflict with this 

ordinance or any portion hereof are repealed to the extent of such inconsistency or conflict.  

  

 

INTRODUCED, READ, PASSED ON FIRST READING, AND ORDERED 

PUBLISHED this _____day of _____________, 2018. 

 

 

       ______________________________ 

Robert Muckle, Mayor 

ATTEST: 

 

______________________________ 

Meredyth Muth, City Clerk 

 

 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

 

 

______________________________ 

Kelly, P.C. 

City Attorney 

 

 

PASSED AND ADOPTED ON SECOND AND FINAL READING, this ____ day of 

_________________, 2018. 

 

 

       ______________________________ 

        Robert P. Muckle, Mayor 

ATTEST: 

 

 

______________________________ 

Meredyth Muth, City Clerk
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Exhibit A 

Properties to be zoned Agricultural (A) 

A strip of land located in the SW ¼ of Section 6, T1S, R69W of the 6th P.M., described as 

follows: 

 

Commencing at the S ¼ Corner of said Section 6, thence N0°42’30” E, 972.73 feet along the 

East line of the SW ¼ of said Section 6 to the TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING: 

 

Thence S89°38’00”W, 411.08 feet parallel with the North line of that tract of land conveyed to 

Biological Sciences Curriculum Study, Co. as described in Warranty Deed recorded on Film 811 

as Reception No. 058590 of the records of Boulder County, Colorado; 

 

Thence S45°00'00"W, 327.36 feet to the West line of that tract of land as described on said Film 

811 as Reception No. 058590; 

 

Thence N0°03’00”W, 305.00 feet along the West line of that tract of land as described on said 

Film 811 as Reception No. 058590 to the Northwest Corner thereof; 

 

Thence N89°38’00"E, 643.76 feet along the North line of that tract of land as described on said 

Film 811 as Reception No. 058590 to the East line of the SW 1/4 of said Section 6; 

 

Thence S0°42’30”W, 75.01 feet along the East line of the SW 1/4 of said Section 6 to the TRUE 

POINT OF BEGINNING. 

 

COUNTY OF BOULDER, STATE OF COLORADO. 

 
 
 

The West 75 feet of the SW ¼ SE ¼ of Section 6, T1S, R69W, of the 6th Principal Meridian, 

EXCEPT that part thereof described in deed to The Town of Louisville, recorded in Book 163 at 

Page 497. 
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Exhibit B 

Properties to be zoned Administrative Office (A-O) 

 

Lots 104 and 107, Aspen Greens Replat Subdivision, City of Louisville, County of Boulder, 

State of Colorado 

Lots 5 and 6, Aspen Greens Subdivision, City of Louisville, County of Boulder, State of 

Colorado 

Tract E, Louisville North First Filing Subdivision, City of Louisville, County of Boulder, State 

of Colorado, less that portion replatted within Aspen Greens Subdivision 
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CITY OF LOUISVILLE

REGULAR MEETING CITY COUNCIL AGENDA
LOUISVILLE CITY HALL 7: 30 Q. M.  M. D. T.
749 MAIN STREET OCTOBER 16,   1984

I .    CALL TO ORDER

2.    ROLL CALL

3.    APPROVAL OF THE CONSENT AGENDA

Those items on the Council Agenda which are considered routine by
the City Administrator and the City Clerk shall be marked with an

Asterisk    (*)    and ,    those items so marked shall be approved,
adopted,    accepted ,    etc .     by motion of the City Council .  and toll
call vote unless the Mayor or a City Council person specifically
request that such item or the agenda marked,     be considered under
the  " Regular Order of Business".      In such event the item shall be
removed from the Consent Agenda,      and Council action taken

separately on said item in the order appearing on the agenda.
Those items so approved under the heading  " Consent Agenda"    will

appear in the Council Minutes in their proper form.

4.    APPROVAL OF THE REGULAR AGENDA

5.    APPROVAL OR CORRECTION OF THE MINUTES

6.     APPROVAL OF THE BILLS

7 .     ITEMS ENCLOSED

A.     INFORMATION  -  FACTS ABOUT THE BETTER AIR CAMPAIGN

B.     FUNDING REQUEST  -  BOULDER COUNTY CRIME STOPPERS

C.     LETTER  -  IRWIN BUILDING PERMIT REQUEST

D.     LETTER  -  WILSON/ THOMAS ANNEXATION REQUEST

E.    COL.ICCI ' S RESTAURANT  -  LIQUOR LICENSE RENEWAL APPLICATION

F.    SOUTHLAND CORPORATION/ 7- 11 STORE LIQUOR LICENSE RENEWAL
APPLICATION

G.     INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT  ( OPEN SPACE)/ BOULDER COUNTY-
LAFAYETTE  -  LOUISVILLE

H.    ORDINANCE NO.  838  -  OFFICE ZONE

I .    ORDINANCE NO.  843  -  WATER TAP FEE INCREASE

J.    ORDINANCE NO.   844  -  ELECTRIC FENCES

K.    ORDINANCE NO.   847  -  CENTENNIAL VALLEY SUBDIVISION FILING 02  -
ROW VACATION

L.     RESOLUTION NO.  25  -  1985 MILL LEVY

M.    RESOLUTION NO.   26  -  THE CENTER AT LOUISVILLE  -
PUD/ SPECIAL REVIEW USE

N.     RESOLUTION NO.   27  -  BLUE PARROT KITCHEN ADDITION  -  PUD

O.     RESOLUTION NO.   28  -  CENTENNIAL VALLEY SUBDIVISION FILING  # 2  -

REPLAT
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AGENDA PAGE 2
OCTOBER 16,   1984

P.    JICINSKY CONSTRUCTION  -  FINAL PAY REQUEST MIDDLE SCHOOL
PARK DRAINAGE

Q.    MIDWEST  -  FINAL PAY REQUEST  -  SANITARY SEWER REPLACEMENT PROJECT

R.    VARRA COMPANIES,  INC.  -  PAY REQUEST 12  -  SOUTH BOULDER ROAD
IMPROVEMENTS

S.    TECHNOLOGY CONSTRUCTORS  -  PAY REQUEST 12  -  HERITAGE PARK

T.    PUBLIC WORKS EQUIPMENT/ SEWER JET  -  AWARD BID

U.    PUBLIC WORKS EQUIPMENT/ BACKHOE  -  AWARD BID

V.    ZLATEK  -  WATER LEASE AGREEMENT  -  MARSHALL LAKE WATER

W.    HICKS/ HAMILTON  -  WATER SALE AGREEMENT  -  I SHARE MARSHALL
LAKE WATER

8.    PUBLIC COMMENTS

9.    GENERAL COUNCIL ITEMS

A.    PRESENTATION  -  FACTS ABOUT THE BETTER AIR CAMPAIGN  -
MRS.  KAVIN KUDEBEH

B.    FUNDING REQUEST  -  BOULDER COUNTY CRIME STOPPERS

C.    IRWIN BUILDING PERMIT REQUEST

D.    WILSON  /  THOMAS ANNEXATION REQUEST

E.    COLACCI ' S RESTAURANT LIQUOR LICENSE RENEWAL APPLICATION

F.    SOUTHLAND CORPORATION  ( 7- 11 STORE)  LIQUOR LICENSE
RENEWAL APPLICATION

G.     INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT  ( OPEN SPACE)  /  BOULDER COUNTY
LAFAYETTE  -  LOUISVILLE

H.     DISCUSSION    -  ANNEXATION REQUEST TO BROOMFIELD
U . S.  36 AND 96TH STREET)

10.    CITY ATTORNEY ' S REPORT

A.  ORDINANCE NO.  838  -  OFFICE ZONE 2ND READING

PUBLIC HEARING

B.  ORDINANCE NO.  843  -  WATER TAP FEE INCREASE 2ND READING
PUBLIC HEARING

C.  ORDINANCE NO.  844  -  ELECTRIC FENCES 2ND READING
PUBLIC HEARING

D.  ORDINANCE NO.  847  -  CENTENNIAL VALLEY SUBDIVISION FILING 02
ROW VACATION 1ST READING

SET PUBLIC HEARING
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MEMORANDUM

To: Mayor and City Council Members

From:    John Rupp,  Acting City Administrator

Date:    October 12,  1984

Re: CITY COUNCIL AGENDA FOR THE REGULAR SCHEDULED
MEETING OF OCTOBER 16,  1984.

Items 1
thru 7 Explanation is set forth

Item 8 Public Comments

Item 9 GENERAL COUNCIL ITEMS:

A.    PRESENTATION  -  FACTS ABOUT BETTER AIR  -
Ms.   Karin Kudebeh is the State ' s coordination of the
Better Air Campaign"  and will be present at Tuesday' s

meeting to provide an overview of the region ' s program.
20- 30 minutes )

B.    CRIME STOPPERS FUNDING REQUEST
Letter enclosed.
Also,  please see Rod' s comments on the funding request.
C.     IRWIN BUILDING PERMIT REQUEST
Letter enclosed.
All permits in the OTHER category have been issued for
this year.    The Building Dept.  cannot issue the permit
as per Council ' s direction.

D.    WILSON/ THOMAS ANNEXATION REQUEST
Letter enclosed

The request does not meet the City Council ' s current
policy on the number of permitted units with any
annexation request.

E.    COLACCI ' s RESTAURANT LIQUOR LICENSE RENEWAL
Information enclosed along with the Police Report.

F.    SOUTHLAND CORPORATION  ( 7- 11 Store)  LIQUOR LICENSE
RENEWAL

Information enclosed along with the Police Report.
G.     INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT  ( OPEN SPACE)
Enclosed is a copy of the draft agreement for Council ' s
review and discussion.

I asked Carolyn Holmberg to be present Tuesday night if
you have questions of the County on their portion of the
agreement.

H .    DISCUSSION  -  ANNEXATION REQUEST TO BROOMFIELD
U. S. 36 AND 96th ST. )

Item 10 CITY ATTORNEY' s REPORT

A.    ORDINANCE NO.  838  -  OFFICE ZONE
Copy enclosed
Public Hearing
Please see the Planning Commission minutes and their
discussion on this ordinance.
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PAGE 2

City Attorney' s Report,  Continued . . .

8.    ORDINANCE NO.  843  -  WATER TAP FEE INCREASE

Copy enclosed
Public Hearing

C.    ORDINANCE NO.  844  -  ELECTRIC FENCES

Copy enclosed
Public Hearing

D.    ORDINANCE NO.  847  -  CENTENNIAL VALLEY SUBDIVISION
FILING  # 2,  ROW VACATION

Copy enclosed
Set Public Hearing
This item is related to the Replat for Centennial Valley
Subdivision Filing  #2,  ( Item 10 H) .

E.    RESOLUTION NO.   25  -  1985 MILL LEVY

Copy enclosed.

F.    RESOLUTION NO.   26  -  THE CENTER AT LOUISVILLE FINAL
PUD AND SPECIAL REVIEW USE

Please see the Planning Staff 's report along with related
maps and Planning Commission minutes on this item.

G.    RESOLUTION NO.   27 BLUE PARROT KITCHEN ADDITION FINAL
PUD.

Please see the Planning Staff' s report along with related
maps and Planning Commission Minutes on this item.

H.    RESOLUTION NO.   28  -  CENTENNIAL VALLEY SUBDIVISION

FILING  # 2.  REPLAT

Please see the Planning Staff 's report along with related
maps and Planning Commission Minutes on this item.

Item 11 CITY ADMINISTRATOR' S REPORT:

A  -  D These items are pay requests and need Council ' s

authorization.

E  -  F Equipment items for the Public Works Dept.
The Bid openings will be Monday.     Staff recommendations

on the low bids will be presented at Tuesday' s meeting.

G  -  H Water related matters for Counci .  s approval .

Item 12 COUNCIL COMMENTS AND REPORTS

Item 13 ADJOURNMENT
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ORDINANCE NO.  838

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING CHAPTER 17. 12

OF THE LOUISVILLE MUNICIPAL CODE BY
ADDING THE ZONING DISTRICT CALLED
BUSINESS OFFICE ZONE AND AMENDING
REQUIREMENTS CONCERNING THE AD44IH-
ISTRATIVE OR PROFESSIONAL OFFICE ZONE.

WHEREAS,     the City Council of the City of Louisville

believes a new zoning district should be added to the Louisville

Municipal Code known as the Business Office Zone;   and,

WHEREAS,    the City Council believes it is in the best

interests of the citizens of the City to amend the existing

Administrative Office Zone in the manner set forth herein.

