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February 14, 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.

Call to Order
Roll Call
Approval of Agenda
Approval of Minutes
a. January 10, 2019

5. Public Comment on Items Not on the Agenda

8.
9.

New Business — Public Hearing Items

a. The Foundry PUD Amendment: A request to amend the phasing plan
requiring that both commercial structures be built concurrently with the
residential structures. The applicant requests that only one commercial
structure be required with the residential structures (Resolution 4, Series
2019)

= Applicant : Foundry Builders
= Case Manager: Rob Zuccaro, Planning and Building Safety Director

Discussion of the September 26, 2018 Planning Commission Development
Review Audit
Discussion of the 2019 Planning Commission work plan

Planning Commission Comments

10. Staff Comments

a. 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
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o Police Department/Municipal Court, 992 Via Appia
o City Web Site: www.LouisvilleCO.gov

11.1tems Tentatively Scheduled for the regular meeting March 14, 2019:

= Vaisala PUD Amendment and Replat
= 468 S Arthur Wireless Facility

Business Center at CTC — GDP Amendment F
Draft Sign Code discussion

12.Adjourn
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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
Debra Williams
Commission Members Absent: Tom Rice
Staff Members Present: Rob Zuccaro, Dir of Planning & Building Safety
Lisa Ritchie, Senior Planner
Amelia Brackett, Planning Clerk

COMMISSION ELECTIONS
Moline made a motion to re-elect the chair, vice chair, and secretary. Howe seconded.
Voice vote. All in favor.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA
Moline moved and Williams seconded a motion to approve the January 10", 2018
agenda. Motion passed unanimously by voice vote.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
Williams recommended that the City Council members watch the YouTube recording of
the December 13", 2018 minutes.

Hoefner moved and Hsu seconded a motion to approve the December 13™, 2018
minutes. Motion passed unanimously by voice vote.

PUBLIC COMMENTS ON ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA
None.

NEW BUSINESS - PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS
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 afinal plat to consolidate two lots, and a special review use to allow an
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automobile garage and outdoor sales for retail goods and eating and drinking
establishments (Resolution 1, Series 2019).

e Applicant: 712 Main Street, LLC and 722 Main Street, LLC

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

Public notice was published in the Boulder Daily Camera on December 23", 2018 and
in all other required postings on December 21%t, 2018.

Brauneis asked for conflicts of interest. None disclosed.

Zuccaro noted that there had been substantial changes to the original application from
last year. The new proposal included a 22,020 square-foot commercial building and a
5,802 square-foot parking garage, designed with the intent to have commercial uses on
the first floor and office space on the second. The overall height was still 45 feet. The
main changes between the original proposal and the current one dealt with the third
story.

Zuccaro addressed parking and other development criteria. There was a 23-space
parking requirement of which the proposal covered 18. The remaining 5 spaces would
be paid as a fee in lieu for the Downtown Parking Fund. Zuccaro reviewed the
Downtown Louisville Framework Plan, Design Handbook for Downtown Louisville, the
Comprehensive Plan, and the zoning code, all of which regulate development
downtown.

Staff finds that the proposal meets the requirements and review criteria.

Zuccaro presented the rear setback waiver request. The majority of the building met the
setback requirement. All of the alley setback requirements are met in the proposal, plus
the balconies and the staircase are well-designed and add to the architectural interest of
the building. Staff found that the proposal met the waiver criteria by enhancing the
design of the building.

Zuccaro presented the view angles for the third story. The third story is 1,000 square
feet and the applicants provided a view analysis, showing that the third story would be
behind the second story from straight across the street. Some view angles would be
able to see portions of the third story.

Staff finds the project meets all applicable PUD criteria as outlined in the staff report.
Zuccaro addressed the SRU compliance criteria for outdoor sales. The second-floor
deck and the patio area were included in the SRU. The proposal includes limits to the
uses under the SRU typical of similar SRUs staff has seen and staff finds that this SRU
request meets the criteria.

On the subdivision plat, the proposal moved the lot line to allow for a single building on
the property. Staff finds that it meets all criteria.

Staff recommends the proposal overall.

Howe asked how many proposed retail spaces could fit on the ground floor.
4
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Zuccaro replied that it was being designed for two retail spaces with a lobby area.

Hsu asked what space should be included in the parking calculations, particularly
whether the basement space should be included in the calculation.

Zuccaro stated that the PUD limited the basement space to storage, which could not be
occupied. Zucca and Voltage had similar garage allowances on their PUDs. The
applicant would have to come back through the PUD process if they wanted to use the
basement for something other than storage.

Hsu asked how the loading time limit would be enforced.

Zuccaro replied that the PUD required the applicant to put up a sign. Violations would
go through the typical enforcement process.

Howe asked for the width of the alley beyond the projections.

Brauneis clarified that the projections were encroaching into the setback space, not the
alley. Brauneis asked if any other buildings came up to the property line.

Zuccaro replied that there were structures that were not set back as far as 20 feet.
Brauneis asked for additional questions. Seeing none, he invited the applicant to speak.

Erik Hartronft, 950 Spruce Street in Louisville, stated that they had made significant
changes to the project and called the project an opportunity to transform the ground
floor from office space to a more retail-friendly storefront. He pointed out that there was
a historic structure south of 712 & 722 Main, which the design responded to. The design
also carried forward the architectural simplicity of the existing buildings from the 1960s
and 1970s while reflecting current architectural styles.

Hartronft noted that the building may be too small at this point to contain its current
owner, Boulder Creek Neighborhoods. Other occupants were interested in the second-
floor addition. Hartronft noted that offices generated sales for the downtown area and
that the first floor could attract new retail.

Hartronft described the materials. The proposal included warm and inviting materials on
the ground floor, architectural nods to classic western architecture, elements that
divided the mass of the building, and a two-story appearance from a sidewalk view. He
also noted the proposal’s attention to the rhythm and street music of varying height
facades on the block. The back of the building featured a wall of stucco along the alley,
which could display a mural and encourage pedestrian use and interest in the alley.

Brauneis asked for questions of the applicant.
Hsu asked if there was a stairwell on the rear south side.

Hartronft confirmed.
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Hsu asked why the second and third floors were a different look than the first floor.

Hartronft replied that they did not want to create a monolithic building by carrying
through the same materials and design from the second and first stories to the third
story. There was also a specific design guideline that says a third floor should look
different than the rest of the building and should look like an addition that was put on
later. They thought a more transparent third floor would feel lighter and would tend to
recede more than if it were a more massive, solid design.

Williams asked if the office space was designed for multiple tenants.

Hartronft responded that it was currently designed for a single tenant, but it could
accommodate more.

Williams asked if Boulder Creek Neighborhoods was planning to stay in the new
building.

David Sinkey, Founder and President of Boulder Creek Neighborhoods, 712 Main
Street in Louisville, replied that the company had not made a decision. They were
looking for bigger buildings so they could accommodate all their employees. They were
far enough along on this proposal that they wanted to see it taken forward whether
Neighborhoods ended up occupying it or not. Sinkey added that the ground floor could
accommodate as many as three retail spaces. He explained that they created a lobby to
make an entry environment for the second floor.

Williams asked what the third floor could be used for.

Sinkey replied that it was essentially an amenity space for employees and could be
used as a kitchen or for company events space. It would not be used as restaurant or
retail space.

Williams stated that the design was well thought-out and an improvement on the
previous proposal. She pointed to the amount of glass was an improvement over the
last application and noted the appeal of the street music, skyline-feel of the varying
heights. On the parking, she thought that the ingress/egress separation was an
improvement over the last proposal and she understood why the parking was about
half. She asked for the total square footage of the current buildings.

Sinkey responded that 712 Main was roughly 5,600 square feet and 722 Main was
roughly 1,700-1,900 square feet.

Howe asked for clarification on the movement of cars in and out of the garage and if
there was enough room for delivery trucks, pedestrians, and cars.

Hartronft responded that the ramp ended at the property line. Hartronft added that they

used a turning radius template to ensure there would be enough space. He
acknowledged that a delivery truck parked in front of the ramp, it would block the
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garage, but that was already the reality downtown. It was not currently a big issue since
the delivery trucks move quickly.

Williams asked if the proposal would allow for a summer patio.

Hartronft replied that it would allow for the patios and on the south building the setback
was large enough for tables. Public Works wanted them to make sure that there was
enough space for a public walkway, since it was a narrow sidewalk.

Williams clarified that the parking was not a shared or public parking space.
Hartronft confirmed.

Hoefner moved to enter the materials board into the record. Howe seconded.
Williams asked for a description of the materials and where they would be used.

Hartronft showed the materials that would be used for accents and to divide up the
mass of the building.

Williams noted that there were a number of guidelines that pertain to size, mass,
stepdown of the alley, and the ratio of the windows. She noted that she thought all of
these measurements were an improvement on the previous proposal. She would not
call the proposed step-down a true step-down.

Howe asked how much farther back the building was compared to the Singing Cook
and the Huckleberry and if the alley between the Singing Cook and the proposed
building would remain in place.

Hartronft responded that the setbacks were farther back than the Huckleberry. He
added that the alley was on the neighbor’s property so it would not be affected by the
proposal.

Brauneis asked for public comment.

John Leary, 1116 Lafarge Avenue in Louisville, stated that he believed the mass and
scaling of the building were now consistent with city standards. However, the project
illuminated policy issues that the City needed to address. First, the public twice passed
a tax to preserve the character of downtown, yet there were municipal incentives for the
redevelopment of the downtown, directives that pulled in opposite directions. Second,
the parking in downtown was not based on estimated parking demand, it was based on
policy meant for adaptive reuse of existing buildings. Currently, the Terrace on Main
was required to have 23 spaces. If you were to apply the standards for an office to this
building, it would require 40, plus about 32 parking spots for the retail spaces. Leary did
not think that an office being downtown should exempt it from the higher requirement.
Over the past decades, job growth in Louisville has been at a faster rate than population
growth, but fewer people are working in Louisville percentage-wise than ever before.
Leary summarized that the parking and development requirements were not
sustainable.
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Cindy Bedell, 662 West Willow Street in Louisville, stated that the mass and scale of
this proposal was better than the past application. She still did not think that the two-
story section fit in the downtown area. She noted that there was a jolting height contrast
between the two-story structure and the one-story neighbors. Bedell suggested that the
eye line could be improved by softening the roof on the northern section with a gabled
roof or architectural features added to the top like the State Mercantile building. This
was an iconic location and she thought we should take our time to get a design that fits
and enhances the historic downtown.

Moline asked about parking lots being obsolete by 2030 and wondered if the
Transportation Management Plan would be looking at parking.

Zuccaro replied that the Transportation Master Plan would not be looking at parking
policy, however the update to the Commercial and Industrial Design Guidelines will look
at parking, but not for downtown. Policy work downtown would require a City Council
work plan to look at that item.

Moline asked if staff had done downtown parking studies recently.

Zuccaro replied that there had been several studies over the years to make
recommendations on acquisitions and promoting biking and walking to implement the
previous planning efforts to provide more public parking.

Brauneis asked where most of the newly purchased parking spots came from.

Zuccaro responded that the numbers came from the three areas around DELO, Lucky
Pie, and the Corner.

Brauneis asked Mr. Sinkey for his thoughts on the fee-in-lieu amount of $18,000 per
space.

Sinkey replied that creating a parking space in a small garage downtown would cost
about $40,000 per space. However, the fee-in-lieu payments were for parking spaces
that did not have leasable benefits for the tenants. He noted that there were many
approved PUDs in town that were not being built largely because the economics did not
support it. But in the scheme of things, $18,000 for a space was probably fair.

Brauneis closed public comment and opened commissioner discussion.

Hoefner stated that the Commission did not have a lot of direction from Council about
what they did not like about the previous proposal. That said, the changes to the
application do respond to the concerns from the Commission and the public from the
last proposal.

Moline appreciated the street music concept. He agreed that the northern portion did
feel a bit out of place, but thought that it might help offset the two-story building from the
historic buildings. He thought the massing had been improved and was no longer a
problem.
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Hsu stated that he had voted for the application previously even though he had been
concerned about the mass and the new proposal addressed that issue. He thought that
the process and the public comment made the project better, even without specific
direction from Council. He liked the southern section more than the northern section, but
that was an aesthetic opinion and the architecture met the criteria. Hsu noted that the
third-floor windows could be judged not to be traditional according to the language in the
guidelines, but he thought that could be waived since there were benefits to having
windows there. He felt that the calculations for the parking spaces were correct.

Williams stated that one of the reasons she voted yes the first time was to keep Boulder
Creek Neighborhoods in Louisville and she was disappointed to hear that they might
leave downtown. She asked the applicant to remember to consider their neighbors
during the construction process.

Howe stated that it was an opportunity to improve what was there currently.

Brauneis stated that the project stitched the fabric of the block together and replaces a
current dead zone downtown. He also thanked Mr. Leary for his long-term insights.

Hsu moved to approve Resolution 1, Series 2019. Hoefner seconded. Roll call vote. All
in favor.

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 2, Series
2019).

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

Public notice was published in Boulder Daily Camera on November 25, 2018 and at all
other required postings at November 23, 2018. The notice was continued to this
meeting.

Howe recused himself due to a conflict of interest.

Ritchie presented the history of the Office Zone District, which was established in 1973
and repealed in 1984. This item was the last bit of clean-up to address historic zoning
irregularities in the city.

Ritchie showed the areas that staff proposed to rezone agricultural. Staff worked with
Parks and Open Space to determine the proposed zoning, which was consistent with
the properties immediately to the north and east. The agricultural zone is consistent with
current use.

Ritchie showed the areas that staff proposed to rezone to Administrative Office
Properties These areas contain smaller office buildings with medical, dental, and other
professional office users. Staff has official consent in writing from three out of the four
property owners and a conversation with the final property owner, even though the City
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is not required to get that consent before rezoning. The proposed rezoning is consistent
with the properties to the west as well as the uses on the site.

Staff finds that the application meets criterion 1 in Section 17.44.050 and that the other
criteria are not applicable. Criterion 1 reads, “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.” It also appears that the original zoning was done in error since it
was repealed later.

Hsu asked why staff was proposing to change the zone to Agriculture instead of
Business Office, which was also near the property.

Ritchie stated that the Business Office zone was inconsistent with the current use and
the projected use of the area.

Hsu asked if there were any agricultural uses, such as crop-growing, in the area.

Ritchie replied that the zone was the closest fit among the zoning options, but no crop-
growing is occurring in the area.

Hsu asked why they were not recommending the Open Space zone district.

Ritchie replied that OS staff thought that the agricultural zone was a better fit at this
time. Also, the Open Space zone was very restrictive to change and any future zoning
changes from Open Space would require a vote from Louisville residents.

Brauneis asked for additional questions of staff. Seeing none, he asked for
commissioner comments.

Hsu did not think that agriculture was a perfect fit but it made more sense than any
other zone. Office space was a suitable use for the other area.

Williams made a motion to approve Resolution 19, Series 2018. Roll call vote. All in
favor.

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).

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

Williams disclosed that she lived near the block in question but confirmed that she could
be fair.

The application met all public notice requirements on December 23" and December
21, 2018.

Ritchie presented the proposal, one of the purposes of which was to create an outlot
that the City could purchase from the property owner in accordance with the Regional
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Trail Improvement Plan for the construction of an underpass. She noted that the
property was privately owned, however the City of Louisville was the applicant and staff
had the owner’s consent to conduct this application. The application included moving a
lot line, creating an outlot, and creating a dedication for state highway 42.

Staff recommends approval of Resolution 2, Series 2018 with the following condition:
Concurrent with the recordation of the plat, deeds shall be recorded which reflect the
revised legal description of each affected property.

Moline asked if the highway reservation was part of the replat and why it did not have a
label as a tract or something similar.

Ritchie replied staff would make sure the new version had a label.

Hsu made a motion to enter Sheet 2 into the record. Williams seconded. Voice vote. All
in favor.

Hsu asked if Outlot A was being created as part of the proposal.

Ritchie replied that it was an outlot, not a lot, so it was not for development per se. It
was an acceptable shape and location related to the subdivision ordinance.

Zuccaro added that staff used outlots on other developments for drainage and were not
measured against minimum lot widths, et cetera.

Hsu asked why the creation of an outlot need the change in the lot line between lots 2A
and 1A.

Ritchie replied that they were unrelated requests, however the property owner and the
City desired to set forth the intent to link up Kaylix Avenue should the property be sold
or transferred.

Brauneis asked why it the lot line not straight.

Ritchie replied that the two parts of the avenue did not line up in a straight line.

Moline asked if in a future situation Lot 1A would have to be modified for Kaylix Avenue
development.

Ritchie confirmed that it would have to be modified and the City would have to go
through a right-of-way process.

Hsu asked if it would be possible to do the subdivision as part of a PUD.
Ritchie confirmed.
Hsu asked Ritchie to explain more of staff’'s reasoning for the modification criteria. He

stated that he was concerned the staff report was stretching the definition of “physical
circumstances or conditions” under modification criterion number one. Since the street
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was not on the property, he did not think “peculiar to the specific property” applied,
either.

Williams asked if there was a condition requiring the future development of a street on
the lot line.

Zuccaro replied that there was no such condition related to this plat application. The
City has had long-range plans to extend Kaylix Avenue and had approached the
property owner to acquire the necessary right-of-way. The property owner supported
those plans, but did not want to go through the right-of-way process at the moment. This
replat was trying to make it easier in the future so no one will build where the City wants
to put the future road, while also creating two lots that can be developed or sold.

Ritchie added that the Comprehensive Plan addressed connecting the two parts of
Kaylix Avenue.

Zuccaro responded to Commissioner Hsu’s concern about modification criteria number
one. He acknowledged that it was not black and white, but they considered the lot to be
“‘unique” because the property was in the middle of two sides of a road that the City
wanted to connect in the future.

Hsu stated that having a right-of-way would not affect the future sale of the lot. The
modification review criteria was pretty stringent and was only to be waived with a PUD.

Zuccaro responded that another way to look at it was that the development had already
taken place with the shed, which was “reasonable development.”

Ritchie added that the phrase “reasonable development” could address future
development, including the desired road.

Brauneis asked for additional questions of staff. Seeing none, he asked for staff final
statements.

Ritchie reminded the commissioners that they could ask for further information and that
staff recommended the proposal.

Moline stated that he was in favor of both aspects of what the replat would let the City
do: create a consistent street pattern for this portion of the town and create Outlot A,
allowing the City to purchase the land to construct an underpass for the trail system in
an area where there was a recent fatality.

Brauneis asked Commissioners Williams and Hsu if their reservations stemmed from
the outcome or the procedure.

Williams and Hsu indicated that they were concerned with procedure.

Hsu confirmed that his issues were procedural. He supported the underpass, but he
was not convinced that criteria 1, 2, or 5 were satisfied. For criterion 5, he thought there
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were other alternatives, for example tearing down the shed or going through a PUD
process.

Brauneis asked if Hsu had a different procedure in mind.

Hsu responded that he had not considered the application with the PUD criteria in mind,
but that the present application seemed to involve a lot of legal wrangling that might be
unnecessary.

Hoefner recommended that they add a note recommending that City Council waive the
modification review criteria.

Hsu replied that he did not think the Council could do that.

Zuccaro added that the Council did have the authority but would have to pass an
ordinance. He asked the Commission to consider what it meant to reasonably develop a
property for criterion 2. Staff determined that it was not possible to reasonably develop
the lot with both the shed and the road.

Hoefner agreed and stated that he did not see the friction point, since staff, the property
owner, and the Commission agreed with the application in substance and outcome,
even if there was disagreement over procedure.

Howe agreed and noted that the application was part of an effort to complete goals in
the Comprehensive Plan and to build the underpass.

Hsu stated that there were two workarounds already. They could not move the line in
the current application since it does not affect the underpass or they could wait for a
PUD.

Williams agreed, stating that moving the lot line had nothing to do with the underpass.
She understood that moving the lot line helped facilitate development, but the lot was
developed as-is. She did not understand what the application was trying to solve right
now other than the underpass.

Zuccaro responded that it was a fair analysis and Council would have to make that
judgement based on the Commissions’ recommendation.

Williams stated that not changing the lot line did not change anything for the future.

Brauneis responded that this was an opportunity to lay out the lot lines to make it easier
in the future, since right now the property owner was amenable.

Williams replied that for all the City knew one person could buy the whole lot in the
future.

Hoefner and Brauneis asked what the harm was in moving the line.
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Hsu responded that they were stretching the law and he did not know what they were
trying to achieve by doing that.

Hoefner stated that the replat did meet the criteria and that Council could recognize in
this instance that everyone was in agreement that moving the lot line made some
sense, notwithstanding the criteria in the code.

Williams asked what would happen if someone wanted to develop the shed on lot 1A.

Zuccaro replied that shed would become a legally non-conforming structure. Under the
code, you can further that kind of structure but you could not further the encroachment.

Williams asked about the process for reviewing a non-conforming structure.

Ritchie stated that it depended on the incoming request. It could be reviewed by the
Commission or by staff depending on what the owner asked for.

Williams asked if that made it a hardship for lot 1A.
Hsu added that right now the shed could be expanded more.

Brauneis pointed out that the owner had already agreed to the changes in the
application.

Hsu replied that this application could actually harm the reasonable development of the
shed.

Howe asked if Commissioner Hsu was suggesting resubmitting the proposal as a PUD.

Hsu responded that he was suggesting to keep outlot A in the application and leave the
lot line as-is.

Howe asked what it would take to resubmit the application as a PUD.

Ritchie replied that there was no development that would be associated with a PUD at
this time. She added that the shed was likely constructed prior to the Design Standards
adopted today, so the design itself would be problematic to develop without bringing it
up to design standards. She noted that staff would have to confirm with the property
owner with this request to relocate the lot line and staff would have to confirm that he
was comfortable moving forward with the application without moving the lot line.

Williams asked how much square footage Divine Canine would be losing off their lot.

Brauneis clarified that the Commission should not think about the current business but
instead think of it as the entire lot, since the same owner owns both lots.

Williams asked for clarification on lot ownership.

The other commissioners confirmed that it was the same owner for all the lots.
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Brauneis noted that they could not do what they were proposing to do if the lot had
more than one owner. He appreciated Commissioners Hsu and Williams for their desire
to follow the rules, but he felt those rules were to protect people from harm, which in this
case was not a concern.

Ritchie responded to Commissioner William’s earlier question and stated that the lot
sizes were swapping 33,968 square feet, not including Tract Q. Staff also recognized
that not moving the lot line now put the City at a bit of a risk for development on Kaylix
Avenue.

Williams asked if the owner was aware of the lot-line change reason.

Zuccaro and Ritchie replied that they were aware that it was to accommodate a future
right-of-way. Public Works have had direct conversations with the owner, though he had
not.

Williams stated that there was no condition requiring the development of Kaylix Avenue
in this application. If there was no such condition, the City may not be able to convince
the owner for a right-of-way consideration through a future PUD process.

Zuccaro replied that the reason the City was trying to move the lot line now was to set it
up for good future development. To redevelop it now would require a replat anyway to
avoid creating oddly shaped lots in a future right-of-way process. He recommended that
the Commission vote on the proposal based on the criteria and he asked
commissioners to articulate their reasons for supporting or not supporting the criteria.
Hsu asked if the lot line could be moved anywhere west of where it is.

Zuccaro replied that the lot line was the property owner’s preferred placement.

Ritchie added that there could be a modification on the west side.

Hsu stated that he was pretty convinced that at least one of the criteria was not met.
Williams stated that she would feel more comfortable if the proposal came forward from
the property owner instead of the City or if there were confirmation of support from the
property owner in writing.

Moline and Brauneis pointed out that the owner signed the application.

Williams stated that she was unconvinced by the signature.

Ritchie added that the property owner would also have to sign the plat.

Zuccaro stated that one possible reason for the property owner to support this could be
that it made it easier to sell or develop one lot without having to deal with the right-of-

way. He acknowledged that he could not speak for the applicant, but he imagined that
there could be a logic of convenience.
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Brauneis added that the application also grandfathered in the shed.

Hoefner addressed criteria 1, 2, and 5. He noted that for criterion 1, the road and the lot
line did not match and that was a unique physical circumstance. For criterion 2, straight
roads were important for public safety. Finally, for criterion 5, he noted that the language
did not say no alternatives, it said no reasonable alternatives, and in this case it was
much more reasonable to move a line on a piece of paper than to move the road to the
line.

Brauneis agreed with Hoefner’'s assessment.

Ritchie responded to Commissioner Hsu'’s earlier question, stating that there was
another shed further to the west of the proposed property line.

Moline appreciated the perspective from staff about taking the opportunity to work with
an amenable property owner to make a huge improvement to trail infrastructure.

Hsu asked what the process would be if the City extended the right-of-way right now.

Zuccaro replied that there were a number of scenarios. It would be difficult to extend the
road without a request for redevelopment. The City would have to negotiate to purchase
the right-of-way. He could not imagine a scenario where they would not be applying to
replat, anyway, since the right-of-way process would create a remnant lot.

Howe stated that the proposal had benefits as part of the Commission’s goals for land
use in the city and that the Comprehensive Plan supported it, as well.

Brauneis noted that the benefits were significant. Not doing this now, the City ran the
risk of the lot getting sold off to someone else who was not amenable to the City’s plan.

Hsu stated that regarding criterion 1 that he was not convinced that having a road
somewhere outside the property met criterion 1. He agreed that there were benefits to
the application, but the benefits were not part of his evaluation of the criteria. Making it
easier for the property owner to sell property was not a reason to approve the
application. He thought moving the lot line somewhere else was a reasonable
alternative option.

Brauneis stated that if the proposal set off alarm bells or red flags, he would be
concerned. He appreciated Commissioner Hsu'’s attention to procedure.

Williams stated that process was important to her. She did not think the criteria were
met and she would have preferred to have the property owner present the proposal.
She also did not think that the lot line had anything to do with the underpass. She felt
that criterion 1 was absolutely not met, which negated the other criteria.

Moline noted a property created in 1990 well before the street was laid out and the lots
were laid out around it. He wondered if there was some reasonableness that the City
should accommodate the property owner’s request to update the lot lines to be more in
step with what is around it.
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Brauneis stated that there was one place where the lot line needed to be and the
application had it.

Hoefner moved to approve Resolution 2, Series 2019. Howe seconded. Roll call vote.
Four in favor. Commissioners Hsu and Williams voted nay.

COMMISSIONER COMMENTS
Howe asked if it was appropriate for the Planning Commission to discuss long-term lot
vacancies, which came up in the marijuana ordinance issue last meeting.

Zuccaro replied that one of the roles of the Planning Commission was to make
comments on the Comprehensive Plan that dealt with future land use. Within that
context, the City refreshes its Comprehensive Plan policy every 10 years. There could
be more frequent discussions about land use changes and policy implications in a study
session, for example.

Brauneis stated that it could be a proactive discussion about vacancies.

Hoefner added that he thought a study session made sense, where recommendations
did not have to be necessary.

Hsu stated that it might be nice to organize the sessions around specific topics, like
parking or affordable housing.

Zuccaro suggested bringing a general work plan discussion for 2019 on a future
agenda. Staff could provide background information and analysis and the Commission
could recommend policy changes at the end of those discussions if the commissioners
wanted.

Hsu asked if the Commission would be commenting on budget issues for the City
Council.

Zuccaro replied that the Council just adopted a budget for 2019 and 2020. The capital
plan could be an opportunity to address budget issues. He stated that the City has a 6-
year capital plan that may come up again in 2020.

STAFF COMMENTS
Open Government & Ethics Pamphlet — 2019 Edition
Zuccaro noted that the pamphlet was included the staff packet.

Public Notice Posting Locations (Resolution No 3, Series 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.

Staff recommends the following official locations for posting of Planning Commission
agendas as follows:
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City Hall, 749 Main Street

Library, 951 Spruce Street

Recreation/Senior Center, 900 Via Appia

Police Department/Municipal Court, 992 Via Appia
City Web Site: www.LouisvilleCO.gov

Staff proposed to continue the item to February with a copy of the resolution to be
included the staff packet.

Brauneis recommended that commissioners be more proactive in notifying staff if they
were going to make it to the meetings or not.

2019 Meeting dates

Regular meetings are held at 6:30 p.m. on the 2" Thursday of every month in the 2"
floor of City Hall, City Council Chambers. As needed, overflow meetings will be held at
6:30 p.m. on the 4™ Thursday of every month. The 3 Thursday of each month should
be held for Study Sessions, as needed. Exceptions to these dates are in November and
December.

ITEMS TENTATIVELY SCHEDULED FOR THE MEETING ON FEBRUARY 14™, 2019

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

Adjourn:
Howe made motion to adjourn. Hoefner seconded. Brauneis adjourned meeting at 9:33
PM.
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Planning Commission

Case #PUD 0195-2019, Foundry Phasing Plan Amendment
Rob Zuccaro, Planning and Building Safety Director

Foundry Builders
1209 Pearl Street, Suite 14
Boulder, CO 80302

Takoda Properties, Inc.
Planned Community Commercial/Residential (PCZD-C/R)
Southwest of Paschal Drive and Highway 42

5.82 acres

A Request to Amend the Foundry PUD and Subdivision
Phasing Plan to Modify the Requirement that Both Approved
Commercial Buildings be Constructed Concurrent with the
Residential Development

Page 1 of 6
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SUMMARY:

The applicant proposes to change the Foundry Planned Unit Development (PUD)
phasing plan so that only one of the two proposed commercial buildings is required to
be constructed concurrent with the residential development. The applicant states that
change in phasing is needed due to current market and financing conditions that would
make it difficult to construct both commercial buildings concurrent with the residential

development. The proposed phasing language is as follows:

e Residential building permits for the condominiums shall be obtained concurrent
with or subsequently with the building permit for one of the two commercial

buildings, and

e The last certificate of occupancy for one of the residential 8-plex buildings shall
be withheld until: 1) start of construction of the first commercial building
commences, as defined by the 2018 International Building Code, which includes
the first placement of permanent construction of a building, such as pouring of a
slab or footings, installation of pilings or construction of columns; and 2) 30% of
the net leasable space has identified tenants with proof being as and executed
Letter of Intent coupled with a security deposit.

BACKGROUND:

The City approved the Foundry
PUD, subdivision plat and a
General Development Plan (GDP)
Amendment on January 16, 2016
(see Attachment 3 for City Council
approval resolution, Attachments 4-
6 for approved plans, and
Attachments 7 and 8 for City
Council and Planning Commission
minutes respectively). The
proposed development included a
rezoning of the 5.82-acre property
from commercial (PCZD-C) to
mixed commercial and residential
(PCZD-C/R), and approved a PUD
for 31,960 square feet of
commercial development in two
buildings (Buildings E and F), and
32 residential condominium units
(24 restricted to senior housing) in
four, eight-plex buildings (Buildings
A through D). The two commercial
buildings include a 17,850 sq. ft. in-
line commercial building (Building
E) and a 14,110 sq. ft. flex
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commercial building (Building F). The Foundry is part of the Takoda (Streel Ranch)
GDP, and was originally planned as a commercial hub for the Takoda development.

One of the conditions of approval in the City Council resolution of approval for the PUD,
subdivision and GDP amendment (see Attachment 3, Condition No. 5, Resolution No. 3,
2016) was that the “Residential and Commercial Development shall be constructed
concurrently.” The staff memo to City Council stated the following:

...Staff believes it is important to require the applicant construct the
commercial structures concurrent with the residential development and place a
condition stating such. Planning Commission endorsed the condition as they are
also concerned with the long-term reduction of commercially zoned property.

The condition of concurrent commercial and residential development would be
enforced through the development agreement where the City can use the
issuance of building permits and certificates of occupancy to ensure concurrent
development.

The concern with replacing commercial development with residential development is
that it could have a negative fiscal impact on the City due to lower sales tax revenues.
A requirement for concurrent commercial and residential development was intended to
ensure fiscal balance for the Takoda/Steel Ranch development. The original GDP for
the property anticipated 76,055 sq. ft. of commercial development on the Foundry
property, which was reduced with the current development scenario to 31,960 sq. ft.

ANALYSIS: McCaslin Parcel O Redevelopment Trade Area

The applicant notes in their («\
request letter that there is
limited market demand for
new retail and commercial '
development, and cite as an o
example that the Delo Plaza 1 ) |
development, constructed in [ o )
| H |
]

2017, continues to have high : g

vacancy rates and _ N 1
undeveloped pad sites. The J it
lack of strong retail market N
demand is supported by a e
recent market analysis

conducted by the City for the || ..., M= s \

McCaslin Corridor, which
concluded that within the
next ten years there is

|: Community Trade Area A . ) Y e &

Regional Trade Area

anticipated market demand for 150,000 sq. ft. of new retail development in the regional
market trade area. The amount that could be captured within any particular
development is only a small portion of the total market demand. For example, in the

Planning Commission Page 3 of 6
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McCaslin Corridor the study concludes that approximately 20% of the market demand
for new retail demand (30,000 sq. ft.) is likely to occur in the corridor. Other supportive
uses, such as office, residential and entertainment could help make retail viable within
any particular development.

Staff ran the City’s fiscal impact model under three scenarios to better understand the
potential implications to City services as a result of changing the phasing. The first
scenario shows the full absorption (time to build and occupy the space) of both
commercial buildings in two years, which matches the fiscal analysis conducted when
the City originally approved the PUD and GDP amendment in 2016. The second
scenario reflects absorption of Building F between three and five years and Building E
between eight and 10 years, which represents a possible scenario allowing the
commercial phasing as proposed if both buildings end up being constructed. The third
scenario reflects absorption of Building F between three and five years with Building E
never being developed as a “worst case” scenario. With all scenarios, the commercial
development is modeled with 30% office space and 70% retail space.

Fiscal Model Inputs

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3
Residential Units 32 32 32
Market Value $600,000 $600,000 $600,000
Construction Value $480,000 $480,000 $480,000
Household Income $90,000 $90,000 $90,000
Absorption years 2-5 years 2-5 years 2-5
Commercial Building E
Market Value/Sq. Ft. $250 $250 $250
Construction Value/Sq. Ft. $175 $175 $175
Retail Sales/Sq. Ft. $200 $200 $200
Absorption year 2 years 8-10 no development
Commercial Building F
Market Value $250 $250 $250
Construction Value $175 $175 $175
Retail Sales/Sq. Ft. $200 $200 $200
Absorption year 2 years 3-5 years 3-5

The fiscal model table on the following page provides the 20-year totals (per $1,000) for
revenue, expenditures and net fiscal impact. The model shows that all scenarios
provide a net positive fiscal impact. Scenario 1 estimates a 20-year positive fiscal
impact of $2.2 million or an average of $111,200 per year. Scenario 2 estimates a 20-
year positive fiscal impact of $1.8 million or an average of $91,300 per year. Scenario 3
estimates a 20-year positive fiscal impact of $954,000 or an average of $47,000 per
year

Planning Commission Page 4 of 6
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Fiscal Impact Model

Revenue by Fund SCENARIO
20-year totals (x$1000)

Scenario 1 % Scenario 2 % Scenario 3 %
General Fund $2,113 60% $1,687 59% $1,095 59%
Open Spaces & Parks Fund $350 10% $286 10% $189 10%
Lottery Fund $0 0% $0 0% $0 0%
Historic Preservation Fund $122 3% $100 3% $66 4%
Capital Projects Fund $956 27% $781 27% $514 28%
TOTAL REVENUE $3,541 | 100% $2,854 | 100% $1,865 100%
Expenditures by Fund
General Fund $887 67% $681 66% $578 63%
Open Spaces & Parks Fund $22 2% $22 2% $21 2%
Lottery Fund $0 0% $0 0% $0 0%
Historic Preservation Fund $0 0% $0 0% $0 0%
Capital Projects Fund $408 31% $324 32% $312 34%
TOTAL EXPENDITURES $1,317 | 100% $1,027 | 100% $911 100%
General Fund $1,226 $1,007 $517
Open Spaces & Parks Fund $328 $264 $168
Lottery Fund $0 $0 $0
Historic Preservation Fund $122 $100 $66
Capital Projects Fund $548 $456 $202
NET FISCAL IMPACT $2,224 $1,826 $954

Criteria related to fiscal impact are by reference in the PUD approval criterion to policies
of the City’s Comprehensive Plan.

Sec. 17.28.120B.1. — PUD Review Criteria

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.

The requested rezoning is located in the Highway 42 Urban Corridor of the
Comprehensive Plan. The Comprehensive Plan states that all Urban Corridors should
“demonstrate positive fiscal benefits to the City.”

Based on the City fiscal model results, staff finds that the request is likely to provide a
positive fiscal benefit under the proposed phasing plan. Allowing a first phase of
development could help activate the area as a local commercial hub, establishing a
demand for the second commercial phase to take place.

PUBLIC COMMENTS:
Staff received one public comment in support of the project (see Attachment 9).
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends approval of Resolution 4, Series 2019; recommending to City Council
approval of an amendment to the Foundry PUD phasing plan to allow one of the two
proposed commercial buildings to be constructed concurrent with the residential
development.

ATTACHMENTS:

1.

©o N A~ WD

Resolution No. 4, Series 2019

Application Letter

City Council Resolution 3, 2016

Foundry PUD

Foundry Plat

Takoda GDP - 3@ Amendment

January 19, 2016 City Council Meeting Minutes
December 5, 2015 Planning Commission Minutes
Public Comments

Planning Commission Page 6 of 6
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RESOLUTION NO. 4
SERIES 2019

A RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING APPROVAL OF A REQUEST TO AMEND THE
FOUNDRY PUD AND SUBDIVISION PHASING PLAN TO MODIFY THE
REQUIREMENT THAT BOTH APPROVED COMMERCIAL BUILDINGS BE
CONSTRUCTED CONCURRENT WITH THE RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

WHEREAS, there has been submitted to the Louisville Planning Commission an
application to amend the phasing plan for the Foundry PUD to allow construction of only one of
two commercial buildings concurrent with the residential development approved under the PUD;
and

WHEREAS, the City Council adopted a condition of approval through Resolution 4,
Series 2016 requiring the residential and commercial development to be constructed
concurrently; and

WHEREAS, the City Staff has reviewed the information submitted and found that the
application complies with the Louisville zoning 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 February 14, 2019, where evidence and testimony were entered into the record,
including the findings in the Louisville Planning Commission Staff Report dated February 14,
20109.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Planning Commission of the City of
Louisville, Colorado does hereby recommend approval of the request to amend the Foundry
PUD phasing plan to modify and replace the requirement that both commercial buildings be
constructed concurrent with the residential development with the following:

1. Residential building permits for the condominiums shall be obtained concurrent
with or subsequently with the building permit for one of the two commercial
buildings, and

2. The last certificate of occupancy for one of the residential 8-plex buildings shall
be withheld until: 1) start of construction of the first commercial building
commences, as defined by the 2018 International Building Code, which includes
the first placement of permanent construction of a building, such as pouring of a
slab or footings, installation of pilings or construction of columns; and 2) 30% of
the net leasable space has identified tenants with proof being as and executed
Letter of Intent coupled with a security deposit.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 14" day of February, 2019.

By:

Steve Brauneis, Chairperson
Planning Commission
Attest:
Debra Williams, Secretary
Planning Commission
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January 18, 2019

Rob Zuccaro

Planning and Building Safety Director
City of Louisville

749 Main Street

Louisville, CO 80027

Via e-mail: rzuccaro@|ouisvilleco.gov

Mr. Zuccaro:

We are committed to completing the Foundry which will become the flagship project of Steel
Ranch. The Foundry represents the final phase of the Steel Ranch neighborhood and will
become an iconic gateway to the City of Louisville along Highway 42. The overall development
plan for the Foundry at Steel Ranch envisions an approximate 14,100 square foot “Foundry”
building consisting of retail and restaurant space (including a rooftop deck), 17,800 square feet
of in-line commercial/retail space and 32 condominiums inclusive of a landscaped plaza, public
and private parking including pedestrian connections throughout the community.

The Foundry Final Development Plan / Planned Unit Development (PUD) and final plat were
approved by the Louisville City Council on January 19, 2016. Lack of clarity within the resolution
of approval (Resolution No. 3, Series 2016) has led to a difference of opinion between City Staff
and Foundry Builders regarding the timing of construction. Current market and financing
conditions make it impossible to construct both the Foundry commercial building and in-line
commercial space (which total approximately 32,000 square feet) prior to completing some or all
of the condominiums. In response to these challenges we respectfully request an amendment to
the PUD and associated resolution of approval that will provide clarity to the development
schedule for both the commercial and residential components of the Foundry project.

Our primary concern is the market viability to secure tenants for all 32,000 square feet of
commercial space at once. This proposed amendment will allow us to build out the commercial
component in a phased approach by commencing with one of the commercial buildings first
(prior to or concurrent with the residential condominiums) to be followed by the second
commercial building in a later phase as market conditions and financing dictate. As an example,
DeLo Plaza, the 14,000 square foot retail center, is still experiencing high retail vacancy since
the building was completed in 2017. In addition to existing vacancy at Delo Plaza, two
approved pad commercial buildings have yet to be constructed on site.

FOUNDRY BUILDERS
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This proposed amendment to the PUD and resolution of approval will provide clarity in the
development schedule and allow us to commence construction on one commercial building and
the residential portion of the Foundry project. Specifically, we request the following amendment
to the Foundry PUD, and associated resolution of approval to reflect the following conditions:

Residential building permits for the condominiums approved concurrent with or
subsequently after approval of the building permit for one of the two commercial
buildings; and

Last Certificate of Occupancy (C/O) for one of the residential 8-plex buildings is withheld
until: (1) start of construction of the first commercial building commences, which, per
International Building Code utilized by the City of Louisville, is defined as the first
placement of permanent construction of the principal building, such as pouring of a slab
or footings, installation of pilings or construction of columns; and (2) 30% of the net
leasable space has identified tenants with proof being an executed Letter of Intent (LOI)
coupled with a security deposit

An acknowledgement of an estoppel on the residential and commercial building permits
CD’s as submitted under the 2012 ICC Building Code that was stamped by the City,
coupled with ongoing City review to work together to finalize building permit approvals

Please feel free to contact me anytime at 303-475-2106 or at justin@foundrybuilders.com with
any questions or if we can be of further assistance.

We look forward to advancing the Foundry project and completing this final phase of the Steel
Ranch neighborhood.

Best/Fyegargs,

Justin McClure
President

of 1947

FOUNDRY BUILDERS
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RESOLUTION NO. 3
SERIES 2016

A RESOLUTION APPROVING A REZONING, FINAL PLAT AND FINAL PLANNED
UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD) TO CONSTRUCT A MULTI-USE DEVELOPMENT
CONSISTING OF 24 AGE RESTRICTED CONDOMINIUMS, 8 NON-RESTRICTED
CONDOMINIUMS, AND 38,000 SF COMMERCIAL/OFFICE.

WHEREAS, there has been submitted to the Louisville Planning Commission an
application approving a rezoning, final Plat and final Planned Unit Development (PUD)
to construct a multi-use development consisting of 24 age restricted condominiums, 8
non-restricted condominiums, and 38,000 sf commercial/office; and

WHEREAS, the City Staff has reviewed the information submitted and found
that, subject to conditions, the application complies with the Louisville zoning and
subdivision regulations and other applicable sections of the Louisville Municipal Code;
and:

WHEREAS, after a duly noticed public hearing on December 10, 2015, where
evidence and testimony were entered into the record, including the findings in the
Louisville Planning Commission Staff Report dated December 10, 2015, the Planning
Commission recommends the PUD for the Foundry to City Council, with the following
conditions:

1. The 24 age restricted condominiums shall be for ages 55 and older. The 55 years
and older age restriction shall be placed on the deed of each age restricted unit
and shall also be included in the subdivision agreement, and a covenant
agreement enforceable by the City of Louisville.

2. Staff recommends the wall signs of the In-line building, shown as vertical address
numbers, be removed from the PUD and ali wall signs must comply with Chapter
7 of the CDDSG and Chapter 17.24 of the LMC.

3. The applicant shall continue to work with the Parks Department on the type and
location of additional trees along Highway 42, prior to recordation.

4. The applicant shall continue to work with the Public Works Department on the
items listed in the October 25, 2015 memo. Each item shall be completed prior to
recordation.

5. Residential and Commercial Development shall be constructed concurrently.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City Council of the City of
Louisville, Colorado does hereby approve Resolution No. 9, Series 2016, a resolution
approving a rezoning, final Plat and final Planned Unit Development (PUD) to construct
a multi-use development consisting of 24 age restricted condominiums, 8 non-restricted
condominiums, and 38,000 sf commercial/office, with the following conditions:

Resolution No. 3, Series 2016
Page 1 of 2
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. The 24 age restricted condominiums shall be for ages 55 and older. The 55 years
and older age restriction shall be placed on the deed of each age restricted unit
and shall also be included in the subdivision agreement, and a covenant
agreement enforceable by the City of Louisville.

. Staff recommends the wall signs of the In-line building, shown as vertical address
numbers, be removed from the PUD and all wall signs must comply with Chapter
7 of the CDDSG and Chapter 17.24 of the LMC.

. The applicant shall continue to work with the Parks Department on the type and
location of additional trees along Highway 42, prior to recordation.

. The applicant shall continue to work with the Public Works Department on the
items listed in the October 25, 2015 memo. Each item shall be completed prior to
recordation.

. Residential and Commercial Development shall be constructed concurrently.

. Add a sentence to the PA-1B General Notes, item 1, stating “This PUD authorizes
only condominium project type development.” Further, revise the phrase “a
potential amount of units” to state instead “24 units.”

City of Louisville, Colorado

Clty of Lounwlle Colorado

Resolution No. 3, Series 2016
Page 2 of 2
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BULK AND DIMENSION STANDARDS

| RESIDENTIAL COMMERCIAL
T T
1 i 1 ¥
A WA
BUILDING SETBACKS" |
AN FRONT YARD SETBACK 5 =
{3+ (PRINCIPAL USES) [ALL CONDITIONS] 2
| uN si0E vARD SETRACK 1 oy
e 5 (AL OTHER r
CONDITIONS}
MIN SI0E YARD 2 3
{ACCESSORY USE! " i
VN REAR YARTH .:E'B«C'\
PRINCIPAL LISES] : L
MIN REAR YARD <E BACK I
(ACCESSORY USES v "
5 ARG 0
SETRACK FROM HWY 42 ROW | HA bt
e Y PARKING. 10 PARKING. 10
SETRACK FROM COLLECTOR STREET ROW BULEING 17
SETRACK FROM LOCAL STREET ROW o
SETRACK FROM GREEN WAYS [ PaBmNG o
KD OPEN SPACE BAALDING. I
MY GLILDING SEPARATION 0
MAX. BUILDING HEIGHT I |
PRINCPAL USES W | E
ACCESSORY o -

' FEE SIMPLE LOTS ARE CREATED WITHN BUILDINGS, THERE 15 NO SETRACK
REQUREMENT BETWEEN INTERNAL UNITS.

ACCESSORY USES TO INCLUDE GARAGES.

W0 MAIMUM BUIL NG SETEACKS ARE REQUIRED

‘CORMICE, CANOPY, EAVE, PATIO, FIRE PLACE. WING WALL OR SIMILAR ARCHITECTURAL
FEATURE MAY EXTEND 3 FEET WTO A REQUIRED SETRACK

DEVELOPMENT SUMMARY

GROSS DEVELOPABLE

LT 8 el Recuest LocATION PRINCIPAL UISE - f—
| | ey sE3 Loc
GENERAL NOTES AND STANDARDS PLAMT ASMECESSARY |0 0o oo o
a0scape |PLANT STREET TREES. |70 AVOHD EXISTING ;vu:' f‘?wcr_";f‘f RESIDENTIAL 33447
1 THE REGUIRED LAND DEDICATION SHALL BE MET VIA A CASH IN LIEU PAYMENT CONSISTENT WITH 2 ON(EHIER i b KAYLIX AVE
SECTION 5 86 608 OF THE CITY CODE 1GHT LINES
2 PROPOSED PEDESTRIAN AREAS ARE INTENDED TO ASSIST I THE CONNECTION OF STEEL RANCH COMMERCIAL G AND DRINKING BLOCKS A6

LAND AREA
5B ACRES

FAR | COMMERCIAL
LE] TEETF

PR T0 THE BULL HEAD GLLCH OPEN SPACE TRAL SYSTEM. AND TO DOWNTOWN LOUISVILLE
WELL AS, CONNECTING TO THE NEXGHBORING STEEL RANCH AND NORTHERN COMMUNTES
THE DEVELOPER MAY CONDUCT ACTIVITIES (INCLUIDING BUT K0T LIMITED TO GRADING] ON AL
TED LANDS FOR THE PURPOSE OF CONSTRUCTING PUBLIC AND PRIVATE IMPROVEMENTS.
MONUNENTS, PROJECT IDENTITY, ALLUSTRATIVE RENDERINGS AND WAY-FINDING SIGNAGE
ARE CONCEPTUAL IN NATURE AT THE LOCATIONS SHOWN WITHIN THS DEVELOPMENT PLAN. FiNAL
LOCATIONS SHALL BE CETERMINED DURING THE CONSTRUCTION DOCUMENTATION PROCESS. BUT
suu. CONFORM TO THE STANDARDS WITHIN THIS DEVELOPMENT PLAN

RSTOMC STRUCTURES EXIST ON THE PROPERTY.

A5

REQUESTED VARIANCE

FINAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN / PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT

A PART OF SECTION 5, TOWNSHIP 1 SOUTH, RANGE 69 WEST OF THE 6TH PM,
CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COUNTY OF BOULDER, STATE OF COLORADO

USE CHART

|EXISTING CODE

ENTS, RETAIL &
ONVENENCE GOOODS

| MAY FURTHER THE

DHVERSITY AND RANGE OF USES WITHIM THE PROJECT

I|s GHTING CONFIGURATION, DESIGN, FIXTURE TYPES. ETC. AS DEFICTED HEREM ARE SUBIECT RIGHT IN
TO FURTHER Al 5, DESIGN AND AVAILABILITY, AND AS SUCH. MAY VARY FROM THE FINAL PUD RIGHT OUT
TO FINAL CONSTRIN DOCUMENTS. PROPOSED LIGHTING WILL INCLUDE INRECTIONAL COVERS MOVEMENT

L BE DIRECTED AWAY FROM THE RESIDENCES WITHIN THE FOUNDRY AND STEEL RANCH.
TRATIONS AND AMNOTATIONS WITHIN THIS FINAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN SUPERSEDE ALL
EVENT OF ACONFLICT

.’E D“HENY SHALL BE DEPENDENT ON MARKET CONDITIONS.

h C ANCE WATER CUALITY AND DETENTION HAS ALREADY BEEN ACCOMMODATED
FOR THES SITE WITHIN THE STEEL RANCH COMMUNITY AND THROUGH REGIOMAL POND X.

THE SIDEWALK AND LANDSCAPE IMPROVEMENTS (WEST OF THE SIDEWALK) ALONG HIGHARY &7
FROM PASCHAL DRIVE TO SUMMIT VIEW WILL BE COMPLETED PRIOR TO ANY CONSTRUCTION
OR DCOUPANCY ASSDCIATED WITHIN THE DEVELDPMENT ARE ISSUED.

IMPROVEMENTS DEPICTED ADUACENT TO AND WITHIN THE HIGHWAY 43 ROW SHALL BE REF
WITHIN THE CONSTRUCTION DOCUMENTS TO ENSURE HORIZONTAL AND VERTICAL LOCATIONS
ASSOCIATED CONSTRUCTABILITY.

. PASCHAL DRIVE

FULL
MOVEMENT

KAYLIX AVENUE

SUMMIT VIEW

FULL MOVEMENT

oy (SIGNALIZED)
-
z
=
I
]
T
o
:
(o]
'}
o]
[&]
RIGHT IN [
RIGHT OUT
MOVEMENT
0
% MOVEMENT
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1 RESIDENTIAL AREA

s

i
H

4ldl |
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>
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L.

bt

COLORADO HIGH

® 120 NORTH

MULTI UNIT DWELLING SUMMARY

LAND LISE |PCIDCR
FOR SALE WLILTI DWELLING UNITS (PROPOSED) | 320U

PARKING SUMMARY

RESIENTIAL CRITERIA | DWELLING UNITS | REQUIRED |
2BEDROOM & LARGER 1 8
AzgPiod =

2]

FMCS, INC.
21 SOUTH SUNS
LONGMONT, CO

B3
P TS24 .3620

FINAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN / PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT

A PART OF SECTION 5, TOWNSHIP 1 SOUTH, RANGE 69 WEST OF THE 6TH PM,

CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COUNTY OF BOULDER, STATE OF COLORADO

PROVIDED | PARKING RATIO.

PRIVATE GARAGE =22

OFF STREET X2

o

1)

PLANNING & LA
PLS GROUP, INC.

B0 16TH STR., 36-180
DENVER CO

&0

P 3035314905
WWW PCSGROUPCO.COM

BULK AND DIMENSION STANDARDS

. | RESIDENTIAL
W LOT ARER [ W
M LOT WIOTH I 55
MAX LD RAGE NA
BUILDING SETBACKS ™ |

VAN FRONT YARD SETBACK G
(PRINCIPAL USES) : (ALL CONDITIONS)
VN SI0E YARD SETBACK P iphecelB
it SN CONINTIONS)
VAN, SI0E YARD SETBACK

[ACCESSIBLE USES) b

MIN REAR YARD SETBACK F
[PRINCIPAL LISES) | =

MIN_ REAR YARD SETBACK

[ACCESSORY USES) "
SETBACK FROMCOLLECTORSTREETROW |  IONG 10

BUILDING. 30

SETRACK FROM LOCAL STREET ROW

SETHACK FROM GREEN WAYS.

AND OPEN SPACE

IR BUILDING SEPARATION

MAX. BUILDING HEIGHT

PRINCIAL USES | w3
ACCESSORY USES' S

IF FEE SIMPLE LOTS ARE CREATED WITHIN BUILDINGS, THERE IS NO
SETBACK RECUIREMENT BETWEEN INTERNAL UNITS.

ACCESSORY USES TO INCLUDE GARAGES.

NO MAXMUM BURDING SETBACKS ARE RECUIRED.

“CORNCE, CANOPY, EAVE PATID, FIRE PLAGE. WING WALL OR
SIMILAR ARCHITECTURAL FEATURE MAY EXTEND 3 FEET INTO A
REQUIRED SETBACK

ARCHITECTORE
ENGINEERING ARCHITECTURE
13 ENGINEERING O ARCHITECTURE
CONSULTANTS 3003 LARIMER STREET
) DENVER, CO
Surt #0705 |
LOUISVILLE, CO 80027 P. 303651 54 |
P, TS5 0T WL OZARCH COM I -
Designed By: 54
Checked By PMS

wo | e DESCRIPTION

1| meaTams | INTIAL SUBMITTAL
d 2 | 1w1aams | secoso suamTTAL
3

86112017 | SUBMITTAL FOR APPROVAL

GENERAL NOTES - RESIDENTIAL AREA

Drzrwn By: KLM
Project &

INTENT: RESIOENTIAL AREA 15 INTENDED TO'BE INTEGRATED INTO THE
NEIGHBORHOOD WITHIN STEEL RANCH. THE CONDOMNUM PRODUCT
TYPES LENDS ITSELF T0 THE COMMLUBNITY BY ADDING TO THE DIVERSITY OF
HOUSING WITH T5% OF UNITS BEING AGE RESTRICTED

THE RESIDENTIAL AREA SMALL ACCOMMODATE UP TO X2 DWELLING UNITS,
ASSOCIATED PARKING, AND GREENSPACE AREAS. THE UNIT COUNT MAY
VASY DEPENDING O FINAL HOUSING PRODUGT DESIGN, BUT IN NO EVENT
‘SHALL THE TOTAL NUMBER OF DWELLING UNITS EXCEED 32

THE RESIDENTIAL AREA WILL BE DRGANIZED BY A PRIMARY POINT OF
ACCESS KNOWN AS SUMMIT VIEW DRIVE, AND THREE SECONDARY ACCESS
POMTS OFF PASCHAL DRIVE, KAYLIX AVENUE AND HIGHIWAY 42. THE SITE
LAYOUT ENHANCES ACCESS TO COMMON OFEN AREAS, GREEN SPACES
AND MULTI-MOOAL TRARSPORTATION OPPORTUNITIES

REFER TO THE SUBDMSION AGREEMENT FOR DELINEATION OF
MAINTENANCE RESPONSIBILITIES

BLALDINGS MAY BE BUALT AT ONE. TWO. DR THREE STORY HEIGHTS, OR
COMBINATIONS THERECF, SUBJECT TO THE MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT
RECUIREMENTS

THE RESIDENTIAL AREA MAY HAVE ADOITIONAL CONDITIONS, COVENANTS
AND RESTHICTIONS (CCRS) TO BE DEVELOPED BY THE FOUNDRY'S
COMUERCIAL CWNERS ASSOCIATION (TF.COA)

SITE SPECHFIC BULK AND DIMENSION STANDARDS ON THIS SHEET SHALL
GOVERN DEVELOPMENT OF THE RESIDENTIAL AREA.
LANDSCAPE DEPICTED WITHIN THIS SMEET 15 CONCE
MAY BE REVISED WITHIN THE CONSTI
LOW IMPACT TO SCHOOLS AND PUBLIC SE
THE AGE TARGETED NATURE OF THE PROVECT

THE REUIRED LAKD DEDICATION WITHIN THE TAKODA GOP 370
AMENDMENT SHALL BE MET VIA A CASM N LIEU PAYMENT CONSISTENT
WITH SECTION 15.16, 608 OF THE CITY CODE

TRACTS DESIGNED AS AMENITY SPACES SHALL BE AVAILABLE FOR PUBLIC
USE, AND WILL BE FUNDED AND MAINTAINED PATVATELY 8Y THE FOUINDRY
HOA

TRASH ENCLOSURE U
DUIRMNG THE COX
BLOCKS AND TRACTS DO NG TUTE A FIFM DELINEATION OF

PARKING AND SHALL BE SHARED BETWEEN RESDENTIAL AND COMMERCIAL

EES

NS WILL BE FINALIZED AND COORDINATED

FINAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN
PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT

SHEET 3 OF 22
RESIDENTIAL AREA -

00701 PLAN, NOTES AND STANDARDS
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FINAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN / PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT
A PART OF SECTION 5, TOWNSHIP 1 SOUTH, RANGE 69 WEST OF THE 6TH PM,
CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COUNTY OF BOULDER, STATE OF COLORADO

i
! PARKING SUMMARY
|

GENERAL NOTES - COMMERCIAL AREA
‘ EOVMERCWL G [GROSS LEASAGLE AREA (LAY IREQURED] PROVOED IPARKMNG RATIO 1 THE COMMERCIAL AREA 15 INTENDED TO ACCOMMODATE COMMERI 1 )
[N-UNE COMMERCIAL) 1 SPI0 SF| X 2STORIES +- 1T8S05F | & | OFF STREET=151 FESTAURANT USES AND TO ALLDW RESIDENTS OPPORTUNITIES TO WALK SHORT DESTANCES TC v
! [FLEX COMMERCIAL) 1 SPY00 5F 14110 5F |47 |ADAFTABLE DUTDODRsH| SHOP. OR RECREATE AT THE NEIGHBORHOOD LEVEL ENJOYING THE LISES ALLOWED WITHIN 5T1
| | TOTAL 31,060 5F 07 5161 1,000 5F

2 UISES ALLOWED BY RIGHT. RESTALIRANT

HFFEE SHE LD AND DAYCARE FACILITIES
GYMNASIUMS AND FITNESS CENTERS, RETAIL. SALES, PERSONAL SERVICE SHOPS, MEDICAL CLINCS,
SMALL ANIMAL VETERINARY CLINCS AND OTHER LUSES COMPAT

i ' BULK AND DIMENSION STANDARDS CLUDE THOSE APPROVED PER THE GOP 3R0 AMENDUENT  ALL USES PE
|

oy | 'GLA IS ASBUMED TO BE 85% OF TOTAL COMMERCIAL AREA PROPOSED (37 800 5F)

e e e

.'su

| COMMERCIAL ARE ALLOWED, WITH THE EXCLUSION OF THE FOLLOWING USES: AUTO SALES. MAJOR
B LOT AREA T 1505 OMOTIVE REPAIRS, INCLUIDING FANTING AND AUTO BODY AND TRANSPORTATION TERMINALS

MM LOT WIOTH W L) AMCIII BUTLENNG MEIGHT 15 X8 BUILDING HEIGHT SHALL

{ | MAX, LOT COVERAGE | NA GRADE TO THE RIDGELINE OF THE RODF PER

| 1l 4 REFERTO THE SUBCAASION AGREENENT FOR DELINEATION OF MAINTENANCE RESPORSEBILITIES
BUILDING SETBACKS 5 MAY BE BUILT AT OME_ TWO, DR THREE STORY MEXGHTS. OR COMBINATIONS THEREDF

1 MIN FRONT YARD SETBACK i THE MAXIMUM BUALDING HEIGHT RECK NTS

LW | | (PRINCIPAL LISES) 5 DMMERCIAL AREA MAY HAVE ADCSTIONAL 5. COVENANTS AND RESTRICTIONS (CCRS)
| | VAR LT 1 T0 BE DEVELOPED BY THE FOUNDAY'S COMMERCIAL OWNERS ASSOCIATION (TF C.0A )
| :;Icn:msc?;nﬁé:m"" [ 7 REFERTO CWNERSHP AKD LISE SUMUARY TRELE WITHIN THS DOCUMENT FOR TRACT (NVNERSHE AND

GENERAL MANTENANCE INFORMATION
{ MIN S0E YARD SETBACK LANDSCAPE ILLUSTRATIONS DEPICTED WATHIN THIS SHEET ARE CONCEPTUAL IN NATURE AND MAY BE
¥ (ACCESSSLE USES) . ¢ REVISED WITHMN THE CORSTRUCTION DOCUMENTS AS LONG AS THE LANDSCAPE PLAN IS N

MIN. REAR YARD SETHACK COMPLIANCE WITH THE COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT DESIGN STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES (CDDSG)

[PRINCIPAL LISES) 4 AND THE VARIANCE HERE ™
WiN REAR YARD) SETBACK I . 9 GITE SPECIFC BULK AND DIMENSION STANDAADS ON THIS SHEET SHALL GOVERN DEVELOPME
(ACCESSORY USES) s THE COMMERCIAL AREA
Py 7 = PARKING: 20 10, TRASM ENCLOSURE LOCATIONS WILL BE FINALZED JORDINATED DURING THE
SETHACK FROM MWY &2 ROW L OG0 DOCUMENT PHASE
— - T FhmonG. o 11 LIGHTING CONFIGURATION, DESIGN FIXTURES TYPES. ETC AS DEPICTED HEREIN 15 SUBECT TO
SETRACH ERM COULEG TORSTREES FOM BLILDING 10 FURTHER ANALY SIS DESIGN AND AVALABLITY AND AS SUCH MAY VARY FROM THE FINAL PUD TO FINAL
PRIMARY ENTRY T CONSTRUCTION DOCUMENTS.
SETHACK FROM LOCAL STREET ROW NA %

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

SETBACK FROM GREEN WAYS
AND OPEM SPACE 13, ENTRY MONUMENTS, PROUECT IDENTITY AND WAY FINDING SIGMAGE ARE CONCERTUAL IN BATURE AT
TN EOADIS SEPARATION THE LOCATIONS DEPYCTED WITHM THIS DEVELOPMENT PLAN. FINAL LOCATIONS SHALL BE DETERMINED

w DURING THE CONSTRUCTION DOCUMENTATION PROCESS BUT SHALL CONFORM T0 THE STANDARDS

THIN THIS DEVELOPMENT PLAN

35 14 BLOCKS AND TRACTS DO NOT CONSTITUTE A FIRM DELINEATION OF PRAKING AND SHALL BE SHARED

o BETWEEN RESIDENTIAL AND COMMERTIAL USES

THE ALIGHMENT OF THE SIDE WALK AT THE INTERSECTION OF MIGHWAY 42 AND PASCHAL DRIVE TO THE

' FEE SIMPLE L DTS ARE CREATED WITHIN BUILDINGS, THERE 15 SUNMIT VIEW DRIVE INTERSECTION 15 CONCEPTUAL DUE 10 EXISTING UTILITES AND WILL BE FURTHE

WO SETBACK REQUIREMENT BETWEEN INTERNAL UINITS REFMED WITHIN THE COMETRUCT)

N0 MAXIMUM BUBLDING SETBACKS ARE REQURED

'CORNICE, CANORY, EAVE, PATID, FIRE PLACE, WING WALL 0R

SIMILAR ARCHITECTURAL FEATURE MAY EXTEND 3 FEET INTD &

REQUIRED SETRACK

i

W;AY 42

X’_A\?ENU

COLORADO HIGH
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GENERAL NOTES:;

1. FINAL CONSTRUCTION DOCUMENTS SHALL CONFORM TO THE
REQUIREMENTS OUTLINED WITHIN THIS PUD SUBMI
LANDSCAPE PLANS ARE SCHEMATIC IN NATURE AND SUBJECT 10
MODIFICATION DUE TO SITE CONSTRAINTS, THE DEVELOPER'S PROGRAM,
OR OTHER NECESSARY RECUIREMEN]
LOCATION OF LANDSCAPE PLANTINGS MAY BE ALTERED TO PROVIDE
ADEQUATE CLEARANCE FROM THE FINAL LOCATION OF UNDERGROUND
UTRLITIES. THE BASE OF DECIOUOUS TREES SHALL BE PLANTED NO
CLOSER THAN 7 FROM WET UTILIMES. THE BASE OF EVERGREEN TREES
SHALL BE PLANTED NO CLOSER THAN 10 FROM ALL WET UTILITES, THE
CLEARANCES INDICATED ARE MINIMUMS AND ADDITIONAL C1EARANCE
MAY BE NEEDED AS DIRECTED BY THE CITY.

GRASS AREAS DESIGNATED AS IRRIGATED TURF SHALL BE SEEDED OR
SODDED WITH A DROUGHT TOLERANT GRASS MOTTURE
DECIDUOUS TREES WILL BE 2 177* CALIPER MINIMUM. E!
WITH BE 8" HT. MINIMUM.

SHRLES [DECIDUOUS AN AGAEEN) WILL BE 5 GALLON MINIMUM.
MECHANICAL DEVICES AT GRADE SHALL BE SCREENED WITH LANDSCAPE
MATERIAL

FOR TREES PLANTED WITHIN 5 FEET OF PUBLIC STREETS AND WALKS
ROOT BARRIER I5 REQUIRED

ALL LANDSCAPING WITHIN THE DIRECTLY ADMCENT STATE HIGHWAY
42, PASCHAL, SUMMIT VIEW, AND KATLEC DRIV BOW SHALL IE
MASNTAINED BY THE HOA

ALL SNOW REMOVAL FROM PUBLIC WALKS | TRAIL ADJACENT THE
DEVELOPMENT SHALL BE PROVIDED 8Y THE HOA.

LANDSCAPE REQUIREMENTS

1. THE LANDSCAPE STANDARDS OUTLINED BELOW SUPERCEDE ANY
LANDSCAPE REQUIREMENTS FROM PREVIOUS PUD SUBMITTALS AND ARE
SPECIFIC TO THE FOUNDRY

2 EACH PAD SITE SHOULD AVERAGE 80% LANDSCAPE AREA AND 108 FOR
THE OVERALL PARCEL OF GROUND

1 LANDSCAPED AREAS. INCLUDING AREAS WITHIN PRIVATE STREETS,
SHALL BE PRIVATELY MAINTAINED BY THE FOUNDRY'S DWNERS
ASSOCIATION

4 WHEEL STOPS OR BUMPER CURBS WILL BE PROVIDED AS REQUIRED TO
PROTECT SDEWALKS, STRUCTURES AND PLANTERS FROM EXCESSIVE
VEHICULAR DAMAGE

5 INTERNAL LANDSCAPING - A MINIMUM OF FIVE PERCENT [5%] OF THE
RECUIRED LANDSCAPE AREA SHOULD BE ALLOCATED TOWARDS
BUILDING (OR FOUNDATION) LANDSCAPING. THIS SHOULD BE DRI
IRRIGATED AND XERIC IN NATURE BUILDING LANDECAPING PRIORITIES
ARE THOSE THAT FACE THE PUBLIC RIGHT-OF-WAY.

& LOCAL STREETS - ONE TREE PER 40 LINEAR FEET ADUACENT TO OFF
STREET PARKING AREAS (WITH THE EXCEPTION OF EASEMENTS OR
OTHER DBSTRUCTIONS]

7. COMMON AREAS - ONE TREE AND THREE SHRUBS PER 2.000

T
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A REPLAT OF LOT 1, BLOCK § AND TRACT T OF TAKODA SUBDRESION WITH A RECEPTION MUMBER OF 03103584, AND LOT 2
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City Council

Meeting Minutes

January 19, 2016
City Hall, Council Chambers
749 Main Street
7:00 PM

Call to Order — Mayor Muckle called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.
Roll Call was taken and the following members were present:

City Council: Mayor Muckle, Mayor Pro Tem Jeff Lipton;
City Council members: Dennis Maloney, Chris Leh,
Susan Loo, Jay Keany and Ashley Stolzmann

Staff Present: Malcolm Fleming, City Wlanager
Heather Balser, Deputy City Manager
Kevin Watson, Finance Director
Kurt Kowar, Public Works Director
Troy Russ, Interim Planning & Building Safety Director
Sean McCartney, Principal Planner
Suzanne Jannsen, Cultural Arts & Special Events
Nancy Varra, City Clerk

Others Present: Sam Light, City Attorney
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

Mrs. Rachuinski’s first grade class from Coal Creek Elementary led the pledge of

allegiance.
APPROVAL OF AGENDA

Mayor Muckle called for changes to the agenda and hearing none, moved to approve
the agenda as published, seconded by Council member Keany. All were in favor.

PUBLIC COMMENTS ON ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA

Jean Morgan, 1131 Spruce Street, Louisville, CO noted tomorrow, January 20, 2016 is
the 80th anniversary of the Monarch Mine disaster. She asked Council to take a
moment to think about the miners who made the town.

City of Louisville
City Council 749 Main Street  Louisville CO 80027
303.335.4533 (phone) 303.335.4550 (fax) www.louisvilleco.gov
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APPROVAL OF THE CONSENT AGENDA

Mayor Muckle called for changes to the consent agenda and hearing none, moved to
approve the consent agenda, seconded by Council member Stolzmann. All were in
favor.

Approval of the Bills

Approval of Minutes; December 15, 2015 and January 5, 2016
Approval of Agreement with Resource Based International for 2016
Water Rights Administration

Approval of Resolution No. 5, Series 2016 — A Resolution Approving
Agreements Between the City of Louisville and Dutko Worldwide, LLC
D/B/A Grayling, and the City of Louisville and Boyagian Consulting
LLC, to Furnish Lobbyist Services to the US 36 Mayors and
Commissioners Coalition

E. Approval of Changes to the March 2016 City Council Meeting Schedule

S Ooh>»

COUNCIL INFORMATIONAL COMMENTS ON PERTINENT ITEMS NOT ON THE
AGENDA

No items to report.
CITY MANAGER’S REPORT

City Manager Fleming reported the Boulder Weekly recognized the Coal Creek Golf
Course as the best golf course in Boulder County.

REGULAR BUSINESS

PROCLAMATION: ONE ACTION: ART + IMMIGRATION
Mayor Muckle requested a staff presentation.

Cultural Arts & Special Events Coordinator Janssen expressed her pleasure to accept
the proclamation on behalf of the Boulder County One Action — Art + Immigration
Steering Commiittee. This project is the first arts-based collaboration to take place in
the County. The intent is to present programs that foster community conversation on
historic and contemporary uses of immigration. Through the arts, personal expression
and individual cultures will be shared throughout 2016. The hope is to be able to
engage in meaningful discussion about ancestry and heritage and what everyone brings
to the community. Extensive planning efforts began in early 2015. The One Action
2016 Project Kick-Off Celebration will be held at the Longmont Museum on Saturday,
January 23, 2016 from 2-5 p.m. This event is free and open to the public. She invited
and encouraged the public to attend the event.
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In 2016 there will be programs and events throughout the County, which will bear the
One Action Logo. In Louisville alone, 15 events are currently being planned. The
programming will begin on February 19™ at the Louisville Center for the Arts with Rock,
Karma, Arrows; a 3-part film series with panel discussion addressing the early history
and immigration of the Boulder County area.

She acknowledged the efforts of the Louisville Cultural Council, the Louisville Art
Association, the Louisville Public Library and the Louisville Historical Museum, as well
as Clay Ant Pottery and individual artists, such as Dona Laurita, Dawn DeAno and Kat
Fritz, all of whom are actively involved in One Action. She encouraged local artists,
performers and organizations who are interested in participating in the project to contact
her. The program information can be found on the City’s Web Site.

She asked Mayor Muckle to share his contribution to the One-Action project. Mayor
Muckle explained as Mayor he was asked to have his DNA tested. The reports
documented his prominent Native American heritage and Basque ancestry. All of the
Mayors in the County had their DNA tested as part of the program. He stated his
understanding that artists will paint pictures of the Mayors based on their DNA.

Mayor Muckle read the proclamation, which proclaimed 2016 as One Action: Art +
Immigration within Boulder County.

AWARD BID FOR 95™ STREET (COUNTY ROAD) BRIDGE REPLACEMENT
Mayor Muckle requested a staff presentation.

Public Works Director Kowar recommended Council award a contract to Hamilton
Construction Co to rebuild the 95" Street Bridge over Coal Creek, which was destroyed
in the 2013 flood. The contract amount is $1,817,175.20, with a 10% contingency of
$180,000. Also under consideration is a contract extension with Michael Baker Jr. Inc.,
for additional design and construction management services for $47,582.17. If
approved, the staff can proceed with CDOT review and agreement to begin the
construction of the bridge. It is anticipated the bridge construction will take six months
after final CDOT approval. The construction anticipates a complete replacement of
roadway from Bella Vista and south, past the Wecker property. There will be space
beneath for a future trail. There will be aesthetic components, with a brick look and a
three rail fence. The roadway will have 4’ shoulders and 11’ lanes in either direction.

Staff Recommendation: Staff recommended the City Council award the 95th Street
Bridge Replacement Project to Hamilton Construction Co. per their bid of
$1,817,175.20, authorize a project contingency of $181,717.52, and authorize the
Mayor, Public Works Director and City Clerk to sign and execute contract documents on
behalf of the City. Staff also recommended the City Council approve funds for additional
design and construction management services for Michael Baker Jr. Inc., per their
proposal fee of $47,582.17.
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COUNCIL COMMENT

Council member Maloney inquired whether the roadway would actually be open in six
months or would the bridge just be replaced. Public Works Director explained the six
months benchmark is when the project is complete and the roadway is open. He
stressed the opening would be contingent upon the weather.

Council member Maloney noted Hamilton was the low bidder. He asked Public Works
Director Kowar for his comfort level with this construction firm. Public Works Director
Kowar stated he was very comfortable with the firm. Because it is a CDOT project, it
came with more requirements. He noted any of the bidders would be qualified to
complete the bridge project.

Council member Stolzmann explained this is a huge priority for the City Council and the
Public Works Department. She felt there should be a City Council study session where
Council could look at the results of the flood and the lessons leamed. She stated the
bridge will cost one miillion dollars less than expected, and she wondered if Council
would have waited this long to have the bridge replaced had they known the actual cost.

MOTION: Mayor Muckle moved to award the bid for the 95" Street Bridge Replacement
to Hamilton Construction Company in the amount of $1,817,175.20, authorize a project
contingency of $181,717.52, and authorize the Mayor, Public Works Director and City
Clerk to sign and execute contract documents on behalf of the City and approve funds
for additional design and construction management services for Michael Baker Jr. Inc.,
per their proposal fee of $47,582.17. The motion was seconded by Mayor Pro Tem
Lipton. Roll call vote was taken. The motion carried by a vote of 7-0.

Mayor Muckle referenced the process and noted this is the last really big construction
project resulting from the flood. He voiced his appreciation to the Public Works
Department, City Manager's Department and all the Departments for their work on the
flood recovery projects.

6™ AMENDMENT TO THE TAKODA GENERAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN
(GDP) AND THE FOUNDRY PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD)
HIGHWAY 42 AND PASCHAL DRIVE

1. ORDINANCE No. 1712, SERIES 2016 -~ AN ORDINANCE APPROVING AN
AMENDMENT TO THE TAKODA GENERAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN (GDP) TO
REZONE THE PROPERTY FROM PCZD-C TO PCZD-C/R- SECOND
READING - PUBLIC HEARING

2. ORDINANCE No. 1713, SERIES 2016 — AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE
VACATION OF VARIOUS EASEMENTS ON LOT 1, BLOCK 9 AND TRACT T
OF TAKODA SUBDIVISION, AND LOT 2 OF SUMMIT VIEW SUBDIVISION -
SECOND READING - PUBLIC HEARING
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3. RESOLUTION No. 3, SERIES 2016 — A RESOLUTION APPROVING A FINAL
PLAT AND FINAL PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD) TO CONSTRUCT
A MULTI-USE DEVELOPMENT CONSISTING OF 24 AGE RESTRICTED
CONDOMINIUMS, 8 NON-RESTRICTED CONDOMINIUMS, AND 38,000 SF
COMMERCIAL AND OFFICE LAND USES

Mayor Muckle requested a City Attorney introduction.