NOW THEREFORE,     BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE

CITY OF LOUISVILLE,   COLORADO:

Section 1 .       Section 17. 12 . 010 K of the Louisville Munici-

pal Code is hereby repealed .

Section 2 .       The following subsections are hereby added to

section 17 . 12 . 010 of the Louisville Municipal Code :

K.     Administrative Office A- O.       This district is intended

for non- retail use,     mainly of a personal service nature .       It is in-

tended to have less impact than commercial uses in terms of traffic,

types of use,     advertising ,   and hours of operation and shall not have

significant adverse impact upon residential uses .     The applicant must

demonstrate that uses proposed for the area in question shall meet

the above criteria .     In addition,   limitations on the size of building

sites,     lot   'coverage ,     and other requirements shall exist,     specif-

ically,    no parcel greater than 3 acres shall be an administrative

office zone unless said parcel has been zoned office   ( 0)     prior to

July 1 ,   1984.

L.       Business Office B-- C.       This district is intended for a

broader range of uses than the Administrative Office zone,     including

limited commercial activities .       This district and activities therein

would be suitable for location in areas of higher intensity of use ,

with any aevelopment being adequately landscaped and integrated

within itself in terms of urban design,     traffic circulation ,     Pedes-

trian usage,     and land use .       The limited commercial activity in this
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zone shall not be located in a fret standing building separate from

structures where approved uses exist.       In addition,    no commercial

uses shall occupy more than 20 per cent of the gross square footage

of  •  development in this zone.

M.      Restricted Rural Residential R- R  _      This district is

R

intended to provide very large lots of a rural oharaoter for very

limited single family development.    The minimum lot else in this zone

shall be 20, 000 square feet,  however,  there shall be no more than one

residential unit Constructed upon any parcel of less than five acres

and no more than one unit per five acres or portion thereof for

parcels over five acres.

Section 3 .      The following amendments shall be made to the

applicable zoning districts as set forth in Section 17. 12. 030 of the

Louisville Municipal Code as set forth below :

Use Groups Districts

A- O a- o R- RR

1 .       Agricultural or

commercial crop or

animal production No No R

2 .       Private horse stables No No R

3 .       Public horse stables No No No

M .      Single- family
dwellings No No Yes

5 .      Multi- unit

dwellings No R No

6 .      Boardinghouses and

lodginghouses No No No

7 .      Mobile home parks No No No

B.      Hotels and motels,

including restaurants
and other incidental

commercial uses

inside the principal

building No R No

9 .       Public and private

schools   (other than

items 10,   11 and 12 )      R R R

10.    family care home No No Yes

11 .     Child care center R R No

12 .    Vocational and

business schools R Yes No

13 .    Hospitals No R No

2-
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14 .     Rest,   nursing and
retirement homes No R No

15 .     Churches ,  chapels ,

temples and

synagogues R R R

16 .     Private recreational

and social facilities ,

such as tennis clubs,

swimming clubs and

golf courses No R R

17.     Campgrounds,  gun

clubs and shooting
ranges No No No

18.     City,   county,  state

and federal uses and
buildings R N R

19.     Private utility uses R R N

20 .     Municipal sewage-

treatment plants and

solid waste disposal

site and facilities No No No

21 .     Airports No No No

22.     Cemeteries No No R

23 .    Mortuaries and

funeral chapels No R No

24 .     Personal services,

including but not
limited to barbershops

and beauty shops,

dry- cleaning outlets,
self- service laundries,
shoe- repair shops and

similar activities R Yes No

25 .     Establishments for

retailing of con-
venience goods,   including
but not limited to

variety stores ,  super-

markets ,  hardware

stores,   sporting goods
stores,   shoestores and

drugstores No R No

26 .     Establishments for

the retailing of shop-
pers goods,   including
but not limited to
department stores or
major comparison goods

stores No No No

27 .    furniture and

appliance repair No No No

28 .    Establishments for a

wide variety of can-
ercial uses,   inoluding

but not limited to

3-
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aniaal hospitals ,   ken-

nels ,   publio garages ,

carwaahes,   cleaning

laundry plants,   cold

storage lookers ,

nursery stook produc-
tion and sales ,   build-

ing aaterial and equip-
sent dealers and

wholesaling services No No No

29 .    Medical and dental
olinioa,   professional and

business offices,
finanoial institutions,
small animal clinics Yes Yes No

30 .     Membership clubs,   lodges
and fraternal organizations N R No

31 .     Indoor eating and drink-
ing establishaonta No R No

32 .     indoor commercial
amusement

establishments No N No

33 .     Massage parlors and/ or
establishments No No No

34 .     Outdoor commercial
amusement No No No

35 .     Sales and repair of actor
vehicles ,   outdoor sales and

repair   (appliances,   retail

goods ,   eating and drinking
establishments,   eta) ,

rental facilities No No No

36 .     Automobile

parking Lots R N R

37.     Automobile

parking garages No R No

38 .     Gasoline service
stations No R No

39.     Public garages No N No

40 .     General research

facilities N R No

41 .    Salvage yards No No No

42.     Accessory buildings
and uses not including
drive through Yee Yes Yes

43 .     Cosmeroi• l/ industrial

uses,   including but not

limited to building
contractors '   equipment

yards,   transportation
centers and services ,

warehouses,   and small

storage facilities No No No
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44 .     Facilities for the manu-

facturing,  fabrication,

processing,  or assem-

bly of products ;  pro-

vided that such facilities
are oospletly enclosed
and provided that no
effects from noise,

smoke,  glare,  vibra-

tion,  fumes or other

nvironsentel factors

are measurable at the No
property line No No

45.    All other facilities
for the manufacturing.
fabrication,  processing

or assembly of pro-
ducts;  provided that

such facilities are not

detrimental to the

public health,  safety and
welfare and provided that

the following perform-
ance standards are

met:      
No No No

46.    011 and gas exploration
and production No No No

47 .    Recreational

enterprise No No No

48 .    Small child care

centers R R yes

49 .    Neighborhood child R R R

care centers

Section 4 .      The following amendments shall be lade for the

applicable zoning districts as set forth in Section 17. 12. 040 of the

Louisville Municipal Code as set forth below:

17. 12. 040 Yard and Sulk Requirements

Yard and Sulk Zoning Districts
Ites and Requirements

A- 0 8- 0 R- R

1 R

1 .      Minimum lot area  ( eq.   ft)  7 , 000 7, 000 20, 000•

2.      Minimum lot width  ( ft. 3 60 60 150

3.      Minisus lot area per

dwelling unit  (sq . ft. )      1 , 750 20, 0004F

4.      Maximus lot coverage

of lot area )    30 40 10

5.      Minimum'  front yard setback

for principal use  ( tt. )3 25 25 40

For accessory uses  ( fa. )  35 35 50

However,     these limitations shall not effect the requirement that

there will be no more than one dwelling unit on any parcel of five

acres of less within this zone or that there shall be no more than

one unit per five acres or portion thereof for parcels over five

acres.

5-
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6 .       Minimum aide yard setback
from a street for all uses
rt. )3 20 20 40

Z .       Minimum aide yard setback
from interior lot line for
principal uses   (rt. )4 10 10 20

For aooessory uses   ( ft . )    5 5 29

8.       Minimum rear yard setback
for principal uses  ( ft. )3 20 20 25

9.      Maximum height principal
uses  ( ft. )      25 40 35

Accessory use   ( ft. )    20 20 25

INTRODUCED,   READ AND ORDERED PURLISHED this  ,11.   i day of

Mayer
r

ATTEST:     

yam-       

City C erk

PASSED ON SECOND AND FINAL READING,  this day of
1984 .

Mayor

ATTEST:

City Clerk

6--
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NOTICE OF; PUBLIC HEARING

Notice is hereby given that a public hearing will be held before the
City Counci,  City of Louisville concerning the adoption of:

ORDINANCE NO.   838 AN ORDINANCE AMENDING CHAPTER 17. 12 OF THE LOUISVILLE
MUNICIPAL CODE BY ADDING THE ZONING DISTRICT CALLED BUSINESS OFFICE
ZONE AND AMENDING REQUIREMENTS CONCERNING THE ADMINISTRATIVE OR PRO-
FESSIONAL OFFICE ZONE.

DATES OCTOBER 2,  1984

TIME:   7: 30 P. M.
PLACE: CITY HALL,  749 MAIN STREET,  LOUISVILLE,  COLORADO

All persons in any manner interested in the adoption of Ordinance
8838 are invited to attend the public hearing.    Copies of the proposed

ordinance are available at the Louisville City Hall.

Published in the Louisville Times
September 19,  1984

September 26,  1984
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EXCERPT FROM PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES OCTOBER 9 ,  1984

ITEM H .      ORDINANCE  # 838.  OFFICE ZONE ,  DISCUSSION

Rautenstraus :     In the September packet you were provided with a copy
of the Ordinance  #838.  Office Zone,  and in the October packet is a

copy of the minutes from City Council on First Reading and discussion
on this Ordinance.     It was Council ' s wish that this Ordinance be
referred to Planning Commission for any comments you might have .  is.

questions ,  comments ,  whatever.

Specifically,  this Ordinance changes our existing office zone into
two  ( 2)  distinct office zones;  1 )     Administrative Office which is

meant to be a low intensive,  more restrictive office type situation ,

and 2)   Business Office Zone which would allow for some lim4ted
commercial activities along with general office development.

2 main questions regarding the Ordinance:     a request for Planning
Commission review.     One:    Under the administrative office zone;  would

Planning Commission agree with the requirements that parcels be no
greater than 3 acres in this zone.    There was some discussion from
Council it might be more appropriate to raise this to 5 to 10 acres .
The other question involved the new zoning district which is classified
as Restrictive Rural Residential   -  whether it would be appropriate

to allow more than one unit on a parcel ofless than 5 acres or not.
And basically,   if you had any questions or comments .

Shonkwiler:     If someone comes in with a 4 acre parcel they can build
one unit;  if someone comes in with 5. 1 acre parcel they can build 10
units?

Rautenstraus :    No. . . they can build 2 units .     The basic idea was to

take care of lots which are between 20 , 000 sq. ft.  and 5 acres .   Accord-

ing to John Rupp ,   it is not really appropriate to place those in an
Agricultural zone because that sometimes opens up agricultural uses

which you don' t want in a slightly more urban area.     The only other
zone we had was just Rural Residential which does allow for development
of 20, 000 sq. ft.   lots .

Shonkwiler:    That paragraph does not say that.

Rautenstraus:    That paragraph needs to be read in conjunction with the
changes of Yard and bulk changes .     It could be made clearer.     The RRR

would be used only for parcels of 20 , 000 sq. ft.  and S acres specified
further for parcels over 5 acres .

Shonkwiler:     I believe that is important to clarify that in the RRR
zoning.    Shonkwiler also asked for more information on the Office Zone ,
and the 3 acres ,  S to 10 acres ,  what are getting Into here?

Rautenstraus :    As Rupp says ,  he felt that some type of limitation might

be appropriate in order to try to avoid the intensity of an office
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Ordinance 0838,  Discussion ,     Page 2

park right next to a residential area.    This is meant to be geared
more for the situation.     I would classify it the best I can here in
town,  it,  smaller Louisville Medical Center,   like the kind that is up
on Garfield and South Boulder Road ,  but would not be meant for a
Neodata.     The idea was to get the Neodata situation out of Administra-
tive Office and more into Business Office due to larger scale ,  more

acres involved,  more buildings ,  etc.

As far as the limitation goes ,  it is hard to come up with an exact
number.     3 acres could be too small .    A larger parcel could be better
if you didn ' t have any commercial development with it.     You wouldn ' t
want a 34 acre parcel next to a residential development where they
could not apply for Administrative Office.

Ferrera :     Neodata is on 14 acres ,  and when BSCS came in ,  our one concern

was we do not allow commercial development on that site,  we wanted

Office space.     If we go with this Ordinance 0838,    they would not be
able to come in as Office Space,  due to acreage ,  correct?

Rautenstraus :    Not necessarily. . .you could put limitations on their

ability for commercial development ,  as long as it was reasonable.

Ferrera :     It was our choice at that time not to have commercial on the
hill ,  but an office_

Shonkwiler:    The code does say anything over 1 acre must be a PUD.
You could still be in a Business Office zone,  and have to PUD with
restrictions .