City Attorney Light introduced Ordinance Nos. 1712 and 1713, Series 2016 and
Resolution No. 3, Series 2016. Members of the public may speak on any of the three
agenda items.

Mayor Muckle opened the public hearing and requested a staff presentation.

Principal Planner McCartney explained several emails were received after the packet
was assembled. Council member Stolzmann requested several informational items and
staff’'s response to her requests were placed at the dais for the City Council to review.

The request before the City is for a rezoning, Final Plat and Final Planned Unit
Development (PUD) to construct a multi-use development consisting of 24 age
restricted condominiums, 8 non-restricted condominiums, and 38,000 SF commercial
and office land uses. The subject property is located in north Louisville and zoned
PCZD-C. The applicant is requesting PCZD-C/R zoning of 5.82 acres for a mixed-use
development. The property is south of Indian Peaks, Filing 17.

Comp Plan: The 2013 Comp Plan identifies this area as an “Urban Corridor” with a
focus on commercial, office, neighborhood retail and residential density allowance up to
25 units per acre. Principal NH-5 calls for a mix of housing types; multi-generational
needs and empty nesters. The proposal is for 24 age restricted units for empty nesters.

Rezoning: The property is surrounded by PCZD-C/R and PCZD-R zoning and complies
with the surrounding zoning. Public Land Dedication (PLD): 3% additional PLD for the
residential portion of property. The commercial zoning has already been dedicated.
The original site plan included 3 access points, no access to Kaylix Street, 48 residential
units, 56,200 SF commercial (two story in-line commercial) two drive-thru’s and two
in-line commercial uses. Residents requested age restricted housing and no drive-
thru’s. The applicant then resubmitted the application.

Site Plan: This plan has four primary points: Highway 42 — right-in/out; Paschal Drive —
right-in/out; Kaylix Street — full access and Summit View — full access. It includes 32
residential units (24 age restricted to 55 years); 37,500 SF commercial (2 story in-line
17,850 SF and flex commercial 14,110 SF); no drive-thru’s and 229 parking spaces.

Bulk and Dimension Standards: Height complies with CDDSG; Setbacks comply with
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GDP and the 2-3 stories are compliant with the Comp Plan. The commercial
component includes office; neighborhood retail; flex artisan space; close proximity to the
roadway and complies with the CDDSG and Comp Plan.

Original Architecture: Height - 30 feet; Architecture 2" Submittal - Commercial — 28.5
feet in height; 2-story and 17,850 SF. Residential: 32 units (24 age-restricted, 55 years
and older and 8 non-restricted units); 35 feet maximum height; buffer between
commercial and existing residential. Boulder Valley School District estimates 8
unrestricted units will result in 1 student at LES, 0 students at LMS, and 1 student at
Monarch High.

Residential Parking: 64 spaces (2 per unit) and enclosed garage spaces are compliant
with the Louisville Municipal Code. Commercial Parking: 165 spaces. CDDSG requires
4.5 spaces per 1,000 SF — 5.16 spaces per 1,000 SF if measured at 85% GLA (31,960
SF), 4.4 spaces per 1,000 SF at 37,600 SF (6 spaces less than required). Waiver
approved through LMC for multi-tenant reduction, public easement in excess of Public
Land Dedication and exceptional design.

Landscaping: Waiver requested to reduce amount of street due to existing easements
and powerlines. Staff believes altematives can be achieved by speaking with easement
owners. Applicant will continue to work with staff on final tree placement.

Staff recommendation: Staff recommended approval of Ordinance Nos. 1712 and
1713, Series 2016 and Resolution No. 3, Series 2016 with the following conditions:

1. The 24 age restricted condominiums shall be for ages 55 and older. The 55 years
and older age restriction shall be placed on the deed of each age restricted unit
and shall also be included in the subdivision agreement and a covenant
agreement enforceable by the City of Louisville.

2. Staff recommends the wall signs of the In-line building, shown as vertical address
numbers, be removed from the PUD and all wall signs must comply with Chapter
7 of the CDDSG and Chapter 17.24 of the LMC.

3. The applicant shall continue to work with the Parks Department on the type and
location of additional trees along Highway 42, prior to recordation.

4. The applicant shall continue to work with the Public Works Department on the
items listed in the October 25, 2015 memo. Each item shall be completed prior to
recordation.

5. Residential and Commercial Development shall be constructed concurrently.

APPLICANT PRESENTATION

Justin McClure, RMCS, 2100 Sunset Drive, Longmont, CO presented the Foundry
Development proposal. He stated in his mind Steel Ranch is an unfinished project. He
wanted to complete the project in a quality way and is sensitive to the residents concern
relative to more residential development. He explained to complete the project there is
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property to develop south of streel ranch, which has a commercial/retail component.

He addressed the development of an adjacent project in the City of Lafayette and
voiced his opinion it is not of the same quality of development found in Louisville. He
felt Louisville could do better. He addressed the great recession and the economic
meltdown with the elimination of big box stores. He noted the Lafayette property was
zoned commercial and the developer, McStain, sold the property to get the cash. He
did not want the property south of Steel Ranch to meet the same fate and that is the
reason for bringing forth the Foundry development project. They hosted a community
meeting at the Recreation Center to receive public input. With that input they
resubmitted their proposal for the Foundry.

He noted most of the development in Louisville has been in Ward | with the North End
Project; Steel Ranch and The Lanterns. He requested Council approval of the Foundry
to complete the development. The Foundry contains 28 age-restricted units and 8
non-age restricted units and will be a vibrant development containing retail, boutique
services and adaptable spaces for entrepreneurs. The adaptable spaces will include
retail on the bottom floors and 2.5 stores for condominiums, which lends toward outdoor
living. Every unit will have living space above and has elevator access. He presented
site plans and artists renditions of the proposal.

COUNCIL COMMENT

Council member Maloney inquired about the metrics of the design and asked Mr.
McClure how the new design differs from the original metrics design, which did not
work. Mr. McClure explained the development of the condominiums will fund the
speculative development on commercial property. He explained the retail viability is
what the property can support.

Council member Maloney asked if the developer anticipates the same success as The
Source has in Denver. Mr. McClure explained there are eight bays and not quite as
many tenants as The Source. He explained currently it models with the potential rents
for those spaces. The rents will be discounted upfront in order to get the right tenants
and to meet the requirements of the lenders.

Council member Stolzmann explained she submitted a number of detailed questions to
the staff earlier this afternoon. She asked whether Council wished to review staff's
responses during a recess or whether the staff should respond to her questions at this
time. Mayor Muckle requested the staff respond to Council member Stolzmann’s
questions on the record. Interim Planning and Building Safety Director Russ reviewed
the responses to Council member Stolzmann’s questions as follows:

1) The applicant and the Planning Commission (minutes) cite retail vacancies over and

again- what is the retail vacancy rate (percent) in a 1 mile radius of the site and what
is to be expected during a reasonably strong economic period?
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Staff’s response: Utilizing the Xceligent database, of the 29 retail properties within
one mile of the location, there is a total of 511,540 square feet of leasable area and
as of Q4 2015, there is 25,991 sf available resulting in a vacancy rate of 5.1%. In
Q4 2012, there was a vacancy rate of 14.6% for the same area. Vacancy rates
above 10% for retail is viewed as an early sign that challenges exist for the market.

2) How many properties have been required or will be required to remove driveways
from HWY42 as part of the HWY 42 Plan and what is our City Traffic Engineers
opinion/recommendation of the driveway onto 42? Staff's response: 8 driveways will
be removed; the plan was approved by the City Traffic Engineer.

3) Could you include the Fire Departments Referral Comments? Staff response: The
Fire Marshal comment letter was submitted.

4) Can you make a table explaining the property tax structure on this property
(including metro district) and how the mills change with the change in zoning-
including a comparison showing one commercial property to the many broken up
areas. Staff’'s response: Commercial property is taxed at 29% of market valuation,
while residential is taxed at 7.96% of market valuation. According to the model, the
proposed development would generate $22,000 per year in property tax at buildout,
with a 20 year cumulative total of $408,000. The original GDP would have
generated $29,000 per year and $517,000 cumulatively. A table was presented.

COUNCIL QUESTIONS

Council member Stolzmann addressed tracts A through D and Blocks 1 —~ 6 and asked if
there were individual properties. Interim Planning and Building Safety Director Russ
explained tracts are typically public property/public shared spaces (Parks and Plazas).
Those tracts are not revenue generating properties.

Council member Stolzmann asked if either the City or the Metro District would receive
any revenue from those tracts. City Attorney Light explained if tracts are owned by an
association, they would not have their own separate tax ID and separate tax bill. Under
the Common Interest Act, the value of the residential and commercial property is
parceled out and assumed as part of the value of the private land. None of the entities
would realize the benefit of the land on a tax bill specific to a common area.

Council member Stolzmann inquired how the benefit would be distributed to a parking
area in a commercial area. Mr. McClure explained parking for the commercial uses
would be valued for the commercial units and would be collected with the commercial
units’ tax bills. The driveways and parking spaces for the residential uses would be
valued for condominium units and would be collected with the residential tax bills.

Council member Stolzmann explained this Metro District has a steep mill rate and she
wanted to ensure each parcel was paying their fair share.
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Questions No 4) a and 4) b:

a.

What is the zoning of the parking lots? Staff’s response: PCZD-C/R, same
as entire property.

How does this compare to other commercially zoned properties which include
parking lots in the area (say the Walgreens on SOBORO or the Union Jack).
Another way of asking is, can you show the mill rates in a column added to
the table on page 136 & show how that is a change from the existing land use
and explain how the assessment works with regard to properties with and
without improvements? Staff's response: Answered above.

5) How many residential units were in each phase of this GDP and how much
commercial was in each phase?

Staff’s response:

a.

Original GDP - Ord. 1536, Series 2008: Creation of Takoda GDP, 350 Units
in 4 Planning Areas and 71,743 SF of commercial development in Planning
Area #1.

1t Amendment — Ord. 1576, Series 2010: Unit swap between Planning
Areas, (no change in density) and no change to commercial square footage in
Planning Area #1.

29 Amendment —Ord. 1601, Series 2011: Added Steel Ranch South;
Increased density by 104 units (306 total) and no change to commercial
square footage in Planning Area #1

3™ Amendment — Ord. 1656, Series 2014: Added the Lanterns — 24 Units and
no change to commercial square footage in Planning Area #1

4™ Amendment — Ord. 1680, Series 2015: zoned 245 North 96" Street PCZD-
C/R: 231 Affordable housing units and 18,406 SF of additional commercial
square footage.

5" Amendment — Ord. 1710, Series 2015: Expanded commercial from 18,406
SF to 64,468 SF of commercial square footage.

6™ Amendment — Ord. 1712, Series 2016: The Foundry — adding 32 Units (24
age restricted), while reducing the allowed commercial development to
37,100 SF in Planning Area #1.

COUNCIL QUESTIONS

Council member Stolzmann asked Mr. McClure why he could not leverage the 478 units
to fund the commercial component. She asked what was so special about the 32 units.
Mr. McClure explained it was because of the global economic meltdown and the level of
support it would take for speculative commercial, in order to collect rents. Council
member Stolzmann asked if they have leases. Mr. McClure explained he is currently
working on discussion of leases.

63



City Council

Special Meeting Minutes
January 19, 2016

Page 10 of 25

Council member Loo inquired about the 104 units and the 306 total. Principal Planner
McCartney explained the 306 units were derived by adding 104 units to their allowable
202 units on North Main. Earlier amendments adjusted the numbers in Steel Ranch
South, which added 104 additional units. Steel Ranch South has a total of 306 units.

6) Please provide the assumptions for the fiscal model in a table (income, retail $/sqft,
absorption year for retail, any modifications to capacity factors from the base, and so
on). Staff's response: Attachment #1 (Foundry Fiscal Model Assumptions).

7) What is the impact to the general fund (revenue and expense) if the retail is
occupied in year 3, 10 or never? Staff's response: Fiscal Model Attachments # 3
year, 10 year, 20 year (Cumulative Combined Funds Results — Fiscal Impact Model.)

COUNCIL COMMENTS

Council member Stolzmann stressed the importance of having the fiscal model for
development projects. She stated her understanding the condo residents will spend
approximately $276 per week in Louisville. When the household income is above the
median, there is an assumption goods can be bought in Louisville.

8) Does the applicant own or have some right to design and rezone the Summit View
subdivision? Staff’'s response: Yes, they own the property.

9) The drawings do not clearly depict intemal circulation on the site. Does the alleyish
road that runs North South go through? Staff's response: The internal roadway
shown on the PUD is a private drive and provides access north, south, east and
west.

a. lsit a named street? Staff’s response: No.
b. Who is responsible for maintenance? Staff’s response: The Developer.

10)The staff report refers to condominiums, which implies to me that the units being
built are individually owned however | do not see the properties segregated on the
plat Are these really apartments? Staff response: We have been told they are
condominiums. The City of Louisville does not have a condo platting process.
These are typically done through the County.

11)What guidance is there in the City Code regarding rezoning policy? Staff’s
response: This is a rezoning only in terms of modifying the General Development
Plan (GDP) which is processed as a Planned Community Zone District (PCZD) as
established in Section 17.72. This request is an amendment to an existing GDP.
City Attorney Light commented on changing plans to address condos and noted it would
be a legislative change to provide the regulatory authority on filing a condo plat, which
would be a subdivision action. If the PUD is for apartments and there is a desire for
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condos, there would have to be a separate condo plat to create a legal interest in the air
space. There is still a compliance with the PUD.

COUNCIL QUESTIONS

Council member Stolzmann asked what enforcements or assurances does the
neighborhood have. Interim Planning and Building Safety Director Russ explained it
could be conditioned in the resolution. City Attorney Light stated there is probably
language in the plan, but confirmed it could be conditioned in the resolution. Mr.
McClure confirmed the Final Development Plan refers to the units as condominium
units.

Mayor Muckle asked if the Final Plan assured park spaces have permanent public
access easements. Interim Planning and Building Safety Director Russ confirmed it did.

Council member Keany asked if the applicant accepted the six conditions. Mr. McClure
confirmed the applicant accepts all six conditions.

Council member Maloney noted there were several emails from the public and
addressed the concern for the Paschal median and the light requirement. Interim
Planning and Building Safety Director Russ explained there have been neighborhood
requests for direct left turn access off Paschal into the development. The staff is
working with applicant to make that entrance a right in/right out. He stressed a left turn
access is not an appropriate movement with a future signal light coming to this location.

Council member Maloney inquired about reducing the lighting requirements along Kaylix
sidewalks. Principal Planner McCartney stated staff can look at the lighting for traffic
and pedestrian safety.

PUBLIC COMMENT

Gary Larson, 2189 Park Lane, Louisville, CO stated he will be looking at the condos
from his back porch. He explained he is a member of the newly formed Steering
Committee for the 95th Street Coalition. They want to ensure any residential
development is compatible with the existing community and any commercial
development is economically viable. At their first meeting, Mr. McClure presented the
Foundry proposal. After the meeting, the applicant made changes to incorporate the
public concerns. The Coalition feels this development is compatible with the
community. They propose a do not block box in the eastbound lane. He addressed the
street lights and noted the Steel Ranch patio homes are on timers. He noted at the
Planning Commission meeting, they discussed bringing back the water tower.

Peter Wengert, 872 Meadow Lark Lane, Louisville, CO stated there is a very good
positive feeling about this project. The residents feel it is a people friendly project.
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There are approximately 1,000 walkers in Steel Ranch who are looking forward to
walking to the Foundry. He felt this will be a beautiful entry way into the City and voiced
his support for the project.

Dave Ireland, 2358 Park Lane, Louisville, CO stated he is an enthusiastic supporter of
the Foundry project.

Sherry Sommers, 910 Palisade Court, Louisville, CO stated her understanding this
project is in compliance with the Comprehensive Plan and has the support of the
neighbors. She inquired about the role of the small area plan in this development. She
noted last spring the City Council stated there would not be more rezoning and
urbanization in this area until the impact of the development could be analyzed. She
also addressed the project’s height and stated her understanding the maximum height
for most residential units is two stories. He noted these units will be 2-3 stories. She
stated a lot of people worked hard on the small area plan and the plan should be
considered.

Sandy Stewart, 649 August Drive, Louisville, CO voiced his support for the project.

Alex Bradley, 1385 Caledonia Circle, Louisville, CO inquired why all the units are not
age-restrictive. She wanted confirmation all the age-restricted units will be universal in
design. She voiced her concern over the Foundry commercial component and noted
the square footage was too small. She voiced her concern over the school enroliment
at Louisville Elementary. She reported on meeting a local resident, who sends her
children to school in Broomfield, because LES is too large. She stressed the BVSD
referrals are old and out dated and should be redone. She requested all the age-
restricted units be universal in design and for an explanation on why all 32 units cannot
be age-restricted to solve the school issue.

COUNCIL COMMENT

Council member Stolzmann was also interested in knowing why all the units could not
be age restricted, the issue of the small area planning and how they are impactful.

Mr. McClure stated there is a need for condo units for adults who are not 55 and do not
wish to do yardwork anymore. Condos are a product type, which can provide such for
those individuals.

Interim Planning and Building Safety Director Russ explained the small area plan was
not applicable to this application as the plan has not been adopted.

Mayor Pro Tem Lipton stated he struggled with balancing the enthusiasm for condos
against some significant policy issues related to density, infill and the request for
commercial property owners to stimulate their project, by including residential
components, not included in the original zoning. He voiced his concern for other
commercial property owners who may request equity on how they are treated. He
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stressed the importance of being fair, equitable and consistent. He did not believe the
Council has finished its planning for potential growth. He noted there is citizen concemn
for the added stress on City services as new population is added. He did not believe the
Council has discussed the broad principles and policy issues associated with this
request.

Council member Keany stated he understood Mayor Pro Tem Lipton’s concern. He
asked the City Attorney whether the City is creating precedence on the Council’s
decision making in looking at this project and whether Council is following the City’s
Code. City Attorney Light explained this is a timing question. A rezoning is evaluated in
light of the objectives, purposes and provisions of the Comprehensive Plan. If the small
area plan is not adopted, it is not a part of the Comprehensive Plan. There are legal
methods to close the time gap, but they are not available at this time. Action on one
application does not have any bearing on another application being adjudicated under
its own process, based on the law in effect at the time. If Council desires to make future
decisions after the additional Comprehensive Plan is completed there must be a
mechanism to close the time gap.

Council member Keany addressed the quasi-judicial process before the Council. He
asked whether the Council was required to approve or disapprove the application this
evening. City Attorney Light stated it is a matter of judgment and criteria for rezoning
under common law and in the Louisville Municipal Code. It is an evaluation of judgment
of a broad criteria relating to the question of whether the request is consistent with the
policies and goals of the City’'s Comprehensive Plan. With respect to rezoning, Council
must consider whether the rezoning change is in the public interest. Another criterion is
whether the rezoning would be to provide land for a community use.

Mayor Pro Tem Lipton asked if there was a criteria related to a community benefit. City
Attorney Light explained it is by referencing the desires of the community expressed in
the Comprehensive Plan.

Mayor Pro Tem Lipton voiced his concern for a consistent process. He expressed his
frustrations the small area plans have not been adopted. He was concerned the
development would begin before the small area plan is complete and there will not be
any guidelines. He noted if the small area plans are not adopted, the Council will not be
able to use those tools in their decision making.

Council member Loo stated she also struggled with this development, but after listening
to the public input, she was convinced this is a great project. She liked the design and
the quality of the development. She felt if the development is not approved today, the
land may lay vacant. With respect to the school issue, she did not feel this would add
students to local schools. She did not agree with the full movement entrance on
Paschal Drive and stated the signage needs improvement. She stated she was
pleasantly surprised with the positive fiscal analysis. She noted many Louisville seniors
are looking for this type of housing.
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Council member Maloney stated when he first looked at this proposal he was opposed
because of the erosion of the commercial space. After staff’s presentation and the
public input, he believed it was a quality proposal. He agreed with Mayor Pro Tem
Lipton with respect to being consistent and fair. He also was concerned over the
erosion of the City’s commercial base.

Council member Leh supported the project because it would be a quality development.
He agreed it is unfortunate the small area plans have not been adopted to provide
guidance, but congratulated everyone on the process. He felt this would be a good
project because of the age-restricted units, which would have less impact on traffic and
the schools. He was concerned about what may go into the property, if the proposal is
denied.

Council member Stolzmann commented she initially felt the development was not
compatible with the surrounding homes, but after the neighborhood suppont, she has
changed her mind. She felt there should be some language added to ensure
condominiums and not apartments are built. She felt all the units should be age-
restricted to satisfy the school and traffic issue and would be a valid reason for the
rezoning. She addressed the intersection at Paschal Drive and stressed the importance
of not creating an unsafe intersection. She requested comments on age-restriction and
condo language. She stated the fiscal impacts are consistent with the Comprehensive
Plan. She noted the $600,000 condo units will be well above the City’s median income
level and those residents will be spending their dollars in Louisville. She had no opinion
on the water tower and confirmed it is still in the project.

Mayor Muckle stated he was impressed by the comments, both from the public and
from the Council. He stated there are definitely reasons to deny the application based
on the loss of commercial and the densification, but felt the reasons to approve far
outweigh those concerns, especially when considering the age-restricted units. He
agreed it will be the northern gateway to the City. He felt the fiscal outcomes are
acceptable. He noted there is neighborhood support for the development. He did not
feel a decision on one project influences any other, as each project is judged on its own
merits. He supported the water tower and well-lit sidewalks for walkers.

Council member Keany supported adding language stipulating condos only. He was
comfortable with the 24 age-restricted units and leaving the remaining 8 market rate. He
also supported keeping in the water tower.

Council member Maloney asked if there were five or six conditions. City Attorney Light

stated there are five conditions on the PUD ordinance and one condition for the zoning
ordinance regarding use issue. There is also a sixth condition for the PUD Resolution.

PUBLIC COMMENT

Jeffrey Gass, 784 Meadow Lark Lane, Louisville, CO voiced his support for the project.
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He stated the Steel Ranch community is in full support of the project. He supported
adding to the tax base instead of leaving the land vacant. It will improve the north
entrance into Louisville by adding unique steel buildings, which would be different from
the south entrance into the City and seeing the empty Sam’s Club.

Debbie Fahey, 1118 Enclave Circle, Louisville, CO supported the project because of the
age-restricted units and was in favor of having all the units age-restricted.

Mayor Muckle called for public comment and hearing none, closed the public hearing.
COUNCIL COMMENTS

Mayor Pro Tem Lipton stated he would vote in favor of the application although he had
concerns over the loss of commercial. He voiced his frustration with not having the tools
in the small area plan. He voiced his hope guidelines could be accomplished after the
Council Retreat.

City Attoney Light reviewed the City Council’s requested revisions to Ordinance No.
1712, Series 2016: In the last WHEREAS: WHEREAS, the PCZD-C/R zoning
classification for the Property as further set forth on the Takoda GDP 6" Amendment,
subject to the conditions herein, is consistent with the City of Louisville 2013 Citywide
Comprehensive Plan.

Section 1. The City Council of the City of Louisville hereby approves the Takoda GDP 6"
Amendment (the “Takoda GDP 6™ Amendment”) for the property legally described in
Exhibit A attached hereto (the “Property”) and, pursuant to the zoning ordinances of the
City, such Property is zoned Planned Community Zone District Commercial/Residential
(PCZD-C/R) for the uses permitted in the Takoda GDP for the Property, a copy of which
Takoda GDP 6" Amendment is attached hereto as Exhibit A, subject to Section 2 hereof
and subject further to the condition that a note shall be added to the GDP stating that
drive-thru restaurants and automobile service stations are a prohibited use within the GDP
and that single family attached dwelling uses are limited to duplex, townhouse and
condominium uses, with apartments prohibited.

ORDINANCE No. 1712, SERIES 2016

MOTION: Council member Keany moved to approve Ordinance No. 1712, Series 2016,
as amended by the City Attorney, seconded by Mayor Muckle. Roll call vote was taken.
The motion carried by a vote of 7-0.

ORDINANCE No. 1713, SERIES 2016
MOTION: Mayor Muckle moved to approve Ordinance No. 1713, Series 2016,

seconded by Council member Keany. Roll call vote was taken. The motion carried by a
vote of 7-0.
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City Attorney Light reviewed the City Council’s requested revision to Resolution No. 3,
Series 2016, which adds Condition 6. Add a sentence to the PA-1B General Notes,
item 1, stating “This PUD authorizes only condominium project type development.” He
asked Council for their preference in the number of age-restricted units.

Council Discussion: Mayor Muckle, Council member Loo, Leh, Keany and Maloney
supported 24 age-restricted units. Council member Stolzmann supported all 30 units.

_City Attorney Light added the following language to the revised condition: Further,
revise the phrase “a potential amount of units” to state instead “24 units.”

RESOLUTION No. 3, SERIES 2016

MOTION: Mayor Muckle moved to approve Resolution No. 3, Series 2016 with the six
conditions as cited by the City Attorney, seconded by Council member Loo.

Council member Loo voiced her frustrations with signage and offered a friendly
amendment to eliminate condition number 2. Mayor Muckle did not accept the
amendment.

MOTION: Council member Loo moved to strike condition 2 from the resolution,
seconded by Council member Keany.

Council member Stolzmann preferred to have public comment on the matter.

Council member Leh did not support the amendment. Council member Keany voiced
his support for the amendment.

VOTE ON THE AMENDMENT: Roll call vote was taken. The motion failed by a vote of
5-2. Mayor Muckle, Mayor Pro Tem Lipton and Council members Maloney, Leh and
Stolzmann voted no.

VOTE ON THE MAIN MOTION: All were in favor.
1125 PINE STREET MINOR REPLAT

1. ORDINANCE No. 1711, SERIES 2016 — AN ORDINANCE APPROVING A
REZONING OF A PARCEL OF LAND LOCATED AT 1125 PINE STREET
FROM CITY OF LOUISVILLE COMMERCIAL COMMUNITY (CC) TO MIXED-
USE RESIDENTIAL (MU-R) AND RESIDENTIAL MEDIUM DENSITY (R-M)
AND AMENDING THE BOUNDARIES OF THE OLD TOWN OVERLAY
DISTRICT IN CONNECTION THEREWITH - 2"° READING - PUBLIC
HEARING
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2. RESOLUTION No. 2, SERIES 2016 — A RESOLUTION APPROVING A
REPLAT TO COMBINE THREE PARCELS AND SUBDIVIDE THE PROPERTY
INTO TWO SEPARATE LOTS AT 1125 PINE STREET

Mayor Muckle requested a City Attorney introduction.

City Attorney Light introduced Ordinance No. 1711, Series 2016 and Resolution No. 2,
Series 2016 and noted members of the public may speak on either of the agenda items.

Mayor Muckle opened the public hearing and requested a staff presentation.

Interim Planning and Building Safety Director Russ explained the request for rezoning,
replat to combine three parcels to subdivide the property into two separate lots, rezoned
mixed use residential (MU-R) and Residential Medium Density (RM). The subject
property is located on the north side of Pine Street between the Burlington Northern
Santa Fe Railroad and Highway 42. It is currently zoned Commercial Community Zone
(CC) and part of the Highway 42 Revitalization area. The lotis 15,813 SF.

Section 16.16.050 (C) of the Louisville Municipal Code requires the maximum depth of
all residential lots not to exceed 2 ¥z times the width of the lot. For all other lots, the
depth shall not exceed three times the width. The dimensions for the proposed Lot 2
are approximately 230’ X 55’ from the northernmost corner to the southermmost corner.
The depth is 4.18 times the width. Lot 2 does not comply with the Code. Section
16.24.010 of the Louisville Municipal Code grants the City Council, upon advice of the
Planning Commission, to authorize modifications from the requirements in cases where
there is exceptional topographical conditions or other conditions peculiar to the site.
Staff believed the site is a “peculiar’ shape due to the abandoned railroad right-of-way
and existing depth of the lot. The subdivider would not be able to provide two lots,
which meet the depth to width ratio while providing the required lot frontage. Staff
recommended the City Council authorize the modification.

Proposed Zoning: The required rezoning of this property must be consistent with the
framework provided Land Use Exhibit A in the MUDDSG. Lot 2 — Residential Medium
Density: 10,502 SF allows up to three residential units. Staff recommended the
proposed Lot 2 be included with in the Old Town Overlay Zoning District. If authorized,
the Old Town Overlay will be amended to include the proposed Lot 2, which does not
require a PUD. Lot 1: Mixed Use — Residential: 4,703 SF must comply with the
MUDDSG and requires a PUD. The existing single-family dwelling is considered a legal,
non-conforming use and can continue with its use as a single-family home.

The Planning Commission held a public hearing on the application on December 10,
2015 and voted 6-0 to approve the replating as well as the rezoning and recommended
City Council approval. Staff recommended City Council approval of Ordinance 1711,
Series 2016 and Resolution No. 2, Series 2016.
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PPLICANT PRESENTATION

Armn Rasker, 4782 Valhalla Drive, Boulder, CO explained he represents the owner, who
lives out of state. He explained this project began when the City requested a right-of-
way easement for the new drainage plan on the northern parcel. He explained nothing
could be done with the property until it conformed to the new zoning overlay. Once the
zoning is approved plans to develop the property can begin. He noted this project will
add commercial space, which is currently under design.

Jean Morgan, 1131 Spruce Street, Louisville, CO explained in the packet, sometimes
the street is referred to as Lee Street and other times it is referred to as Lee Avenue.
She requested it be referred to as Lee Avenue. She addressed the Spruce side
addition and asked if it would be compatible with the existing homes on Spruce Street.
Interim Planning and Building Safety Director Russ confirmed it would be compatible.

Ms. Morgan addressed the 15% public land dedication and voiced her concem that
parking for the units would impact the historic miner's cabins. She requested the 15%
public land dedication be for land to separate the development from the miner's cabins.
She asked for confirmation there will be approval for 3-units. Interim Planning and
Building Safety Director Russ confirmed there could be up to 3-units. She felt
preserving the historic cabins was important.

Interim Planning and Building Safety Director Russ confirmed the subject property is
south of the miner's cabins. He explained there is a drainage easement between the
cabins and the subject property, which is part of the Flood Plan Improvement project.

COUNCIL COMMENT

Council member Stolzmann addressed the notion of hardship and lot layout and
inquired about the long range layout for the area. She referred to the lot lines and
completed calculations on the depth of the lot. She calculated it would be 125.9’ deep
from the property’s east property line. The applicant calculated 137.2’ deep. She
understood why it should not apply to the whole property, but did not feel it would create
a hardship to apply from the street and back (south of Spruce Street). She felt the
applicant was trying to maximize the lot depth of Lot 2.

Council member Keany asked for clarification it would add 12 feet to Lot 1 on Pine
Street. Council member Stolzmann confirmed it would add 12 feet.

Mayor Muckle inquired how the angled portion of property would be used. Interim
Planning and Building Safety Director Russ explained it is a land dedication for Spruce
Street, which is not currently part of the City’s right-of-way, but has access from Spruce.

Mayor Muckle asked if the public land dedication could be for a public park for the

miner’s cabins. Interim Planning and Building Safety Director Russ explained the staff
worked with the Parks Division and Historic Preservation and this land is not in any
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adopted plans and therefore, payment in lieu is recommended.
Mayor Muckle requested the measurement for public land dedication for the north lot.
Council member Leh left the meeting at 10:05 p.m.

Council member Maloney inquired about the zoning of adjacent lots. Planning and
Building Safety Director Russ explained the property is currently in the Highway 42
Revitalization Plan, which extends to South Boulder. Any request requires a mandatory
rezoning. A replat is an intent to redevelop the property and Council has the option to
consider the waiver.

Council member Keany inquired whether the odd depth of the property line is located on
the north side. Interim Planning and Building Safety Director Russ explained Council
member Stolzmann is suggesting if the property line is moved 12’ north, that portion of
the site where the development would likely be would be more consistent with the
Louisville Municipal Code.

Council member Keany asked if that would change the number of units allowed. The
applicant, Mr. Rasker stated the recalculation would increase the square footage of the
southern lot, which would increase the allowance for commercial and above residential.
He felt the larger area on the back lot would be advantageous because it would
minimize what is built and allow for parking. The recalculation would also reduce the
number of units on the northemn lot from 3 units to 2 units.

Council member Keany explained Council is asked to consider a waiver for this. Mr.
Rasker noted the owner has provided the easement and the triangular piece to the City.
He noted it is not a minor thing to replat the entire area.

Planning and Building Safety Director Russ stated, in response to Mayor Muckle’s
question about the measurement for public land dedication, a change in the calculation
would reduce the square footage by approximately 6,000 square feet, which would
reduce Lot 2 by 660 SF.

Council member Keany inquired why the triangular piece of propenrty is not acceptable
as cash in-lieu. Interim Planning and Building Safety Director Russ explained public
land dedication is for public use. Easements and streets are not eligible for public land
dedication.

Council member Keany asked if a two lot subdivision could be done without a PUD.
Interim Planning and Building Safety Director Russ explained a PUD is not required for
a minor subdivision.

Council member Keany asked what would prevent the applicant from subdividing the
second lot. City Attorney Light explained if the applicant met the yard and bulk
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requirements they could subdivide the lot, but would have to provide legal access to
both lots and provide a new subdivision plat that meets and the requirements.

Interim Planning and Building Safety Director Russ recalculated the public land
dedication to be 2,000 SF and the 15% requirement would be 1,575 SF.

Mr. Rasker explained the lot is not wide enough to subdivide, and there would not be
any access.

Mayor Muckle inquired about the minimum lot in the RM zoning. Principal Planner
McCartney stated it is 7,000 SF, but in the MUR zoning there is no minimum lot size.

Jean Morgan, 1131 Spruce Street, Louisville, CO noted the entire area will be
developed eventually. She suggested running Spruce Street to the west to access this
development. This would allow a border for the south side of the miner’s cabins. She
requested the Council provide a small park near the cabins.

Interim Planning and Building Safety Director Russ explained the minimum area per unit
is 3,500 SF in the RM zone district. Three units will fit into the 10,500 SF, but 10,049
SF will not provide for the three units.

Mayor Muckle called for public comment and hearing none, closed the public hearing.
COUNCIL COMMENTS

Council member Stolzmann proposed the lot line be moved to the right to 125.9. This
will take into account the odd angle of the lot and give the width to the applicant. This
also ensures the neighborhood can allow the density for the width of the lot. She feit
this would be reasonable and consistent with the Louisville Municipal Code.

Mayor Muckle voiced his support and suggested the land dedication be close to the
miner’s cabins to allow a pocket park. Council member Loo requested a map be drawn
to reflect the recalculations.

Interim Planning and Building Safety Director Russ explained if the calculations are
changed the applicant must be allowed to respond.

Council member Keany suggested continuing this matter to allow the applicant and staff
time to discuss alternatives. There was Council consensus.

Mr. Rasker explained he could not move the lot line without the consent of the owner.
He stated the land is private property and if the City wanted the northern portion for a
park, they could discuss purchasing it from the owner. He explained the owner has
already been delayed in developing his property when the City wanted it for a street.
He would discuss moving the lot line with the owner and requested a continuance.
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ORDINANCE No. 1711, SERIES 2016 AND RESOLUTION No. 2 SERIES 2016

MOTION: Mayor Muckle moved to continue Ordinance No. 1711, Series 2016, and
Resolution No. 2, Series 2016 to February 2, 2016, seconded by Council member
Keany. All were in favor.

633 CTC BOULEVARD PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT

1. ORDINANCE No. 1714, SERIES 2016 — AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE
VACATION OF AN EASEMENT WITHIN LOT 5, COLORADO TECHNOLOGY
CENTER FILING NO. 2 SUBDIVISION - PUBLIC HEARING

2. RESOLUTION No. 4, SERIES 2016 — A RESOLUTION TO APPROVE A FINAL
PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD) PLAN TO CONSTRUCT A 153,018
SF SINGLE STORY INDUSTRIAL/FLEX BUILDING WITH ASSOCIATED SITE
IMPROVEMENTS FOR LOT 1, BLOCK 4, THE BUSINESS CENTER AT CTC

Mayor Muckle requested a City Attorney introduction.

City Attorney Light introduced Ordinance Nos. 1714, Series 2016 and Resolution No. 4,
Series 2016. Members of the public may speak on either agenda items.

Mayor Muckle opened the public hearing requested a staff presentation.

Principal Planner McCartney explained Ordinance No. 1714, Series 2016 is an
ordinance approving the vacation of an easement within Lot 5, Colorado Technology
Center Filing No. 2 Subdivision. Resolution No. 4, Series 2016 is a request to approve a
Final Planned Unit Development (PUD) to construct a 153,018 SF single story
industrial/flex building with associated site improvements on Lots 3, 4, 5, and 16 of the
CTC Filing 2 Subdivision. The subject property is located in CTC and zoned Industrial
(1). Itis required to follow the IDDSG. The proposal is for a 153,018 SF general flex
space with 72% hardscape; 28% soft scape; 5 access points: two on CTC; two on
Boxelder and one from East.

Parking: The “office without loading” amount of 3.7 spaces per 1,000 SF requires a
waiver from the IDDSG. Staff believed the waiver request is acceptable and
recommended approval.

Signs: Monuments Signs: IDDSG allows one freestanding sign for each access. The
applicant is requesting 4 monument signs. Wall Signs Waiver: IDDSG allows 15 SF all
signs, not to total more than 80 SF. The applicant is proposing 40 SF signs not to total
more than 120 SF.

Staff recommended approval of Ordinance No. 1714, Series 2016 and Resolution
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No. 4, Series 2016 with the following condition: 1.) The applicant must comply with the
October 22, 2015 Public Works memo prior to recordation.

APPLICANT PRESENTATION

Jim Vasbinder, Etkin Johnson Group, 1512 Larimer Street, Suite 100, Denver, CO,
explained this is a proposal for the largest building to be constructed at the Colorado
Technology Center. They just broke ground of the property at 2000 Taylor and with
Council consideration and approval of this proposal; the applicant will apply for a
building permit within the next 30 days.