Ferrera :     You still have to come up with reasons why the restriction
is there.    Now we could annex something that is Office and we don ' t
have any problems with commercial ,  we don' t have to come up with

reasons why you can ' t put commercial on that site.

Shonkwiler:    That would be easy enough to support by the Comp Plan ,
because that office was in the Comp Plan RR zone ,  the reason would be

a designated residential area on the Comp Plan ,  therefore a commercial

office is inappropriate ,  so you could have 14 acres out there but it
would be Administrative Office and support it in that manner,  and do

it by a case- by- case basis .     With this ordinance we have the flexibilty
to avoid any abuse.     Shonkwiler is almost in favor of the 3 acres for
40,  however,   it does limit flexibility.

Caranci :     I agree with Rupp' s comments . 

Rautenstraus thanked the Commissioners for their comments .

468



DC

ORDINANCE NO. 692

AN ORDINN~CE AMENDING VARIOUS SECTIONS
OF THE LOUISVILLE MUNICIPAL CODE CLARIFYING
THE ANNE~\ TION AND SUBDIVISION PROCEDURES
OF THE Cpry; AND AMENDING VARIOUS
SECTIONS OF TITLE 17 OF THE LOUISVILLE
MUNICIPAL CODE, REVISING VARIOUS ZONING

DEFINITIONS AND CREATING A NEW OFFICE

ZONING DESIGNATION.

WHEREAS, the City Staff has reviewed the existing sub-

division qnd zoning ordinqnces and determined certain modifications

should be made; and,

WHEREAS, the proposed modifications have been presented

to, and approved by the Planning Commission.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF
THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COLORADO:

Section 1. Section 16. 04. 040( A) shall be repealed.

Section 2. The following section shall be added to Chapter

16. 04 of Title 16 of the Louisville Municipal Code:

16 . 04. 040 (A)

Whoever divides or participates in the division of a lot,

tract, or parcel of land into two or more lots, sites or other

divisions of land for thE~ purpose, whether immediate or future, of

sale of building deve10~ nent, whether residential, industrial, office,

business or other use, who desires to build a structure upon any

tract of land which has not been previously platted, shall make the

transaction subject to the provisions of this title and a plat

therefor must be submitted to and accepted by the City according

to the terms set forth in this title. The terms of this title shall

also include and refer to any division of land previously subdivided

or platted.

Section 3. The following sub- section shall be added to

Section 16. 04. 050, Chapter 16. 04 of Title 16 of the Louisville

Municipal Code:

16. 04. 050( C)

C. Land in thl9 process of annexation for which an annexa-

tion petition has been filed.

Section 4. Section 16. 08. 020( 6), Section 16. 08. 020( 19),

Section 16. 08. 020( 44), and Section 16. 08. 020( 47) shall be repealed.
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Section 5. The following sub- sections shall be added to

Section 16. 08, Title 16 of the Louisville Municipal Code:

16. 08. 020( 6)

6. Comprehensive Development Plan" means the comprehensive

development plan for the City which has been officially adopted to

provide long range development policies for the City and which includes

among 0 ther things, the plan for land use, land subdivision, circu-

lation, public facilities, the adopted comprehensive development plan

map and text, and other elements to be adopted from time to time.

16. 08. 020(19)

19. Improvements" means all facilities constructed or

erected by subdivider wi "thin any subdivision to permit and facilitate

the use of lots or blocks for a principal residential, business or

industrial purpose. Improvements shall include all facilities listed

in Chapter 16. 20.

16. 08. 020 ( 44)

44. Street Trees" means those trees provided under section

16. 20. 020( H) of the Louisville Municipal Code.

Section 6. Sub- sections B, C, and G of Section 16. 12. 030

of the Louisville Municipal Code shall be repealed.

Section 7. The following subsectiona shall be added to

Section 16. 12. 030, Title 16 of the Louisville Municipal Code:

16. 12. 030( B)

The agency shall have 20 days from the date they receive

a copy of the plat to review and return the plat to the City

Administrator' s office. All comments relative to the above referenced

plat shall be returned at that time.

16. 12. 030( C)

The preliminary plat shall be submitted to the Planning

Commission and a public hearing shall be held on said plat. Notice

of the time and place of the public hearing shall be sent as required

by the statutes of the Sltate of Colorado. Additionally, notice of

the public hearing shall be published in a newspaper of general cir-

culation within the City at least five days prior to such hearing.

16. l2. 030CGl

Within 15 days after a preliminary plat is disapproved, or

approved with modifications, the subdivider may request in writing a

review before the Planning Commission.

2-
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Section 8. Section l6. 12. 070( A) and 16. 12. 070( D) of the

Louisville Municipal Code shall be repealed.

Section 9. The following sub- sections shall be added to

Section 16. 12. 070 of Title 16 of the Louisville Municipal Code:

16. 12. 070( A)

Not more than 12 months after approval of the preliminary

plat, four to thirty- six copies of the final plat as required by the

City and any required supplemental material shall be presented by

subdivider to the City Administrator' s office. The final plat must

be presented at least 21 days prior to the planning commission meet-

ing after which said pIa 1: shall be reviewed.

16. 12. 070( D)

The Planning Commission shall hold a public hearing upon

said final plat, giving notice as required for a preliminary plat,

and shall approve, disapprove, or approve the final plat with modifi-

cations and submit the plat together with the commission' s recommenda-

tion in writing to the City Council.

Section 10. Section 16. 16. 030( P) of the Louisville

Municipal Code shall be repealed.

Section 11. The following sub- section shall be added to

Section 16. 16. 030 of Title 16 of the Louisville Municipal Code:

16. 16. 030( P)

Alleys, easements and fire lanes shall be as follows:

l. Alleys, open at both ends, shall be provided in

commercial and industrial areas, except that this

requirement may be waived or other provisions are

made and approved for service access;

2. If alleys are provided, they shall be paved;

3. Easements for utili ties shall be 16 feet wide,

8 feet of which shall be on each side of common

rear lot lines where said lines abutt. On perimeter

rear lots, easement width shall be 10 feet or more.

Side lot easements, where necessary shall be five

feet in width;

4. Where a subdivision is traversed by a water

course, drainage way, channel or stream, there shall
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be provided a storm water easement or drainage

right-of-way conforming substantially with the

lines of such water course and such further width

as may be required for necessary flood control

measures.

5. Fire lanes shall be required where necessary

to protect the area during the period of develop-

ment and after development. An easement therefore

shall be dedicated, shall be a minimum of 20 feet

in width, and shall remain free of obstructions

and provide access at all times.

Section 12. Section 16. 16. 050( D) of the Louisville Municipal

Code shall be repealed.

Section 13. The following sub- section shall be added to

Section 16. 16. 050 of Title 16 of the Louisville Municipal Code:

16. 16. 050( D)

The minimum 101: frontage, as measured along the front lot

lines shall be 50 feet, E~ xcept for lots abutting a cul- de- sac in

which case said lot frontage may be reduced to 35 feet.

Section 14. Chapter 16. 24 of the Louisville Municipal Code

shall be repealed.

Section 15. The following chapter shall be added to Title

16 of the Louisville Municipal Code:

Chapter 16. 24 MODIFICATIONS

16. 24. 010 Intent

The City Council, upon advice of the Planning Commission,

may authorize modification from these regulations in cases where,

due to exceptional topographical conditions or other conditions

peculiar to the site, an unnecessary hardship would be placed on the

subdivider. Such modifications shall not be granted if it would be

detrimental to the public good or impair the basic intent and purposes

of this title. Any modification granted shall be in keeping with the

intent of the comprehensive development plan of the City.

16. 24. 020 Planned Unit Development Modifications

Modifications to the requirements of this Title may be

authorized by the City Council upon advice of the Planning Commission
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in the case of a Planned Unit Development.

Section 16. The following section shall be added to

Chapter 16. 28, Title 16 of the Louisville Municipal Code:

16. 28. 040 Review of Previously Approved Plats

In the event no subdivision agreement has been executed,

no construction of required improvements initiated or no building

permits issued within 12 months after final approval of the sub-

division plat, City Councilor Planning Commission may call for a

review. Upon a properly advertised public hearing, and notice given

to the subdivider, approval of the subdivision plat may be revoked

or the previous approval may be modified to include additional

conditions.

Section 17. Section 16. 32. 020( B) of the Louisville Municipal

Code shall be repealed.

Section 18. The following subsection shall be added to

Section 16. 32. 020, Title 16 of the Louisville Municipal Code:

16. 32. 020( B)

The petition shall be accompanied by four to thirty- six

copies of a map, said number to be set by the City, showing the area

proposed for annexation.

Section 19. Sections 16. 32. 030( A) and 16. 3 2 . 0 3 0 ( G) of the

Louisville Municipal Code shall be repealed.

Section 20. The following subsections shall be added to

Section 16. 32. 030, Title 16 of the Louisville Municipal Code:

16. 32. 030( A)

The comprehensive development plan of the City of Louisville

will be considered in determining whether an annexation will be

approved.

16. 32. 030( G)

All water rights which have historically served the property

proposed to be annexed shall be assigned and deeded to the City. At

the option of the City, cash shall be paid to the City in lieu of the

dedication of the historical water rights.

Section 21. Sections 17. 08. 025, 17. 08. 060, 17. 08. 080, 17. 08. 180,

17. 08. 285, 17. 08. 375, 17,. 08. 435, 17. 08. 600 of the Louisville Municipal

Code are hereby repealed.
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Section 22. The following sections are hereby added to

Chapter 17. 08, Title 17 of the Louisville Municipal Code:

17. 08. 025 Animal Hospital

Animal Hospita.l" means a veterinary hospital where

animals are brought for medical and surgical treatment to be held

during the time of such tTeatment. All facilities for holding the

animals on the premises shall be housed in a completely enclosed

building and used incidental to such medical and surgical services

only. This definition shall be distinguished from a small animal

clinic" where only household animals shall be treated and kept over-

night during the period of their treatment.

17. 08. 060 Central Business District

Central Business District" means the area bounded by

South Street on the north, the Co 10rado Southern Railroad tracks

on the east, Elm Street on the south, and LaFarge Street on the

west.

17. 08. 080 Commercial Amusement

Commercial Amusement" means an enterprise whose main

purpose is to provide the general public with an amusing or entertain-

ing activity where ticke1:s are sold or fees collected at the activity.

Commercial amusements include miniature golf courses, arcades, ferris

wheels, childrens rides, roller coasters, skating rinks, ice rinks,

bowling alleys, pool parlors and similar activities.

17. 08. 180 Frontage

Frontage" means that portion of a lot, parcel, tract of

block abutting upon a street or other right~of- way.

17. 08. 285 Lots, Double Frontage

Double Frontage Lots" means a lot which runs through a

block from street to street and which has non- intersecting sides

abutting on two or more streets or other right-of- ways.

17. 08. 375 Planned Unit Development

Planned Unit Development" means a project of a single

owner or a group of owners acting jointly, involving a related group

of residences, businesses, or industries and associates uses, planned

as a single entity and therefore subject to development and regulation

as one land- use unit rather than as an aggregation of individual
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buildings located on separate lots. The planned unit development

includes usable, functional open space for the mutual benefit of the

entire trade; and is designed to provide variety and diversity through

the variance of normal zoning and subdivision standards so that maxi-

mum long range benefits can be gained, and the unique features of the

development of site preserved and enhanced while still being in harmony

with the surrounding neighborhood. Approval of a planned unit

development does not eliminate the requirements of subdividing.

17. 08. 403 Recreational Enterprise

Recreational Enterprise" means a temporary or outdoor

amusement which in certain cases might be appropriate in an agricultural

zone and includes carnivals, expositions, driving ranges, fairs,

rodeos, tent shows and similar enterprises.

17. 08. 435 Sign

Sign" means any object or devise or part thereof, situated

outdoors or indoors, which is used to advertise, identify, display,

direct or attract attention to an object, person, institution, organi-

zation, business, product:, service, event or location by any means

including words, letters, figures, designs, symbols, fixtures, co 10rs,

motion, illumination or projected images. Signs do not include:

A. Flags of nations, organizations of nations,

states and cities, or of fraternal, religious and

civic organizations, which are not oversized and

not used for commercial purpose;

B. MerchandisE~ , pictures, or models of products
or services incorporated in a window display;

C. Time and temperature devices not related to a

product;

D. National, state, religious, fraternal, professional
and civic symbols or crests;

E. Works of art which in no way identify a product;

F. Scoreboards located on athletic fields;

G. Signs which give public information with the

purpose of identifying and locating a facility;

If for any reason it cannot be readily determined whether or not an

an object is a sl.gn, the City Administrator shall make such deter-

mination.