COUNCIL COMMENTS

Mayor Muckle addressed the requested sign waiver. Council member Stoizmann stated
there is consistency as this request is similar to their last request relative to signage.

Mayor Muckle called for public comment and hearing none, closed the public hearing.
ORDINANCE No. 1714, SERIES 2016

MOTION: Council member Stolzmann moved to approve Ordinance No. 1714, Series
2016, seconded by Mayor Muckle. Roll call vote was taken. The motion carried by a
vote of 6-0. Absent: Council member Leh.

RESOLUTION No. 4, SERIES 2016

MOTION: Mayor Muckle moved to approve Resolution No. 4, Series 2016, seconded
by Council member Keany. The vote was 6-0. Absent: Council member Leh.

DISCUSSION/DIRECTION/ACTION — KESTREL HOUSING PROJECT
DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENTS

Mayor Muckle requested a staff presentation.

Interim Planning and Building Safety Director Russ reported on the final Subdivision
Plat and Planned Unit Development (PUD), for Kestrel, the Boulder County Housing
Authority’s (BCHA) affordable housing development located at 245 N.96th Street. BCHA
has submitted building permits and construction plans for the required public
improvements.

Traditionally, a draft subdivision agreement is not shown to City Council because the
agreement follows established forms and protocols which staff can negotiate and the
mayor can execute once City Council approves a resolution allowing the development.
However, in some cases, applicants request non-standard solutions which require
Council discussion, direction, and action. Such is the case for the Kestrel Development.
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BCHA has four unique requests within the subdivision agreement requiring City Council
direction:

1) Improvement guarantee: BCHA is requesting a hybrid improvement guarantee,
which provides only a portion of the guarantee be in the form of a letter of credit to
assure stabilization of site soils and construction of Hecla Drive and related
underground utilities.

2) Traffic Signal Funding: BCHA, and it lenders, are requesting a modification to this
requirement to establish at this time a cost for BCHA'’s share of the signal improvement.
With Council approval, staff would negotiate and set in the subdivision agreement an
amount and time for payment based on a City cost estimate and an inflation factor
recognizing the new Paschal and Highway 42 signal warrant is anticipated to occur in
2018 (an estimated BCHA payment of $214,000).

3) Impact fee deferral: BCHA is requesting their impact fee payment be deferred from
the issuance of building permits, expected this month, to March/April when State of
Colorado grant monies are available to pay these fees.

4) Estoppel agreement: City Attorney Light reviewed the request for an Estoppel
Agreement. Regarding the funding of the affordable housing project, the BCHA’s
lender (Citibank N.A.) requests the City enter into a project-specific “estoppel
agreement” intended to confirm certain obligations, such as the requirement to provide
the warranty guarantee for completed public improvements, will remain with BCHA
notwithstanding transfer of project land into the new, single-purpose entity that will own
the property, build the improvements and operate the affordable housing project. This
estoppel agreement will also include a subordination stating that the required
affordability restrictions for BCHA'’s affordable housing development are subordinate to
the lender’s collateral interest under its loan. All of the other funding agencies are also
being asked to subordinate, under their restrictive covenants, to the lender’s collateral
interest under its loan.

Staff Recommendation: Staff recommended the City Council adopt a motion to (1)
approve the improvement guarantee, traffic signal funding and impact fee solutions as
outlined above; (2) approve as to form the proposed estoppel and subordination
agreement for the project; and (3) authorize the Mayor to execute the final versions of
the estoppel and subordination agreement and other development agreements for the
Kestrel development.

APPLICANT PRESENTATION

Norrie Boyd, Boulder County Housing Authority, 2525 13" Street, Boulder, CO
explained this has been a lengthy process and requested Council consideration.

COUNCIL COMMENT
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Council member Lipton addressed the “estoppel agreement” and asked what is
backstopping this project, if it fails. City Attorney Light explained the only backstop is
what has been approved on the property to date. In the event of foreclosure the lender
does not have the right to develop whatever they choose. The property would still be
subject to general zoning laws. There are cases in Colorado between public entities and
foreclosing lenders on what exactly survives on foreclosure. In the interest of the City
other land use provisions of the City would continue and the zoning would still be in
place. The property is in PCZD zoning, which is a negotiated zoning.

Mayor Pro Tem Lipton voiced his concern over the probable worst case scenarios,
which would be the loss of affordable housing restrictions. He explained he was always
leery of real estate matters.

Mayor Muckle stated the worst case scenario would be the City would end up with a
nice PUD and design that was not for affordable housing. He supported the conditions
as proposed.

Mayor Pro Tem Lipton asked Interim Planning and Building Safety Director Russ to
address the potential risk for the public improvements not being made. Interim Planning
and Building Safety Director Russ explained the downside of this project not being
complete is there would not be a financial guarantee to complete the public
improvements. The improvement guarantee provides the land can get to a point of
development at Council’s discretion.

City Attorney Light explained because it is not automatic, the City asks for letters of
credit to have ready access to the funds to complete the public improvements. If the
public improvements are not completed and there is not a financial guarantee, there is
still a contract, which stipulates they will complete the improvements. The standard rule
for letter of credits is 115% for all public improvements. To date, the City has asked for
a cash guarantee for the Hecla exchange and drainage improvements.

MOTION: Mayor Muckle moved to (1) approve the improvement guarantee, traffic signal
funding and impact fee solutions as outlined above; (2) approve as to form the proposed
estoppel and subordination agreement for the project; and (3) authorize the Mayor to
execute the final versions of the estoppel and subordination agreement and other
development agreements for the Kestrel development. Council member Keany
seconded the motion. The motion carried by a vote of 6-0. Absent: Council member
Leh.

CITY ATTORNEY’S REPORT

No items to repont.

COUNCIL COMMENTS, COMMITTEE REPORTS, AND IDENTIFICATION OF
FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS
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Council member Stolzmann reported the DRCOG’s representatives received a packet
of information for tomorrow night's meeting, which requests a legislation position on a
number of bills. She will use the City’s legislative policy to guide her decisions and look
at the area of local controls. DRCOG staff members have asked for Board direction on
these items.

City Manager Fleming noted this is Interim Planning and Building Safety Director Russ’
last meeting with the City. He thanked Troy for his contributions to the City including the
DDI, the 2013 Comprehensive Plan, and future items, including the South Street
Underpass and a procedure issue - the electronic development review process.

Mayor Muckle also expressed his thanks to Interim Planning and Building Safety
Director Russ on behalf of the City Council.

Planning and Building Safety Director Russ expressed his thanks to City Manager
Fleming and the Mayor and City Council. He stated it was a pleasure to plan a City he
lives in and the City he loves.

ADJOURN

MOTION: Mayor Muckle moved for adjournment, seconded by Council member Keany.
All were in favor. The meeting was adjourned at 10:55 p.m. Absent: Council member

Robert P. Muckle, Mayor
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Meeting Minutes

December 10, 2015
City Hall, Council Chambers
749 Main Street
6:30 PM

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

Commission Members Present: Cary Tengler, Vice Chairman
Ann O’Connell, Secretary
Steve Brauneis

Jeff Moline
Tom Rice
Scott Russell
Commission Members Absent: Chris Pritchard, Chairman
Staff Members Present: Troy Russ, Interim Planning Director

Sean McCartney, Principal Planner
Lauren Trice, Planner |

Approval of Agenda:
Brauneis made motion and Russell seconded to approve the December 10, 2015 agenda.
Motion passed by voice vote.

Approval of Minutes:
Russell made motion and Brauneis seconded to approve November 12, 2015 minutes. Motion
passed by voice vote.

Public Comments: Items not on the Agenda

John Leary, 1116 Lafarge Avenue, Louisville, CO 80027

| would like to make comments on 824 South Street, Louisville, CO. | think the Planning
Commission (PC) made the correct decision on 824 South Street for a lot of the right reasons
but not all of the right reasons. Some of the things not considered, and some of the things |
think should have been considered, could set a precedent that would not be in the interest of the
City. One of the main discussion items that several people commented on was that the
guidelines in the Design Handbook for Downtown were voluntary issues and voluntary
recommendations, that they are not mandatory. That is not true. This issue was really discussed
back in 2009 and the City Attorney issued an official opinion that said that some provisions of
the Design Handbook for Downtown are mandatory and some are voluntary. He also made the
point that some of them are pretty general and if you ever went to court, you wouldn’t
necessarily rely on them. He was very clear that there are mandatory provisions in the Design
Handbook for Downtown.

City of Louisville
Department of Planning and Building Safety
749 Main Street8 Louisville CO 80027
303.335.4592 (phone) 303.335.4%50 (fax)  www.LouisvilleCO.gov
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Tengler asks which were mandatory and which were to be specifically followed?

Leary says if you look at the introduction to the Design Handbook for Downtown, there is a
description of what the words mean. It starts out with the imperative. When the imperative
“should” is used, those are mandatory. If it is a suggestion or the word “shall” is used, that would
not be considered imperative. A second thing that | think is important is that there is a
Downtown Framework Plan. There is a PUD requirement that any PUD has to be consistent
with the Comprehensive Plan. The Downtown Framework Plan is incorporated into the Comp
Plan and in the Resolution, there is no mention of that. These things come together in another
provision in the statute that says you will use the strictest requirements. When you get into the
Design Handbook for Downtown, very likely some of those “shoulds” are going to be much
stricter than something else. Regarding the Downtown Framework Plan, there was one
comment saying “I’'m not too concerned about the height”. It is not a matter of whether you are
concerned about the heights because the Comp Plan says in the transition zone, it will be two
stories. Whether that will be waived or not, and | don’t know if it can, it would be by City Council.
My only comment is to thank you, and mainly Mr. Russell, when you very firmly rejected the
concept of doing quasi-judicial things, that there be any crony-ism. It was an important thing to
say. | have two copies of the letter.

Tengler says that since that hearing on 824 South Street is closed, we probably can’t accept
anything on the record relative to that hearing.

Russ says | am not sure about collecting. The City Attorney today made it very clear that the
item is closed and it is the Planning Commission’s discretion.

Tengler says John Leary has made very good points and since we closed the hearing on the
item last month, we probably will not enter it into the record as an after-the-fact submission.
Leary says my concern is that this applicant or other applicants coming in with the belief that
the Design Handbook for Downtown is totally voluntary is an important issue. | don’t know if the
PC can set precedent that the City Council (CC) would have to follow. My other comment is that
| haven’t paid a lot of attention to Resolutions of Denial, but there seems to be a little bit of
different style in this one. There is a list of the violations rather than a definition or explanation.
Brauneis asks if the PC can have Staff follow up on the clarification from the City Attorney back
in 2009?

Russ says Staff supports what Mr. Leary said about the Design Handbook for Downtown. Staff
will track down the letter for the PC records.

Regular Business — Public Hearing Items

» A Resolution of Denial for 824 South Street Final PUD: A resolution denying a
Planned Unit Development (PUD) and Special Review Use (SRU) for the construction of
a new mixed-use building with 6,800 sf of commercial space and one residential unit, the

remodel of the existing house, and outdoor sales at 824 South Street.
. Staff member: Scott Robinson, Planner Il

Russ clarifies that the applicant has requested a continuance. Staff supports it. The hearing is
closed. If the PC wishes to proceed with the Resolution of Denial, Staff has talked to the City
Attorney and you have a right to proceed. PC can also choose not to proceed.

Rice asks about the purpose of the continuance. If the hearing is complete and the record is
closed, why continue it?

Russ says the applicant wishes to be present. | want to point out, and the City Attorney asked
that | make sure | point out to you, that the hearing is closed.

Rice asks about the ramifications, if any, of continuing it. We are being asked to take the action
item and move out one month. Is the applicant doing to City Council?

Russ says yes, the applicant is asking for that. The applicant has not stated if they are going to
City Council. If they choose to, it will delay it one month.
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Tengler says he requests that the PC honor the applicant’s request for continuation. Motion
made by Brauneis for denial continuance, seconded by Moline. Roll call vote.

Name Vote
Chris Pritchard N/A
Jeff Moline Yes
Ann O’Connell Yes
Cary Tengler Yes
Steve Brauneis Yes
Scott Russell Yes
Tom Rice Yes
Motion passed/failed: | Pass

Motion passes 6-0.

» 633 CTC Blvd Final PUD: Resolution 37, Series 2015. A resolution recommending
approval of a final Planned Unit Development (PUD) to construct a 153,018 sf single
story industrial/flex building with associated site improvements on Lots 3, 4, 5, and 6,
CTC Filing 2 subdivision.

e  Applicant/Owner/Representative: Etkin Johnson
. Staff Member: Sean McCartney, Principal Planner

Conflict of Interest and Disclosure:
None.

Public Notice Certification:

Published in the Boulder Daily Camera on November 22, 2015. Posted in City Hall, Public
Library, Recreation Center, the Courts and Police Building, and mailed to surrounding property
owners on November 20, 2015.

Material board submittal: Motion made by Russell to enter material board into record, seconded
by Rice. Motion passed by voice vote.

Staff Report of Facts and Issues:
McCartney presented from Power Point:

e Project located on southwest corner of Boxelder and CTC Blvd. To the west is the
property discussed last month for the Louisville Corporate Campus. During the
development of this property, there was an access constructed from Louisville Corporate
Campus to CTC Blvd. The access is in this development.

e The property is zoned Industrial (). It is required to follow the IDDSG.

The building is a 153,018 sf building general flex space.

o |DDSG requires maximum coverage of 75% hardscape and 25% soft scape. This
proposal is 74% hardscape and 26% soft scape which exceeds IDDSG requirement.

e There are five access points: two on CTC Blvd, two on Boxelder, one access from
eastern project.

e PARKING:

o The “warehouse with loading” requires 2 spaces per 1,000 sf (307 spaces) and
“office without loading” requires 4 spaces per 1,000 sf (612 spaces). The
applicant is proposing 2.73 spaces per 1,000 sf (421 spaces) and 3.7 spaces per
1,000 sf (558 spaces).

o The “office without loading” amount of 3.7 spaces per 1,000 square feet requires
a waiver from the IDDSG. Staff believes the waiver request is acceptable and
recommends approval.

e SIGNS:

o Monument Signs:
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= |DDSG allows one freestanding sign for each access.

= Applicant has five accesses but is requesting 4 monument signs.
o Wall Signs - waiver:

= |DDSG allows 15 sf wall signs, not to total more than 80 sf.

= Applicant is proposing 40 sf signs not to total more than 120 sf.

Staff Recommendations:
Staff recommends approval of 633 CTC Blvd Final PUD: Resolution 37, Series 2015. A
resolution recommending approval of a final Planned Unit Development (PUD) to construct a
153,018 sf single story industrial/flex building with associated site improvements on Lots 3, 4, 5,
and 6, CTC Filing 2 subdivision, with the following condition:
1. The applicant must comply with the October 22, 2015 Public Works memo prior to
recordation.

Commission Questions of Staff:

Brauneis asks about the parking spaces. Are we over on one and under on another?
McCartney says to get the overage, you look at the rear of the property. When you take out the
loading area, the overage of the parking occurs.

Rice says when he read the discussion about parking spaces, there is an indication for
allowance for another 134 spots. Is that what you just described? If they do not use the loading
area, does this take them over?

McCartney says yes. It does not take them over it as it is still just under at 3.7. Four spaces
would be needed for all office and they would be at 3.7 spaces/1000 sf. They have 558 spaces
total without the loading area. Staff feels this is adequate.

Brauneis says there have been a number of buildings coming before PC. Some signage
proposals have been accepted and some were not. In your view, is this sign waiver request
okay because it is not hugely different?

McCartney says the 15 sf is a small sign in regard to a building measuring 153,000 sf in size.
Almost every project in the CTC has requested a sign modification. They are not asking for a
change of the type. They are allowed 2’ signs which are standard. They want more sign area to
cover more of the building.

Applicant Presentation:

Jim Vasbinder, Etkin Johnson Group, 1512 Larimer Street, Suite 325, Denver, CO 80202
Etkin Johnson Group now owns this property. We sold this property back in 2006 and just
recently repurchased it last month. Regarding parking, we more than adequately satisfy the
IDDSG which is 2 spaces/1000 sf. We always want to have the flexibility regarding parking
since this is a spec building and we do not have a tenant presently. We want to provide some
flexibility on additional parking if we do get office. We have slightly over 1,000,000 sf in the CTC
and do not have any buildings that are 100% office. We have buildings with a substantial
amount of R&D space or laboratory space, and very little warehouse. We do not use the doors
and in most cases, we take the doors out and put windows in. We have not experienced any
issues with the flexibility that the City has granted us to date.

Commission Questions of Applicant:

Tengler asks relative to the docks, my assumption is that if the space is that flexible so you can
install windows or doors, | assume they are not loading bays with a ramp?

Vasbinder says there is a combination. There are locations with ramps but the balance of the
building between the ramps is traditional loading docks. We have installed glass, store front
entrances, stairs, and mechanical equipment chases. We have a lot of flexibility. There is also a
service area which will be walled enclosures. If a tenant had specialized equipment like cooling
towers, this would provide a secure area as well as a visibility break for screening.
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Public Comment:
None.

Summary and request by Staff and Applicant:
Staff recommends Planning Commission move to approve 633 CTC Blvd Final PUD: Resolution
37, Series 2015. A resolution recommending approval of a final Planned Unit Development
(PUD) to construct a 153,018 sf single story industrial/flex building with associated site
improvements on Lots 3, 4, 5, and 6, CTC Filing 2 subdivision, with the following condition:
1. The applicant must comply with the October 22, 2015 Public Works memo prior to
recordation.

Closed Public Hearing and discussion by Commission:

Rice says that the PC has seen a brisk pace of development in the CTC with lots of commercial
space being developed. | think it is great and | am pleased to see it.

Tengler is in support. | suggest that Staff put the signage issue on the agenda for a first quarter
meeting of 2016 since it comes up frequently.

McCartney says that the February agenda looks light so it may be presented then.

Motion made by O’Connell to approve 633 CTC Blvd Final PUD: Resolution 37, Series 2015.
A resolution recommending approval of a final Planned Unit Development (PUD) to construct a
153,018 sf single story industrial/flex building with associated site improvements on Lots 3, 4, 5,
and 6, CTC Filing 2 subdivision, with the following condition:
1. The applicant must comply with the October 22, 2015 Public Works memo prior to
recordation.
Seconded by Brauneis. Roll call vote.

Name Vote
Chris Pritchard N/A
Jeff Moline Yes
Ann O’Connell Yes
Cary Tengler Yes
Steve Brauneis Yes
Scott Russell Yes
Tom Rice Yes
Motion passed/failed: | Pass

Motion passes 6-0.

» The Foundry Final Plat/PUD: Resolution 39, Series 2015. A resolution recommending
approval of a rezoning, final plat and final Planned Unit Development (PUD) to construct
a multi-use development consisting of 24 age-restricted condominiums, and 38,000 sf

commercial/office.

e  Applicant /Representative: RMCS LLC

. Owner: Takoda Properties/Summit View Properties LLC
. Staff member: Sean McCartney, Principal Planner

Conflict of Interest and Disclosure:
None.

Public Notice Certification:

Published in the Boulder Daily Camera on November 22, 2015. Posted in City Hall, Public
Library, Recreation Center, the Courts and Police Building, and mailed to surrounding property
owners on November 20, 2015.
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Emails entered into record: Motion made by Moline, seconded by Brauneis, passed by voice
vote. Fiscal model memo also entered into record. Motion made by Moline, seconded by
Brauneis, passed by voice vote.

Staff Report of Facts and Issues:
McCartney presented from Power Point:

e Previously, this property came before PC in 2013 and was known as Steel Ranch
Marketplace. It was a 12,000 to 14,000 sf theater for the Art Underground. It was a
single, stand-alone building and had the option for additional commercial. The user
pulled and the building was never constructed; it made it through a PUD which expired.
Located on southwest corner of Paschal and Highway 42 in north Louisville.

Zoned PCZD-C. Requesting rezoning to PCZD-C/R.
5.82 acres and requesting Mixed-Use.

e South of Indian Peaks, Filing 17.

REZONING: The 2013 Comp Plan identifies this area as an “Urban Corridor” with focus on:

e commercial

+ office

* neighborhood retail

* residential density allowance up to 25 units per acre

Principal NH-5

* Mix of housing types

* Multi-generational needs

e Empty nesters

o Proposing 24 age-restricted units for ages 55+ empty nesters

Surrounded by PZCD-C/R and PZCD-R

o Complies with surrounding zoning
FISCAL IMPACT:
Russ presents. The City has updated its fiscal model. The City did that through the Finance
Committee as part of City Council (CC) in reviewing a city-wide marginal cost model. Upon
approval of CC on the city-wide marginal cost model, our consultant took a hybrid for a
development specific review model. We have two models: city-wide marginal cost model and
hybrid average cost model. Many of our developments are small and the marginal cost model
doesn’t work well for smaller developments. The actual impact on the City through the hybrid
average cost is more reflective. The fiscal model is based on our budget. It is based on the point
forward. Looking at development based on our annual approved budget, it looks at development
and its impact over 20 years point forward. It does not look at the residential mix of the city. It
assumes a balance because our budget has been approved. Looking at the numbers before
you, it is a 20 year forecast of how this project affects the City going forward.

It is a sophisticated model that can play a number of scenarios. It looks at the number of units,
where those units are located in the City, at the value of the home, and the income of the owner.
If a residential development were to be proposed on the Phillips 66 property, everyone would
acknowledge that the Broomfield retail is more convenient to those residents, so the City of
Louisville would have a lower capture of those disposal dollars. It is geographically significant of
where development goes, and on what percent of disposal income comes into the City. We ask
every applicant to provide some base information so we can calibrate the model specific to the
development request, such as construction costs and proposed values of homes. We equate
that and evaluate that against what our base model assumptions are.

In the memo in front of you, we have two scenarios. The item on the left is showing the
applicant’s numbers. It is the same for construction costs, incomes, and cross points. They have
differences in traffic trip generation rates. The City’s development and review model takes
national averages for mixed use trip assignments. We are following a national trend within the
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model. The applicant provides a more specific Louisville characteristic that is supported by a
traffic engineer, so they are proposing a different persons/household than what our model
assumes for that type of housing structure which is based on a national ITE. They are showing
it is 1.8 persons/household where the adopted model is 1.4 persons/household. They have
more residents within a unit than ours. With those base assumptions, we do a 20 year forecast
based on the different funds within the budget.

Adopted Model Numbers Developer Numbers

RESIDENTIAL

Persons per household 14 1.8

Vehicle Trips Lower Generation Higher Generation
MU Trip Adjustment 50% (ITE) 25%
COMMERCIAL

MU Trip Adj. (retail) 28% (ITE) 25%

MU Trip Adj. (office) 50% (ITE) 25%

Fizcal Impact Model

5C
Developer Mod
Revenuve by Fund Numbers o Numk
Seneral Fund $2.891 H2% ¥
LUrban Revitalization District Fund 30 0%
Open Spaces & Parks Fund $373 8%
Lottery Fund %0 0%
Historic Preservation Fund 3132 3%
Capital Projects Fund $1.254 27 % i
TOTAL REVEMNMUE 54 453 100%% 5:
Expenditures by Fund
General Fund $1.519 39%
Urban Revitalization District Fund $0 0%
Open Spaces & Parks Fund $409 10%
Lottery Fund 30 0%
Historic Preservation Fund 3132 3%
Capital Projects Fund $1.852 A47%%
TOITAlI FYXPREHMNDITIIRES SR QIR 100 =1

For comparison purposes, staff also provided a fiscal analysis using the City’s established
vehicle trip generation rates and adjustment factors as documented by the Institute of
Transportation Engineers (ITS). This scenario yields a net positive fiscal impact of +$2,327,000
over the same 20-year period, or +$116,350 per year. The following table summarizes the
model’s output for all both scenarios and the approved GDP.

According to the new model, the previously approved GDP would yield a net positive fiscal
impact of +$2,670,000 over a 20-year period, or +$138,000 per year. The proposed rezoning,
using the applicant’s numbers, would yield a net positive fiscal impact of +$739,000 on the City
over the same 20-year period, or a positive +$36,900 per year.

It is important to note that we do not have a single criterion in the Comp Plan or in the LMC that
says there is fiscal performance as the sole determinate of anything. It is information. The
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Comp Plan does identify this as an urban corridor. The Comp Plan says any development
should produce a positive fiscal return to the City. That is as descriptive as it gets. When you
look at the Comp Plan, we look at character, housing, parks and recreation, and transportation.
We look at the Comp Plan in its totality. This is just one element of the Comp Plan. All rezoning
needs to be consistent. Staff believes, based on this fiscal model, that it is consistent with the
Comp Plan.

We can also determine when retail is occupied or leased in this model. The numbers before
you show that retail would be leased the first year in all three scenarios, the GDP, Model
Number, and the Developer’'s Number. If the market for some reason can’t produce that retail
square footage until year 10, you do see a negative fiscal return from the Developer’s Number
and very minor positive returns from the other two.

Questions from Planning Commission regarding Fiscal Model:

Russell asks about “leased in the first year” means Day 365, and if the commercial is leased in
the first year or by the end of the first year.

Russ says we assume it is occupied and sales tax is being produced by the end of the first
year.

Russell points out Scenario 1, Developer Number, the input for market units says 18
persons/unit. | am looking at the hard copy. Is that a typo in the report? If that is inaccurate
data, it is translating into the numbers.

Russ clarifies it is the Back-Up Tables. It is an Excel spreadsheet and it hasn’t been edited. |
will put in 1.8 instead of 18 persons.

Moline asks about the Net Fiscal Result. Why are there such big differences between the
developer numbers, the model numbers, and the original GDP?

Russ says in the City Budget, there are different funds within the budget. They each have
revenues and expenditures. The development influences all of those. We have sales tax
revenues that fund a number of these and the persons/household have disposable income.
That disposable income influences sales tax which goes into the different funds. This reflects
the adopted budget. Revenues such as property tax, sales tax, and other forms the city gains
equate to the revenue. The expenditures within those funds are what the level of service is, for
example, a trail. We have a certain linear feet of trail that is a minimum expectation based on
population. Based on this population growth, we need so many linear feet of trail. Those come
back to the expenditures such as police service, library service, City Manager service, and
planning department service. We have it broken out by each department type within each of
these funds. The combination of the two under the Net Fiscal Result is the revenues and
expenditures and the difference based on the adopted budget. That is why it is a point forward.
Regarding the big differences between the developer numbers, the model numbers, and the
original GDP is Commissioner Russell's catch, the difference between 1.8 and 18. The 18 is
going to generate a higher expenditure on the City, but it will increase the revenues as well. It is
based on households so it may not be as dramatic on the revenue side whereas it will be
dramatic on the expenditure side.

McCartney continues presentation. This application is for a replat to an existing plat but we are
combining two plats. We are combining the Takoda subdivision as well as the Summit View
subdivision. It is broken up into Tracts A, B, C, and D and Blocks 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6.

Tract A 1.6 acres Takoda Properties Inc. Access/Access Drive/Parking
.22 acres  Takoda Properties Inc.  Public plaza, parking
1.03 acres  Takoda Properties Inc. ~ Parking/Highway 42 Access
.67 acres Takoda Properties Inc.  Parking
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.33 acres Takoda Properties Inc. Residential
.32 acres Takoda Properties Inc. Residential
.30 acres Takoda Properties Inc. Residential
.32 acres Takoda Properties Inc. Residential
.53 acres Takoda Properties Inc. Commercial (Lots 1-7)
.5 acres Takoda Properties Inc. ~~ Commercial (Foundry)

Public Land Dedication (PLD)
* 3% additional PLD for residential portion of property
» Commercial zoning already dedicated

=1 eenili® . PASCHAL DRIVE

2 el e ] e — . WEDL
B e I ;= —|I
=

— &

MRl = .
ORIGINAL SITE PLAN
» Three access points
* No access to Kaylix St.
* 48 residential units in four buildings
e 56,200 sf commercial
o Two story in-line commercial
o Two drive-thru’s
o Two inline commercial uses
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» Received communication from residents requesting age-restricted housing, no drive-
thru’s, and consider access to Kaylix

* Applicant resubmitted
RESUBMITTED SITE PLAN

* Access — 4 primary points

o Highway 42 — right-in/out
o Paschal Dr. — right-in/out

o Kaylix St. —full
o Summit View — full
e 32 residential units

o 24 age-restricted to 55 years

e 37,600 SF commercial

o 2 storyin-line 17,850 sf

o Flex commercial 14,110 sf

* No drive-thru’s
* 229 parking spaces

BULK AND DIMENSION STANDARDS
Different than any commercial development because a typical commercial development follows
the CDDSG for height, bulk, and setback. This project follows the General Development Plan

(GDP) such as Takoda. The height complies with CDDSG and setbacks comply with GDP. Two
to three stories complies with Comprehensive Plan.

BULK AND DIMENSION STANDARDS

RESIDENTIAL | COMMERCIAL
MIN_ LOT AREA WE NA 1,600 SF
MIN_ LOT WIDTH 55 0
MAX_LOT COVERAGE NA NA
BUILDING SETBACKS™
MIN. FRONT YARD SETBACK 5 ”
(PRINCIPAL USES) (ALL CONDITIONS)
MIN. SIDE YARD SETBACK ' aMana)
(PRINCIPAL USES) B4 CIVER ’

CONDITIONS)
MIN. SIDE YARD SETBACK” » i
(ACCESSORY USES)
MIN. REAR YARD SETBACK ‘ ,
(PRINCIPAL USES) 5 5
MIN. REAR YARD SETBACK . -
(ACCESSORY USES)

PARKING. 20

SETBACK FROM HWY 42 ROW NA i

PARKING. 10 | PARKING. 10
SETBACK FROM COLLECTOR STREET ROW o | e

PARKING. 5
SETBACK FROM LOCAL STREET ROW i NA
SETBACK FROM GREEN WAYS PARKING. 0' PARKING. 0
AND OPEN SPACE BUILDING: 0' BUILDING: 0
MIN. BUILDING SEPARATION 0 0
MAX. BUILDING HEIGHT
PRINCIPAL USES VE 35 %
ACCESSORY USES” 2 2
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COMMERCIAL:
Includes office, neighborhood retail, flex artisan space with is commercial, close proximity to the
roadway, and complies with CDDSG and Comp Plan.
ARCHITECTURE:
Second submittal, commercial. Foundry building broken into three components (south, center,
north) with rooftop patios and a center atrium. Design elements and use similar to The Source
in downtown Denver. Has high center atrium with several units coming off. Applicant anticipates
restaurants. It is 35 feet in height, 14,110 sf, and has flex artisan space. North and south
components are 28.5 feet in height and two stories. Reduced overall glazing but included
material to coexist with Foundry. There are corrugated steel, metal frame windows, and step
backs and setbacks from entrance.
RESIDENTIAL:
Second submittal 32 total units.

o 24 age-restricted, 55 years and older.
8 non-restricted units.
35 feet maximum height.
Good buffer between commercial and existing residential.
BVSD says 8 unrestricted units will result in 1 student at Louisville Elementary School, 0
students at Louisville Middle School, and 1 student at Monarch High School.
o Residential broken into ground plane, middle plane, and top plane, each having a

purpose.

o Ground plane — more pedestrian-oriented, facing the roadways, active with
sidewalks nearby.

o Second plane — patio area for users.

o Top plane — compatibility with use and architecture and stepped back.
Architectural treatments provide shading and articulation and step back.
Compatible with same Steel Ranch type of architecture in residential units and
apartments.

PARKING:
Residential
e InLMC, 2 spaces required per unit.
e 32 units require 64 spaces.
e Enclosed garage spaces.
Commercial
e 165 spaces.
CDDSG requires 4.5 spaces per 1,000 sf for retail commercial.
5.16 spaces per 1,000 sf if measured at 85% gross leasable area (GLA) of 31,960 sf.
4.4 spaces per 1,000 sf at 37,600 sf (6 spaces less than required).
Waiver approved through LMC multi-tenant reduction, public easements in excess of
public land dedication, and exceptional design.
LANDSCAPING:
o Waiver request to reduce amount of street trees.
o Requested because of existing easements and powerlines. Referral letter from Xcel
requesting they approve landscaping before planted.
Staff believes alternatives can be achieved in speaking with easement owners.
o Applicant shall continue to work with staff on final tree placement.

Staff Recommendations:
Staff recommends approval of Resolution No. 39, Series 2015, with following conditions:
1. The 24 deed-restricted condominiums shall be for ages 55 and older. The 55 years and
older age restriction shall be placed on the deed of each age-restricted unit and shall also
be included in the subdivision agreement.
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2. Staff recommends the wall signs of the In-line building, shown as vertical address
numbers, be removed from the PUD and all wall signs must comply with Chapter 7 of the
CDDSG and Chapter 17.24 of the LMC.

3. The applicant shall remove the water tower element from the PUD package prior to
recordation.

4. The applicant shall continue to work with the Parks Department on the type and location
of additional trees along Highway 42, prior to recordation.

5. The applicant shall continue to work with the Public Works Department on the items listed
in the September 25, 2015 memo. Each item shall be completed prior to recordation.

6. Residential and commercial development shall be constructed concurrently.

Commission Questions of Staff:

Moline asks Russ about “stuff” that was left off the PUD?

Russ says there were notes on the PUD stating that the commercial would be built concurrently
with the residential. The applicant can verify this. They were removed during the referral
process without clear understanding from the planning department based on the public works
request. We understand their request and staff can live with this PUD without the terms on it by
simply having this condition than we can perform in the development agreement to make sure
we time the building permits and the CO’s together.

Moline asks about the age restriction. What is the origin of this?

McCartney says when staff talked about age restriction, the applicant had wanted to include
residential on this development. We know that additional residential has an impact on the
schools. Staff asked if you can do age restriction which typically does not come with an impact
on the schools, we would work it out. The first condition is we need to have it located
somewhere, that these are going to be age-restricted units that we carry forward with this
project.

Rice asks about the zoning issue. It becomes a bit of an alphabet soup when we start talking
about designations. The way this property is currently zoned is for this to be developed
commercially. What we are being asked is to change that designation and turn it into essentially
half commercial and half residential. One of the concerns | have when | read this, and it is
expressed in a number of the submissions received from the public, is that if we go backwards
in time and when this overall development was first conceived, I’'m sure there was discussion
about a balance between commercial and residential. That balance was reached and the
proposal was approved, and the residential got built, but none of the commercial got built. So
the commercial lots remained empty. The Lanterns project which is currently being constructed
was commercial property as well. We rezoned that into residential.

Russ says a nuance to that is they expanded the Takoda GDP to include the office Summit.
The original discussion of the residential-commercial balance of the market place was at the
time, the portion of the property that was related to the Lanterns was not a part of that
conversation. They expanded it to include it.

Rice says that essentially what we see going on, and again this is expressed in a number of
submissions from the public, is that we have these developments that will have a balance
between commercial and residential, but what we end up with is more and more residential.
That is a concern of mine and a concern of many people. The overall question is why should we
do them?

McCartney says the applicant can request anything and it is staff’s job to take the request and
apply it to the documents that staff uses for review (primarily technical review). We went through
the steps of how we look at it. We apply it to the Comp Plan and surrounding zoning. We now
have the fiscal analysis to see if this change will impact the overall services and finances of the
City.

Rice says this seems like a planning issue and trying to strike a balance between how much
residential we build and how much commercial space we have in the City. Ultimately, that has a
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lot of impact fiscally and economically. We have made a plan and then over time, we have
slowly changed the plan to end up with a lot of residential.

McCartney says if you look back at the 1989 GDP which was the north Louisville plan, they
actually do call for commercial mixed-use in this area. | remember nine years ago when we
looked at one of the original amendments to create the Takoda area. We had a different lay-out
for the commercial, extending further into this development, and then we turned it more linear.
This is a request from the applicant to provide more residential. It does comply with the 2013
Comp Plan as far as overall uses and the request for different types of housing mix.

Russ says planning documents are not exact documents. This is an important note for the
community to understand. The Comp Plan is deliberately vague and is supposed to convey a
character and a core set of principles for the public to determine what that means. CC and PC
determine what this conceptual document means. It is not a zoning document because the
State doesn’t allow it to be. It is meant to be a character and a “feel” and CC’s and PC’s ultimate
comfort. It gives PC some room to determine that deliberately. Staff simply evaluates it based
on the principals and framework. An applicant can submit a very exact PUD and Staff uses
every tool at the time to say, is it consistent with the Comp Plan. This new request, when
compared to the character vision document, it meets the principals of that document. PC has
the discretion to determine if that is the case or not.

Brauneis asks about evaluating different sites throughout the City that have proposed to move
out of commercial use. We have identified areas that appear to be suboptimal locations for
retail. This location seems to be perhaps the only undeveloped spot left within Louisville that
has retail potential. From a planning perspective, wouldn’t it make sense to push it further
towards commercial-retail than residential?

Russ says in looking at the uses and total square footage allowed, half of the allowed
commercial square footage would be retail. We are not trading, in my opinion, retail for
residential. You are trading office for residential because the second floor will never perform as
retail. Looking at the total square footage that is allowed in the market place, we are getting
retail on the ground floor. We are getting flex office space that is somewhat gray. We certainly
don’t have, or anyone has, the true market potential to determine if that retail will be leased. We
know with this condition that a built building has a better chance of being leased than a vacant
lot. | don’t look at this as residential for retail; | look at it as residential for office. The retail
component is essentially the same size as the retail component of what was originally approved.
O’Connell says, in looking at page 3 in the packet and how the Indian Peaks filing in Lafayette
is directly to the north of this, there are two spaces that are labeled commercial in yellow in
Indian Peaks. Along the lines of retail in general, is the City aware of any moves to put in
commercial in those areas?

McCartney says Lafayette just recently received a pre-submittal from WW Reynolds for 11
acres commercial that had a 59,000 sf box, and some associated uses. There was a
neighborhood meeting that was listed in the paper. No Staff attended the meeting. The
reception to the plan, from my reading of the article, was not positive. What they referenced was
that the City of Lafayette immediate residents would like what is being proposed on the
Foundry, perhaps primarily for the architectural design. They were not specific but they said
they would like to see more of what is proposed at the Foundry in the WW Reynolds submittal.
Since then, the City of Lafayette has requested a copy of the Foundry submittal and so has WW
Reynolds. They both have copies of this submittal.

O’Connell asks if this development will be further along on a time frame?

Russell asks how long has this property been zoned commercial and available for the market?
McCartney says at least nine years.

Russell asks how much commercial square footage is on that lot today?

McCartney says none.

Russell asks how much, if approved tonight, would there be?

McCartney says 38,000 sf.
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Russell says we are not trading anything. You can’t lose what you don’t have. There is potential
that has been there a very long time. Secondly, we are age-restricting this as a tool to manage
demand in BVSD. We are now building age-restricted residential development in our city to
manage the demand on BVSD.

McCartney says yes and partly a mix of housing types as requested by the Comp Plan. | think
the underlying theme is to try and alleviate the impact on the school district.

Russell says what happens if you can’t lease age-restricted units? Is it as simple as coming
back to PC and asking for an amendment? Finally, what do you have against water towers?
McCartney says we called it architecturally confusing.

Tengler says the previous PUD had 48 residential units, is that correct?

McCartney says the original submittal of this Foundry had 48 residential units.

Moline asks if BVSD had a chance to comment on what would happen if this was not an age
restricted project?

McCartney says BVSD might have. When we get the original submittal, we sent it to them. |
can check to see if staff has those numbers. We did consult with BVSD during this process and
we asked them how they look at 55 years and older as far having an impact. They use the
numbers found in HUD for senior housing which states 55 years and older. It is their assumption
is that 55 years and older would have zero impact on schools.

Russ adds from a senior prospective that the Comp Plan has broad reaching goals and the
diversity of housing stock in serving our seniors is certainly very clearly stated in the Comp Plan.
Yes, schools are a motivation but this residential development with required senior housing is
more consistent with the Comp Plan than without.

Brauneis asks about traffic. How would this proposal compare to alternatives?

Russ says it would be less. Office and residential development are significantly higher trip
generators than residential.

Tengler asks about net fiscal impacts. It looks like we are talking about an annual differential
between developer numbers, the model numbers, and the original GDP of literally $10,000 year
and $20,000 a year.

Russ says the numbers are very close. There are variables here. The original GDP produces
about $400,000 additional revenue over 20 years than what is being proposed.

McCartney says the BVSD numbers for the original submittal of 48 units were 3 for LES, 1 for
LMS, and 5 for Monarch HS.

Applicant Presentation:

Justin McClure, RMCS LLC, 21 South Sunset Street, Longmont, CO 80501.

I would like to begin by answering some questions. Commissioner Rice, McCartney is accurate.
In 2006 was when the original GDP was approved. | was 26 years old, about a decade ago.
What was reality then and what is reality now is different and we try to be as accurate as we
possibly can when we come forward with comprehensive land development. | am personally
very passionate about it. We have tried so many different ways to activate commercial space on
that parcel through cooperation with 501(c)3 for which received final PUD approval. We spent
money on construction documents that were unutilized. We are talking of hundreds of
thousands of dollars of investment to try to get it off the ground. If you read the market analysis
included in your packets, this goes back to 2006, listing the property with Becky Gamble. We
couldn’t ever make anything happen of substance. What we didn’t want to do in the middle of
the meltdown was fire-sale the property. To the north of us in Indian Peaks South, nothing
disparaging against McStain and Indian Peaks South, but that property was sold at $1.11/sf for
the 11 acres. | can assure this PC that it will be very difficult to get a high quality user at that
purchase price on land. That is troublesome. For me personally as an investor and creator in
Steel Ranch, | have a significant vested interest in making sure that that property develops as
quality as it possibly can. | think it is indicative of the challenges that my company has faced
with bringing an entirely commercial product to market. In the original GDP, we generated a 0.3
FAR, 72,000 sf, of commercial space. More realistically in complying with CDDSG, complying
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with parking requirements, the maximum yield is 55,000 sf of space. Today, with the reduction
of residential densities, elimination of drive-thru pads, we still are proposing 38,000 sf of office
space which | find to be significant. We always said office in the past because it was so scary to
bring retail to market in this environment. We don’t want to represent retail and mismanage
municipal expectations. The buildings we propose in this site plan are geared toward retail and
have an emphasis on retail, and they are unique. They cater towards local entrepreneurs and
local investors, not credit tenants. If we could have had a credit tenant on this parcel, it would
have been done by now and we would be collecting rents. Instead, we have a nonperforming
asset and we have an unfinished community. | drive by it every day and it is unfinished. We
have a signal as Paschal. Steel Ranch is a wonderfully designed community and is a significant
contribution to the quality of the city of Louisville, and in particular, northeast Louisville.

Presentation: There are significant adjustments to the original site plan. The planning
department and the City of Louisville deserve substantial credit with pushing back in the front
round of referral comments about overall quality and height impact to the community. We have
proven to this PC and City Staff that we are really good listeners and if we have an opportunity
to comply, we will do that. We reached out and had neighborhood meetings. It is not required by
Code but | hope the residents of Steel Ranch and Indian Peaks South will communicate to this
PC and CC that | have taken a tremendous amount of personal time to make sure | had time for
each and every resident and all of their concerns. In addition to holding an incredible positive
neighborhood meeting with the residents of Steel Ranch, | don’t recall any individual being
opposed to the application in front of you tonight. They were profuse in their praise and support.
Some residents present tonight still have remaining concerns because nothing is ever going to
be perfect. We are trying to address all concerns. We have eliminated drive-thrus and the
staggering of units.

In getting into the history, we talked about the Lanterns. It was a split zoning in the original 1989
GDP. ltis a pertinent distinction because it was PCZD-C/R. What we heard from the residents
when we requested 24 ranch-style duplex units, that this would be a preferred use over large
commercial buildings. Moving forward, the Lanterns are now under construction and | think it is
a positive addition to the Steel Ranch community. They are empty nester friendly housing and
while not age-restricted, they are zero step entries and Boulder Creek who is our building
partner on that project, has done a fantastic job.

The Foundry will constitute the final piece that will complete Steel Ranch. From a plan view, we
are providing a nice break from the transition on Kaylix Avenue and Steel Ranch Park,
residential facing residential. We have multifamily product which is far more appropriate land
transition when you talk about residential uses to a commercial concept than a single family
detached patio home. | think the residents would support this concept and break and transition
in land use.

The Foundry is my favorite part. | know Staff doesn’t like the water tower, and | believe Director
Russ called the water tower a cigarette butt. | want to give some background on it. There is a
condition on the resolution of approval that says we will remove it. At the end of my
presentation, | have a slide that shows it removed. We have been in the business of buying
concrete batch plants for an extended period of time. DELO Phase | under construction now
was an old concrete batch plant. We saved the silos and try to repurpose them in projects as we
move forward. We also purchased over 20 acres in Longmont from Aggregate Industries, an old
concrete batch plant. We have these big beautiful silos that we thought would be architecturally
interesting and would be used for signage and continue to differentiate this product in Louisville.
To go back to credit tenants and unique architecture and how do we make this special, we have
to focus on entrepreneurs. We are trying to get a building and design. To Director Russ’s
comments, based on spec, this is a concept of the residential. The residential component allows
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us to build a commercial building in spec. We originally had annotations and notes on every
sheet of the original submittal that commercial and residential product, building permit, would be
pulled simultaneously. That is a commitment on behalf of my company to make sure that we are
not going to go out there and build 32 residential units and the commercial continues to
stagnate. It is my firm commitment.

Entering from Highway 42, you can see the proposed age-restricted condominiums that sit in
the background. You will notice that these buildings are 2.5 story buildings at 35’. All buildings
have elevators so it is zero step access and zero step entries. There are senior friendly
floorplans in terms of office and master bedrooms being located right next to each other. The
junior master is actually a guest suite which sits on the top floor. If any of you have had an
opportunity to go out to the site and look at existing grade, it had commanding views. Steel
Ranch in general has a significant amount of open space and parks and trees, but it has a
beautiful backdrop of Indian Peaks and the Flatirons. We want to be able to take advantage of
that view for future residents. You will notice our commitment to open space as staff has
directed. We feel this is a good public amenity. From a municipal perspective, it is enjoyed by
the public but maintained privately. We have been through conversations with Parks and Rec
Department and City Staff over long term maintenance obligations. We propose public spaces
and things that will a benefit to the entirety of Steel Ranch without asking for any municipal
maintenance.

We have an additional one acre under contract from the Summit View Group for $11.00/sf. That
is not a realistic market price but | am interested in comprehensively developing all of Steel
Ranch and finishing it out. If we don’t control that last acre, | don’t have the ability to do that. A
one acre parcel without access to drainage or off-site improvements that Steel Ranch has
brought to the market presents a problem to the city of Louisville. Versus $1.11/sf in Lafayette
from WW Reynolds versus $11.00/sf that my company is willing to pay, | want this PC and the
City of Louisville knows how committed we are to quality development for the sake of the
community. We also get a better project out of it and hopefully, we create better profits as a
result. In theory, it should be a win-win.

Looking at the adaptable space, there is the Foundry Building. It would fantastic to have
landscape improvements within the Highway 42 corridor. It has been problematic for an
extended period of time for logistical reasons. There is an Xcel gas pipeline that they have done
eminent domain over, so we will work with them to make sure we can landscape and park on it
appropriately. It is indicative of one of the many challenges in developing a parcel like this.
Irrespective of commercial and residential uses, this is an inherent complex process and there
are impediments throughout the process. In the adaptable space, we have unique architecture.
It could be a restaurant or yoga studio or architect space. | got the concept from PCS who does
a lot of the work in our entitlement packages. They office out of a building like this in Denver
with 1800 sf on the ground level and 1200 sf of loft or mezzanine space. It makes for very
flexible space with large garage doors that roll up in the back. We are not going to get a credit
tenant. It will be a local entrepreneur and how do we create space and a sense of uniqueness
that attracts local Boulder County entrepreneurs.

In looking at the condominiums, you can see the interface between a large garage roll up doors
and the parking areas in the back of the adaptable space, as well as the 2.5 story
condominiums. We have significant setbacks on the lower units to provide amenity space
through landscaping.

The location of the connectivity between Cowboy Park to Steel Ranch Park to the center
amenity to the Foundry to the residential purposes out to Highway 42 and future trail
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connectivity is positive. The location of it, the overall ability to finish it out and turn it into a public
amenity with no maintenance expenses on behalf of the City of Louisville, is positive.

The Foundry building is shown with the water tower, and a second rendering shows the building
without the water tower. We adjusted per Staff direction the symmetry of the building and
adjusted the brick work. | would like to make it clear that it is an attempt on RMCS behalf to
always be a good listener and cooperate to the best of our abilities.

Commission Questions of Applicant:

Brauneis asks, other than the water town, how do you feel about the conditions?

McClure is fine with all conditions as stated by Staff. We have no problems with the conditions.
The street tree locations will be a challenge. We have a fantastic design team. | am concerned
about site lines. | want to make sure we have healthy visible CDDSG compliant landscaping
adjacent to Highway 42.

Moline asks about the age restriction and any thoughts about it?

McClure says there are impacts on level of service. | try to ask anybody | interact with about
how they feel about Steel Ranch. | can represent in a public forum that the vast majority of
people | talk to will tell me they like what is going on in Louisville. I'd like the market to be as
flexible as possible. If age restriction is what the City of Louisville feels is most appropriate for
the Foundry, then | am happy to comply. It serves an important segment in the market place.
Rice says | do appreciate you speaking to my concerns and those that have been expressed by
many others. It’s all about balance. There are no absolutes in any of this and we all know that. |
think your comments are well taken and you have attempted to address the balance.

Russell says regardless of age restriction, are you designing this for 55+? If we remove that,
you would design it that way regardless?

McClure says it is designed for 55+. If it was removed, we would cater towards different
demographic sets.

Russell asks if you feel people walked away from the neighborhood meeting with the belief that
this was going to be a 55+ property.

MccClure says yes, | represented it in the neighborhood meeting.

Public Comment:

Gary Larson, 2189 Park Lane, Louisville, CO 80027

Out of the 68 patio homes in Steel Ranch, there are two homes that have young children in
elementary school and three homes with high school children. We know it because we keep a
community map of who lives where and we all know each other. We have parties once a month
in the summer. We have a community email list and have used it to get support for RMCS
position on this proposal. Justin reached out to us at the first stage of the project. We got
feedback to the community which was very positive and very certain that we didn’t want drive
thrus, which have gone away. There is a lot of support for this project as there was for the
Lanterns. Many of us spoke at PC as well as CC meetings. The demographic is there. We are
older people living in the patio homes because it lends itself to that. | lived in Lafayette for nine
years, | sold my 4,000 sf house on the fifth hole, and moved over the patio homes three years
ago, and it has worked out great. We are very happy with the development there. Since | do get
a lot of feedback from more than 20 houses in the patio homes, everybody is in favor of this
project. | like the silo (water tower) and | don’t see it as a cigarette butt. | highly encourage the
PC to approve this project. We have gone through it with RMCS on two occasions. We used the
same email list to get together for the WW Reynolds meeting regarding Indian Peaks South.
There were over 150 people present, one-third was Steel Ranch residents. We are concerned
about that because we see this project as very desirable, walking out to have dinner with great
views. What is proposed just north in Lafayette is a big box store and two drive-thrus and a gas
station. We are in the process of coalescing five different HOAs between Louisville and
Lafayette and probably a sixth to get out the word to oppose the Lafayette development. At the
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same time, you will find no negative comments from anybody who lives in Steel Ranch, maybe
elsewhere in Louisville, but in Steel Ranch. We are in favor of the age restriction. If it weren’t
there, it would still be that way, just like the patio homes are. It is empty nesters and who know
the demographic. The impact on the schools has already been mentioned, 2 children at
elementary and 1 at high school. The cash flow is positive even though McCartney punted it off
to Russ, we have all heard the cash flow is good. The Takoda Metro Tax District is the largest
single item in our property tax bill in Steel Ranch. It won’t cut it in half but is going to help
mitigate the debt burden in Takoda Tax District. | have two things I'd like to ask the City to
consider. We would like to see some entrance off of Paschal and a modification of the median
strip so that traffic can come in and turn into the complex rather than coming down and pulling a
U-turn. | understand the City has a concern about stacking traffic back up onto Highway 42. My
drawing shows a do-not-block box at Pine and Highway 42 going into Mountain High Appliance
strip mall. If that works there, it could work here the same way. Traffic doesn’t clog up the
access into the site so that traffic can get in off of Paschal and not back up onto Highway 42.
The lighting along Kaylix calls for seven lights. We are fine with the three street lights there and
we’d like to see less light pollution.

Dave Ireland, 2388 Park Lane, Louisville, CO 80027

| moved to Louisville in 1981 and | live in the first house on the north part of the horseshoe that
forms the patio homes in Steel Ranch. | think this is a great plan. It is a wonderful transition
between the single family homes and the retail and commercial. | think it provides a great
entrance into the City of Louisville, something we can all be proud of. | think this enhances the
community rather than detracts from it. | urge you to approve it.

Rick Miller, 2974 Shoshone Trail, Lafayette, CO 80206

I live in Indian Peaks on the west side. | have been there for 11 years and | moved there from
the Highland neighborhood in Denver. | was in the Highlands neighborhood before it did what it
did. There was retail everywhere and retail space that was boarded up. Since then, look what
has happened to that neighborhood. It's not just the historic retail that exists in the
neighborhood but all the enhancements with Elitch’s and Central Avenue and Boulder Avenue.
So 11 years in Indian Peaks, we have all been screaming for something just like this across the
street from us. We have all rejected the idea of a big box retail store (I have no idea who they
think they will get going in across the street from us) and it was pretty evident the other night,
last week, at the Lafayette Commission meeting. | can tell you that the Indian Peaks residents
absolutely support this. The retail is exactly what we need. We all want walk to and bike to retail.
The design of it looks great. As far as the condo piece, if they build 48 condos, that would be
about 25% of what was built in the entire metro area this year. | heard someone say that what if
it doesn’t lease to 55+. | don’t know why, other than the schools, you want to age restrict it? I'm
53 years old and by the time my kids get out of the house, I'll be looking for something like this.
We desperately need condos. | would support most condo projects out there. | encourage you
to approve this project the way it is, except to lift the 55 age restriction.

Sherry Sommer, 910 S. Palisade Court, Louisville, CO 80027

| understand this is compliant with the Comp Plan, the surrounding zoning, and the Urban
Corridor Directives. | haven’t heard anything about the South Boulder Small Area Plan. As |
understood, CC gave a directive that no more residential housing would be approved in the
South Boulder Small Area Plan. Does this fall within that?

Russ says the study area does fall within that but that plan has not been adopted by CC.
Sommer says it hasn’t been adopted but they very strongly gave a directive that we would wait.
We already have much residential in this area that has not been developed. We should wait and
see what the impact will be before we develop more. This was originally planned as a PCZD-C.
Is that a whole plan for an area when that was adopted? When this plan was originally adopted,
was that North Main and Steel Ranch? What was included in that?
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Russ says in 1989, the North Louisville Small Area Plan was adopted by CC that included this
area as well as North End. PCZD-C was the first official zoning from the small area plan that
was done in 2006. That was a Takoda GDP and that incorporates largely what we know as
Steel Ranch, not North End.

Sommer says not as North Main.

Russ says that came as an additional phase, South Steel Ranch came in as a GDP
amendment at a later date.

Sommer asks how much bargaining power does a developer have when they propose
commercial initially? Now we are asking for a change in zoning to residential which has less of a
positive fiscal impact. | think there is a fiscal impact and | would like to see the numbers on the
original plan because now we have the current fiscal impact which seems positive, but it is
positive relative to what? City planners talk a lot of vibrancy or vitality and this mixed-use having
the commercial. | think we are lacking something in that area and, as Commissioner Rice was
saying, it is being eroded. When you look at North Main, it has nothing to do with a main street,
it's just residential. | think that is a loss for our community, not just fiscally but as a community
as a whole. There is no place that | would go there. | have a question about the age restriction.
Does that mean no children can live there? Is there a rule about that? | am 52 and | have a
middle schooler so there are many older parents in this community. Would there be a rule that
says children cannot live in those apartments, or does it mean that the adults have to be 55 and
older? | have a question about the artisan space. Is that residential space potentially or is it
commercial space? What is that? This is a quasi-judicial board and | need clarification on what
that means. | have heard a lot of people saying, “Well, | like this, this would be good, my opinion
is that it would be good”. Is that part of the quasi-judicial restrictions or are we looking at the
zoning and history of this plot?

Moline asks Sommer, when you are referring to North Main, | am not sure | understand what
you are referring to.

Sommer says the big apartment buildings on South Boulder Road that are by Christopher
Village and before Alfalfa’s between there. It's called North Main.

Russ says Steel Ranch South subdivision or the North Main.

Sommer says when | saw that, | was thinking, North Main. That must mean it’s a main street
where you can go and get a cup of coffee or have a cute little store or do something that is like a
Main Street. But there is none of that. If that was the original plan, I like that plan better.

Michael Menaker, 1827 W Choke Cherry Drive, Louisville, CO 80027

I want to come back to Commissioner Rice’s original question which is why would we do this
change? The short answer is honestly, we’re smarter now. At the time, this was driven by an
assumption, an oversight, and some confusion. The assumption was that under the old fiscal
model, that every resident costs the city money. Therefore, if you accept that premise, the idea
was then that commercial, and ideally retail, would be required on the site to offset the
perceived cost of that residential development. Our new fiscal models are better. There has
been a lot of discussion lately that we've learned in the last nine years that infill is not the same
thing as rebuilds, and that assumption was basically incorrect. But more importantly, we have
also learned that if we only flew up a few feet above the surface, instead of looking at this in a
silo, there were vast areas of commercial and retail space almost immediately adjacent to this
and North End which will bring similar request to you soon. That is the shopping center where
King Sooper’s, ARC, the old Blockbuster video, and that big shopping center. There was
commercial space and at one time retail space directly to the south where the old Trek Bicycle
Store was and now is a Cross Fit Studio and a Yoga studio where retail actually went out. We
didn’t understand at the time that we have actually lost hundreds of thousands of square feet
along the US 36 corridor of retail space, and we have hundreds of thousands of more square
feet that are standing vacant today. The fallacy was that a bigger pie pan made bigger pies. If
you simply increase the number of commercial and retail square feet, it will all get filled. What
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we've learned is that is makes us thinner, runnier pies that satisfy no one. In fact, the standard
of retail performance of dollars per square foot, not numbers of square feet. With a more
sophisticated look at the models and a better understanding of the world in which we live, it's
probably pretty appropriate to make this change. That is how we got here. That said, we also
learned when we studied Alfalfa’s, the question was often asked of the CEO of Alfalfa’s, “Well,
can’t you just build the darn grocery store without those wrecked apartments?” The answer is
absolutely not. At every public and private meeting, there were three here and two private
meetings, in which they said over and over again, the store is not possible without the
vitalization of the area from the adjacent apartments. You have a similar situation here. You
can’t give this land away over nine years at any price. There are a lot of guts in this project. To
go ahead and commit to building the commercial concomitant with the residential is a real risk
on their part but | think the bet is that the completion of the project area of Steel Ranch and
vitalization and vibrancy that comes from the residential community will give them a fighting
chance. Finally, | am really interested in your comments, Commissioner Russell. | too have
nothing against water towers or silos and absolutely, there is no question that this restriction is a
response to concerns over enroliment, especially at LES, whether that is justified or not.

Lisa Zucker, 798 Meadowlark Lane, Louisville, CO 80027

| speak for the one or two kids as | do have a second grader. | live in the patio homes. Just very
quickly, | do want to give a plug for the 55+ component of this. | have heard opposition to the
Foundry and the only opposition | have heard is from families at LES who are very concerned
about enroliment. This is a legitimate concern. There is some buzz about how BVSD is coming
up with their numbers that feed into the schools. There seems to be some concern that they are
low-balling the numbers. That school is busting at the seams and even if you have a couple of
children from each one of these little communities being built, it really does have an impact. |
know that community is not really represented here. | do want to say that | do feel this is a
legitimate concern. Everyone in Steel Ranch | know loves this plan. It is beautiful and it's exactly
what | think many of the communities around want to see. Those opposed to the Foundry are
appeased by the 55+ component of it.

Picture entered into record: Motion made by Brauneis, seconded by Russell. Passed by voice
vote.

Questions to the Staff and Applicant:

Russell asks McClure about the lighting issue.

McClure says | have spoken with Mr. Larson about lighting. | followed up with my photometric
consultants as well. The proposed lighting is based upon set criteria and set standards set by
not only the City of Louisville but essentially national code standards. To be succinct, | chased
everything down that | could.

Brauneis asks about the left turn in proposal and the legality of the U-turn.

Russ says regarding a left hand turn at Paschal, there are several concerns that we have from
a best transportation planning principle and traffic engineering. There are two moves that we
would be concerned with: One is the left turn in and what delays it may have stacking up onto
Highway 42 as well as the left turn out of Paschal and the availability to find the gap, and
secondly, the whole role and purpose of Kaylix. Kaylix is the parallel road. We appreciate the
design of the residential fronting residential which is good urban design. From a traffic planning
perspective, Kaylix has a bigger life and it has a role of supporting Highway 42. Planning Staff
who looks at transportation looks at it 30%. Public Works takes it to 100% design and is not
comfortable with proposing a median break in between. The applicant’s original proposal had no
connection to Kaylix. We don’t think U-turns are an issue. This submittal does have connections
to Kaylix. Some grade has prevented the second driveway to the south from connecting to
Kaylix, but the first driveway to the north does indeed connect to Kaylix. From traffic planning,
we acknowledge that Pine Street is “what it is”. That was approved at a time when traffic
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engineers didn’'t understand traffic dynamics. That was a stop gap. We recognize that it is a
solution if that is the direction from CC. But Staff, both engineering and planning, do not accept
that.

Brauneis also asks about how these deed restrictions work for age? Is it enforced by the HOA
and is it restricted to ownership or occupancy?

Russ says we want it tied to the plat, the specifics of it are tied to the deed of the house itself. It
is not an HOA issue, it's an ownership issue, with the ability to sell the house. The 55+ is the
HUD standard. If we choose a definite date, the City is at risk of lawsuits of reasonable
accommodation and discrimination. It exposes the City and the owners to a nonstandard which
is why the age 55 was chosen.

Brauneis asks how that impacts the potential for children to live in the unit.

Russ says it doesn't, it is restricting the ownership. We are still a kid friendly town, and the
intent of the age restriction is statistically there is less of a chance of having kids.

Moline asks about Paschal. Is there any reason to extend the median west? Could it prevent
the U-turn?

Russ says there is left turn storage if you notice at Kaylix for the southbound left from Paschal.
There is a left turn bay. There is opposite left turn bay to turn northbound off of Paschal to
Highway 42. The left turn is accommodated and we would not extend it. That has been sized
with the original commercial development program of this parcel. We need left hand turns to go
to Kaylix. The only true enforcement with the geometrics is the truck may have done it but he
may have done several turns, but a smaller vehicle could easily do it. We could put a No U-Turn
Sign on there but from a geometric perspective, there is no real way to prohibit the U-turn from
occurring other than enforcement.

Brauneis asks about confirmation regarding occupancy of the proposed flex art space. That is a
commercial entity, correct?

Russ says yes, that is a commercial building. Residential would not be allowed.

Closed Public Hearing and discussion by Commission:

Rice says this issue about turning all commercial space into residential space is a legitimate
concern. | asked the question tonight because | think it is something we have to constantly be
thinking about. Of course, when | ask questions, | am usually looking for answers and | think
Justin has provided a very good defense to the proposal being made. To me, it is all about
balance and so, what happens is you look at space at the time it is being asked to be developed
and you say, are we compromising the commercial aspect to such an extent that it makes it
undesirable or are we balancing it. | am convinced that great care has gone into this in terms of
trying to meet all of the competing demands. | am in support of the proposal. The other thing |
will say is that this is another shining example and what we should be very proud of, is the
interactive process that occurs between our planning department and applicants. The first
proposal that we see, and we didn’t discuss it in any detail, is | don’t think we would have such
great support for that one as we do for the second one before us. The reason it is before us is
because Staff has done such a good job of looking out for the interests of the citizens of
Louisville to make sure this is high quality, well balanced project.

Moline says | am in agreement with Tom and | think this is a good project. | agree that | am
happy to see the applicant work with Staff. One of the features | like about this is the way they
have it laid out. | agree with the buffering concept of having these larger buildings on Kaylix that
block some of the traffic noise from Highway 42 as it would go further west into the residential
parts of the development. | think it is a thoughtful design. | am impressed with the design of the
buildings themselves. | am in support of it. | am not exactly thrilled about the age restriction. |
think there has been enough discussion about it amongst the residents and Staff here, so | am
not oppose that condition, but | don’t know that is the way to solve the school crowding issue by
restricting age on this. | think 55 year old people are going to buy this anyway. | don’t know
about the age limitation.
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Brauneis says | also find myself at this point in favor of the project. So many questions have
had quality answers in many ways. | am not opposed to the water tank and | would like to hear
other Commissioners’ thoughts on it. It is currently proposed as a requirement especially given
the history of it. Life gives you lemons, put the water tank up there, it's kind of funky and | like it.
O’Connell says | think | am in agreement with the comments of the other Commissioners about
the balance being achieved between the commercial and the residential. | am more concerned
about seeing more retail than | am more residential, especially considering that there are spots
allotted to the north and Indian Peaks. It is a big question mark as to what is going in there. |
hope, given the restriction and the demand from the citizens of Louisville, that there be more
retail, and that you get this done quickly and get it in before Lafayette. Set the example and
hopefully, there will be a push for a higher quality development to the north and not the big box
that we hear about. If it were up to me, | would be in more favor of residential, but | get there is a
demand and desire for the retail. | just hope it fills up. | am not a big fan of the age restriction on
the units being built. | see it as being a little bit of a hindrance to the overall attractiveness of the
condos. As someone who is farther away from that age restriction, | would actually be really
interested in purchasing a condo like this. | think they are great ideas and | think even with a
small child, it would be an attractive thing. | don’t know if | want to push this hard. If we are
going to reach an agreement, | am in favor of keeping the restriction. It sounds like the
developer is making this work, but | want to throw out that it is not my choice to see that as a
restriction. As for water tank is concerned, | can take it or leave it. | don’t have enough
information about what it looks like but | appreciate there is a nod to history and some effort to
reuse things that have been removed from previous sites.

Russell says first of all, | am adamantly and strongly in favor of the water tower. | move that we
remove that condition. | fully respect your perspective but | have been told frequently that we do
not have design guidelines and design review in this community. | think that anybody who has
been with me on this PC and | should note it in advance of my comments, that this is my last
meeting, so | have to go out on a high note but with a little bit of a bang. | never let a good fight
go unpicked. | do not take my direction from the CC outside of formally adopted policy that is
regulatory. In fact, as a citizen, they take it from me just like we take it from you. | want to be
absolutely clear, in my opinion, what distinguishes this PC is that this is a place where rational
dialogue and rational planning carries the day usually, not always, but usually. It doesn’t mean
we always make the decision that everyone wants us to make, but it is not a place for politics
and not a place for pandering. | will say for the record that CC punted on its opportunity to tell us
what to do here when it cross-hatched the Comp Plan. They just said, we don’t want to get into
it. So here we are doing this and | think we are going to make a good decision. | want to make it
very clear that | am a citizen of this community and they take direction from me and they take
direction from all of you as well. We don’t all agree but we should voice our opinions. With that
out of my system, | will tell you that first of all, | love the retail approach here. | think you are
doing something frankly that | don’t think anybody has done up here, which is create this really
flexible interesting scalable space. | am a huge fan of The Source. If you haven’t been to The
Source, you should go down there and check it out. It is interesting and vibrant and it is not big
enough and there is not enough of it, but it is really, really interesting. | think if you can come
even close to that, | think you are making a real contribution and you are actually creating retail
space that will be used. Who cares if you create it if nobody ever uses it? | think this is a space
that will be used. | don’t want to tinker with the transportation. Designing transportation
infrastructure on the fly in a PC is a terrible idea. | think inserting this access between Kaylix and
Highway 42 has the making of a total disaster. | know it is not ideal for users, but from a
transportation perspective, it would be a complete cluster. Finally, on the senior housing
question, | think the developer has made a commitment to a key constituency, his community.
These are people who will live with this. To remove that would drive fundamental redesign of the
facility. | think it would probably change some of the demand that gets generated there. | will
separate these issues. | think we need to stick with the 55+ housing. | am doing the arithmetic
that about the time my youngest kid is out of the house, | will be eligible. | will not admit my age
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but I'm getting close. | think as an issue specific to this project, | think can’t mess with that. It is
too fundamental and it is a major component of this project. | would be reluctant to unravel that.
This is an issue my fellow Planning Commissioners will deal with in the future, 55+ housing is a
terrible tool to manage public school demand. | think it is a terrible approach to it. It puts on us
and developers this responsibility to fix a problem that we, as a community need to fix well
beyond the realm of the built environment. | can think of some worse ways to manage school
demand but it is a terrible way to approach it. | hope that we as a community can get around this
issue and deal with it in the future. In summary, | like the project. It's a great one and I'm going
to support it.

Tengler says | am also in support of this. | do appreciate Commissioner Rice’s commentary
about what is really a bit of a slippery slope. At what point does this conversion of commercial or
retail into residential become very problematic? | fall back on the notion that businesses and
communities vote with their dollars. There are too many instances of vacant retail space and
vacant commercial space and undeveloped commercial space that | think we need to find a
balance. We can'’t just be hidebound and suggest that after nine years, it should just be a flip of
a switch where they can go out and find commercial renters or commercial purchasers. | think
we need to be cognizant of the fact that again, the economic conditions in the immediate area
tend to dictate what will work. We also had a project come up just before this where we are
seeing 150,000 sf of commercial development out in the CTC and we have seen a number of
those developments over the last couple of years. There is a demand for it but it is not
necessarily in the North End or in Takoda or in Steel Ranch. We have got to be flexible as a PC
and a community to say, “What is working and how do we make the best of this?” This is
another example of where RCMS has worked brilliantly with Staff and come up a great project. |
am very much in support. Before | ask for a motion, | would like to ask the PC if you are
interested in removing Condition #3 on the water tower element?

Motion made by Russell to approve The Foundry Final Plat/PUD: Resolution 39, Series
2015. A resolution recommending approval of a rezoning, final plat and final Planned Unit
Development (PUD) to construct a multi-use development consisting of 24 age restricted
condominiums, and 38,000 sf commercial/office.

1. The 24 deed-restricted condominiums shall be for ages 55 and older. The 55 years and
older age restriction shall be placed on the deed of each age restricted unit and shall also
be included in the subdivision agreement.

2. Staff recommends the wall signs of the In-line building, shown as vertical address
numbers, be removed from the PUD and all wall signs must comply with Chapter 7 of the
CDDSG and Chapter 17.24 of the LMC.

3. The applicant shall remove the water tower element from the PUD package prior to
recordation. (to be removed)

4. The applicant shall continue to work with the Parks Department on the type and location
of additional trees along Highway 42, prior to recordation.

5. The applicant shall continue to work with the Public Works Department on the items listed
in the September 25, 2015 memo. Each item shall be completed prior to recordation.

6. Residential and commercial development shall be constructed concurrently.

7.

Seconded by O’Connell. Roll call vote.

Name Vote
Chris Pritchard N/A
Jeff Moline Yes
Ann O’Connell Yes
Cary Tengler Yes
Steve Brauneis Yes
Scott Russell Yes
Tom Rice Yes
Motion passed/failed: | Pass
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Motion passes 6-0.

> 1125 Pine Street Final Plat: Resolution 38, Series 2015. A resolution recommending
approval of a replat to combine three parcels and subdivide the property into two
separate lots, rezoned Mixed Use Residential (MU-R) and Residential Medium Density
(RM), located at 1125 Pine Street.

° Applicant/Owner/Representative: Arn Rasker
. Staff member: Lauren Trice, Planner |

Conflict of Interest and Disclosure:
None.

Public Notice Certification:

Published in the Boulder Daily Camera on November 22, 2015. Posted in City Hall, Public
Library, Recreation Center, the Courts and Police Building and mailed to surrounding property
owners and property posted on November 20, 2015.

Staff Report of Facts and Issues:
Trice presented from Power Point:
¢ North side of Pine Street between BNSF Railroad & Highway 42.
Currently zoned Commercial Community Zone District (CC) & part of Highway 42
Revitalization area.
15,813 sf.
One property with two legal descriptions, and three parcels.
There is a 1060 sf home built in 1930, a tool shed, and a chicken coop.

Lee Stree

[
=
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Proposal is to take the three parcels, combine them, and re-subdivide them into Lot 1
and Lot 2.
Lot 1 will be 4,703 sf and Lot 2 will be 10,502 sf.
Eligible for minor subdivision review.
Complies with all design criteria except:
o 16.16.050(C)
Staff recommends the public land dedication of 15% come in the form of cash-in-lieu.

16.16.050 (C) deals with the dimensions of the lot so the proportion of depth to width.
This subdivision does not comply with it. Lot 1 does but Lot 2 does not. Even if you look
at the angle of Lot 2 but taking those as two separate lots with the street frontage on the
corner, even the southern part of Lot 2 does not comply with the 2.5x width.

Staff has looked at:
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16.24.010
“The city council, upon advice of the planning commission, may authorize modifications 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.”

o Staff believes the site is a “peculiar” shape due to the abandoned railroad right-of-way
and existing depth of the lot. The subdivider would be unable to provide two lots which
meet the depth to width ratio while providing the required lot frontage. Staff
recommends Planning Commission authorize this modification.

e This subdivision is triggering the rezoning consistent with Highway 42 Plan.

Lot 2: Residential Medium Density
* 10,502 sf
* Up to three residential units
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« Staff recommends proposed Lot 2 would be included within the Old Town Overlay
Zoning District

» If approved, the Old Town Overlay will be amended to include the proposed Lot 2
* Does not require a PUD

Lot 1: Mixed Use — Residential

4,703 sf

* Development needs to comply with MUDDSG

* Requires a PUD

» Existing single-family dwelling would be considered a legal, non-conforming use

Staff Recommendations:

Staff recommends Planning Commission approve of Resolution No. 38, Series 2015, a
resolution recommending approval of a replat to combine three parcels and subdivide the
property into two separate lots, rezoned Mixed Use Residential and Residential Medium
Density, located at 1125 Pine Street.

Commission Questions of Staff:

Russell asks what is the difference between a property and a lot?

Trice says this is all triggered on Boulder County as one property that comes up under one
address at 1125 Pine Street. It has the two legal descriptions on Boulder County so it is
recorded in two separate incidences but when it goes to the actual plat that the surveyor was
working with, it comes up as three different parcels.

Moline asks what would the current residential zoning allow? Is it meaningless to ask how many
residences could be developed on the property now?

Trice says any development would trigger the rezoning based on the Highway 42 plan.

Russ says there is a required rezoning.

Brauneis says you undoubtedly uncovered some curious stories adjacent to this. | trust that
what you are proposing at this point would be fit with what might happen to other lots nearby
going forward?

Trice says it is something that has been a concern of Staff as this area continues to redevelop
and how it will all work. This application does fit.

Rice says this is all a quirk of history, the way this land is shaped and how it came together.
Unless we get creative here, there is not much you can do with this property, is that a fair
statement? So that’s why staff is proposing we get creative in terms of interpretation of the
rules?

Trice says yes. The railroad spur is the real problem. If you want someone to blame, it is them.
Tengler asks if Lot 2 in the reconfiguration would be eligible for three dwellings?

Trice says based on the minimum square footage per dwelling unit, which is 3,500 sf in
residential medium zone district, you could have three units. The applicant has discussed it and
it would be tricky to fit the three units with parking and access.

Brauneis asks about the public land dedication and cash-in-lieu. What is the formula for that?
Russ says that will come in the description for CC that comes at issuance of building permit.
We would require an appraisal. There were a number of appraisals done for this particular
property and the City would be satisfied. It would not be an additional burden on the applicant.
Based on the appraisal, it is 15% of the value for the cash-in-lieu or total land area. In reviewing
this with the Parks Department, they did not see it as an appropriate land dedication. This is the
property the City attempted to acquire as part of the extension of Lee Street, which CC directed
to remove from the Highway 42 plan. We believe there are current appraisals that we can work
out with the applicant.

Applicant Presentation:
Arn Rasker, 4782 Valhalla Drive, Boulder, CO 80301
| represent the owner. This was triggered because the City came to the owner asking for an
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easement in the little triangular area for an underground drainage addition which would take the
drainage from the west side of the railroad track over into the Spruce Street area underground.
In the process of applying the new zoning overlay to Lot 1, it actually adds the commercial
component to that. Right now, it is a residence and it is grandfathered in as a residence. It
cannot be used as a commercial property although it has been in the past. Any redevelopment
on Lot 1 would imply a mandatory commercial component.