17. 08. 600 Yard, front

Front yard" means the yard between the side lot lines and

measure horizontally at right angles to the front lot line to the
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principal structure.

Section 23. Section 17. 12. 030 is hereby repealed.

Section 24. The following sub- sections are added to

Section 17. 12. 030 of Title 17 of the Louisville Municipal Code:

17. 12. 030 Use Groups

In each zoning district, any use group category not expressly

permitted shall be deemed excluded. If there is a question pertaining

to interpretation of any specific use as to whether it does or does not

come within the fo 11 owing" express use groups, any applicant may apply

to the board of zoning adjustment for the determination of whether a

specific use is expressly permitted. In the following table, uses

expressly permitted are designated yes", uses prohibited are desig-

nated no" and uses permitted by special review are designated " R".

Use Groups Districts

A R- R R- M R- H C- N C- C C- B I 0

R- E

R- L

l. Agricultural or commer-

cial crop or animal

production. Yes R R R No No No R No

2. Private horse stables. Yes Yes1 No No No No No No No

3. Public horse stables. Yes No No No No No No No No

4. Single- family dwellings. Yes Yes Yes Yes R No No No No

5. Multi- unit dwellings. No R Yes Yes R R R No R

6. Boardinghouses and

lodginghouses. No No Yes Yes R R R No R

7. Mobile home parks. No No R No No No No No No

8. Hotels and motels,

including restaurants

and other incidental

commercial uses inside

the principal building. No No No No No R Yes R No

9. Public and private
schools 0 ther than
items 10, II, and 12} . R R R R No No No No R

10. Eamily care home. Yes Yes Yes R R No No No No

11. Child care center. R No R R R R No No R

12. Vocational and
business schools. No No No No R R R R R

13. Hospitals. R No R R No R R No No

1. rivate horse stables are permitted only in the R- R residential rural district.

They are not permitted in the R- E and R- L districts.
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Use Groups Districts

A R- R R- M R- H C- N C- C C- B I 0

R- E

R- L

A. Rest, nursing and

retirement homes R No R Yes R R R No No

5. Churches, chapels,
temples and

synagogues. R R R R R R R No R

L6. Private recreational R R R R R R R No R

and social facilities,

such as tennis clubs,

swimming clubs and

golf courses.

L7. Campgrounds, gun
clubs and shooting
ranges. R No No No No No No No No

L8. City, county, state

and federal uses

and buildings. R R R R R R R R R

L9. Private utility uses. R R R R R R R R R

20. Municipal sewage-
treatment plants and

solid waste disposal
sites and facilities. R No No No No No No R No

21. Airports. R No No No No No No R No

22. Cemeteries. Yes R No No No No No No No

23. Mortuaries and

funeral chapels. Yes No No No No R Yes No No

24. Personal services,

including but not

limited to barbershops
and beauty shops,
dry- cleaning outlets,

self- service laundries,

shoe~repair shops and

similar activities. No No No R R Yes Yes R No

25. Establishments for

retailing of conven-

ience goods, including
but not limited to

variety stores, super-
markets, hardware

stores, sporting goods
stores, shoestores and

drugstores. No No No No R Yes Yes R No

26. Establishments for the

retailing of shoppers
go od s , including but

not limited to depart-
ment stores or major
comparison goods stores. No No No No R Yes Yes No No

27. Furniture and appliance
repair. No No No No R Yes Yes R No
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Use Groups Districts

A R- R R- M R- H C- N C- C C- B I 0

R- E

R- L

8. Establishments for a

wide variety of com-

mercial uses, including
but not limited to

animal hospitals,
kennels, public
garages, carwashes,

cleaning laundry
plants, cold storage
lockers, nursery
stock production
and sales, building
material and equipment
dealers and wholesaling
services. No No No No No No Yes R No

29. Medical and dental

clinics, professional
and business offices,

and financial insti-

tutions, small

animal clinics. No No No No R Yes Yes R Yes

30. Membership clubs,

lodges and fraternal

organizations. No No R R R Yes Yes No R

31. Indoor eating and drink-

ing establishments. No No No No R Yes Yes R R

32.. Indoor commercial
amusement. No No No No R Yes Yes R No

33. Massage parlors and/ or

establishments. No No No No No No R No No

34. Outdoor commercial
amusement. No No No No R R R R No

35. Sales and repair of

motor vehicles, outdoor

sales and repair
appliances, retail

goods, eating and

drinking establish-

ments, etc. ) No No No No No R R R No

36. Automobile parking
lots R R Yes Yes R Yes Yes Yes R

37. Automobile parking
garages. No No No R No R Yes Yes No

38. Gasoline service

s tat.ions . No No No No R R R R No

39. Public garages. No No No No No R R Yes No

40. General research

facilities. No No No No No No R Yes R

41. Salvage Yards. R No No No No No No R No

42. Accessory Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

buildings and uses.
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Section 26. Section 17. 12. 010( A) of the Louisville

Municipal Cide os hereby repealed.

Section 27. The following sub- section is added to section

17. 12. 010 of Title 17 of the Louisville Municipal Code:

17. 12. 010( A) Agricultural A

This district is comprised of areas which are primarily

in a natural state, are utilized for the growing of crops and plants

materials or where similar farming activities are practiced, or is

appropriate for very low density residential use.

17. 12. 010( K)

Administrative or professional office 0". This district

is intended for principally non- retail use of a personal service

nature. It is intended to be low intensity .in terms of traffic,

advertising and hours of operation and shall be compatible with

residential use.

Section 28. The following sub- sections are added to

Section 17. 12. 030 of the Louisville Municipal Code:

A) Smoke. No operation shall be conducted unless it con-

forms to the standards established by the Colorado Department of

Public Health' s rules and regulations pertaining to smoke emission.

B) particulate Matter. No operation shall be conducted

unless it conforms to the standards established by the Colorado

Department of Public Health' s rules and regulations pertaining to

emission of particulate matter.

e) Dust, Odor, Gas, Fumes, Glare or Vibration. No

operation shall be conducted unless it conforms to the standards

established by the Colorado Department of Public Health' s rules and

regulations pertaining to emission of dust, o do r , gas, fumes,  glare

or vibration.

D) Radiation Hazards and Electrical Disturbances. No

operation shall be conducted unless it conforms to the standards

established by the Colorado Department of Public Health' s rules and

regulations pertaining to radiation control.

E) Noise. No operation shall be conducted unless it

conforms to the standards established by the Colorado Department of

Public Health' s rules and regulatio.n,s. pertaining to noise.
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F) Water Pollution. No operation shall be con-

ducted unless it conforms to the standards established by the

Colorado Department of Public Health' s rules and regulations

pertaining to water pollution.

INTRODUCED, HEAD AND ORDERED PUBLISHED THIS 2-'

day ot~~- L/~) 1980.

h;~/€ 6'~
ayor

Cit~7' lerk

ADOPTED AND APPROVED ON SECOND AND FINAL READING

THIS l day of dJd. 1980.

ciL<t, <,.e~~ayor

ATTEST.

7

Jrt/ finj;U:f) ~;:td/
City Clerk

i
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Lisa Ritchie

From: Diehl, Michael E <Michael.Diehl@XCELENERGY.COM>
Sent: Tuesday, November 20, 2018 9:36 AM
To: Lisa Ritchie
Subject: RE: City of Louisville

Sorry for the delay.  I have no objection to the zoning change.  Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 
 
Safety Brings You Home 
HAVE A SAFE DAY 
Michael E. Diehl, Manager 
Siting and Land Rights 
Xcel Energy l Responsible By Nature 
1800 Larimer Street, Suite 400 
Denver, CO  80202 
(Office) 303‐571‐7260 
(Cell)  303‐810‐9707 
(Fax)  303‐294‐2088 
(e‐mail) michael.diehl@xcelenergy.com 
 
This email is covered by the Electronic Communications Privacy Act, 18 USC Sections 2510‐2521. This email, and any 
attachments, may contain confidential, private and/or privileged material for the sole use of the intended recipient(s). 
Any review, use, distribution or disclosure by others is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient (or 
authorized to receive for the recipient), please contact the sender by reply mail and delete all copies of this message and 
any attachments. 
 
From: Lisa Ritchie [mailto:lritchie@louisvilleco.gov]  
Sent: Monday, November 05, 2018 4:18 PM 
To: Diehl, Michael E 
Subject: RE: City of Louisville 
 
CAUTION EXTERNAL SENDER: Stop and consider before you click links or open attachments.
            Report suspicious email using the 'Report Phishing/Spam' button in Outlook. 

  

 
Hi Michael, 
 
I have another property for you (this should be the last one) that I’d like your consent for rezoning from Office to 
Administrative Office.  See attached for an image of the property at the northwest corner of South Boulder Road and 
Garfield Ave, parcel number 157505310004 .  Please let me know if you have any questions or concerns related to this 
action.  If none, please acknowledge your consent. 
 
Thanks, 
 
Lisa Ritchie, AICP 
Associate Planner 
City of Louisville 
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303‐335‐4596 
 
From: Diehl, Michael E [mailto:Michael.Diehl@XCELENERGY.COM]  
Sent: Friday, October 26, 2018 2:19 PM 
To: Lisa Ritchie <lritchie@louisvilleco.gov>; George, Donna L <Donna.L.George@xcelenergy.com> 
Subject: RE: City of Louisville 
 
Unless you have a standard form, or need a formal signature on something, I hereby consent to the rezoning of the 
subject Xcel Energy/Public Service Company of Colorado electric transmission right‐of‐way from Office to 
Agriculture.  Please let me know if I can be of further assistance.  Thank you. 
 
Safety Brings You Home 
HAVE A SAFE DAY 
Michael E. Diehl, Manager 
Siting and Land Rights 
Xcel Energy l Responsible By Nature 
1800 Larimer Street, Suite 400 
Denver, CO  80202 
(Office) 303‐571‐7260 
(Cell)  303‐810‐9707 
(Fax)  303‐294‐2088 
(e‐mail) michael.diehl@xcelenergy.com 
 
This email is covered by the Electronic Communications Privacy Act, 18 USC Sections 2510‐2521. This email, and any 
attachments, may contain confidential, private and/or privileged material for the sole use of the intended recipient(s). 
Any review, use, distribution or disclosure by others is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient (or 
authorized to receive for the recipient), please contact the sender by reply mail and delete all copies of this message and 
any attachments. 
 
From: Lisa Ritchie [mailto:lritchie@louisvilleco.gov]  
Sent: Friday, October 26, 2018 1:45 PM 
To: Diehl, Michael E; George, Donna L 
Subject: RE: City of Louisville 
 
CAUTION EXTERNAL SENDER: Stop and consider before you click links or open attachments.
            Report suspicious email using the 'Report Phishing/Spam' button in Outlook. 

  

 
Hi Michael, 
 
Yes, it is allowed.  The property just north of this piece is zoned Agriculture and is where the power line continues.  Do 
we need to submit anything formally, or can you consent over email?  Thanks for your help! 
 
Lisa Ritchie, AICP 
Associate Planner 
City of Louisville 
303‐335‐4596 
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From: Diehl, Michael E [mailto:Michael.Diehl@XCELENERGY.COM]  
Sent: Friday, October 26, 2018 1:38 PM 
To: Lisa Ritchie <lritchie@louisvilleco.gov>; George, Donna L <Donna.L.George@xcelenergy.com> 
Subject: RE: City of Louisville 
 
Hi Lisa, 
I am the responsible party.  Are you asking for consent from Xcel Energy/Public Service Company of Colorado to rezone 
our right‐of‐way from Office to Agriculture?  So long as Electric Transmission Lines are allowed, it doesn’t matter what 
our right‐of‐way is zoned.  Please advise.  Thanks. 
 