Russ says this is the rezoning. The applicant is correct. They would be required to have the
ground floor of the building to be commercial.

Commission Questions of Applicant:
None.

Public Comment:

Randy Caranci, 441 Elk Trail, Lafayette, CO 80026

This is a tough property because | hate to see it go. Is it currently zoned CC? It is right on Pine
Street and it is hard to access. | hate to see us continually give up more and more commercial.
We need that tax base and we want that sales tax base. | am not opposed to this at all or
anything like that. | think there is a little bit of creep. In the construction business, we call it
scope creep. | hope we can be aware of that in moving forward with other projects. | agree with
Troy regarding traffic and the stacking of Highway 42 because | drive it frequently. | want to
make a point about the last one because of the U-turn situation. Up there at Steel Ranch going
in off of South Boulder Road eastbound, | think we should put a No U-Turn sign up there. | get
almost hit continually and it’'s a bad situation. The traffic and the stacking all pertains to what we
do and how we do it.

Summary and request by Staff and Applicant:
Staff supports it.

Closed Public Hearing and discussion by Commission:
No PC comments.

Motion made by Russell to approve 1125 Pine Street Final Plat: Resolution 38, Series 2015.
A resolution recommending approval of a replat to combine three parcels and subdivide the
property into two separate lots, rezoned Mixed Use Residential (MU-R) and Residential Medium
Density (RM), located at 1125 Pine Street, seconded by Brauneis. Roll call vote.

Name Vote
Chris Pritchard N/A
Jeff Moline Yes
Ann O’Connell Yes
Cary Tengler Yes
Steve Brauneis Yes
Scott Russell Yes
Tom Rice Yes
Motion passed/failed: | Pass

Motion passes 6-0.

» Comprehensive Plan Review Time—-Code Amendment, Resolution 40, Series 2015:
A resolution recommending approval of an ordinance amending Section 17.64.050 of the
Louisville Municipal Code to modify the minimum review schedule for review and

updating of the citywide Comprehensive Plan.
. Staff member: Troy Russ, Interim Planning Director
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Over the next four months, we are cleaning up the LMC while we have extra help in
implementing our new building software. The current municipal code 17.64.050 requires that the
Comp Plan be updated every four years. During the Comp Plan adoption of 2013, CC made it
very clear that they wished it were longer from a requirement. This is an extension of the
minimum review of the Comp Plan, extending it from four years to ten years. It does not
preclude PC from recommending from recommending or CC from initiating an earlier review. If
CC chooses to do an earlier review, this simply says that at a minimum, you are going to do it
ten years from the adoption of the plan. The next one will be required to be 2023; they could
certainly do it anytime earlier. That is responding to comments made during the Comp Plan and
since, and trying to put breathing time as a minimum between it.

Motion made by O’Connell to approve Comprehensive Plan Review Time—-Code
Amendment, Resolution 40, Series 2015: A resolution recommending approval of an
ordinance amending Section 17.64.050 of the Louisville Municipal Code to modify the minimum
review schedule for review and updating of the citywide Comprehensive Plan.

Seconded by Brauneis, roll call vote.

Name Vote
Chris Pritchard N/A
Jeff Moline Yes
Ann O’Connell Yes
Cary Tengler Yes
Steve Brauneis Yes
Scott Russell Yes
Tom Rice Yes
Motion passed/failed: | Pass

Staff Comments: None.

Planning Commission Comments:

Brauneis asks Russell how many years he served on the PC. All Commissioners thank Russell
for his service. Russell thanks the PC for their continued service. Russ says that Staff thanks
Russell who has brought a level of expertise to the Board that will be missed.

Items Tentatively Scheduled for the regular meeting January 14, 2016:
> 1104 Garfield Minor Subdivision: a request for the development of a 5.82 acre land
assemblage located in the Takoda Subdivision (aka Steel Ranch). The project will join
two properties and consist of condominiums, retail and drive through land uses. Case

#15-030- FS/FP/ZN

e  Applicant/Owner: Cyla Simon Realty LLC
. Representative: Joni Fournier
e  Staff member: Sean McCartney, Principal Planner

» Centennial Peaks PUD Amendment: A request for a rezoning from Commercial
Community (CC) to Mixed-Use Residential (MU-R), and minor subdivision for the
creation of two lots. Case #15-029-FS

e Applicant: Boulder Associates, Inc.
. Owner: Avista Adventist Hospital Representative: Universal Health Services, Inc.
e  Staff member: Lauren Trice, Planner |

» North End Market PUD/GDP Amendment: A request for a final Planned Unit
Development (PUD) to construct a 153,018 square feet single story industrial/flex

building with associated site improvements. Case #15-035-FP
e  Applicant/Owner/Representative: Markel Homes
e  Staff member: Scott Robinson, Planner II

Adjourn: Brauneis made motion to adjourn, seconded by O’Connell. Tengler adjourned
meeting at 9:12 pm.
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Rob Zuccaro

From: Gary Larson <GaryLarson@Q.com>
Sent: Saturday, February 2, 2019 5:47 PM
To: Rob Zuccaro

Cc: justin@foundrybuilders.com
Subject: Foundry Phasing Plan Amendment

Louisville City Council and Planning Commission,

In late 2015, | was instrumental in putting together a coalition of 11 HOAs comprised of over 1,700 homes along the
95th Street corridor, between South Boulder Road and Arapahoe. Two of our key objectives were to force changes in
the proposed Indian Peaks Marketplace in Lafayette (WW Reynolds), and gain approval for the more “upscale” Foundry
in Louisville. We were successful in both efforts.

The Foundry Phasing Plan Amendment, coming before Planning and Council during February 2019, revives the Foundry
concept, including the age restriction for 75% of the condominiums, as well as “commencing with one of the commercial
buildings first”, per the Foundry Builders’ letter to the Louisville Planning and Building Safety Director, dated January 18,
2019.

During the City Council meeting of January 19, 2016 when the Foundry was approved, Council members mentioned
“Good community involvement” and were “Convinced by the neighborhood’s overwhelming support”. Mayor Muckle
also mentioned that he was “Impressed with the public input” and that we “Couldn’t get a better project”.

Having been very involved in the community support for the Foundry in 2015/2016, | am very confident in pointing out
that the “Foundry building consisting of retail and restaurant space (including rooftop deck)” per the Foundry Builders’

letter of January 18, 2019 was a vital and differentiating feature to this PUD, which earned this impressive community

support, and the City’s approval.

| support the Foundry Builders’ PUD amendment with the condition that the promised “Foundry building consisting of
retail and restaurant space (including rooftop deck)” be specified as the first commercial building to be included with the
residential component.

Sincerely, Gary Larson

3k 3k 3k 3k %k %k %k % k k

Gary Larson

2189 Park Lane, Louisville, CO 80027
M: 303.717.5555

E: GaryLarson@Q.com

1
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Louisville Staff Report
COLORADO - SINCE 1878 February 14, 2019
ITEM: 2018 Development Review Audit
PLANNER: Rob Zuccaro, AICP, Director of Planning & Building Safety

Lisa Ritchie, AICP, Senior Planner

REQUEST: Planning Commission discussion on results of the 2018
Development Review Audit, conducted on September 26, 2018

SUMMARY:

On September 26, 2018, Planning Commissioners Brauneis, Rice, Hsu, Hoefner,
Williams, Howe, and Moline attended the 2018 Development Review Audit Work Session
facilitated by Planning Staff. This Work Session was duly noticed in accordance with the
City’s public notice policies. Commissioners visited the following sites:

168 Centennial Parkway
633 CTC Blvd

Delo Phase 2

945 Front Street

Each site was scored based on the criteria prepared by staff.

BACKGROUND:

Over the past few years, multiple projects have been approved by the City and
constructed to completion by applicants. Staff and Planning Commission, beginning in
2017, have conducted audits of some completed projects. These audits serve the
following purposes:

¢ Inform changes to the revised Design Guidelines, currently underway

e Evaluate outcomes of projects relative to the existing design guidelines’ goals to
understand where projects are meeting or exceeding standards, and where they
are falling short

e Improve staff and Planning Commission’s understanding of the results from the
application of the Design Guidelines requirements

DISCUSSION:
The tables below contain the compiled results of the audit for each property, with the
following scoring system:

1 = Does not meet the standard and has a negative effect on the property

2 = Does not meet the standard

3 = Meets the standard

4 = Slightly exceeds the standards

5 = Greatly exceeds the standards
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Commercial Review at 168 Centennial Parkway

Industrial Review at 633 CTC Blvd

2018 Development Review Audit Page 2 of 6
PC - February 14, 2019
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Mixed-Use Review at Delo Phase 2

4.6 4.5

4.1
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*MF = Multi-family
Downtown Review at 945 Front Street

*(T) = Transition area goal/policy

2018 Development Review Audit Page 3 of 6
PC - February 14, 2019
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Category Average Highest Lowest

ndusiial | 35 | Setede 59 PedBie-21
Parking Lot Design — 3.9

Mixed-Use 4.0 osP ZdA%nEirE(iﬁe_s{i.S RE)S(EgggtrizIa_li%Tli‘?gr; ? '??.7

Downtown 3.3 MS;':Z ieé?ar?e__gfj cﬁgg '(t&ﬁ’ |rslc_) Eg.l

Staff requests Planning Commission discuss the results, particularly in the following
areas:

e Results continue to reflect lower scores for bicycle and pedestrian access and
amenities in Commercial and Industrial areas. What other trends does Planning
Commission observe?

e Most items meet or exceed standards

o While they meet the design guidelines, are these elements what we desire?
o What is important to change in the new Design Guidelines?
o What is important to emphasize and enhance in the new Design Guidelines?

e What are other tools that could assist with meeting the goals and policies?

o Development review checklist
o Weighted or incentivized standards

ATTACHMENTS:

Scoring Sheets from 2018 Audit

2017 Development Review Audit results
168 Centennial Pkwy PUD

633 CTC Blvd PUD

Delo Phase 2 PUD

945 Front PUD

OuhsWNE

2018 Development Review Audit Page 4 of 6
PC - February 14, 2019
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Category

Summary of Goals and Policies

168 Centennial
Pkwy

Building Siting and
Orientation

Buildings should be sited so that the character or existing land forms and site features is enhanced; the relationships
between buildings are strenghtened; and pedestrian and vehicular circulation is facilitated.

Building and Parking
Setbacks

Setback all buildings and parking areas a sufficient distance to create a distinct landscape zone between buildings,
parking and adjacent roadways in order to promote a comfortable walking environment.

Pedestrian Amenities

Plazas, courtyards or similar pedestrian amenities should be incorporated into both overall and individual site
development plans and should be easily accessible and comfortable for a substantial part of the year.

Service, Delivery, and
Storage Areas

Minimze the visual impact of these areas especially from public ways and along designated view corridors.

Vehicular Access

Promote safety and mobility of through traffic by minimizng the number of access points to private property and from
public streets. Design vehicle entrances as gateways.

Parking Lot Design

Vehicle parking should meet the location and quantity requirements of specific uses without undermining the function of
other modes of transportation or detracting from the creation of attractive pedestrian environments.

Pedestrian & Bicycle
Circulation

Pedestrian spaces and routes should be designed to invite walking throughout and around each commercial development.
Routes should be integrated to form a comprehensive circulation system providing convenient, safe and visually
attractive access to all destinations on site.

Architectural Design

Architectural design should seek to blend in rather than stand out from adjacent structures. All elements including the
scale and mass of buildings, materials, colors, roof styles, door and window openings, and details should be responsive
to existing architectural design. New buildings should add to community character without rigid uniformity of design.

Building masses should respond to "human scale™ with materials and details that are proportionate to human height and
provide visual interest at the street and sidewalk level.

Landscaping

Landscaping for commercial areas is provided wtihin each building site to: 1) enhance the aesthetics of commercial
developments; 2) create a pedestrian friendly environment; 3) break up the mass of buildings; 4) soften architectural
materials; 5) provide screening of service structures; 6) enhance the streetscape/parking environment; 7) define building
and parking area entrances; 8) provide shade and climate control; 9) control airborne particulates; and 10) provide
buffers between incompatible land uses or site areas.

Signs

Signs should be consistent with project and overall development design but should be subordinate to architectural and
landscape elements. Each commercial building or group of commercial buildings should have a consistent and
comprehensive sign program from project identification at the street through individual tenant suite identity.
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Exterior Site Lighting

Exterior lighting should be used to provide illumination for the security and safety of entry drives, parking, service and
loading areas, pathways, courtyards and plazas, without intruding on adjacent properties. Site lighting shall be
architecturally compatible and consistent in design between sites.

Total

Comments
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2018 Downtown Development Audit

Category

Summary of Goals and Policies

945 Front

General Standards for all Projects

Urban Design

Respect the traditional context of Downtown and the block; Design for the pedestrian at a human scale; Encourage
walking and bicycling; Provide visual interest from the streets, alleys, and pedestrian ways; Use varied building
setbacks, changes in materials, and step backs at the alley edge; Site furniture and lighting should be compatible with

Ll M o b Ll D AONYT

Site Design

Maintain traditional patterns of building orientation; Include a clearly defined primary entrance; Lighting should be
subdued, simple, reflect lighting used traditionally, and illuminate entrances and walkways; Parking should be
accessed from the alley, be screened from the street and subordinate to other site features; Minimize visual impact of
trash enclosures; Minimize the visual impact of utilities and mechanical equipment.

Building Mass, Scale, and
Form

New construction should appear similar in mass and scale to structures found traditionally; Rectangular forms are
encouraged.

Architectural Elements &

Respect the time and place in all projects; New interpretations of traditional building styles are encouraged; The
exact copying or replication of historic styles is discouraged; Maintain the existing range of exterior wall materials
found Downtown (horizontal and vertical siding, shingles, brick) and apply them in a similar manner to those used
traditionally; New materials may be considered if they are similar in character to traditionally used materials and are

Details durable; Windows should be of a traditional size and ratio and relate to the pedestrian scale; Upper stories should be
less transparent than the first floor; Maintain the traditional pattern of doors along the street.
. . Design additions to not diminish the character of building traditions in Downtown; Additions should be compatible
Ao s o Lo in size and scale with the main building.
Miscellaneous Use color schemes that compliment other buildings nearby; Use color to coordinate facade elements in an overall
Transition Area Standards
Site Design Maintain the general alignment of building fronts and side yards; Use porches to define entrances and to provide a

sense of scale to building fronts.

Building Mass, Scale, and
Form

New construction should be similar in mass and scale to the established context (height, width, depth); Maintain the
average perceived scale of one-story residential buildings; Maintain the traditional scale of buildings along the alley;
Rectangular forms are encouraged; Use roof forms similar in scale and style to those used traditionally; Roof
materials should be similar to those used on traditional residential buildings.

Architectural Elements &
Details

Use porches, balconies, bay windows, decks and stoops which are similar in form and scale to those found
traditionally, to provide visual interest and human scale; Maintain the simple character of the area through building
details and repeat patterns by similar shapes and sizes of traditional residential building features.
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Historic Buildings

Alterations & Additions

Design additions to be as inconspicuous as possible; Additions should be visually subordinate; Set an addition back
from the primary facade to allow the original proportions, form, and overall character of the main building to remain
prominent; consider setting an addition back from the sides of buildings as well; Additions at visible locations
require greater sensitivity; Designs for ADA compliance should be compatible with the building and its setting.

Signs

Signs should be located in a master sign plan for the entire building; Signs should be subordinate to the building
design; Signs should not obscure historic building details; Flush-mounted signs should fit within architectural
features; Locate projecting signs along hte first floor level of the facade, not above; Where multiple businesses share

Signs
a building, coordinate the signs; Sign materials should be similar to those used historically but utilize high quality
materials; Lighting shall be indirect; Neon is acceptable if used in limited quantities and is appropriate to the
Total
Comments
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2018 Industrial Development Audit

Category Summary of Goals and Policies 633 CTC Blvd
Locate buildings to maximize the presentation of streetscaping and primary building entries to major roadways,
Building Siting [t© provide clear orientation and access for both vehicles and pedestrian circulation. Place structures in

and Orientation

consideration of the existing built context, the location of adjoining uses, and the location of major roads.
Create pedestrian court-yards and common employee gathering areas.

Building and
Parking Setbacks

Provide a well-landscaped image along major streets, which promotes a formal streetscape appearance. All
buildings and parking should be set back from perimeter and interior streets a sufficient distance to create a
distinct landscape zone between buildings, parking and adjacent roadways.

Service, Delivery,
and Storage Areas

Minimize the visual impact of these areas especially from public ways and along designated view corridors.

Vehicular The parking/access/circulation system should provide for the safe, efficient, convenient, and functional
Circulation & |movement of multiple modes of transportation both on and off the site where pedestrian/bicycle/vehicule
Parking conflicts are minimized.
Parking Lot | Vehicle parking should meet the location and quantity requirements of specific uses without undermining the
Design function of other modes of transportation or detracting from the creation of attractive pedestrian environments.
Pedestrian & [Pedestrian and bicycle systems should be designed to be safe and invite walking and bicycling throughout and
Bicycle around the project. Individual parcels and sites should be integrated with adjacent properties designed to form a
Circulation comprehensive system and to provide convenient access to transit stops and to regional trail systems.
Buildings or portions of buildings within the "public zone" should be oriented on a site to create a strong
relationship to adjacent structures, providing visual continuity, and compatibility within the overall
Architectural [development. Any wall within a public zone shall incoporate significant architectural features and treatments to
Design diminish the building mass. All buildings should be energy efficient to conserve natural resources.
Exterior materials and colors should be aestheticlly pleasing, of high quality and compatible with materials and
colors of nearby structures.
Landscaping for industrial areas is provided within each building site to: 1) enhance the aesthetics of industrial
developments; 2) create a pedestrian friendly environment; 3) break up the mass of buildings; 4) soften
architectural materials; 5) provide screening of service structures and loading areas; 6) enhance the
Landscaping |greetscape/parking environment; 7) define building and parking area entrances; 8) provide shade and climate
control; 9) control airborne particulates; 10) provide buffers between incompatible land uses or site areas; and
11) filter drainage and stormwater runoff from parking areas and streets.
Signs should be consistent with project and overall development design but should be subordinate to
Signs architectural and landscape elements. Each industrial building or group of industrial buildings should have a

consistent and comprehensive sign program from project identification at the street through individual tenant
suite identitv
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Category

Summary of Goals and Policies

633 CTC Blvd

Exterior Site
Lighting

Exterior lighting should be used to provide illumination for the security and safety of entry drives, parking,
service and loading areas, pathways, couryards and plazas, without intruding on adjacent properties. Site
lighting shall be architecturally compatible and consistent in design between sites.

Total

Comments
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2018 Mixed-Use Development Audit

Category Summary of Goals and Policies Delo Phase 2
Clear pedestrian and automobile links and safe pedestrian movements
within the districts and between the districts and Downtown Louisville are essential; Internal public street systems should
Street & Block disperse and distribute project-generated traffice to multiple access points rather than funneling such traffic through

Design Standards

a single primary access way; The street and block standards purposely model the existing street grid and block system in
Downtown Louisville to encourage the MU-R and CC Districts to mature as an extension of Downtown, and to enable present
and future vehicle, pedestrian, and visual access between the areas.

Vehicle Access,
Circultion, and

Minimize the number of curb cuts; maximize the amount of on-street parking available for residents, employees, and
visitors to the district; encourage the use of shared access ways to off-street parking areas (including the

Connections use of alleys for this purpose).
These building orientation and siting standards are intended to accommodate and invite pedestrians to walk to and between
Site Planning destinations within the MU-R, and CC Districts, to feel safe and comfortable doing so, and to support the use and security of the
commuter rail line and transit station located in the Highway 42 plan area.
Off-Street Parking Provide an adequate supply of off-street parking; Surface parking lots should be sited, designed and screedned to be as
and Loading unobrusive as possible. Screen and break up parking lots with landscaping.
Provide continuous connections with off-site destinations with the following: well defined and differentiated bicycle and
pedestrian access from the development site; connect to existing and designated public bike paths or greenways located on or
adjacent to the development site; provide connections to provide direct pedestrian and bicycle travel from within the
Pedestrian & Bicycle |development to residential areas and to major pedestrian destinations located within the adjacent neighborhood(s), including,
Circulation but not limited to adjacent parks, schools, and the Louisville Downtown area; separate pedestrian and vehicle movement to the
extent practical with the use of landscaping,barriers or other appropriate design solutions recommended in Section 3.3 of the
CDDSG. Provide well defined pedestrian connections to primary building entrances, transit stations, parks, on-site amenities,
and narkine lots
Create on-site amenities and features, such as outdoor plazas, parks, and public art to provide desirable open space, create an
Open Space and On-

site Amenities

inviting image for customers, visitors, and employees, enhance the pedestrian environment and streetscape in a zone district,
offer attractive spaces for people to gather, interact, rest, shop, and eat, and contribute to the character of the city.

Landscaping &
Buffers

Parking Lot Landscaping: Encourage landscaped surface parking lots, including the planting of trees, that will improve the
aesthetics of a development site by breaking up expanses of paved areas; will reduce the significant solar heat gain (“urban heat
island effect”) from parked automobiles and paved parking areas; and will provide a more pedestrian-friendly environment.
Building Site [Landscaping: Provide respites from the overall higher densities and intensities of development encouraged in the
MU-R and CC Zone Districts, and to provide public and community gathering places. Utilize policies of the CDDSG to promote
xeriscaping and water conservation.
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Category

Summary of Goals and Policies

Residential
Protection &
Transitional

Standards

Ensure that site planning and building design of new development in the MU-R and the CC Zone Districts mitigate to the
maximum extent possible any potential adverse visual or operational impacts on adjacent residentially zoned properties in
adjacent neighborhoods.

Architectural and
Building Design

Promote high-quality building, streetscape, and open area design and construction that will give the MU-R and CC

Zone Districts an identifiable character and unique physical image. Create the appearance that development has occurred over a
period of time. Architectural features of new developments, including rooflines, materials, colors, door and window patterns,
and decorative elements, should vary in form and style. Especially important is the ground-floor design of buildings and its
interaction with adjacent public streets, sidewalks, and open spaces. The ground-floor is the portion of a building that, if
designed well, can create high-quality visual interest and a human scale that pedestrians find comforting, inviting, and safe. Key
elements that contribute to such a pedestrian environment include first-floor openings (doors and windows), emphasized
customer/user entrances, materials, targeted landscaping, and continuity of the front building line along a block (to heighten the
sense of “enclosure”). New development should evaluate increased opportunities to implement resource conservation and
sustainable building practices. Local climate conditions afford the opportunity to incorporate passive and/or active solar energy
applications. Buildings should be designed and sited to maximize the use of solar gain.

Multi-Family
Residential Site &
Building Design

These siting standards for accessory parking lots and structures (private parking garages or carports) are intended to reduce the
visual prominence of the garage and open parking lots along multi-family streetscapes and common areas; to encourage a more
varied multifamily streetscape through the use of a variety of garage orientations and types; and to emphasize the prominence of
primary pedestrian and vehicular entrances, open spaces, and residential units along multi-family streetscapes and common
areas. Ensure that individual groupings of multi-family buildings within a larger development exhibit a distinct variation in size
and mass that allows them to be easily distinguished from surrounding building groupings. The standards are specifically
intended to avoid the bleak, “barracks-type” appearance associated with large concentrations of identical or very similar
structures.

Exterior Site Lighting

Exterior lighting should be used to provide illumination for the security and safety of entry drives, parking, service and loading
areas, pathways, courtyards and plazas, without intruding on adjacent properties. Site lighting shall be architecturally
compatible and consistent in design between sites.

Total

Comments
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Planning Commission Development Audit Summary
Staff Memo

RE: 2017 Development Project Audit
Date: September 14, 2017
Planner: Kristin Dean, Principal Planner

On June 22, 2017 staff and four Planning Commissioners conducted a Development Project
Audit of the following five completed projects:

1. 2000 Taylor

2. 305 S. Arthur

3. McCaslin Marketplace

4. Center Court

5. DelLo Plaza

Scoring sheets were provided to the Planning Commissioners and staff to evaluate each project
based on the applicable design criteria and development standards. The scoring criteria were
based on the following:

1 = Does not meet the standards and has a negative effect on the project
2 = Does not meet the standards

3 = Meets the standards

4 = Slightly exceeds the standards

5 = Greatly exceeds the standards

The results of the scoresheets collected at the end of the audit on June 22, 2017 have been tallied
and analyzed. Charts summarizing and comparing the results are provided herein. At the
September 14 meeting, Staff will present the results of the audit and would like to discuss the
following considerations:

1. For each category and development, what are the Commission’s thoughts on the results?
Does each individual project meet the intent of the Design Guidelines?

2. What are your thoughts on how the City currently implements the applicable design
guidelines?

3. What design guidelines should we consider changing through the update to the CDDSG
and IDDSG?

4. Currently, for each development application presented to the Commission, staff provides
the development plans and a staff memo analyzing the project based on the applicable
criteria, along with any other supporting documents. Would the Commission prefer any
other materials in the packets which would lend to informing your decisions?

G:\Planning Commission\Development Audit\2017\Development Audit Summary Page 1 of 2

122



“ Cits{ of Department of Planning and Building Safety
L Louisville

COLORADO - SINCE 1878
Table A: Summary of Commercial Development Audit Results
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LEGAL DESCRIPTION:

LOTS 3 AND 4, BLOCK 3, CENTENNIAL VALLEY BUSINESS PARK, FILING NO.
ONE, COUNTY OF BOULDER, STATE OF COLORADO,

GENERAL NOTES

THE PROPERTY IS ZONED PC-PLANNED COMMERCIAL

2. ALL SETBACKS AND LAND USE REQUIREMENTS SHALL CONFIRM TO THE CITY OF
LOUISVILLE. COLORADD ZONING AND LAND USE REGULATIONS IN EFFECT AS OF THE
DATE OF APPROVAL OF THIS PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT BY THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE,
COLORADO.

3, EXCEPT AS AMENDED BY THIS FIRAL PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT, ALL SIGNS SHALL
CONFORM TO THE COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT DESIGN STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES.

4. THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE 1S NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR DAMAGE TO OR REPAIR OF
MONUMENT SIGNS DUE TO UTILITY MAINTENANCE.

§. THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE 1S Nn‘r RESPONSIBLE FOR DAMAGE TO PAVEMENT SURFACES
LR LA WUSED DURING ACTIVITIES OF UTILITIES
LOCATED WITHIN PUBLIC UIlLITY EASEMENTS.

8. ON-STREET PARKING WILL NOT BE UTILIZED TO MEET THE PARKING REQUIREMENTS OF
THE PROJECT.

N

ALL ROOF-MOUNTED MECHANICAL, ELECTRICAL, OPTICAL AND ELECTRONIC EQUIPMENT
SHALL BE SET A MINIMUM OF 200 FROM THE BUILDING PARAPET, AND IF VISIBLE FROM
THE PUBLIC STREET ADJACENT TO THE PROPERTY, SHALL BE PAINTED TO MATCH THE
DOMINANT COLOR OF THE BUILDING.

WAIVER REQUESTS

1. AS REQUIRED BY THE GITY OF LOUISVILLE DESIGN GUIDELINES, A FORMAL WAIVER
REQUEST HAS BEEN MADE TO ACCEPT REQUIRED PARKING CALCULATIONS BASED ON THE
BOMA STANDARD OF USEABLE BUILDING SOUARE FOOTAGE IN LIEU OF THE GROSS
BUILDING SQUARE FOOTAGE.

OWNER DEVELOPER

CENTERNIAL VALLEY PROPERTIES Vil KOELBEL AND COMPANY
SI T YALE AVEMUE EFF QLTS

NVER, COLORADD 80273 5291 € TALE MVINUE
P (200 7583500
CEL: (303) M8-8383

ARCHITECT
WARE MALCOMB

WEE MEANDA. (PU)
1600 CHAMFA, STREET
TNTE

CIVIL ENGINEER

JANSEN STRAWN CONSULTING
ENGINEERS, INC.

CENVER, COLORADO 80207 . COLOAADO 8022

P (303) EE-1%03 P (303) 561-3333

ELECTRICAL ENGINEER | LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT
AE ENGINEER. DESIGN GROUP MELRAN DESIGN GROUP

T RETAR NERRY SMEESTOR

1900 WAIEE STRCET 700 COLORADG BLYD.

ST 30 SATE 13

DENVR, COLORADO BIX0T
P (303) 3-300

[ 80208
P (303) 312-0549

CENTENNIAL VALLEY BUSINESS PARK

LOTS 3 AND

4, BLOCK 3, FILING NO.1

PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT
LOCATED IN THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 13,

TOWNSHIP 1 SOUTH,
CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COUNTY OF BOULDER, STATE OF COLORADO.

RANGE 70 WEST OF THE 6TH P.M.
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Leading Design for Commercial Real Estate
LOTS 3 AND 4, BLOCK 3, FILING NO.1

PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT -
LOCATED IN THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 13,
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CENTENNIAL VALLEY BUSINESS PARK WARE MALCOMB
LOTS 3 AND 4, BLOCK 3, FILING NO.1 )
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CENTENNIAL VALLEY BUSINESS PARK
LOTS 3 AND 4, BLOCK 3, FILING NO.1
PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT

LOCATED IN THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 13,

TOWNSHIP 1 SOUTH, RANGE 70 WEST OF THE 6TH P.M.
CITY OF LOUISVILLE COUNTY 'OF BOULDER, STATE OF COLORADO.

-TRASH
ENCLOSURE

LANDSCAPE CALCULATIONS

Requred by CODSG Seclion % Londscope Design- Mote: A guantibes below comply with the CDDSG

ST MRLA 180.725 SF.
TOTAL LANDSCAPE AREA. (34%) 60684 SF.
PARKMAY LANDSCAPE AREA
CENTENNIAL PARKRAY (808 LF.)

TREES REQUIREDY 30

SHEUES RO 180

TREES PROVIDED: 32

SHRUGS PROVOED: 1w,

PR CODE SECTOM S1.03

PERMETER LANDSCAPE AREA (SMLAR USE)

EAST PERMETER (410 LF.)
THEES RECURED:
TREES PROVDED:

SOUTH PIRMETER (460 LF.)
TREES REQUIRED:
TREES PROVIED:

WEST PERIMETER (280 LF.)
TREES REQUIRED:
TREES PROVOE:

PN OO SCTOM S2a

PARKING LOT LANDSCAPING (COBELE, TYP.
MON=FFIGATED NATIVE

TOTAL PARKING SPACES 239 ¥
7 TOTAL LANDSCAPE MREA 5,507 SF. P,
1% TREES RECUIRED: 30 e
TREES PROVDED: 3
PER fooe sETOM 4358

FRARE SEED. TVP.

2

2 IRRIGATED AREAS
oD sx 1 sr, REFER TO SHEET 7
? s e FOR LANDSCAPE
’ s ws o i e NOTES & DETAILS
TOTAL: 23,274 SF.
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CENTENNIAL VALLEY BUSINESS PARK
LOTS 3 AND 4, BLOCK 3, FILING NO.1
PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT

LOCATED IN THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 13,

TOWNSHIP 1 SOUTH, RANGE 70 WEST OF THE 6TH P.M.
CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COUNTY OF BOULDER, STATE OF COLORADO.

PRUNE AL DAMAGED OR DEAD
WOOD WMEDIATELY PRICR 10
PLANTING.

ST SEUD I WGHER THAN THE
CRADE AT WHACH IT CREW,

- APPLY SPECFED WULCH
4" DEEP. SEE SPECIFICATIONS.
FOR FERTRIZER APPUCATICN N
EACKFILL MTURE.

[

——— G FLANT PIT TWICE &S WO
AS THE CONTAINER OR MORL

1. ANY BROKEN OR CRUMBUNG ROOTEALL WL BE REECTED.
REMOVING THE CONTAMERS WLl NOT BE AN EXCUSE FOR DAMAGED
ROOTHALLS.

2. HOLD GRADE 1™ BELOW EDGE OF WALK ORt CURE. THIS DETAR
SHALL MLSD APPLY TO PERTNMIAL FLOWERS B CONTAINER,

A ML AMPER PLANTS SHOULD BE PLANTED 50 TOP OF ROOT
MASS DOCURS AT FINISH GRADE OF WULCH LAYER.

2. D0 WOT PROVIDE WATER BASIM B ISRICATID LAWM AREAS.

/2 EVERGREEN TREE PLANTING {3 SHRUB PLANTING DETAIL

/T DECIDUOUS TREE PLANTING
Ny

ETAIL

NTS Nl NTS Nt NTS.

3\ STEEL EDGER DETAIL (6 TREE PROTECTION DETAIL

A\ ORNAMENTAL GRASS D
L)

HTS J NTS. NS NTS

LANDSCAPE NOTES
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12-3-15 SUBMITTAL #1
2-12-16 SUBMITTAL #2
10-14-16 MYLAR SET

"o

ARCHITECTURAL SITE PLAN

AL DECIOUOUS AMD EVERGREEN TREES ARE TO BE APPROVID BY THL
OWNER'S REPRESENTATIVE PRIOR TO INSTALLATION. ANY PLANT NOT

MEETING THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT'S APPROVAL WL BE REECTED AT
ANY TME PRIOR TO FINAL ACCEPTANCE.

AL TREES TO BE STAMED OR GUYED AS PER PLANT UIST AND DETALS.

ML TREE AND SHRUB BED LOCATIONS ARE TO BE STAKED OUT ON SITE
FOR APPROVAL BY THE OWNER'S REPRESENTATIVE PRICR TO NSTALL-
ATION.

ALL SHRUB/ORMAMENTAL GRASS BEDS SHALL BE MULCHED WITH 47 DEFTH
/4% CRUSHED CRANITE ROCK MULCH OVER SPECIFED FILTER FABRIC.
ALL MULCH ARCAS ADJACENT TO THE BUDSNG SHALL BE WULCHED WITH
4" DEFTH 3/4° CRUSHED CRANITE ROCK WULCH OVER SPECIFIED MLTER
FABRIC.

ALL PERCNMIAL BEDS SHALL BE WULCHED WITH 4" DEPTH WESTERN RED
CEDAR WOOD MULCH. 0O NOT PLACE FILTER FABRIC UNDER WOOO MULCH.
ALL SHRUS AND PERENWIAL BEDS W THE THERAPY GASDEM SHALL BE
MULCHED WITH 4™ DEPTH WESTERN RED CEDAR WOOD MULCH. DO NOT
PLACE FILTER FABRIC UNDER WOOD MULCH.

TREE PRESERVATION AND
REMOVAL NOTES!:

WTHN THE UNE CF PROTECTED EXISTNG TREES, THERE SHALL BE NO
CUT OR FILL UNLESS THE CONSLLTING ARBORIST HAS EVALUATED AND APPROVED
DRSTURBANCE. TREE ROOTS OM TREES M NMATIVE AREAS ™S

T AL EXISTING PRESERVED SPRUCE
THCE PER YEAR [MARCH AND JLY).

3 AL TRENCHING, BORING, AND PUSHING OF UTIUTIES THROUGH THE ROOT
IONES OF EXISTING SHALL BE AVODED,

4 F DAMAGE OCCURS 10 ROOTS OF EXISTNG TREES, THE ROOTS SHALL BE
PRUNED AND COVERED WITH SOL OR NOIST BURLAP WTHIN TWO HOURS.

S THE CONSULTING ARBORIST MUST BE CONTACTED PRIOR TO ANY NECESSARY CUT
AND FLL EARTHWORK WITHN THE DRIFLINE OF AN EXISENG PRESERVED THEE.

m

EARTHWORK SHALL NOT BE PLACED ADJACENT TO TREE THUNKS.

ALL CONSTRUCTION ACTIWTY SMALL BE PROHIBITED WTHIN THE FENCED
ROOT/DRP UNE M CROER TO PREVENT SOR COMPACTION.

8 NO COWSTRUCTION RELATED WASH-OUT (EG. LME, ACHD, CONCRETE) SHOULD

OCOUR WITHIN 30 FEET OF ANY TREE
A CERTFIED ARDORIST SHALL PRUNE ALL DXOSTING PRESERVED TREES.

. SUPPLEMENTAL WATERING IS NOT RECOMMENDED UNLESS APPROVED BY THE
COMSULTING ARSIORIST,

TREES SHALL BE TREATED FOR ips BEETLES

HRIGATION SYSTEM DESIGN SHALL NOT OVERSPRAY ONTOD PAVED SURFALCES
CENTENMIAL PARKWAY. PUBLIC WORKS T0 SPRINKLER SPRAY
PATTERNS N RIGHT=OF ~WAY PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION ACCEPTANCE.
ALL EXISITNG TREES AJACENT TD THE EAST PROPERTY LINE SHALL BE
PRUNED AND, LIMBED UP OW TS PROPERTY TO AVOID ANY LONG
TERM DAMAGE DUE 10 CONSTRUCTION,

FIGHT OF WAY AND ASSOCIATED IMPROVEMENTS SHALL BE PRIVATELY
MANTAINED AND SHMALL MCLUDE LANDSCAPE WANTENANCE AND

SHOW FEMOVAL

EVERGREEN TREES SHALL NOT BE PLANTED WITHIN 10" OF PUBLIC WALK/
CURB OR CITY UTIUTY. DECIDUCUS SHALL NOT BE PLANTED
WITHN & OF PUBLIC WALK/CURE OR CITY UTILITY.