Safety Brings You Home 
HAVE A SAFE DAY 
Michael E. Diehl, Manager 
Siting and Land Rights 
Xcel Energy l Responsible By Nature 
1800 Larimer Street, Suite 400 
Denver, CO  80202 
(Office) 303‐571‐7260 
(Cell)  303‐810‐9707 
(Fax)  303‐294‐2088 
(e‐mail) michael.diehl@xcelenergy.com 
 
This email is covered by the Electronic Communications Privacy Act, 18 USC Sections 2510‐2521. This email, and any 
attachments, may contain confidential, private and/or privileged material for the sole use of the intended recipient(s). 
Any review, use, distribution or disclosure by others is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient (or 
authorized to receive for the recipient), please contact the sender by reply mail and delete all copies of this message and 
any attachments. 
 
From: Lisa Ritchie [mailto:lritchie@louisvilleco.gov]  
Sent: Friday, October 26, 2018 1:31 PM 
To: George, Donna L; Diehl, Michael E 
Subject: RE: City of Louisville 
 
CAUTION EXTERNAL SENDER: Stop and consider before you click links or open attachments.
            Report suspicious email using the 'Report Phishing/Spam' button in Outlook. 

  

 
Thanks Donna! 
 
Michael, please reach out with questions or what you need from us.  For other property owners in this circumstance, we 
are requesting a letter consenting to the action, and we are handling all of the application coordination.  Thanks, 
 
Lisa Ritchie, AICP 
Associate Planner 
City of Louisville 
303‐335‐4596 
 
From: George, Donna L [mailto:Donna.L.George@xcelenergy.com]  
Sent: Friday, October 26, 2018 1:29 PM 
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To: Lisa Ritchie <lritchie@louisvilleco.gov>; Diehl, Michael E <Michael.Diehl@XCELENERGY.COM> 
Subject: RE: City of Louisville 
 
Hi Mike, 
 
Will you please help Lisa with this since it is a transmission line? 
 
Thanks! 
 
Donna George 
Xcel Energy | Responsible By Nature 
Right of Way and Permits 
1123 West 3rd Avenue, Denver, CO  80223 
P:  303-571-3306 | F:  303-571-3660 
donna.l.george@xcelenergy.com 
________________________________________________ 
XCELENERGY.COM 
Please consider the environment before printing this email. 

 
From: Lisa Ritchie [mailto:lritchie@louisvilleco.gov]  
Sent: Friday, October 26, 2018 11:59 AM 
To: George, Donna L 
Subject: City of Louisville 
 
CAUTION EXTERNAL SENDER: Stop and consider before you click links or open attachments.
            Report suspicious email using the 'Report Phishing/Spam' button in Outlook. 

  

 
Hi Donna, 
 
Before I send a referral, I wanted to understand what Xcel will look for in this particular application because you own 
one of the parcels.  We are proposing to rezone certain areas in the City that are zoned Office to Agriculture.  The parcel 
Xcel owns has a transmission line running though it and has a regional trail.  See below for a map.  The Boulder County 
parcel number is 157506400031. 
 
Is it possible to get a letter of consent from Xcel for something like this?  Who is the best person to work with in your 
organization?  Thanks for your help! 
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Lisa Ritchie, AICP 
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Associate Planner 
City of Louisville 
lritchie@louisvilleco.gov 
303‐335‐4596 
 
We encourage you to visit our new online maps webpage with planning and land use information.   
 
The Department of Planning & Building Safety is collecting feedback to improve our customer service.   
Please let us know how we are doing by completing this short survey! 
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Lisa Ritchie

From: Gedeon LaFarge <gedeon@quitsa.net>
Sent: Friday, October 26, 2018 1:24 PM
To: Lisa Ritchie
Cc: 'Toni McClain'; 'Michayla Danu'
Subject: RE: 325 South Boulder Road

Lisa,  
As the manager for the LLC (72nd Colorado, LLC) that owns 325 S. Boulder Rd., I am giving my consent to the rezoning of 
the property from Office (O) to Administrative‐Office (A‐O). 
Thank you, Gedeon 
 
Gedeon LaFarge 
Manager 
72nd Colorado, LLC 
 

From: Lisa Ritchie <lritchie@louisvilleco.gov>  
Sent: Thursday, October 25, 2018 1:10 PM 
To: gedeon@quitsa.net 
Subject: 325 South Boulder Road 
 
Gedeon, 
 
Thanks for reaching out.  We are requesting that you provide acknowledgement that you, as the property 
owner, consent to the rezoning of 325 South Boulder Road from Office (O) to Administrative‐Office (A‐O).  The 
City will be coordinating the application.  Please feel free to reach out with questions, thank you! 
 
Lisa Ritchie, AICP 
Associate Planner 
City of Louisville 
lritchie@louisvilleco.gov 
303‐335‐4596 
 
We encourage you to visit our new online maps webpage with planning and land use information.   
 
The Department of Planning & Building Safety is collecting feedback to improve our customer service.   
Please let us know how we are doing by completing this short survey! 
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Lisa Ritchie

From: Mike Baum <mikebaum1@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, December 4, 2018 7:11 PM
To: Lisa Ritchie
Subject: Re: City of Louisville rezone

Hi Lisa, 
Myself and the other partners are OK with your re-zoning request. 
 
So you can take this as written authorization that as the property owners, we have no objections to this action 
and consent to the application.  
 
 
Regards 
 
Mike 
 
 
 
On Mon, Dec 3, 2018 at 5:44 PM Lisa Ritchie <lritchie@louisvilleco.gov> wrote: 

Hi Mike, Any update from the email below? Thanks! 

Lisa Ritchie, AICP 

Senior Planner 

City of Louisville 

303-335-4596 

From: Lisa Ritchie  
Sent: Friday, October 26, 2018 11:58 AM 
To: 'mikebaum1@gmail.com' <mikebaum1@gmail.com> 
Subject: City of Louisville rezone 

Hi Mike, 

 
Thanks for calling to learn more about the rezoning of your property. The City intends to rezone 317 South 
Boulder Road, along with a number of other properties in the area, to the Administrative-Office zone district 
from the repealed Office zone district. This action will not invalidate the previous PUD approvals for the site, 
but rather it will establish the zoning for the property since the repeal of the Office zoning in 1984. We believe 
that the Administrative-Office zone district is the most similar, and consistent with how you are using the 
property currently. Please see below for more information. 

- ORD 1980-692 - See page 8 to see the allowed uses in the Office zone district. 
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- ORD 1984-838 – The ordinance that repealed the Office zone and established the A-O and B-O zone districts

- Current code - 
https://library.municode.com/co/louisville/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT17ZO_CH17.12DIRE_S17.
12.030USGR  

We’d like to receive written authorization from you, as the property owner, that you have no objections to this 
action and consent to the application. We will handle the application itself. We intend to take this to Planning 
Commission on December 13, and would like to have this consent in place by the end of November. Please 
reach out with any other questions or concerns you have, thanks, 

Lisa Ritchie, AICP 

Associate Planner 

City of Louisville 

lritchie@louisvilleco.gov 

303-335-4596 

We encourage you to visit our new online maps webpage with planning and land use information.  

The Department of Planning & Building Safety is collecting feedback to improve our customer service.  

Please let us know how we are doing by completing this short survey! 
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Lisa Ritchie

From: Michayla Danu <MDanu@coloradogroup.com>
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2018 9:48 AM
To: Lisa Ritchie
Cc: Toni McClain
Subject: Rezoning 335 South Boulder Road

Good morning Lisa,  
                Johanna and Jeff Beeman, as the managing partners of Running Rabbits Properties II LLC, which owns 335 S. 
Boulder Rd, have requested that we as the property management convey their consent to the rezoning of the property 
from Office (O) to Administrative‐Office (A‐O). 
 
Thank you 
 
Michayla Danu | Assistant Property Manager 
The Colorado Group, Inc. | 3434 47th Street, Suite 220 | Boulder, CO 80301 
Office (303) 499-3400 | Direct (303) 339-5038 | Fax (303) 449-8250 | mdanu@coloradogroup.com  
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January 10, 2019 --- Davidson Highline Replat 2 

 

 
 

 

 

VICINITY MAP: 
 

  

ITEM: Case #PLAT-0170-2018, Davidson Highline Replat 2 
 

PLANNER: Lisa Ritchie, Senior Planner 
 

APPLICANT:  City of Louisville 
Joliette Woodson, Civil Engineer 
749 Main St. 
Louisville, CO  80027 

 

OWNERS:  RCL Land Company, LLC 
 

EXISTING ZONING:  Planned Community Commercial (PCZD-C) 
 

LOCATION: 2103 and 2301 N. Courtesy Rd. 
 

TOTAL SITE AREA: 4.699 acres 
 

REQUEST:  A replat of Davidson Highline Subdivision, Lots 1A and 2A to 
adjust the lot boundaries of Lots 1A and 2A, vacate Tract Q, 
Takoda Subdivision, and create Outlot A to be conveyed to 
the City of Louisville for the purpose of constructing an 
underpass.    

 

Planning Commission 
Staff Report 

January 10, 2019 
 

 

 

Elm St 

Dillon Rd.   

Archdiocese 

Tennis 

Center 

Games 

Subject Properties 

Subject  
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PROPOSAL: 
The City of Louisville is in the process of designing a non-vehicular underpass on SH 
42/96th Street between Summit View Drive and Hecla Dr.  To construct the underpass, 
the City must purchase a portion of Davidson Highline Replat, Lot 1.  The owner of 
Davidson Highline Replat, Lot 1, RCL Land Company, LLC, has agreed to sell 3,530 
square feet (0.08 ac) to the City to facilitate construction of the trail and underpass.  For 
the purpose of this conveyance, the plat creates a new Outlot A.   
 

  
Along with this plat, the property owner requests that the interior lot line between Lot 1A 
and Lot 1B be moved approximately 175 feet to the east.  The proposed location for this 
property line will be in alignment with the eastern boundary of the Kaylix Ave. Right-of-
Way (ROW) to the north and to the south.  Thus, future redevelopment of the subject 
properties will be better able to facilitate connecting the Kaylix Ave. ROW between the 
proposed Lots 1A and 1B.   Also, the plat dedicates an approximately 51-foot wide area 
along the eastern property line which is reserved for SH 42 ROW.   
 
BACKGROUND: 
The original Davidson Highline subdivision plat was recorded September 28, 1990 under 
Reception No. 1066697.  The plat created Lots 1 and 2, and Outlots A and B.  Davidson 
Highline Replat was recorded June 5, 2008 under Reception No. 20211816.  This replat 
subdivided Lot 2 and thus created Lots 1A, 2A, and 3A.  Lot 3A was then incorporated 
into Outlot 2 of the Steel Ranch South plat recorded August 16, 2012 under Reception 

Location of Underpass 

& Trail 

Location of new lot 

line, aligned with 

Kaylix Ave right-of-

way to the north and 

south 
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No. 3244727 and the Hecla Dr. ROW created under that plat.  Tract Q was created upon 
the recordation of the Takoda subdivision recorded October 6, 2010 under Reception No. 
3103584. The owner of Lots 1A and 2A, Davidson Highline Replat, RCL Land Company, 
LLC, also owns Tract Q, Takoda.   
 
The original Davidson Highline subdivision plat and the replat include an approximately 
51-foot wide State Highway 42 ROW reservation for future dedication to CDOT along the 
east side of Lot 1A.  With the proposed plat, this reservation area is now being dedicated 
as CDOT ROW.  Additionally, Tract Q, Takoda is proposed to be incorporated into Lots 
1A and 2A of this Replat 2.   
 
RCL Land Company, LLC and operates an RV storage facility on Lots 1A and 2A 
Davidson Highline Replat, and Tract Q, Takoda.  A pet grooming and boarding business 
operates on Lot 1A.   
 
Existing Property Boundaries 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
ANALYSIS: 
The Comprehensive Plan identifies a trail connection and pedestrian crossing to the south 
of the properties that are the subject of the plat.  With the Kestrel subdivision plat, Outlots 
1 and 2 were dedicated to the City for the purpose of constructing the planned trail 
connection and Highway 42 crossing. This connection will link an established pedestrian 
trail system from Steel Ranch to the trail system on the east side of Highway 42.   The 
Comprehensive Plan also calls for the continuation of Kaylix Avenue through this 
property.  Relocating the lot line assists in the facilitation of this street connection in the 
future.  
 

Lot 1A Lot 2A 

Tract Q, 

Takoda 

Outlot 10, 

Takoda 

Hwy 42 ROW  

Reservation 

Outlot 1, 

Kestrel 

Outlot 2, 

Kestrel 
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Comprehensive Plan – Regional Trail Improvement Plan 

 
The properties are zoned P-C and are subject to The North Louisville General 
Development Plan (GDP) recorded January 16, 1990 under Reception No. 1023295.  The 
Davidson Highline properties and Tract Q, Takoda are located in Parcels K and I of the 
GDP which addresses allowed uses and development standards such as setbacks.  
Specifically, the GDP states that setbacks must be in conformance with the CN, CB, CC, 
& O Zones.   Staff is reviewing this application for compliance with the CB zone district, 
which is most consistent with how the property is used currently.  If the property 
redevelops, the most appropriate yard and bulk standards may change based on the 
proposal. 
 
Lot 1A includes an existing one story block building, and five metal sheds.  With the 
shifting of the property line separating Lots 1A and 2A, the one story block building will 
still be approximately 55-feet from the proposed CDOT ROW, which complies with the 
20-foot front setback.  All structures comply with the side setbacks.  The proposed location 
for the interior rear lot line results in one of the metal sheds being 5-feet from this property 
line, which does not comply with the 10-foot rear setback for accessory structures, 
requiring approval of a subdivision modification for this application.   
 

Subject Area 
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Compliance with Subdivision Criteria 
Compliance with 16.12.075 – Action on Preliminary and Final Plats 
The replat is subject to the following standards in Section 16.12.075 of the Louisville 
Municipal Code. 
 

1. Whether the plat conforms to all of the requirements of this title; 

 The application for Davidson Highline Replat 2 conforms in all respects to 
the requirements of Title 16 of the Louisville Municipal Code, with staff’s 
recommended conditions discussed in more detail below. 
 

2. Whether approval of the plat will be consistent with the city’s comprehensive 
plan, applicable zoning requirements, and other applicable federal, state and city 
laws; 

 Staff finds this application is consistent with the city’s comprehensive plan 
because it facilitates the construction of a regional trail connection and 
underpass.  This replat also facilitates plans for a future continuation of the 
Kaylix Avenue right-of-way by relocating the lot line between Lots 1A and 
2A.  The replat does not fully comply with the zoning requirements, 
therefore requires a modification to the rear setback standard for a 
structure on Lot 1A.  The analysis for this request is included below.  
While the request requires a modification at this time, it results in a more 
logical lot configuration to facilitate a future extension of Kaylix Avenue.   
Extension of Kaylix Avenue is desired to improve multi-modal connections 
and business access between South Boulder Road and Paschal Drive.    
 

3. Whether the proposed subdivision will promote the purposes set forth in section 
16.04.020 of this Code and comply with the standards set forth in chapter 16.16 
of this Code and this title. 

 The replat promotes the purposes set forth in the LMC, including the 
assurance that public services are available, that character and economic 
stability of the city is protected, that there is safe and efficient circulation of 
traffic, pedestrians and bikeways, and provides appropriate regulation of 
the use of land in the city.  The replat also meets the standards set forth in 
chapter 16.16 of the LMC. 

 
Compliance with 16.24.030 – Modification Review Criteria 
The application requires a modification because Lot 1A will have a structure with a 
nonconforming rear setback, resulting in noncompliance with a provision in Title 17.  In 
granting any modification for a subdivision plat that is not processed concurrently with a 
PUD, the request shall meet the following criteria: 
 

1. That there are unique physical circumstances or conditions such as irregularity, 

narrowness or shallowness of the property, or exceptional topographical 

conditions, or other physical conditions peculiar to the affected property; 
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 Staff finds there is a unique physical circumstance related to the location 

of the Kaylix Avenue right-of-way to the north and south of this property.  

The location of this right-of-way and the desire to provide for its possible 

extension in the future is a unique circumstance. 

 

2. That because of such physical circumstances or conditions, the property cannot 

be reasonably developed in conformity with the provisions of title 16 and title 17 

resulting in a hardship;  

 The property is developed and no additional development is proposed at 

this time, other than the construction of the pedestrian underpass.  A 

redevelopment of the property based on current lot configuration would 

likely be in conflict with and inhibit future plans to extend Kaylix Avenue.  

Likewise, if Kaylix Avenue were extended without adjusting the lot 

boundaries, it would result in a non-logical lot configuration that would not 

be easily developed.  The resulting lot would be shallower than what is 

typically platted for commercial development. 

 

3. That such hardship has not been created by the applicant;  

 While the city ultimately established the location of Kaylix Avenue to the 

north and south, these actions occurred without the intention of creating a 

future nonconformity requiring this request for a modification.  Additionally, 

the owner of the shed that will encroach did not anticipate the City’s plans 

to extend the street when locating the shed.  The shed complies with 

setbacks based on the current lot configuration.    

 

4. That the modification, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the 

neighborhood or district in which the property is located, nor substantially or 

permanently impair the appropriate use or development of adjacent property;  

 The granting of the modification will not alter the essential character of the 

neighborhood or district in which the property is located.  There are 

currently two commercial properties platted and this action will continue to 

maintain two similarly oriented lots.  The inclusion of Tract Q, Takoda into 

the developable lots will increase the developable area of these lots.  

However, the current businesses are already using Tract Q and the 

additional land area will have a negligible impact on the intensity of any 

future development.  Future development of the property will be through a 

PUD, ensuring development meets minimum City standards.    

 

5. That there are no reasonable alternatives that would remove the need for the 

requested modification or would reduce the amount of the modification.  
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 The proposed location of the lot line is the most reasonable given the 

location of Kaylix Avenue to the north and south. There are no reasonable 

alternatives that would reduce the amount of the modification. 

 

6. That no additional dwelling units shall result from approval of the modification 

beyond what the underlying zoning would otherwise allow. 

 This application will not result in any dwelling units. 

Staff Recommended Conditions of Approval 
Staff recommends the following conditions of approval to ensure compliance with all 
City requirements for the plat: 
 

1. Concurrent with the recordation of the plat, deeds shall be recorded which reflect 

the revised legal description of each affected property. 

This condition is necessary to ensure clean title to the properties.   
 
2. Prior to the City Council hearing, the Goodhue ditch easements shall be removed 

from the plat. 

This condition is necessary because the ditch easement needs to be recorded following 
the recordation of the plat and the transfer of the land to the City.  Ultimately, there will 
be easements recorded for the Goodhue Ditch. 
 

3. Prior to the City Council hearing, all notes stating “To Be Vacated?” shall be 

removed from the plat. 

These easements do not need to be vacated.  
 

4. Prior to the City Council hearing, the plat shall be revised to clearly show the 

extent of the PSCO easements recorded under reception numbers 632263 and 

671386. 

This condition is necessary to clearly show the extent of these two different easements. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENTS: 
To date, no public comments have been received for this application.  
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends approval of the application and finds it complies with the subdivision 
criteria, with the requested modification and the conditions below: 
 
Conditions 

1. Concurrent with the recordation of the plat, deeds shall be recorded which reflect 

the revised legal description of each affected property. 
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2. Prior to the City Council hearing, the Goodhue ditch easements shall be removed 

from the plat. 

3. Prior to the City Council hearing, all notes stating “To Be Vacated?” shall be 

removed from the plat. 

4. Prior to the City Council hearing, the plat shall be revised to clearly show the 

extent of the PSCO easements recorded under reception numbers 632263 and 

671386. 

ATTACHMENTS: 
1. Resolution No. 2, Series 2019 

2. Replat 

3. Application Materials 

4. Davidson Highline Replat 
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RESOLUTION NO. 2 
SERIES 2019 

 
A RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING APPROVAL OF A REQUEST FOR A REPLAT OF 
DAVIDSON HIGHLINE REPLAT SUBDIVISION, LOTS 1A AND 2A TO ADJUST THE LOT 
BOUNDARIES OF LOTS 1A AND 2A, VACATE TRACT Q, TAKODA SUBDIVISION, AND 
CREATE OUTLOT A TO BE CONVEYED TO THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE FOR THE 
PURPOSE OF CONSTRUCTING AN UNDERPASS. 
  
 WHEREAS, there has been submitted to the Louisville Planning Commission an 
application for a replat of Davidson Highline Replat subdivision, Lots 1A and 2A to adjust the lot 
boundaries of Lots 1A and 2A, vacate Tract Q, Takoda subdivision, and create Outlot A to be 
conveyed to the City of Louisville for the purpose of constructing an underpass; 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, with the subdivision modification and conditions below; 
and, 
 

 WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has considered the application at a duly noticed 
public hearing on January 10, 2019, where evidence and testimony were entered into the record, 
including the findings in the Louisville Planning Commission Staff Report dated January 10, 2019.  
 
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Planning Commission of the City of Louisville, 
Colorado does hereby recommend approval of a request for a replat of Davidson Highline 
Replat subdivision, Lots 1A and 2A to adjust the lot boundaries of Lots 1A and 2A, vacate Tract 
Q, Takoda subdivision, and create Outlot A to be conveyed to the City of Louisville for the 
purpose of constructing an underpass. 
 
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 10th day of January, 2019. 

 
By: ______________________________ 

Steve Brauneis, Chairperson 
Planning Commission 

Attest: _____________________________ 
 Debra Williams, Secretary 
 Planning Commission 
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LAND USE APPLICATION 

 

 
 

TO Kristen Dean – City of Louisville Panning 

FROM Joliette Woodson  – City of Louisville Public Works 
DATE October 9, 2018 
PROJECT # 201528-660067 
PAGE 1 of 1 
SUBJECT Re-plat of Outlot A Davidson Highline PUD Lots 1A, 2A  

Davidson Highline Subdivision Re-plat and Tract Q Takoda 
Department of Planning and Building Safety Land Use Application 

 

INTRODUCTION 
 

Loris and Associates, Inc. has been retained by the City of Louisville to provide engineering 
design and construction phase services for the construction of an underpass on SH 42 
between Summit View Drive and Hecla Drive. To construct the trail coming from Hecla 
Drive to the west, the City must purchase a portion of the property located at 2103 N. 
Courtesy Road. A re-plat of the property is necessary to separate the land to be 
purchased. The following is attached as part of the Land Use Application: 

 
1. Right of Way Ownership Map depicting proposed underpass. 
2. Re-Plat 
3. Land Use Application 
4. Land Title 
5. PDF of Submittal (Provided by Email) 

 
If any additional information is needed please contact me at joliettew@louisvilleco.com or (303) 
355-4603. 
 
Joliette Woodson 
City of Louisville 
Public Works Department 
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City of Louisville
Open Government & Ethics Pamphlet

2019
749 Main Street

Louisville CO 80027

www.LouisvilleCO.gov
303.335.4536
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Participation in Government

The City of Louisville encourages citizen involvement 
and participation in its public policy process. There 

are many opportunities for citizens to be informed about 
and participate in City activities and decisions. All meetings 
of City Council, as well as meetings of appointed Boards 
and Commissions, are open to the public and include an 
opportunity for public comments on items not on the 
agenda. No action or substantive discussion on an item may 
take place unless that item has been specifically listed as an 
agenda item for a regular or special meeting. Some oppor-
tunities for you to participate include:

Reading and inquiring about City Council activities and 
agenda items, and attending and speaking on topics of 
interest at public meetings

City Council Meetings:
Regular meetings are generally held on the first and 

third Tuesdays of each month at 7:00 PM in the City 
Council Chambers, located on the second floor of City 
Hall, 749 Main Street;

Study sessions are generally held on the second 
and fourth Tuesdays of each month at 7:00 PM in the 
Library Meeting Room, located on the first floor of 
the Library, 951 Spruce Street;

Regular meetings are broadcast live on Comcast 
Cable Channel 8 and copies of the meeting broadcasts 
are available on DVD in the City Manager’s Office 
beginning the morning following the meeting;

Regular meetings are broadcast live and archived 
for viewing on the City’s website at www.Louisvil-
leCO.gov.

Special meetings may be held occasionally on 
specific topics. Agendas are posted a minimum of 48 
hours prior to the meeting.

Meeting agendas for all City Council meetings, other 
than special meetings, are posted a minimum of 72 hours 
prior to the meeting at the following locations:

City Hall, 749 Main Street
Police Department/Municipal Court,  

     992 West Via Appia
Recreation/Senior Center, 900 West Via Appia
Louisville Public Library, 951 Spruce Street
City website at www.LouisvilleCO.gov 

Meeting packets with all agenda-related materials are 
available 72 hours prior to each meeting and may be found 
at these locations:

Louisville Public Library Reference Area, 
      951 Spruce Street,

City Clerk’s Office, City Hall, 749 Main Street,
City website at www.LouisvilleCO.gov

You may receive eNotifications of City Council news as 
well as meeting agendas and summaries of City Council ac-
tions. Visit the City’s website (www.LouisvilleCO.gov) and 
look for the eNotification link to register.