LANDSCAPE NOTES
& DETAILS
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CENTENNIAL VALLEY BUSINESS PARK WARE MALCOMB

Leading Design for Commercial Real Estate

LOTS 3 AND 4, BLOCK 3, FILING NO.1 sl waremalcombcom
PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT e
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TOWNSHIP 1 SOUTH, RANGE 70 WEST OF THE 6TH P.M. 12-3-15 SUBMITTAL #1
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CENTENNIAL VALLEY BUSINESS PARK
LOTS 3 AND 4, BLOCK 3, FILING NO.1

PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT

LOCATED IN THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 13,
TOWNSHIP 1 SOUTH, RANGE 70 WEST OF THE 6TH P.M.
CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COUNTY OF BOULDER, STATE OF COLORADOQ.
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COLORADO TECHNOLOGICAL CENTER
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LOCATED IN THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 16 TOWNSHIP 1 SOUTH
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CTC FILING No. 2 FINAL PUD
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PROJECT SUMMARY
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I“ Cityqf Planning Commission

Louisville Staff Report
COLORADO - SINCE 1878 February 14, 2019
ITEM: 2019 Planning Commission Work Plan

PLANNER: Rob Zuccaro, AICP, Director of Planning & Building Safety

SUMMARY:

The Planning Commission has requested a review and discussion of the 2019
Commission work plan. The following pages include a summary table of 2019 work
priorities adopted by City Council that will involve the Planning Commission. Attached
for reference is the complete 2019 City Council Work Plan. In addition, staff has
provided the following guiding documents to inform the work plan discussion:

e Strategic Planning Framework: Each City Council work plan project is
categorized by “Critical Success Factor,” which aligns with a recently adopted
Strategic Planning Framework, developed by City Staff and endorsed by City
Council. The Strategic Planning Framework is attached for reference and staff
will provide more background on the plan development and its anticipated role in
City operations.

e City Program Goals and Objectives: Also included for each City Council project is
the designated “Program.” These designations reflect budgetary categories and
are broken out into Program Goals, Subprograms, and Subprogram Objectives.
The Community Design, Transportation and Economic Prosperity Program Goals
and Objectives are attached for reference.

e City of Louisville Comprehensive Plan: The Comprehensive Plan is reviewed and
updated on a 10-year cycle and is the City’s main policy document on land use,
infrastructure and programs. Often, there are more specific policy documents that
should align with the Comprehensive Plan, including small area plans, the
transportation master plan, and parks and trails plans. The Comprehensive Plan
may be updated prior to the 10-year cycle if necessary. Municipal Code Sec.
17.64.020 specifically allows the Planning Commission to initiate a
Comprehensive Plan amendment.

Staff is seeking direction on any additional projects or initiatives the Commission may
wish to explore. These may include ideas for study sessions on topics of interest,
specific zoning or subdivision code amendments or comprehensive plan amendments
that could be explored or initiated.
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Planning Commission
Staff Report
February 14, 2019

Critical Success

Planning Commission (PC)

Factqr{ P'r|0r|ty Program Issue Priority Involvement
Initiative
" Transportation Master Plan — PC will review draft document at one
Transportation ] ; " : :
. implement recommendations Hiah or more public meetings and provide
Reliable Core from TMP and discuss future 9 feedback and recommendations prior
Ser\_/lcgs funding considerations. to presentation to City Council
**Priority
Initiative
Design Guidelines and Sign
Code l_Jp(_jate =IO clalizy PC will review the draft documents at
of existing businesses and . -
. one or more public meetings and
Community property owners to be iah ide feedback and
. Design successful by implementing iy provide Ze iback an
Services and industrial design guidelines P y
and sign code.
Staff anticipates that PC will review a
Implement Recommendations General Development Plan
Economic from McCaslin Redevelopment 5 amendment at a future Public
. . ; High . :
Vibrant Economic Prosperity Study to support redevelopment Hearing that will reflect
Climate within area. implementation of the
**Priority Initiative Redevelopment Study.
COMPLETE - PC reviewed the
revised marijuana regulations in early
2019. City Council adopted revised
. Marijuana Regulations Update — regulations for sales, testing and
Community di ial ch di facturing and pulled
Design iscuss potential changes to Medium manufacturing and pulled out
Reliable Core current regulations. regulations for cultivation. Council
Services intends to place the cultivation
regulations on the ballot in November
along with an excise tax requirement.
Affordable Housing funding in If City Council wishes to pursue
c . collaboration with Boulder zoning related incentives or
ommunity d icipation i di i PC will revi d
Design County and participation in Medium requirements, will review an
Collaborative Countywide affordable housing make recommendations and the
Regional Partner strategies. codes.
. . PC will review possible changes to
Height Calculations — amend q ;
@ Community height calculation requirements. n Uiz el cal.culatlons.and makg
. A o Medium recommendations to City Council.
. Design Current regulations are difficult . : .
Reliable Core to interoret and enforce Staff anticipates a work session with
Services P ’ PC prior to drafting the regulations.
Redevelopment of Phillips 66
Property - Staff will develop . . . .
' " A PC will review possible zoning or
Economic options/tools to understand the Medium comprehensive plan amendments
. . Prosperity market, the development P related th?s roperty
Vibrant Economic potential and benefits to the property.
Climate community.
PC will review possible changes to
Communit PUD Review and Waiver the criteria and make
Desian 4 Criteria — consolidate and Lower recommendations to City Council.
Reliable Core 9 update criteria. Staff anticipates a work session with
Services PC prior to drafting the regulations.

2019 Planning Commission Work Plan
PC - February 14, 2019
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Planning Commission
Staff Report
February 14, 2019

Critical Success
Factor/ Priority Program Issue Priority
Initiative

Planning Commission (PC)
Involvement

PC will review possible changes to

Dark Sky Lighting — consider the city's codes and make

Comm_unlty dark sk_y Ilgh_tlng Enl _changes Lower recommendations to City Council.
. Design for residential properties, and L : .
Reliable Core ity calueatien Staff anticipates a work session with
Services ’ PC prior to drafting the regulations
PC will hold public hearings and
Other PUDs/Developments Projects N/A make recommendations to City

Council on any non-administrative

Reliable Core development review applications.

Services

ATTACHMENTS:
1. 2019 City Council Work Plan
2. Strategic Planning Framework
3. Transportation, Community Design and Economic Prosperity Program Goals and
Subprograms
4. Comprehensive Plan

2019 Planning Commission Work Plan Page 3 of 6
PC - February 14, 2019
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2019 Louisville City Council Work Plan

Time Allotment

¢

Financial
Stewardship
and Asset
Mgmt
**Priority
Initiative

finances, fees, budgets and water policies to
ensure sound financial structure/fiscal
sustainability of Golf Fund.

Critical I
(# Regular Priority 15t/2nd/3rd/4th
Success . .
Meeting, Study (High, Quarter
; Factor/ ) >
Number . Program Issue Session and/or Medium
Priority
e L. Memo) or Lower)
Initiative
1. Transportation | Transportation Master Plan —implement 3 meetings High 1st, 2nd, 3rd
recommendations from TMP and discuss future
Reliable Core funding considerations.
Services
**Priority
Initiative
2. Utilities Trash Hauler RFP - select contractor for 2 meetings High 15t
@ collection of single-family residential trash,
recyclables and compostables. Policy discussion
REEZE\'I?CS:"E about waste diversion and composting and
approval of the contract.
3. Recreation Recreation/Senior Center Assessment/Fees - 2 — 3 meetings High 2 2y
review finances, fees and budgets to ensure
Financial sound financial structure/fiscal sustainability of
Stewardship Recreation Fund.
and Asset
Mgmt
**Priority
Initiative
4, Recreation Golf Course Assessment/Fees — review 2 — 3 meetings High 2" 3rd
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2019 Louisville City Council Work Plan

Time Allotment

itical
Critica (# Regular Priority 15t/2nd/3rd/4th
Success . .
Factor/ Meeting, Study (High, Quarter
Number' . Program Issue Session and/or Medium
Priority
e L. Memo) or Lower)
Initiative
5. Community Design Guidelines and Sign Code Update — 2 meetings High 2nd, 3rd
@ Design improve ability of existing businesses and
property owners to be successful by
pletells Cere implementing changes to City’s commercial and
Services . . . . . q
industrial design guidelines and sign code.
6. A Economic Implement Recommendations from McCaslin 3 — 4 meetings High 1st, 2nd 3rd 4th
Ei Prosperity Redevelopment Study to support
Vibrant redevelopment within area.
Economic
Climate
**Priority
Initiative
7. Administration | Fiscal and Revenue Policies — review and 2 meetings High 2nd, 3rd
and Support update fiscal policies, including Rec and Senior
i Services Center, Golf Course and Open Space
Stewardship acquisition. Review reserve policy for
and Asset . .
Mgmt acquisitions.
**Priority
Initiative
8. Administration | 2020 Budget — finalize and adopt 2020 3 meetings High 2nd, 3
and Support operating and capital budget.
Financial Services
Stewardship
and Asset
Mgmt
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2019 Louisville City Council Work Plan

Time Allotment

Critical
ca (# Regular Priority 15t/2nd/3rd/4th
Success . .
Factor/ Meeting, Study (High, Quarter
Number' .. Program Issue Session and/or Medium
Priority
. Memo) or Lower)
Initiative
9. Administration | TABOR Revenue Options — explore options for 1 meeting Medium 2nd
and Support excess sales/use tax collected for operations
Bl Services and maintenance for recreation facilities
Stewardship expansion.
and Asset
Mgmt
10. Transportation | South Boulder Road Connectivity — update on 1 meeting Medium 2nd
alternatives and approval of design.
Reliable Core
Services
11. Transportation | Paving Update — review results of updated 1 Study Session, Medium 1, 31
Pavement Condition Index (PCl) inventory and 1 meeting
Reliable Core scores and incorporate specific measurable
Services goals and long-term funding strategies.
12. Utilities Water, Sewer and Storm Rates — update utility | 1 meeting Medium 2nd
rate model/rate classes.
Reliable Core
Services
13. ﬁ Parks Improve Medians/Landscaping — increase 1 memo, 1 Medium 2 2y
*ll efforts to improve the City’s medians and meeting
Quality landscaping infrastructure, including forestry.
Programs and
Amenities
**Priority
Initiative
14. Open Space Open Space/Parks Enforcement — Revisions to 2 meetings Medium 2nd, 3rd
@ and Trails Municipal Code for enforcement on open space
-

and parks.
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2019 Louisville City Council Work Plan

Number’

Initiative

Program

Issue

Time Allotment
(# Regular
Meeting, Study
Session and/or
Memo)

Priority
(High,
Medium
or Lower)

1st/2nd/3rd/4th
Quarter

Quality
Programs and
Amenities

15.

®

Quality
Programs and
Amenities

Open Space
and Trails

Coyote Run — Update and implementation of
landslide mitigation.

2 meetings

Medium

1st’ 3rd

16.

®

Quality
Programs and
Amenities

Open Space
and Trails

Open Space Management Plan/Vision —
Conduct baseline assessment and determine
desired level of service to maintain and
improve open space now and into the future.

1 Study Session,
1 meeting

Medium

3rd’ 4th

17.

®

Quality
Programs and
Amenities

Open Space
and Trails

Open Space zoning - Rezoning of existing parks
and open space lands

2 - 3 meetings

Medium

2nd 3rd

18.

&

Reliable Core
Services

Community
Design

Marijuana Regulations Update — discuss
potential changes to current regulations.

1 -2 meetings

Medium

lst

19.

®

Quality
Programs and
Amenities

Community
Design

Miners Cabins — complete the
relocation/restoration of miners’ cabins.

1 meeting

Medium

2nd
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2019 Louisville City Council Work Plan

Time Allotment

Critical
ca (# Regular Priority 15t/2nd/3rd/4th
Success . .
Meeting, Study (High, Quarter
; Factor/ . >
Number . Program Issue Session and/or Medium
Priority
. Memo) or Lower)
Initiative
20. Community Affordable Housing funding in collaboration 2 meetings/ Medium 2" 3" (timing
Design with Boulder County and participation in memo updates based on
Collaborative Countywide affordable housing strategies. county
Regional conversations)
Partner
21. Community Height Calculations — amend height calculation | 2 meetings Medium 3
Design requirements. Current regulations are difficult
Reliable Core to interpret and enforce.
Services
22. @ Community Historic Preservation Funding — review of 1 meeting Medium 2nd
Design Historic Preservation Funding Grant Program.
Quality
Programs and
Amenities
23. Economic Redevelopment of Phillips 66 Property - Staff 2 — 3 meetings Medium 31, 4t
Prosperity will develop options/tools to understand the
Vibrant market, the development potential and
Economic benefits to the community.
Climate
24, Economic Review BAP Policies — establish administrative 1 meeting Medium 3nd
Ei Prosperity policies for Business Assistance Program and
Vibrant review focus of program.
Economic
Climate
25. Economic LRC Update — update and further collaboration | 1 meeting Medium 1st, 2nd
Ei Prosperity with Louisville Revitalization Commission (i.e.

Vibrant
Economic
Climate

capital projects, opportunities, redevelopment
efforts).
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2019 Louisville City Council Work Plan

Time Allotment

Critical
ritica (# Regular Priority 15t/2"d/3/4th
Success . .
Meeting, Study (High, Quarter
; Factor/ . >
Number . Program Issue Session and/or Medium
Priority
. Memo) or Lower)
Initiative
26. Administration | New Technology/Engagement Tools — seek 1 Study Session Medium 2nd
and Support input from City Council on new communication
Engaged Services tools (i.e. website redesign, mobile
Community application).
**Priority
Initiative
27. Administration | Middle Mile Network — develop plan for Study Session or | Medium 3
and Support completion of City’s middle mile fiber network. | Regular Meeting
Supportive | Services Discussion/
Technology Direction
**Priority
Initiative
28. Administration | 2021-2022 Budget Process — investigate and 1 Study Session, | Medium 2nd, 3rd
and Support proposed changes to City’s budget process for 1 —2 meetings
Financial Services implementation for 2021-2022 biennial fiscal
Stewardship year budget cycles.
and Asset
Mgmt
29. ﬁ Administration | Energy Future Collaboration Update —update 1 Regular Medium 4t
| and Support on Energy Future Collaboration between City Meeting
Sy Services and Xcel and implementation of
Programs and goals/strategies.
Amenities
30. ﬁ Administration | Evaluation of all City Council appointees: City 2 Regular Medium 31 4% (CM)
M and Support Manager, City Attorney, Judge and Prosecuting | Meetings

Quality
Programs and
Amenities

Services

Attorney prior to 2020 appointments by
Council.
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2019 Louisville City Council Work Plan

Time Allotment

itical
Critica (# Regular Priority 15t/2"d/3/4th
Success . .
Meeting, Study (High, Quarter
; Factor/ ) >
Number . Program Issue Session and/or Medium
Priority
e Memo) or Lower)
Initiative
31. ﬁ Administration | Council Work Plan preparation 1 Regular Medium 4t
==, and support Meeting
Quality Services
Programs and
Amenities
32. ﬁ Recreation Senior Services Update — update on County- Memo and 1 Lower 1%, 4th
é wide aging plan and senior services Study Session
Quality programming.
Programs and
Amenities
33. ﬁ Cultural Funding for Public Art — LCC recommendations | 1 Study Session Lower 3
= Services for creating revenue stream for public art and
Quality other options for expanding public art program.
Programs and
Amenities
34. Community PUD Review and Waiver Criteria — consolidate 1 Regular Lower 2nd
@ Design and update criteria. Meeting
Reliable Core
Services
35. Community Dark Sky Lighting — consider dark sky lighting 2 Regular Lower 3rd gth
@ Design code changes for residential properties, and Meetings
TS G further education.
Services
36. m Open Space Open Space zoning: Consideration of 1 meeting Lower 3
é and Trails annexation of open space and enclaves

Quality
Programs and
Amenities
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2019 Louisville City Council Work Plan

Time Allotment

ritical
Critica (# Regular Priority 15t/2nd/3rd/4th
Success . .
Meeting, Study (High, Quarter
; Factor/ ) >
Number . Program Issue Session and/or Medium
Priority
e Memo) or Lower)
Initiative
37. Administration | Strategic Plan Implementation — update on 1 Study Session / | Lower 2nd
and Support implementation of Strategic Plan memos
Healthy Services
Workforce
38. Administration | Board & Commission Interviews/Appointments: | 2 meetings Lower 2nd, 4th
and Support - Review process for Board & Commission
Services Appointments
Engaged - Conduct interviews for Boards &
Community .. R .
Commissions and determine appointments.
39. Administration | Council Salary Survey — review results of 1 meeting Lower 3
and Support biannual City Council salary survey and
Reliable Core | Services potentially create a policy structure around the
Services issue.
Other PUDs/Developments Projects to be Submitted — | N/A N/A N/A
@ once applicant has satisfied all submittal
requirements and proposal has been reviewed
Regz:'lfcg’re by the Planning Commission, staff will present
for consideration.
Other Consider Regional Partnerships — continue to N/A N/A N/A
consider shared service opportunities with
Collaborative neighboring municipalities (i.e. multi-purpose
Regional fields, northwest rail).
Partner
**Priority
Initiative
Other Consent ltems — staff processes small/non- N/A N/A N/A

@

Reliable Core
Services

controversial issues by adding to consent
agenda for consideration. Council sometimes
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2019 Louisville City Council Work Plan

Time Allotment

itical
Critica (# Regular Priority | 1°/2"/3"/4™
Success . .
Meeting, Study (High, Quarter
. | Factor/ . -
Number . Program Issue Session and/or Medium
Priority
e Memo) or Lower)
Initiative
removes these items from consent agenda and
discusses during regular meeting.
Other Municipal Code Updates — staff drafts and N/A N/A N/A
presents updates to Municipal Code as part of
Reliable Core ongoing efficiency efforts.
Services
Other Unanticipated Issues - each year numerous N/A N/A N/A
issues arise that cannot be reasonably foreseen
Reliable Core that require Council consideration.
Services

"Number for reference only. Does not represent priority of item on work plan or within high/medium/lower category.
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City of Louisville Strategic Planning Framework

o nvl'

Vision Mission
The City of Louisville - dedicated to Our commitment is to protect, preserve, and
providing a vibrant, healthy community enhance the quality of life in our community.

with the best small town atmosphere.

Values Critical Success Factors

Innovation
Leading and embracing change and
transformation through creative thinking,

)
@

Introduction

learning, and continuous improvement.
Financial Stewardship Reliable Core

The purpose of the Strategic Plan is to outline how the City can best serve our residents now and Asset Management Services

and into the future. The Strategic Plan will serve as a road map for our organization, to strengthen Collaboration

our organizational culture, and to serve as a communication tool for the community to understand
the strategic vision and operating guidelines of the organization.

Proactively engaging colleagues and
other stakeholders in developing solutions
through open communication.

B

@
N4

As an internal, guiding document, the Strategic Plan outlines our operating guidelines for the
organization as a whole —our Vision, Mission and Values, as well as our Critical Success Factors—and will
help align our organizational culture with the work that we do. In addition, the Strategic Plan includes
Priority Initiatives that capture the City’s key priorities for the next one to two years (aligned with the
biennial budget process) in each of the Critical Success Factor areas. The City has many initiatives
ongoing throughout the year, in addition to the daily operations required to run the City. The Priority
Initiatives represent those projects or initiatives occurring in the next one to two years that are above
and beyond our daily operations, which represent an increased level of service, have new or additional
dedicated resources and funding, and help advance the City’s vision. Together, these elements
demonstrate to our residents what we plan to accomplish, and the manner in which we commit

to doing our work. Excellence

Doing our best work and exceeding

Vibrant Economic

Quality Programs
Accountability Climate and Amenities

Fulfilling our responsibilities, owning our

actions, and learning from our mistakes.

&
&

Respect

Treating people, processes, roles, Engaged Healthy

and property with care and concern. Community Workforce

[

The development of a Strategic Plan has been a priority for City Council and the City Manager, to serve expectations with responsive, efficient
: O ; : S ; B ! ’ Supportive Collaborative Regional

as a singular, guiding document that aligns with the City’s Comprehensive Plan, program-based budget, and effective customer service Technol Part

Home Rule Charter and other planning documents to reflect one unified vision for the organization. ecnology artner

Existing plans are still relevant, and will continue to provide direction in key areas of our work.

In addition, the City of Louisville continues to move forward with its program-based budget

by .- CRITICAL T .
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structure, which includes program areas with specific goals, and sub-programs with detailed objectives. Toe Gl f L;:m'k FACTORS -
Our progress in meeting these goals and objectives are measured on an annual basis through our Key mﬁ%ﬁ&:«:%ﬁm;ﬁ?*- : - NG, e T — mﬁﬁl‘é‘
Performance Indicators (KPIs), and the Strategic Plan reflects how our Priority Initiatives are aligned with Ll ek L ISSIOVNH Tt - > gl
these program areas. In essence, the program/sub-program areas reflect all the work of the City that's ) . E;;gf;"j‘;‘uma e o B

. fie quatdy of life _OUR CoMmeriTy

performed on a day to day basis, the Priority Initiatives reflect those high-priority efforts that represent
an increased financial and resource investment over a period of time, and the Strategic Plan reflects
how we do our work.

Thank you for reading this document. We hope it will quickly become a useful tool that becomes
an integral part of our organizational operations, and which also will serve to inform our residents
about the work we do.
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.
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City of Louisville Strategic Planning Framework

Critical Success Factors and 2019 - 2020 Priority Initiatives

Financial Stewardship
and Asset Management

The City of Louisville has established financial policies and internal controls to ensure
financial sustainability and financial resiliency, and to safeguard the City’s assets. The City’s
recurring revenues are sufficient to support desired service levels and proactively maintain
critical infrastructure and facilities. The City practices long-term financial planning through
a comprehensive budget process to proactively adjust for changes in financial forecasts.
City employees are trusted stewards of the public’s money and assets.
2019 - 2020 Priority Initiatives:
«  Review and update fiscal policies. (Administration & Support Services)*
«  Review finances, fees, and budgets to ensure sound financial structure and fiscal
sustainability for the new Recreation Center Fund and Golf Fund. (Administration
& Support Services, Recreation)
«  Continue implementation of the City’s enterprise resource planning (ERP) system, including the

implementation of utility billing and electronic time sheets. (Administration & Support Services)

Reliable Core Services

Louisville is a safe community that takes comfort in knowing core services, such as police, roads,
water and basic maintenance, are fair, effective, consistent, and reliable. Excellent customer service

is provided in the delivery of all City services. The City is prepared for emergencies and offers residents
peace of mind knowing basic municipal services are planned for and carried out.

2019 - 2020 Priority Initiatives:

«  Complete the City’s Transportation Master Plan and identify and implement key investments that
will improve the City’s transportation infrastructure. (Transportation, Community Design)

«  Complete infrastructure improvements outlined in the Capital Improvement Plan, including Citywide
paving management upgrades, new water treatment pump station replacing Sid Copeland, and
water and sewer line replacement. (Transportation, Utilities)

« Increase efforts to improve the City’s medians and landscaping infrastructure, including forestry
resources. (Parks, Transportation)

«  Complete renovations at the Police Department facility to expand the City’s Emergency

Operations Center. (Public Safety & Justice)

*The City of Louisville has a program based budget and Key Performance Indicators that reflect progress on all program goals.

This denotes the program area with which these priority initiatives are associated.

Vibrant Economic Climate

Louisville promotes a thriving business climate that provides job opportunities, facilitates
investment, and produces reliable revenue to support City services. Our unique assets enhance
the City’s competitive advantage to attract new enterprises, and Louisville is a place people
and businesses want to call home.
2019 - 2020 Priority Initiatives:

«  Implement recommendations from the McCaslin Area Market Study to support redevelopment

within the area. (Economic Prosperity, Community Design)
«  Develop a plan to increase proactive retail recruitment for the City of Louisville.

(Economic Prosperity)

B Quality Programs and Amenities

Excellent programs and amenities sustain the unique experience of living in Louisville.
The community enjoys quality facilities and public spaces as well as cultural and
educational services that reflect our heritage and are accessible for all. Program performance
is evaluated on a regular basis. Opportunities exist to support a healthy mind, healthy body,
and healthy community.
2019 - 2020 Priority Initiatives:
- Transition Recreation and Senior Center programming and services to reflect the increased
demand associated with the newly expanded facility. (Recreation)
«  Complete upgrades to two City playgrounds, and infield improvements at the Louisville
Sports Complex. (Parks, Recreation)
« Increase natural resource management activities on City Open Space with the addition
of new natural resources staff, including improving native vegetation, increasing weed
control, and evaluating the effectiveness of management efforts. (Open Space and Trails)
« Increase programming and hours at the Louisville Historical Museum, and increase
program marketing and outreach to grow attendance and patrticipation in all City

cultural events. (Cultural Services)
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Engaged Community

Louisville residents are informed, involved, engaged, and inspired to be active in community life.
The City provides formal and informal opportunities to participate in civic life and transparently
shares information using a variety of efficient and accessible approaches.

2019 - 2020 Priority Initiatives:
«  Further develop the City’s public information and involvement program through additional
staffing and resources. (Administration & Support Services)
« Increase transparency around the City’s budget, Strategic Plan, and budget program goals
through dashboards and other reporting tools. (Administration & Support Services)
«  Explore new technology and engagement tools (i.e. mobile application, engagement platform,
etc.) to ensure accessible participation for all members of the community. (Administration &

Support Services)

Healthy Workforce

Louisville employees are high-performing public servants characterized as dedicated,
engaged self-starters who embody established organizational values and excel in their roles
and responsibilities. The City is a healthy workplace that provides competitive compensation
and benefits and offers professional development and lifelong learning opportunities for its
employees. City employees know they are valued, and they are recognized and rewarded for
excellence. Louisville is a place where employees can have a voice in decisions, so collective

success is ensured.
2019 - 2020 Priority Initiatives:
«  Leverage additional staffing and resources to develop an organizational development and
training program that will support our culture of continuous learning, succession planning,
and leadership development. (Administration & Support Services)

«  Develop a workplace culture initiative that promotes the organizational culture of | CARE

and reflects the strategic plan. (Administration & Support Services)

ﬁ Supportive Technology

Louisville utilizes stable, proven, and relevant technology to enhance and automate City services
and to improve the overall customer experience when possible. The use of technology allows
the City to make decisions based on accurate and supportable datasets. Supportive technology
fosters a culture of learning and innovation.
2019 - 2020 Priority Initiatives:
«  Develop a plan for completion of the City’s middle-mile fiber network.
(Administration & Support Services)
«  Utilize additional staffing resources to support data-driven decision-making by
training staff to fully leverage technology systems by accessing available data.
(Administration & Support Services)
«  Implement and build upon existing technology applications and systems that will enhance
City services, including Police Department Records Management, Laserfiche records retention,
Planning Department Energov, Recreation Center RecTrak, GIS, and other system upgrades.

(Administration & Support Services, Public Safety & Justice, Community Design, Recreation)

Collaborative Regional Partner

Louisville is recognized as a regional leader on collaborative issues that cross jurisdictional lines.
The City partners with neighboring communities to solve regional problems and to further
leverage resources. Louisville cultivates and maintains strong relationships with regional entities
and organizations, leads and participates in collective efforts to address issues of mutual interest,
and shares ideas and best practices to improve services.
2019 - 2020 Priority Initiatives:
«  Work with regional partners to develop approaches to address transportation funding needs.
(Administration & Support Services, Transportation)
«  Strengthen relationships with local schools and school district.
(Administration & Support Services)
«  Consider shared service opportunities with neighboring municipalities.

(Administration & Support Services)
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City of Louisville Programs, Goals and Sub-Programs

Sub-Program Objectives

Design infrastructure to adopted standards that meets the transportation needs of the City.
. . . Collaborate with partner agencies (RTD, CDOT) to ensure residents have adequate multimodal
Planning and Engineering . . . : .
transportation options. Proactively redesign the street network as regulations and technology
change our transportation needs over time.
Conserve natural resources by maintaining streets cost-effectively before they reach a point of
. rapid failure. To ensure a high quality of life and to provide services equitably, no street will be in
Transportation Infrastructure . . . . s .
f l-maintained. effective Maintenance poor condition. Streets and intersections are monitored, maintained, and adequately lit to move
A safe, we ] mam - people, bikes and cars safely and efficiently. All arterial and collector streets have marked bicycle
and efficient multi-modal lanes. All streets have well maintained sidewalks.

transportation system at a Streetscapes Safe, visually appealing, appropriately lit and inviting streets, sidewalks and publicly-owned areas
reasonable cost. P adjacent to streets and sidewalks.

Programs Goals Sub-Programs

Transportation

Safe traveling conditions for pedestrians and motorists; cost effective snow and ice control
services; assist Police, Fire and Emergency Medical Services in fulfilling their duties; safe,
Snow & Ice Removal L : N

passable streets, school bus routes and hard surface trails; safe access to City facilities; and
snow cleared within 24 hours from sidewalks that are the City’s responsibility.

Public Works Administration

. . . A well-connected and safe community that is easy for all people to walk, bike, or drive in.
) Su.Stam an |ncIu3|ye, ) Community Design Neighborhoods that are rated highly by residents and thriving commercial areas. An open and
family-friendly community with a inclusive long-range planning process with significant public participation.
small-town atmosphere; effective Review development applications and enforce the building, zoning and subdivision laws of the

Communit . - . ) ) ; X .
y and efficient building services; and Development Review city to promote public health, safety, comfort, convenience, prosperity, general welfare and
consumer protection.

Design . . o
9 effective preservation of the City's
historic structures through a Provide incentives to preserve the historic character of old town to encourage the promotion and
voluntary system. Historic Preservation preservation of Louisville’s history and cultural heritage. Provide incentives and processes to
preserve historic buildings.
Promote a thriving business
) climate that provides job Maintain positive business relationships throughout the community and assist property owners,
Economic obportunities. facilitates Business Retention and brokers, and companies in finding locations and/ or constructing new buildings in the City. Attract
Prosperity . PP ’ . Development and retain a diverse mix of businesses that provide good employment opportunities for Louisville
investment and produces reliable residents.
revenue to support City services.
205 Page1of2 02/07/2019
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“Whatever you can do or dream, you can begin it.
Boldness has genius, power, and magic. Begin it now.”
- Johann Wolfgang Von Goethe
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Introduction

Louisville, Colorado from its beginnings as a mining
town in 1878 to today has become one of the most
livable small towns in the United States. Louisville’s
evolution will continue to be influenced by changes in
environmental factors; economic conditions; social and
demographic profiles; and physical influences (i.e. US
36 changes) occurring in Louisville, neighboring jurisdic-
tions and the greater Denver metropolitan region.

Clearly, the City’s leaders, residents, property owners,
and businesses have done an exceptional job. The posi-
tive results of the City’s Citizen Survey place Louisville
in the highest echelon of municipalities in the United
States for citizen satisfaction. However, cities and their
environments do not remain static and Louisville’s op-

structure investments, and City services with communi-
ty values, needs and civic priorities. Louisville’s Compre-
hensive Plan provides the citizens a voice in envisioning
and guiding the City’s continual evolution.

The Comprehensive Plan is the official statement of

the City’s Vision and corresponding Core Community
Values. The policies contained within the Plan cover a
broad range of subject matter related to the long-range
(20 year) physical growth of the City. Nine elements
function to complement each other in directing future
policy decisions towards implementing the Community’s
Vision and preserving vital community attributes and
service levels. These include:

portunities and challenges in maintaining a high quality 1. Community Form, Character, and Urban Design
of life are continually evolving and transforming. 2. Neighborhoods and Housing
3. Transportation, Mobility, and Accessibility
Purpose 4. Community Heritage
The Comprehensive Plan is the City’s tool intended to 5. Parks, Recreation, Trails and Open Space (refer-
guide, integrate and align governing regulations, infra- ence Parks Recreation Open Space and Trails
Please circle the number that
comes closest to your opinion
about the quality of life in National Front Range
Louisville: Excellent Good Fair Poor Total comparison comparison
How do you rate Louisville as a
place to live? 78%  20% 2% 0% 100% Much above Much above
How do you rate Louisville as a
place to raise children? T7% 20% 2% 0% 100% Much above Much above
How do you rate the overall
quality of life in Louisville? 67% 30% 2% 0% 100% Much above Much above
How do you rate your
neighborhood as a place to live? 62%  33% 5% 0% 100% Much above Much above
How do you rate Louisville as a
place to retire? 51% 35% 11% 3% 100% Much above Much above
How do you rate Louisville as a
place to work? 37% 37%  19% 7% 100% Much above Much above

* Source — City of Louisville Citizen Survey — May 2012

Master Plan (PROST -2011))

6. Municipal Infrastructure

7. Energy

8. Community Services

9. The Economy and Fiscal Health
Background

Louisville’s first Comprehensive Plan was adopted in
1973 when the City had only 2,600 residents, and was
then updated in 1975. New Comprehensive Plans were
adopted in 1983 (updated in 1989) and 2005 (updated
in 2009). The 2012 Comprehensive Plan update will
further strengthen the Comprehensive Plan in two key
ways:

1) Better meet today’s unique challenges that

were not factors in 2005 and 20089.

Several conditions that influence the City’s ability to
implement the Community’s Vision have changed, or
emerged. These conditions include:

a. Redevelopment vs. new development — The General
Development Plan (GDP) approval for Phillips 66 and the
Planned Unit Development (PUD) approval of North End
and Steel Ranch entitle the City’s last large vacant par-
cels for development. Future change in Louisville will
come almost exclusively in the form of redevelopment.
Previous Comprehensive Plans noted the shift in growth
patterns; but, they did not provide the necessary tools
for the community to adequately review, discuss, and
respond to inevitable future infill development requests.

Development issues and concerns of an expanding
greenfield community are quite different than those of a
redeveloping infill community. Louisville’s previous poli-
cies generally align with those of an expanding green-
field community. Previous policies focused on measur-
ing, accommodating and mitigating the impact of new
development on the capacity of the City’s infrastructure,
services and quality of life.

In a redeveloping infill community, the capacity of com-
munity infrastructure and services is still a concern.
However, efficiency—the ability to achieve economies
of scale by using existing infrastructure to serve existing

customers at a lower unit cost to each customer—also
becomes a consideration. Because infill development
can positively or negatively affect existing land uses,
understanding how the design, physical character and
other aspects of an infill project affect the adjacent
neighbors and the City as a whole is critical to determin-
ing how the project will impact the existing quality of
life.

This Comprehensive Plan provides not only the flexibil-
ity and guidance to address redevelopment in the HWY
42 Revitalization District and Downtown, but through-
out the City as well. The Plan provides clear policies to
guide redevelopment as the McCaslin Boulevard and
South Boulder Road corridors age and as infill residential
rehabilitation pressures continue to increase in all estab-
lished residential neighborhoods.

b. Regional traffic and City transportation policy — As
new development continues in surrounding jurisdic-
tions, Louisville will experience a decreasing share of
local traffic on its street network. Future transportation
investments in the City will be challenged to accom-
modate demands for regional traffic mobility and at
the same time address livability and economic viability
concerns within Louisville.

Louisville’s transportation policies and regulations were
designed for an expanding community, and do not ad-
equately address the realities of a landlocked and rede-
veloping City. The City’s transportation regulations have
begun to shift away from a focus on regional mobility
concerns designed to accommodate vehicular traffic,
roadway capacity, and safety features for higher speed
environments. Louisville’s new transportation priorities
will be aligned with multimodal transportation, road-
way efficiency, property access, and safety features for
slower speed environments.

This Comprehensive Plan recognizes the inherent con-
flicts between regional mobility needs, local property
access and quality of life requirements, and aims to
provide a balance between community and transporta-
tion policies which effectively guide future investments
within Louisville.
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c. The economy and realities of retail growth — The
downturn in the economy since 2008 and the new
realities of regional retail competition, access/visibility
of retail sites and new retailing practices require more
community based approach to economic development
and future sales tax revenues.

Revenue generating regional retail development has
moved into adjacent communities of Broomfield, Supe-
rior, and Lafayette. Future retail growth trends suggest
a continued consolidation and shift in retail away from
Louisville, particularly toward communities along the
US 36 and the I-25 North corridor. The McCaslin Boule-
vard Corridor south of Cherry Street remains attractive
to regional retail opportunities. However, the form of
regional retail has changed significantly since the early
1990s and the original Centennial Valley development
approval.

This Comprehensive Plan addresses the evolving pattern
of regional retail opportunities near US 36 and the gen-

eral shifting of regional retail opportunities to formulate
guiding policies which ensure the City’s future fiscal and
economic health.

d. Neighborhood issues and concerns — Previous Com-
prehensive Plans have been silent on neighborhood
issues and concerns. The City’s residential housing stock
is aging and rehabilitation issues within residential areas
challenge City resources on a daily basis.

Outside of the Old Town Overlay District, the City’s
residential areas are governed by independent planned
unit developments (PUDs). While these PUDs are com-
prehensive, they are not equipped to assist the City in
providing coherent neighborhood plans and strategies
for issues such as: housing rehabilitation, cut-through
traffic, safe routes to school, aging infrastructure, and
monitoring and maintenance of community services.

This Comprehensive Plan outlines a new city-wide
neighborhood planning policy with specific planning
areas to ensure proper attention is given to the City’s
unique and diverse neighborhoods.

2) Better clarify the Community’s Vision in terms of
community character and physical design to provide the
public and staff with a common language and tools to
review and discuss redevelopment requests

The City of Louisville is a diverse community with a
number of unique character areas. Other than Down-
town and Old Town, the previous Comprehensive Plans
did not identify, differentiate, or celebrate, these unique
character areas as they relate to the Community Vision.

Clearly, South Boulder Road and its proximity to adja-
cent land uses are very different than Centennial Valley
and its adjacent land uses. The neighborhoods near
Davidson Mesa are different from those near Fireside
Elementary. The Comprehensive Plan now clarifies and
celebrates the differences and outlines policies which
guide recommended changes in the Louisville Municipal
Code (LMC) that will regulate the form of buildings and
community character in each of Louisville’s neighbor-
hoods and different commercial districts.

How to Use this Plan

The Comprehensive Plan is a conceptual guide to review
and take action on land use initiatives in the City of Lou-
isville. The document is divided into five sections.

o The first section, the Process, describes the
public involvement and community outreach
efforts used to generate the Comprehensive
Plan.

o The second section, the Planning Context, de-
scribes the current conditions of the City along
with the key trends and challenges facing the
City.

o Sections 3 and 4, the Vision Statement and
Core Community Values and the Framework,
identify the Community Vision, a Conceptual
Land Use Framework and specific policies for
the structural elements of the Comprehensive
Plan.

o The final section of the document, Policy Align-
ment and Implementation, outlines the City’s
administration and implementation of the
Comprehensive Plan.

It is important to note that the Comprehensive Plan is
not regulatory. Itis an advisory document. Since the
Comprehensive Plan does not have the force of law, the
City must rely on other regulatory measures to imple-
ment the Comprehensive Plan. The Louisville Municipal
Code (LMC) is the primary regulatory tool available to
the City. Specifically, Buildings and Construction (Chap-
ter 15), the Louisville Subdivision (Chapter 16) and Zon-
ing Ordinances as adopted (Chapter 17) and the zoning
map of the City. Additional documents include Small
Area Plans, Neighborhood Plans, the Annual Operat-
ing and Capital Budget and the Capital Improvement
Program.

The LMC chapters on Buildings and Construction,
Subdivision, Zoning ordinances, along with the official
zoning map control the allowed uses of land as well as
preservation and construction requirements and design
and bulk standards. The official zoning map reflects a
number of zone districts which govern where uses by
right and uses by special review may be located. The
Subdivision and Zoning ordinances should correspond
to the goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan to
ensure that incremental development decisions reflect
the Community Vision. All land use applications are
reviewed for conformance with the Louisville Municipal
Code. All annexations and rezonings are reviewed for
conformance with the Louisville Municipal Code and
conceptual consistency with the Comprehensive Plan.