After they are approved by the City Council, meeting 
minutes of all regular and special meetings are available 
in the City Clerk’s office and on the City’s website (www.
LouisvilleCO.gov).

Information about City activities and projects, as well as 
City Council decisions, is included in the Community Up-
date newsletter, mailed to all City residents and businesses. 
Information is also often included in the monthly utility 
bills mailed to City residents.

Communicating Directly with the Mayor and City  
Council Members

Contact information for the Mayor and City Council 
members is available at www.LouisvilleCO.gov, as well as 
at City Hall, the Louisville Public Library, and the Recre-
ation/Senior Center. You may email the Mayor and City 
Council as a group  at CityCouncil@LouisvilleCO.gov.

Mayor’s Town Meetings and City Council Ward Meet-
ings are scheduled periodically. These are informal meetings 
at which all residents, points of view, and issues are wel-
come. These meetings are advertised at City facilities and 
on the City’s website (www.LouisvilleCO.gov).

Mayor or City Council Elections
City Council members are elected from three Wards 

within the City and serve staggered four-year terms. There 
are two Council representatives from each ward. The mayor 
is elected at-large and serves a four-year term. City Council 
elections are held in November of odd-numbered years. For 
information about City elections, including running for 
City Council, please contact the City Clerk’s Office, first 
floor City Hall, 749 Main Street, or call 303.335.4571.

Serving as an Appointed Member on a City Board or 
Commission

The City Council makes Board and Commission ap-
pointments annually. Some of the City’s Boards and Com-
missions are advisory, others have some decision-making 
powers. The City Council refers questions and issues to 
these appointed officials for input and advice. (Please note 
the Youth Advisory Board has a separate appointment pro-
cess.) The City’s Boards and Commissions are:

Board of Adjustment
Building Code Board of Appeals
Cultural Council
Historic Preservation Commission
Historical Commission
Housing Authority
Library Board of Trustees
Local Licensing Authority 
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ings requirements found in the City’s Home Rule Charter. 
These rules and practices apply to the City Council and ap-
pointed Boards and Commissions (referred to as a “public 
body” for ease of reference). Important open meetings rules 
and practices include the following:

Regular Meetings
All meetings of three or more members of a public body 

(or a quorum, whichever is fewer) are open to the public.
All meetings of public bodies must be held in public 

buildings and public facilities accessible to all members of 
the public.

All meetings must be preceded by proper notice. Agen-
das and agenda-related materials are posted at least 72 
hours in advance of the meeting at the following locations:

City Hall, 749 Main Street
Police Department/Municipal Court, 

     992 West Via Appia
Recreation/Senior Center, 900 West Via Appia
Louisville Public Library, 951 Spruce Street
On the City web site at www.LouisvilleCO.gov

Study Sessions
Study sessions are also open to the public. However, 

study sessions have a limited purpose:
Study sessions are to obtain information and dis-

cuss matters in a less formal atmosphere;
No preliminary or final decision or action may be 

made or taken at any study session; further, full debate 
and deliberation of a matter is to be reserved for 
formal meetings; If a person believes in good faith that 
a study session is proceeding contrary to these limita-
tions, he or she may submit a written objection. The 
presiding officer will then review the objection and 
determine how the study session should proceed.

Like formal meetings, a written summary of each 
study session is prepared and is available on the City’s 
website.

Executive Sessions

The City Charter also sets out specific procedures and 
limitations on the use of executive sessions. These 

rules, found in Article 5 of the Charter, are intended to 
further the City policy that the activities of City govern-
ment be conducted in public to the greatest extent feasible, 
in order to assure public participation and enhance public 
accountability. The City’s rules regarding executive sessions 
include the following:

Timing and Procedures
The City Council and City Boards and Commissions 

may hold an executive session only at a regular or special 
meeting.

No formal action of any type, and no informal or “straw” 
vote, may occur at any executive session. Rather, formal 

Open Space Advisory Board
Parks & Public Landscaping Advisory Board
Planning Commission
Recreation Advisory Board
Revitalization Commission
Sustainability Advisory Board
Youth Advisory Board

Information about boards, as well as meeting agendas 
and schedules for each board, is available on the City’s web-
site (www.LouisvilleCO.gov).

Agendas for all Board and Commission meetings are 
posted a minimum of 72 hours prior to each meeting and 
are posted at these locations:

City Hall, 749 Main Street
Police Department/Municipal Court, 

     992 West Via Appia
Recreation/Senior Center, 900 West Via Appia
Louisville Public Library, 951 Spruce Street
City web site at www.LouisvilleCO.gov

Copies of complete meeting packets containing all agen-
da-related materials are available at least 72 hours prior to 
each meeting and may be found at the following locations:

Louisville Public Library Reference Area, 
  951 Spruce Street,

City Clerk’s Office, City Hall, 749 Main Street
City web site at www.LouisvilleCO.gov

Planning Commission
The Planning Commission evaluates land use proposals 

against zoning laws and holds public hearings as outlined 
in City codes. Following a public hearing, the Commission 
recommends, through a resolution, that the City Council 
accept or reject a proposal.

Regular Planning Commission meetings are held 
at 6:30 PM on the second Thursday of each month. 
Overflow meetings are scheduled for 6:30 PM on the 
4th Thursday of the month as needed, and occasionally 
Study Sessions are held.

Regular meetings are broadcast live on Comcast 
Channel 8 and archived for viewing on the City’s web-
site (www.LouisvilleCO.gov).

Open Government Training
All City Council members and members of a permanent 

Board or Commission are required to participate in at least 
one City-sponsored open government-related seminar, 
workshop, or other training program at least once every two 
years.

Open Meetings

The City follows the Colorado Open Meetings Law 
(“Sunshine Law”) as well as additional open meet-
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actions, such as the adoption of a proposed policy, position, 
rule or other action, may only occur in open session.

Prior to holding an executive session, there must be a 
public announcement of the request and the legal authority 
for convening in closed session. There must be a detailed 
and specific statement as to the topics to be discussed and 
the reasons for requesting the session.

The request must be approved by a supermajority (two-
thirds of the full Council, Board, or Commission). Prior 
to voting on the request, the clerk reads a statement of the 
rules pertaining to executive sessions. Once in executive 
session, the limitations on the session must be discussed 
and the propriety of the session confirmed. If there are 
objections and/or concerns over the propriety of the session, 
those are to be resolved in open session.

Once the session is over, an announcement is made of 
any procedures that will follow from the session.

Executive sessions are recorded, with access to those 
tapes limited as provided by state law. Those state laws al-
low a judge to review the propriety of a session if in a court 
filing it is shown that there is a reasonable belief that the 
executive session went beyond its permitted scope. Execu-
tive session records are not available outside of a court 
proceeding.

Authorized Topics
For City Council, an executive session may be held only 

for discussion of the following topics:
Matters where the information being discussed is 

required to be kept confidential by federal or state law;
Certain personnel matters relating to employees 

directly appointed by the Council, and other person-
nel matters only upon request of the City Manager or 
Mayor for informational purposes only;

Consideration of water rights and real property 
acquisitions and dispositions, but only as to appraisals 
and other value estimates and strategy for the acquisi-
tion or disposition; and

Consultation with an attorney representing the 
City with respect to pending litigation. This includes 
cases that are actually filed as well as situations where 
the person requesting the executive session believes 
in good faith that a  lawsuit may result, and allows for 
discussion of settlement strategies.

The City’s Boards and Commissions may only hold an 
executive session for consultation with its attorney regard-
ing pending litigation.

Ethics

Ethics are the foundation of good government. Lou-
isville has adopted its own Code of Ethics, which is 

found in the City Charter and which applies to elected of-
ficials, public body members, and employees. The Louisville 
Code of Ethics applies in addition to any higher standards 

in state law. Louisville’s position on ethics is perhaps best 
summarized in the following statement taken from the City 
Charter:

Those entrusted with positions in the City government 
must commit to adhering to the letter and spirit of the 
Code of Ethics. Only when the people are confident that 
those in positions of public responsibility are committed 
to high levels of ethical and moral conduct, will they 
have faith that their government is acting for the good 
of the public. This faith in the motives of officers, public 
body members, and employees is critical for a harmoni-
ous and trusting relationship between the City govern-
ment and the people it serves.

The City’s Code of Ethics (Sections 5-6 though 5-17 of 
the Charter) is summarized in the following paragraphs. 
While the focus is to provide a general overview of the 
rules, it is important to note that all persons subject to the 
Code of Ethics must strive to follow both the letter and the 
spirit of the Code, so as to avoid not only actual violations, 
but public perceptions of violations. Indeed, perceptions of 
violations can have the same negative impact on public trust 
as actual violations.

Conflicts of Interest
One of the most common ethical rules visited in the local 

government arena is the “conflict of interest rule.” While 
some technical aspects of the rule are discussed below, the 
general rule under the Code of Ethics is that if a Council, 
Board, or Commission member has an “interest” that will 
be affected by his or her “official action,” then there is a 
conflict of interest and the member must:

Disclose the conflict, on the record and with particular-
ity;
Not participate in the discussion;
Leave the room; and
Not attempt to influence others.

An “interest” is a pecuniary, property, or commercial 
benefit, or any other benefit the primary significance of 
which is economic gain or the avoidance of economic loss. 
However, an “interest” does not include any matter confer-
ring similar benefits on all property or persons similarly 
situated. (Therefore, a City Council member is not prohib-
ited from voting on a sales tax increase or decrease if the 
member’s only interest is that he or she, like other residents, 
will be subject to the higher or lower tax.) Additionally, an 
“interest” does not include a stock interest of less than one 
percent of the company’s outstanding shares.

The Code of Ethics extends the concept of prohibited 
interest to persons or entities with whom the member is 
associated. In particular, an interest of the following per-
sons and entities is also an interest of the member: relatives 
(including persons related by blood or marriage to certain 
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Other Ethics Rules of Interest
Like state law, Louisville’s Code of Ethics prohibits the 

use of non-public information for personal or private gain. 
It also prohibits acts of advantage or favoritism and, in that 
regard, prohibits special considerations, use of employee 
time for personal or private reasons, and use of City vehicles 
or equipment, except in same manner as available to any 
other person (or in manner that will substantially benefit 
City). The City also has a “revolving door” rule that prohib-
its elected officials from becoming City employees either 
during their time in office or for two years after leaving 
office. These and other rules of conduct are found in Section 
5-9 of the Code of Ethics.

Disclosure, Enforcement, and Advisory Opinions
The Code of Ethics requires that those holding or run-

ning for City Council file a financial disclosure statement 
with the City Clerk. The statement must include, among 
other information, the person’s employer and occupation, 
sources of income, and a list of business and property hold-
ings.

The Code of Ethics provides fair and certain procedures 
for its enforcement. Complaints of violations may be filed 
with the City prosecutor; the complaint must be a detailed 
written and verified statement. If the complaint is against 
an elected or appointed official, it is forwarded to an inde-
pendent judge who appoints a special, independent pros-
ecutor for purposes of investigation and appropriate action. 
If against an employee, the City prosecutor will investigate 
the complaint and take appropriate action. In all cases, the 
person who is subject to the complaint is given the oppor-
tunity to provide information concerning the complaint.

Finally, the Code allows persons who are subject to the 
Code to request an advisory opinion if they are uncertain as 
to applicability of the Code to a particular situation, or as 
to the definition of terms used in the Code. Such requests 
are handled by an advisory judge, selected from a panel 
of independent, disinterested judges who have agreed to 
provide their services. This device allows persons who are 
subject to the Code to resolve uncertainty before acting, so 
that a proper course of conduct may be identified. Any per-
son who requests and acts in accordance with an advisory 
opinion issued by an advisory judge is not subject to City 
penalty, unless material facts were omitted or misstated in 
the request. Advisory opinions are posted for public inspec-
tion; the advisory judge may order a delay in posting if the 
judge determines the delay is in the City’s best interest.

Citizens are encouraged to contact the City Manager’s 
Office with any questions about the City’s Code of Ethics. 
A copy of the Code is available at the City’s website (www.
LouisvilleCO.gov) and also from the Offices of the City 
Manager and City Clerk.

degrees, and others); a business in which the member is an 
officer, director, employee, partner, principal, member, or 
owner; and a business in which member owns more than 
one percent of outstanding shares.

The concept of an interest in a business applies to profit 
and nonprofit corporations, and applies in situations in 
which the official action would affect a business competi-
tor. Additionally, an interest is deemed to continue for one 
year after the interest has ceased. Finally, “official action” 
for purposes of the conflict of interest rule, includes not 
only legislative actions, but also administrative actions and 
“quasi-judicial” proceedings where the entity is acting like a 
judge in applying rules to the specific rights of individuals 
(such as a variance request or liquor license). Thus, the con-
flict rules apply essentially to all types of actions a member 
may take.

Contracts
In addition to its purchasing policies and other rules 

intended to secure contracts that are in the best interest 
of the City, the Code of Ethics prohibits various actions 
regarding contracts. For example, no public body member 
who has decision-making authority or influence over a City 
contract can have an interest in the contract, unless the 
member has complied with the disclosure and recusal rules. 
Further, members are not to appear before the City on be-
half of other entities that hold a City contract, nor are they 
to solicit or accept employment from a contracting entity if 
it is related to the member’s action on a contract with that 
entity.

Gifts and Nepotism
The Code of Ethics, as well as state law, regulates the 

receipt of gifts. City officials and employees may not solicit 
or accept a present or future gift, favor, discount, service 
or other thing of value from a party to a City contract, or 
from a person seeking to influence an official action. There 
is an exception for the “occasional nonpecuniary gift” of 
$15 or less, but this exception does not apply if the gift, no 
matter how small, may be associated with the official’s or 
employee’s official action, whether concerning a contract or 
some other matter. The gift ban also extends to independent 
contractors who may exercise official actions on behalf of 
the City.

The Code of Ethics also prohibits common forms of 
nepotism. For example, no officer, public body member, 
or employee shall be responsible for employment matters 
concerning a relative. Nor can he or she influence compen-
sation paid to a relative, and a relative of a current officer, 
public body member or employee cannot be hired unless 
certain personnel rules are followed.
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Other Laws on Citizen 
Participation in Government

Preceding sections of this pamphlet describe Lou-
isville’s own practices intended to further citizen 

participation in government. Those practices are gener-
ally intended to further dissemination of information and 
participation in the governing process. Some other laws of 
interest regarding citizen participation include:

Initiative and Referendum
The right to petition for municipal legislation is reserved 

to the citizens by the Colorado Constitution and the City 
Charter. An initiative is a petition for legislation brought 
directly by the citizens; a referendum is a petition brought 
by the citizens to refer to the voters a piece of legislation 
that has been approved by the City Council. In addition 
to these two petitioning procedures, the City Council may 
refer matters directly to the voters in the absence of any 
petition. Initiative and referendum petitions must con-
cern municipal legislation—as opposed to administrative 
or other non-legislative matters. By law the City Clerk is 
the official responsible for many of the activities related to 
a petition process, such as approval of the petition forms, 
review of the signed petitions, and consideration of protests 
and other matters. There are minimum signature require-
ments for petitions to be moved to the ballot; in Louisville, 
an initiative petition must be signed by at least five percent 
of the total number of registered electors. A referendum 
petition must be signed by at least two and one-half percent 
of the registered electors.

Public Hearings
In addition to the opportunity afforded at each regular 

City Council meeting to comment on items not on the 
agenda, most City Council actions provide opportunity 
for public comment through a public hearing process. For 
example, the City Charter provides that a public hearing 
shall be held on every ordinance before its adoption. This 
includes opportunities for public comment prior to initial 
City Council discussion of the ordinance, as well as after 
Council’s initial discussion but before action. Many actions 
of the City are required to be taken by ordinance, and thus 
this device allows for citizen public hearing comments on 
matters ranging from zoning ordinances to ordinances es-
tablishing offenses that are subject to enforcement through 
the municipal court.

Additionally, federal, state, and/or local law requires 
a public hearing on a number of matters irrespective of 
whether an ordinance is involved. For example, a public 
hearing is held on the City budget, the City Comprehen-
sive Plan and similar plans, and a variety of site-specific or 
person-specific activities, such as annexations of land into 
the city, rezonings, special use permits, variances, and new 

liquor licenses. Anyone may provide comments during 
these hearings.

Public Records
Access to public records is an important aspect of citizen 

participation in government. Louisville follows the Colo-
rado Open Records Act (CORA) and the additional public 
records provisions in the City Charter. In particular, the 
Charter promotes the liberal construction of public records 
law, so as to promote the prompt disclosure of City records 
to citizens at no cost or no greater cost than the actual costs 
to the City.

The City Clerk is the custodian of the City’s public 
records, except for financial, personnel, and police records 
which are handled, respectively, by the Finance, Human 
Resources, and Police Departments. The City maintains a 
public policy on access to public records, which include a 
records request form, a statement of fees, and other guide-
lines. No fee is charged for the inspection of records. No fee 
is charged for locating or making records available for copy-
ing, except in cases of voluminous requests or dated records, 
or when the time spent in locating records exceeds two 
hours. No fees are charged for the first 25 copies requested 
or for electronic records.

Many records, particularly those related to agenda items 
for City Council and current Board and Commission 
meetings, are available directly on the City’s website (www.
LouisvilleCO.gov). In addition to posting agenda-related 
material, the City maintains communication files for the 
City Council and Planning Commission. These are avail-
able for public inspection at the City Clerk’s Office, 749 
Main Street.

CORA lists the categories of public records that are not 
generally open to public inspection. These include, for ex-
ample, certain personnel records and information, financial 
and other information about users of city facilities, privi-
leged information, medical records, letters of reference, and 
other items listed in detail in CORA. When public records 
are not made available, the custodian will specifically advise 
the requestor of the reason.

Citizens are encouraged to review the City’s website 
(www.LousivilleCo.gov) for information, and to contact the 
City with any questions regarding City records.

Public Involvement Policy

Public participation is an essential element of the City’s 
representative form of government. To promote effec-

tive public participation City officials, advisory board mem-
bers, staff and participants should all observe the following 
guiding principles, roles and responsibilities:

Guiding Principles for Public Involvement
Inclusive not Exclusive - Everyone’s participation is 
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welcome. Anyone with a known interest in the issue will be 
identified, invited and encouraged to be involved early in 
the process.

Voluntary Participation - The process will seek the support 
of those participants willing to invest the time necessary to 
make it work.

Purpose Driven - The process will be clearly linked to 
when and how decisions are made. These links will be com-
municated to participants.

Time, Financial and Legal Constraints - The process will 
operate within an appropriate time frame and budget and 
observe existing legal and regulatory requirements.

Communication - The process and its progress will be 
communicated to participants and the community at-large 
using appropriate methods and technologies.

Adaptability - The process will be adaptable so that the 
level of public involvement is reflective of the magnitude of 
the issue and the needs of the participants.

Access to Information -The process will provide partici-
pants with timely access to all relevant information in an 
understandable and user-friendly way. Education and train-
ing requirements will be considered.

Access to Decision Making - The process will give partici-
pants the opportunity to influence decision making. 

Respect for Diverse Interests - The process will foster 
respect for the diverse values, interests and knowledge of 
those involved.

Accountability - The process will reflect that participants 
are accountable to both their constituents and to the success 
of the process.

Evaluation - The success and results of the process will be 
measured and evaluated.

Roles and Responsibilities - City Council
City Council is ultimately responsible to all the citizens 

of Louisville and must weigh each of its decisions accord-
ingly. Councilors are responsible to their local constituents 
under the ward system; however they must carefully con-
sider the concerns expressed by all parties. Council must 
ultimately meet the needs of the entire community—in-
cluding current and future generations—and act in the best 
interests of the City as a whole.

During its review and decision-making process, Council 
has an obligation to recognize the efforts and activities that 
have preceded its deliberations. Council should have regard 
for the public involvement processes that have been com-
pleted in support or opposition of projects.

Roles and Responsibilities - City Staff and Advisory 
Boards

The City should be designed and run to meet the needs 
and priorities of its citizens. Staff and advisory boards must 
ensure that the Guiding Principles direct their work. In 
addition to the responsibilities established by the Guiding 

Principles, staff and advisory boards are responsible for:
ensuring that decisions and recommendations 

reflect the needs and desires of the community as a 
whole;

pursuing public involvement with a positive spirit 
because it helps clarify those needs and desires and 
also adds value to projects;

fostering long-term relationships based on respect 
and trust in all public involvement activities;

encouraging positive working partnerships;
ensuring that no participant or group is marginal-

ized or ignored;
drawing out the silent majority, the voiceless and 

the disempowered; and being familiar with a variety of 
public involvement techniques and the strengths and 
weaknesses of various approaches.

All Participants
The public is also accountable for the public involvement 

process and for the results it produces. All parties (includ-
ing Council, advisory boards, staff, proponents, opponents 
and the public) are responsible for: 

working within the process in a cooperative and 
civil manner;

focusing on real issues and not on furthering per-
sonal agendas; 

balancing personal concerns with the needs of the 
community as a whole;

having realistic expectations;
participating openly, honestly and constructively, 

offering ideas, suggestions and alternatives;
listening carefully and actively considering every-

one’s perspectives;
identifying their concerns and issues early in the 

process;
providing their names and contact information if 

they want direct feedback;
remembering that no single voice is more impor-

tant than all others, and that there are diverse opinions 
to be considered;

making every effort to work within the project 
schedule and if this is not possible, discussing this with 
the proponent without delay;

recognizing that process schedules may be con-
strained by external factors such as limited funding, 
broader project schedules or legislative requirements; 

accepting some responsibility for keeping them-
selves aware of current issues, making others aware of 
project activities and soliciting their involvement and 
input; and

considering that the quality of the outcome and 
how that outcome is achieved are both important.

Updated December 2015
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This pamphlet is prepared pursuant to the Home Rule Charter of the 
City of Louisville.

This is a compilation of Articles 4 and 5 of the Charter of the City of 

LouisvilleCO.gov. 

This pamphlet is also provided to every member of a public body 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
To:   Honorable Chair and Members of the Planning Commission  
 
From:  Planning Division 
 
Subject:  Establish Official Locations for Posting of Public Notice  
 
Date:  January 10, 2019   
  
 
 
State law requires that each year every municipal board or commission establish 
the location(s) where the notice of their public meetings will be posted.  It is 
required the location be established at that body’s first regular meeting of the 
year.   
 
The City’s Home Rule Charter requires that notice of City Council meetings be 
posted in four locations. The City Attorney and City Manager’s office recommend 
that other boards and commissions follow the same public notice posting 
practice.   
 
Consistent with that recommendation, staff is recommending the Planning 
Commission establish for the year 2019 the official locations for posting of 
Planning Commission agendas as follows: 

 The Lobby of City Hall, 749 Main Street 

 The Louisville Public Library Bulletin Board, 951 Spruce Street  

 The Louisville Recreation Center, 900 West Via Appia 

 The Police / Municipal Court building, 992 Via Appia  

 The City of Louisville website, www.louisvilleco.gov  
 
City Council adopted these official locations for posting of notices for public 
meetings at their January 8, 2019 meeting.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Planning Department 
 

749 Main Street   Louisville CO 80027   303.335.4592   www.louisvilleco.gov 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
To:   Planning Commission Members 
 
From:  Department of Planning and Building Safety 
 
Subject:  2019 Meeting Dates  
 
Date:  January 10, 2019 
 
 
 
Regular meetings are held at 6:30 p.m. on the 2nd Thursday of every month in the 
2nd floor of City Hall, City Council Chambers.  As needed, overflow meetings will 
be held at 6:30 p.m. on the 4th Thursday of every month.  The 3rd Thursday of 
each month should be held for Study Sessions, as needed.  Exceptions to these 
dates are in November and December, as shown below. 
 
 
 

2019 Meeting Dates 

Month Regular Overflow Study 

January 10 24 17 

February 14 28 21 

March 14 28 21 

April 11 25 18 

May 9 23 16 

June 13 27 20 

July 11 25 18 

August 8 22 15 

September  12 26 19 

October 10 24 17 

November 14 21 - 

December  12 19 - 

 

 

Department of Planning and Building Safety  
 

749 Main Street   Louisville CO 80027   303.335.4592   www.LouisvilleCO.gov 
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