The Framework Plan is a map which reflects preferred
land use patterns and community character zones for
specific geographical areas. The designations are il-
lustrative and are not intended to depict specific uses,
densities, or yard and bulk standards for parcel specific
locations.

Uses, densities, and yard and bulk standards for indi-
vidual parcels are conceptual and will be refined in small
area and neighborhood plans and implemented through
changes to the Louisville Municipal Code.

Louisville Municipal Code Section 17.62.050 (Time for
review) states “A review and updating of the compre-
hensive plan shall occur at least every four years. Ad-

Introduction

ditional reviews of the comprehensive plan may occur
more often as necessary”. A Plan review provides the
City an opportunity to update the Community Vision
and Core Community Values Principles and Policies.
Based on this principle, the next review of the Plan shall
occur in 2017.
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The process of drafting this Comprehensive Plan rep-
resents the results of the collaborative efforts of com-
munity stakeholders: residents, business owners and
operators, public and private organizations in the City, as
well as the City Council, Planning Commission, and all of
the City’s Citizen boards and commissions. This Com-
prehensive Plan Update was developed by City staff fol-
lowing a five-phase process of Desire, Discovery, Design,
Discussion, and Documentation.

The first phase of work, Desire, focused on updating the
City’s Vision Statement and corresponding Core Com-
munity Values to guide the entire process. The second
phase, Discovery, allowed City staff and its consultants
to discover the functioning of the community, its eco-
nomic variables, physical characteristics, and regula-
tory framework. The third phase, Design, brought the
Planning Team and the community together to draft
specific alternative physical framework options for
consideration. The fourth phase of work, Discussion,
allowed City staff to test and refine each alternative
and facilitate a community dialog to identify a preferred
framework plan which best represents the City’s Vision

Statement and Core Community Values. The last phase,
Documentation, allowed City staff to finalize the docu-
ment and outline specific implementation strategies.

Outreach

The City utilized an extensive community outreach
process for the Comprehensive Plan. Staff participated
in and facilitated over 60 public meetings along with a
continuous on-line discussion through the www.Envi-
sionLouisvilleCO.com web-site with over 160 partici-
pants. The complete outreach effort involved over 500
participants and specifically included:

Envision Louisville CO — Interactive Website - The City
engaged MindMixer, an Omaha, NE firm, to develop,
support and maintain a website capable of hosting web-
based town hall meetings promoting an exchange of in-
formation and ideas related to the 2012 Comprehensive
Plan Update. Over one hundred sixty (160) participated
in the on-line discussions.

The first 90 days of the on-line discussions focused
exclusively on the Louisville Vision Statement and the

Community Core Values. The second 90 days focused
on the Framework Plan and concerns related to specific
areas within the City. The final 90 days of conversa-
tions related to the drafting of specific elements within
the Comprehensive Plan. This simple platform gener-
ated a broad audience, a more inclusive dialog and
effective community participation.

Community Design Charrette & Public Meetings - A
series of public meetings and workshops were held to
engage the community on key decision points. The pub-
lic meeting process included:

Public Kick-off - Vision Statement and Core Community
Values Meeting — March, 2012 (DESIRE) - A public kick-
off meeting was held as an introduction of the planning
process and included a “post-it” note exercise to gather
public ideas and input related to the City’s Vision State-
ment and Core Community Values. During the exercise
attendees were asked to write down what they value
the most in the City.

Community Design Charrette and Open House —

August 27-30, 2012 (DESIGN) - A four-day design work-
shop was organized as a series of meetings and presen-
tations open to the public to develop and refine alter-
native Framework Plans which would guide the City’s
growth for the next 20-years. The charrette started with
a public presentation and round table discussions. The
discussions were designed to facilitate the public in gen-
erating alternative Framework Plans. The second day
of the charrette was open to the public and concluded
with an evening public meeting which allowed the pub-
lic to refine specific Framework Plan alternatives gener-
ated the first night. Day three was open to the public
as alternative Framework Plan options were presented
to and refined by the City’s senior management team.
The charrette concluded on the fourth day with a public
presentation, where the results of the four-day effort
were presented and a community dialog was initiated
to identify a preferred 20-year framework Plan for the
City’s Comprehensive Plan.

Public Meeting - October, 2012 (DESIRE & DISCOVERY)
- A final public meeting presented the four refined
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Framework Plan options generated during the design
charrette. Specific impacts associated with each alter-
native were presented and discussed. A community dot
exercise was conducted to facilitate community feed-
back on a preferred alternative.

City Board and Commission Meetings (DESIRE & DIS-
COVERY) — The Comprehensive Planning effort included
two rounds of public meetings with each of the City’s
sixteen Citizen boards and commissions. The meetings
were organized with the Desire and Discovery Phases of
work. The first round of meeting focused on the modi-
fication and creation of the City’s Vision Statement and
Core Community Values. The second round of meetings
focused on the alternative Framework Plan options gen-
erated during the Community Design Charrette.

Special Meetings (DESIRE & DISCOVERY) — Concurrent
with the meetings conducted with the City’s boards and
commission, Planning Staff facilitated two rounds of
meetings with specific stakeholder and interest groups.
The meetings were organized with the Desire and
Disccovery phases of work. The first round of meet-

ing focused on the modification and creation of the
City’s Vision Statement and Core Community Values.
The second round of meeting focused on the physical
Framework Plan options generated during the Commu-
nity Design Charrette. These meetings included presen-
tations and discussions with the Louisville Chamber of
Commerce, the Downtown Business Association (DBA),
the McCaslin Business Association, The Colorado Tech-
nology Center Business Association, Koelbel Properties,
and Citizen Action Committee.

City Council and Planning Commission Study Sessions
and Meetings (DOCUMENTATION) — Fourteen Study
Sessions or Public Hearings were conducted with the
Louisville Planning Commission and City Council. Five
items were forwarded to the Planning Commission and
City Council. Each item represented key decisions in the
generation of the 2012 Comprehensive Plan. After the
project scoping, the first item brought to the Planning
Commission and City Council was the City’s updated
Vision Statement and corresponding Core Community

Values for endorsement. Following the Community De-
sign Charrette staff forwarded a recommendation of the
Community Framework Plan for endorsement.

The Draft Plan was reviewed by the Planning Commis-
sion in two study sessions and the Final document was
forwarded to City Council and approved by Resolution
18, Series 2013

The Process
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A QUICK HISTORY

Louisville was founded on October 24, 1878, when Louis
Nawatny, a manager for the Welch mining operations,
laid out a town site near the newly opened coal field
and named it after himself. The new settlement was
stimulated by the railroad and depended upon it to
transport coal. Mining for coal was the genesis for many
of the towns in eastern Boulder County.

Louisville grew vigorously with the rapid industrializa-
tion of the area’s mines. In the wake of a post-Civil War
migration, the town’s first settlers came from such plac-
es as the United States, the United Kingdom, Austria,
and Germany, among others. Later, in the 1890s, Italian
and Eastern European immigrants, in search of mining
work, began populating the area. By 1911, eleven ad-
ditional residential subdivisions were added to original
Louisville. The layout of the town and its population of
roughly 2,000 would remain unchanged for several de-
cades. Most houses were small, wood frame structures,
with tidy yards, vegetable gardens and space to raise
chickens and rabbits in the back.

Despite the ethnic differences among groups, most resi-
dents lived in harmony. Louisville was homogeneous in
that nearly everyone was similarly situated in economic
terms. Mining for coal didn’t make miners rich, but one
could make enough to support a family if one lived mod-
estly. Given the modest incomes, people made do with
what they had. Even houses were relocated to where
they could be put to better use.

Saloons and billiard halls assumed a very important role
in the community. The town boasted an amazing num-
ber of drinking establishments, which acted as meeting,
eating, sleeping, and relaxing spots. Since Louisville’s
bars catered to the rough-and-tumble mining crowd,
they were restricted by town ordinance to Front Street.
By 1908, at least thirteen saloons were in operation
along three blocks of Front Street.

The “Denver & Interurban Rail Road.” or “The Kite
Route” began serving Louisville with electric transporta-
tion in 1908. It brought fast, clean, quiet, efficient trans-
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portation to the town. The Interurban system was estab-
lished between Boulder and Denver, including a single
stop in Louisville. Operations ended in 1926 because of
competition from busses and cars.

After World War I, U.S. mines began to close. Simply, the
industry found itself with too much supply. Rising com-
petition from other fuels further threatened the coal
industry. Coal and railroad revenues further declined
with the construction of a natural gas pipeline from
Texas to Denver in 1928 and with the gaining popularity
of the automobile.

As the last mines were closing in the 1940s and 1950s,
Louisville experienced a critical transition. Although the
mine closures were a dreaded occurrence, it was only
with the end of the coal mining era that Louisville was
able to evolve into a modern city. Voters in 1951 ap-
proved a bond issue to fund a sewage system, bringing
an end to the use of outhouses, and the town paved its
streets. The last mine closed in 1955. The Rocky Flats
Nuclear Weapons Facility, southwest of Louisville, and
other new technology industries, became the area’s
new primary employers. StorageTek would become a
major employer starting in the 1970s.

In 1962, Louisville became a City of Second Class, as
defined by the state, having exceeded the state’s 2,500
population limit for towns. Modern subdivisions began
to be added and the population grew to 19,400. An
emphasis on commercial growth along McCaslin Boule-
vard and South Boulder Road led to many of the historic
buildings downtown being left intact.

In 1978, Louisville celebrated the 100th anniversary of
its founding with a year of activities, a proclamation
from the Governor, a special Labor Day parade, and a
commemorative medal. The reflection by many on the
community’s history led to the establishment of the
Louisville Historical Commission in 1979 and the open-
ing of the city-owned Louisville Historical Museum.
Twelve Louisville structures were selected to be listed
on the National and State Registers of Historic Places.
Louisville became a Home Rule City in 2001.
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Preserving the past is important to the residents of Lou-
isville. The Louisville Historic Preservation Commission
was established in 2002 and a historic preservation ordi-
nance was approved in 2005. Voters in 2008 approved
an increase in sales tax for the creation of the Louisville
Historic Preservation Fund.

Parks and Open Spaces are also critical components to
the desirability of Louisville. The City manages approxi-
mately 2,000 acres of open lands. These lands provide
visual buffers between local municipalities, support
many species of wildlife and diverse plant communities,
provide recreational activities through an extensive trail
network, and allow agricultural backdrop by maintain-
ing private farming activities in rural areas. The Lou-
isville Open Space Advisory Board was established in
2000. Voters in 2002 and again in 2012 established and
continued an increase in the sales tax to fund acquisi-
tion, development, and maintenance of parks and open
spaces.

Louisville began to achieve national recognition for be-
ing among the best places to live in the 2000’s. Money
Magazine, in its biennial listings of the Best Places to
Live in the United States for smaller towns and cities,
listed Louisville, Colorado as #5 in 2005; #3 in 2007; and
#1 in both 2009 and 2011. Bert Sperling’s 2006 book
Best Places to Raise Your Family: Experts Choose 100
Top Communities That You Can Afford listed Louisville as
the “best of the best” at #1. In 2012, Family Circle maga-
zine placed Louisville among the top ten “Best Towns for
Families” based on a survey of 3,335 municipalities with
populations ranging from 11,000 to 150,000.

THE CONTEXT

Louisville is now a city of approximately 18,400 people
and is roughly 8.0 square miles in size. Louisville is
located in southeastern Boulder County, about 6 miles
east of the City of Boulder and 19 miles northwest of
Denver. US Highway 36 forms the southwest border of
Louisville, and the Northwest Parkway runs adjacent to
the southeast corner of the City, connecting Louisville
to US Interstate 25 (I-25). The Interlocken Business
Park and the Rocky Mountain Metropolitan Airport

are located southeast of the City of Louisville along US
Highway 36. The City of Louisville lost population since
the 2000 census because of an aging population and an
overall reduction in average household sizes.

Many physical, social, economic and political elements
influence Louisville’s continued evolution. This section
of the Comprehensive Plan describes the basic elements
which influence Louisville’s current form and physical
character as well as what elements are expected to
influence the City’s evolution over the next 20 years.

The description of these planning elements will be
city-wide and divided into six primary areas: Natural
Environment, Demographic Conditions, Built Environ-
ment, Circulation System, Land Uses, and Market Op-
portunities. The Planning Context will conclude with key
findings, along with an identification of where Louisville
is expected to experience change and extended stability
over the next 20 years.

Demographics

Staff and the consultant team performed a baseline
demographic and economic profile to identify fac-
tors which will influence future market conditions and

economic opportunities for the City of Louisville over
the next 20 years. This is a summary of a more compre-
hensive analysis. A complete demographic analysis is
documented under separate title and is included as an
appendix to the Comprehensive Plan.

The demographic analysis used a regional approach to
include the characteristics of households and employ-
ment opportunities within commuting distances of
Louisville. For comparison purposes and broader geo-
graphic context, Boulder County and the State of Colo-
rado are profiled as primary peer geographies. Where
appropriate, the cities of Lafayette, Superior, Broomfield
and Denver are profiled as secondary geographies.

Population and Households

The City of Louisville actually saw a decrease in its popu-
lation from 2000 to 2010. However, Boulder County
experienced a 1.1% increase, compared to a 9.7%
increase for the nation over the same period. The cities
of Superior and Broomfield saw astounding population
and household increases from 2000 to 2010. The state
experienced relatively robust increases in population of

The Planning Context

age of white residents than Boulder County as a whole
(79%) and much higher than the Denver metro area
average (52%).

Age Levels

The median age of Louisville’s residents is higher than
that of the peer geographies. This aging population
corresponds to smaller household sizes as children leave
the household. Louisville’s median age falls within the
25-55 age bracket, which comprises the majority of the
employed population. The lowest 2010 median age
among peer geographies is 31.7, in the City of Superior.

13.6% and households of 15.6%. Median Age

Despite a decline in population, the number of house-

holds in Louisville increased 5.1% over the decade. This

dichotomy occurred in large measure due to the 8%

decrease in average household size throughout the City.

Race and Ethnicity

The majority of the population of Louisville is white

(86%), with those of Hispanic origin making up the sec-

ond largest group (7%). Louisville has a higher percent- Race and Ethnicity

Population and Households

Jurisdiction Population Households Avg. HH Size
2000 2010 Change 2000 2010 Change 2000 2010 Chanpe

[city of Louisville 18,868 18376  -2.6% 7,165 7,529 saw| 262 241 -8.0%
City of Lafayette 23,197 24,453 5.4% 8,844 9,632 B.9%) 2.54 2.62 3.1%
City of Superior 9,011 12,483 38.5% 3,381 4,496 33.0% 267 2.78 4.1%
City of Broomfield 38,272 55,889 46.0%| 13,833 21,414  54.8% 237 2.60 -6.1%
Boulder County 291,288 294,567 1.1%] 114,793 117,629 25%| 245 244 -04%
City of Denver 554,636 600,158 B.2%| 251,435 263,107 4.6% 2.27 2.22 -2.2%
State of Colorade | 4,301,261 4,887,061 13.6%) 1,659,308 1,918,959 15.6% 2.53 2.49 -1.6%

sSource: Us Census
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Household Income

Residents of Louisville enjoy a level of household in-
come nearly 25 percent higher than the median Boulder
County income and approximately 44 percent higher
than the state’s median income, based on 2010 me-
dian household income. The highest median household
income among peer jurisdictions in 2010 is the City of
Superior, at $96,130.

Median Income

Educational Attainment

Louisville’s population is very well-educated relative to
nearby populations, with approximately 64 percent of
the population achieving bachelor’s degrees or higher,
compared to 56 percent in the County and 36 percent
in the State. The percentage of high school graduates is
also higher, at 98 percent in Louisville compared to 93
percent and 89 percent in the County and State, respec-
tively. A highly-educated workforce is a key element to
attracting and retaining high technology industries and
advanced professional employers, as well as diversifying
the economic base of an area.

Educational Attainment

Employed Population

Louisville’s generally well educated employed popula-
tion over 16 years of age is comprised of 81 percent
white collar workers, 11 percent service workers, and

7 percent blue collar workers. Over 22 percent of the
white collar workers are employed in the management/
business/financial sector, while the majority (36 per-
cent) is in the professional sector.

Total 10,135
Management, business, science and arts ccoupations 60.1%
Service gooupations 11.6%
Sales and office occupations 20.2%
MNatural resources, construction and maintenance ocupations 4.0%
Production, transportation, and matenal moving occupations 4.1%

Source: U Census; TischiprBise

Employment Sectors

Inflow/Outflow Characteristics

Although Louisville had a net daily inflow of 1,023 work-
ersin 2010, 92 percent of its 11,159 at-place employees
commuted into their jobs from outside of the city. Con-
versely, 91 percent of Louisville’s employed workforce of
10,136 commuted to jobs outside of the city. Only 918,
or 9 percent of Louisville’s workforce, lived and worked
in Louisville.

Labor Inflow / Outflow

Existing Land Uses

Louisville’s geographic expansion is near completion.

All first generation development has been planned and
entitled for the City. Open space and inter-governmental
agreements limit Louisville’s future expansion to the
approximately 12 acres of the Alkonis Property in the

northeast portion of the City near the Steel Ranch Sub-
division.

The principal land use in the community is residential
low-density, encompassing approximately 26% of the
City’s total land area. Open space is also a significant
contributor to the City of Louisville’s physical form and
quality of life. Approximately 26% of the City’s land area
is dedicated to open space, parks, and public spaces.

Currently, nearly 20% of the City’s developable land
remains vacant. Low-density residential land uses en-
compass 53% of the total built environment in the City
(9 million square feet). The next largest built land uses
are: industrial (13%); office (9%); various retailing land
uses (8%).

Future growth in the City will focus on infill develop-
ment. Louisville will now experience second-and-third
generation development. Growth trends for the future
have shifted from expansion to reinvestment, refurbish-
ment, and redevelopment. Louisville’s building stock
will continue to age and will require continued improve-
ment and reinvestment to remain economically viable.
In the residential land use categories, Louisville has a
higher proportion of single family units to multifamily
units than its surrounding geographies, at 78 percent
compared to 71 percent in Boulder County and 72 per-
cent in the State.

Housing and Household Information

Existing Land Uses

7
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Natural Environment

Louisville is located in southeastern Boulder County,
generally centered on Coal Creek within the Colorado
Piedmont Section of the Great Plains, east of the foot-
hills to the Rocky Mountains. The landform-defining
drainage in the Louisville area is the southwest-to-north-
east trending Coal Creek. Uplands to the northwest of
Coal Creek comprise the drainage divide with the South
Boulder Creek drainage basin, and the uplands to the
southeast straddle the drainage divide with Rock Creek.
Other defining physical features include Davidson Mesa
and the slope leading to it in the northwest of the City,
as well as the small water bodies throughout the City,
most notably Harper Lake.

The area lies eight to ten miles east of the Front Range
of the Southern Rocky Mountains. The elevation ranges
from about 5,250 feet on the eastern edge of Coal Creek
to about 5,530 feet atop Davidson Mesa on the western
side of the City.

The City is situated over the Laramie formation at the
western end of the Boulder-Weld coalfield, one of the
oldest coal mining areas in the Western United States.
Coal was mined from the lower part of the Laramie For-
mation where coal seams were 5-8 feet thick and only
30-40 feet below the ground surface. Many areas of the
City of Louisville have been undermined (Maps illustrat-
ing the City’s undermining are available for review upon
request.

With an average elevation of 5,370 feet, the climate of
Louisville can be described as a high plains, continental
climate, with light rainfall and low humidity. The climate
is modified considerably from that expected of a typical
high plains environment because of the nearby moun-
tains. Winds are channeled from the Continental Divide
down the Front Range and can be severe. Prevailing
winds are generally from the west.

The average high temperature in July is 88°F, and the av-
erage low temperature in January is 14°F (Weatherbase,
2002). Annual precipitation averages 16 inches. Relative
humidity is about 30-35% in summer and about 40-50%
in winter. Periods of drought are frequent, usually occur-

9

Natural Features

ring in the fall and winter. The growing season is approx-
imately 140 days long, with the average date of the first
killing frost being September 28th. The last killing frost
occurs around May 11 (USDA, 1975).

The grasslands of the Colorado Front Range Piedmont
are “shortgrass prairie” and represent a response to pre-
dominant dryness as well as historic stress in the form
of heavy grazing periods by domestic livestock associ-
ated with early settlement.

While grassland habitats around Louisville decreased in
both extent and quality, the high quality of life offered
by Louisville’s attractive surroundings made the 1980’s
and 1990’s a time of rapid suburban expansion. Farms
were purchased for development of subdivisions and
retail space to support the influx of families moving to
Louisville.

Riparian corridors in the area are mostly protected from
development through floodplain regulations and open
space acquisitions. The loss of adjacent open terrain
and the introduction of many invasive plant species
have compromised their suitability for many riparian
wildlife species.

A few grassland areas on Louisville open space continue
to support prairie wildlife, especially areas that are too
steep to have been farmed. Some riparian areas on
Louisville open space continue to support uses that pre-
dated settlement, even though they have been modified
by the loss of adjacent habitat, increased human dis-
turbance, and competition with human-tolerant urban
wildlife. Other areas of open space have been so highly
modified or so impacted by development that they no
longer sustain significant use by non-urban species.

Built Environment

The built environment of Louisville, like the natural
environment, informs how the physical development
of the City will fit with the community’s character and
evolve over time. Three elements of the built environ-
ment were examined for the Louisville Comprehensive
Plan: the block pattern; municipal infrastructure; and
the building inventory.
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Block Pattern

The City’s street network, or block pattern, is the
skeleton of the community. The block pattern dictates
the development flexibility and ultimately the physical
character of the community. The block pattern estab-
lishes the street network and street hierarchy of the
community, which in turn dictate the mass, scale, and
orientation of buildings. Together, the streets and build-
ings determine the City’s walkablility.

As existing streets are improved and new streets are
proposed in the Comprehensive Plan, it is important
to understand the block pattern that is envisioned will
establish the character of development and redevelop-
ment for years to come.

The City’s existing block pattern creates three distinctive
character zones within Louisville: urban, suburban, and
rural. Downtown and Old Town (built before 1960) and
the newer subdivisions of North End and Steel Ranch
(built since 2008) have established interconnected
streets with smaller block patterns and supporting al-
leys. The block structure in the northeastern portion of
the City dictates smaller property parcels, interconnect-
ed smaller streets and a more walkable urban character.

Contrasting Downtown and Old Town are the suburban
(less walkable) areas of the City along South Boulder
Road and McCaslin Boulevard and everything built be-
tween 1961 and 2007. The character of these suburban
and rural areas of town is influenced by their limited
street networks and larger arterials, creating single pur-
pose suburban retailing and employment environments.

A problem with suburban block patterns is that after
10 to 15 years, the retail centers built upon them are
outperformed by newer competition. Significant public
investment is then needed to reshape the blocks to
accommodate a variety of retailing formats and land
development patterns, allowing the retail centers to
successfully compete again.

Block patterns and infrastructure inform an area’s
building inventory, development patterns, and land use
types. It is important for the Comprehensive Plan to

enable the development of more urban block patterns,
building stock and community supported land uses. Ur-
ban block patterns, like that in Old Town and Downtown
Louisville, have high resiliency and flexibility in accom-
modating development and redevelopment over time.
Typical suburban block patterns have not demonstrated
similar resiliency.

Block Pattern

Municipal Utilities and Infrastructure

Municipal utilities and infrastructure (water, sewer, and
storm water) are critical in defining the economic vitality
and physical character of the City. Their capacity defines
the growth potential of the City. Their placement and
design contribute to the physical character of the City.

Louisville’s water supply originates from two primary
sources: South Boulder Creek and the Northern Colora-
do Water Conservancy District consisting of the Colo-
rado Big Thompson and Windy Gap projects.

The City is treating 4,000 acre-feet (AF) of water a year,
with peak demands approaching 9.0 million gallons

per day (mgd). Raw water from the City’s established
sources is treated and distributed to individual business-
es and residences from the City’s two water treatment
facilities: the Howard Berry Plant and the North Plant.
Currently, both plants operate at or under capacity.

Raw Water Sources

The two water treatment plants have a combined treat-
ment capacity of 13 mgd. Together, the two facilities
serve three pressure zones within the City. A water
system capacity analysis examined both demand and
location of the projected build-out of the City as well as
the 20 year market forecast.

The existing water supply and treatment capacity are
sufficient to accommodate the expected 20-year devel-
opment absorption assumptions of the Framework.

However, it is important to note, the Howard Berry Plant
may require additional capacity to serve the projected
build-out of the mid and lower water pressure zones of
the City. The primary driver of future water demand will
be the office and industrial uses expected in the Centen-
nial Valley, the Phillips 66 property, and the Colorado
Technology Center (CTC).

The Wastewater Treatment Plant provides sanitary
sewage treatment for the City of Louisville. There is a
surplus of sanitary treatment capacity currently on-line
to serve the projected demand of the City as reflected in
the Framework.

The Sanitary Treatment Plant is currently operating at a
daily average of 2 million gallons per day (mgd) or 59%
of its capacity. Historically, the plant has seen flows as
high as 2.8 mgd. Additional treatment capacity was
added in 1999 giving the plant a maximum permitted
capacity of 3.4 mgd.

The Planning Context

Water Pressure Zones

The Wastewater Treatment Plant has reached the end
of its useful life based upon the age of the facility and
upcoming regulatory water quality requirements.

Construction is currently being planned for the Waste-
water Treatment Plant to meet regulatory and growth
requirements. Improvements to transmission mains
and lift stations will be needed with build out of the Col-
orado Technology Center and the Phillips 66 property.

There are also limitations in the sanitary sewer pipes
located in the Downtown and Old Town areas. The pipes
in this area are the original vitrified clay pipes, con-
structed in the mid 1900s. As the pipes have aged, they
have begun to break down. The City annually replaces
portions of these pipes with PVC pipes to maintain the
integrity of the collection system.

Waste Water Treatment Plant Improvement Timelines

10
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The City’s Engineering Department has an ongoing
maintenance program for inspecting storm drainage fa-
cilities. The department also provides detailed hydraulic
modeling to identify any deficiencies and what improve-
ments are necessary.

The City is currently following the Louisville/Boulder
County Outfall System Plan, as completed in 1982, for
necessary improvements to the stormwater system.
Developers are responsible for completing elements of
the outfall system to meet the City’s land development
and engineering codes.

Overall, the City is positioned well to serve the needs

of the Framework at build out. However, as the City
continues to age, infrastructure that has deteriorated or
become obsolete will need to be replaced or rehabili-
tated.

Building Inventory

The City of Louisville’s building inventory reflects the
diversity, economic stability and physical character of
the City. According to the 2010 U.S. Census, there
were 7,529 occupied housing units in Louisville out of a
total of 7,814, for a vacancy rate of 3.6%. Approximately
74% of the occupied units were owner occupied, com-
pared to 64% in Boulder County and 68% in the State.
Louisville’s median home value of $361,200 for owner
occupied units was slightly higher than Boulder County
at $353,300, and significantly higher than the state’s
median value of $236,600. The highest median hous-
ing value among peer jurisdictions in 2010 is the City of
Superior at $389,300.

The bulk of Louisville’s building stock was constructed in
the three decades between 1970 and 2000 when 84%
of the total inventory was delivered. The County and
State saw an upsurge of residential construction starting
in the 1960s that remained relatively robust past year
2000.

Louisville’s building stock is generally divided into four
eras of construction. These periods of construction
generated distinctively different patterns of develop-
ment and architectural styles. No single architectural

Building Figure Ground

style dominates the Louisville architectural vernacular
City-wide, or within any individual era of construction.
The development pattern of the City clearly shifted from
a pedestrian character and orientation in Old Town and
Downtown Louisville (pre-1950) to a vehicle base orien-
tation and character for development after 1950.

Louisville adopted a historic preservation ordinance in
2005 and voters approved an increase in sales tax for
the creation of the Louisville Historic Preservation Fund
in 2008. The historic preservation ordinance’s designa-
tion of historic resources is voluntary for buildings over
50 years old. Revenues from the one-eighth percent
sales tax are to be retained and spent exclusively within
the “Historic Old Town Overlay District” and “Downtown
Louisville” to preserve the unique charm and character
of historic Old Town Louisville. This revenue source is
meant to:

o Provide incentives to preserve historic re-
sources, including funding of programs to iden-
tify and attempt to preserve buildings which
qualify for listing on the Louisville Register of
Historic Places with the consent of the property
owner;

Percentage of Existing Buildings by Construction Date

Age of Building Stock

11
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above mandatory requirements; and
o For city staff time to administer the programs.

As Louisville’s building stock continues to age, more

of the City’s buildings will become eligible as historic
resources. Currently, buildings over 50 years of age are
generally constrained to the building stock of Downtown
Example Buildings Built Between 1878 and 1909 Louisville and Old Town Louisville. However, over the

20 year life of this Comprehensive Plan, it is expected
the total number of eligible historic resources will nearly
double, including many homes in North Louisville and
along South Boulder Road. Under the existing preserva-
tion ordinance, these resources will not be eligible for
money from the Historic Preservation Fund.

Example Buildings Built Between 1910 and 1949

Example Buildings Built Between 1950 and 1989

Example Buildings Built Between 1990 and 2012

o Provide incentives to preserve buildings that
contribute to the historic character of historic
Old Town Louisville but do not qualify for listing
on the Louisville Register of Historic Places, with
such buildings to be treated the same as historic Anticipated Building Stock Over 50 years Old in 2033
buildings but with lower priority;

o Provide incentives for new buildings and
developments within historic Old Town
Louisville to limit mass, scale, and number
of stories; to preserve setbacks; to preserve
pedestrian walkways between buildings; and
to utilize materials typical of historic buildings,

12
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Circulation

Louisville is a maturing municipality in which growth
trends and traffic patterns are shifting from an expan-
sion focus to an infill orientation. Louisville is situated
within rapidly developing east Boulder County, between
the residential areas of Lafayette, East Boulder County
and Erie, and the employment centers of Boulder,
Interlocken, and the US 36 Corridor serving Denver.
Louisville’s arterial street network provides the primary
access routes between these residential and employ-
ment areas.

Staff and the consultant team conducted a complete
multi-modal transportation analysis for Louisville. Four
significant observations have emerged from the trans-
portation analysis when compared to the City’s Vision
Statement and Core Community Values.

Street Vehicle Capacity

Staff plotted the Average Daily Traffic (ADT) volumes for
the year 2035 on the Louisville Street Network for the
preferred Framework Option. Staff then used the Insti-
tute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) generalized level
of service (LOS) guidelines to document any vehicle ca-
pacity concerns with the projected 20 year build out of
the City. Vehicle LOS is most commonly used to analyze
a roadway’s performance by categorizing vehicle traffic
flow throughout the day, or during the periods of heavi-
est use, typically the morning and evening commute.
Vehicle LOS is measured using letters from A to F.

Vehicle based LOS does not measure a pedestrian’s,

or bicyclist’s quality of trip. However, the size and
speed of roadway affects the quality of a pedestrian’s
and bicyclist’s trip experience. Generally, a larger and
faster roadway corresponds with a higher vehicle LOS.
Conversely, a smaller and slower roadway corresponds
generally with a higher pedestrian’s and bicyclist’s qual-
ity of experience and a generally lower vehicle LOS. The
transportation profession recommends LOS A to LOS C
in rural communities, LOS C to D in suburban communi-
ties, and LOS C to F in urban communities.

A goal of this Comprehensive Plan is to maintain vehicle
LOS C unless to maintain LOS C it would be necessary to

widen the street or make other capacity modifications
in a way that would conflict with these desired small
town transportation qualities:

o Pedestrians of all ages and abilities should be
able to safely and comfortably walk along, or
across a street, arterial corridor, or intersec-
tion, as well as wait for public transit.

o Bicyclists of all ages and abilities should be
able to safely and comfortably ride along, or
across a street, arterial corridor, or intersec-
tion.

o All streets, arterial corridors and intersections
are designed and function to be compatible
with the City’s desired character zone identi-
fied in the Framework.

o Streets, arterial corridors and intersections
do not negatively affect the adjacent neighbor-
hoods, historic assets, or natural resources.

Based on these criteria, the majority of the City’s streets
have the capacity to accommodate the 20 year forecast-
ed traffic volumes for the preferred Framework at LOS
C. However, several of the City’s arterials will operate at
LOS D. Itis important to note the anticipated regional
cut-through traffic in the year 2035 causes traffic vol-
umes on the arterials to exceed LOS C standards, regard-
less of any additional development in Louisville. Staff

Average Daily Traffic - 2035

believes that the required vehicle capacity modifications
necessary to maintain LOS C conflict with Louisville’s
small town transportation quality expectations.

Regional vs. Local Traffic

Staff conducted a Select Link Analysis of the 2035
DRCOG Transportation Model. A select link analysis
identifies where the origins and destinations of car trips
using Louisville streets occur. Louisville’s share of traffic
on its own roadways is decreasing. In 2035, 38% of all
trips on Louisville streets will have neither an origin nor
destination in Louisville. More relevant is that regional
traffic on Louisville arterial streets in 2035 will account
for 40% to 65% of all traffic. As residential areas in East
Boulder County and employment areas in Boulder and
the US 36 Corridor continue to increase, Louisville’s
share of traffic on its own roadways will continue to de-
crease. Only 10% of Louisville’s employment base lives

Proportion of Local Trips on Arterials

in Louisville. A key transportation strategy for Louisville
should be to improve local connectivity and transporta-
tion choices internal to the City.

Transportation Nodes and Economic Opportunities

The City of Louisville has three transportation nodes
with varying degrees of economic opportunities: Mc-
Caslin Boulevard and US 36, South Boulder Road and
Highway 42, and Pine Street adn Highway 42. These
transportation nodes generate intersecting traffic vol-
umes that retailers are attracted to because of visibility
and drive-by opportunities. It is important for the City
to recognize and capitalize on these opportunities.

Neighborhood Centers: South Boulder Road and High-
way 42 along with McCaslin Boulevard (north of Cherry),
represent neighborhood retailing centers. Traffic vol-
umes within these centers will range between 30,000

13
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and 40,000 vehicles daily by the year 2035. Generally,
retailing will be limited to neighborhood opportunities.

Regional Center: Regional retailing opportunities exist
along McCaslin Boulevard south of Cherry Street to the
US 36 interchange. In total, 150,000 vehicle trips travel
through this transportation node daily.

The Strength of Retail Opportunities Influenced by
Average Daily Traffic Volumes

Transit Service

Currently, the entire southeastern portion of the City
has no local transit service, including Avista Hospital,
the Colorado Technology Center, and the Phillips 66 and
Monarch Campus properties. All are critical employ-
ment areas to the City and the entire metro region.

Transit Service

The Planning Context

2013 Comprehensive Plan
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The Planning Context

Market Opportunities

The City of Louisville contracted with Tischler Bise to com-
plete a demographic and economic market study for the City
which is included as an appendix to the Comprehensive Plan.
The following is a brief overview of the market opportunities
of the major land uses in the City. The Market Study does not
imply the development projections are to be achived in the
Plan.

Retail

The Economic and Market Assessment indicates there is a sur-
plus of approximately 3 million square feet of retail within a
15 minute drive shed of Louisville. The assessment goes on to
suggest it will take between nine and ten years of population
growth in the trade area to fill this excess retail space. Based
on these findings, the study concludes that the demand for
new retail development at the community shopping center
scale and higher (100,000 SF and higher) will be soft in Louis-
ville for the next nine to ten years.

Although the study concludes that demand for larger scale re-
tail in the trade area will be weak for the next ten years, there
are opportunities to capitalize on emerging market trends to
regain lost retail base. Areas like Downtown and the Revital-
ization District are positioned well to capitalize on emerging
market trends favoring mixed use walkable environments.
The zoning is in place and infrastructure improvements like
the South Street Gateway and the HWY 42 Gateway Project
will enable these areas to develop in line with emerging mar-
ket trends. However, the zoning and current development
patterns in Centennial Valley and the McCaslin Boulevard
corridor provide little flexibility for new development pat-
terns. Residential mixed use is not currently permitted, and
the regulations encourage larger lot, automobile-centered
development.

Office/R&D/Flex Space

The majority of Louisville’s office, research and development,
and flex space is located in either the Colorado Technology
Center (CTC) or Centennial Valley. There are approximately
2.3 million square feet of occupied space in CTC and a great
deal of vacant land zoned for additional industrial develop-
ment including office, research and development, and flex
space. The market study suggests the CTC is positioned

well in the region and will continue to experience moder-
ate growth for the foreseeable future. Centennial Valley has
approximately 425,000 square feet of vacant office space,
and the market study indicates it is not likely that additional
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speculative office space will be built in this area until the
vacant space is occupied.

Residential

The City of Louisville’s residential housing market is con-
strained by a scarcity of developable land. As currently zoned,
the City does not have additional land for greenfield residen-
tial development within city limits. The Alkonis parcel in the
northeast corner of the City is the last significant parcel of
land identified for annexation with the potential for residen-
tial development. Opportunities for infill residential develop-
ment are constrained by a lack of land supply and current
zoning regulations which restrict residential development or
do not allow it at all.

Despite a scarcity of residential land for development, the
Economic and Market Assessment indicates there is signifi-
cant demand for residential units in Louisville, as evidenced
by the rapid and sustainable sales of homes at Steel Ranch
and North End. Opening up additional areas for residential
development, either through rezoning, or revised develop-
ment regulations, would likely result in additional residential
development as demand is quite strong.

Fiscal Analysis

Staff worked with an economic and fiscal consultant, Tischler
Bise, to assess the fiscal impacts of the Comprehensive Plan
over the next 20 years. The complete study is included as an
appendix to this plan. At build out, the preferred Framework
will produce a balanced amount of residential units, and
retail, industrial, and office square footage. However, over
the next 20 years the market will only construct a portion of
each of these build out scenarios. Additionally, some of the
newly constructed square footage and residential units will
be added in greenfield locations, while other units and square
footage will be constructed in infill locations. The following
table outlines the additional square footage and residential
units that the fiscal study projects could be built in the next
twenty years.

Greenfield development and infill development have differ-
ent fiscal impacts on the city. For example, a new residential
subdivision on the outskirts of town will require the construc-
tion of new roads that will need to be maintained by the city,
and may require additional police resources. An infill site

will likely not need additional roads. The City’s current fiscal
model does not account for the potential savings of infill
development. The fiscal study attached to this plan includes
cost adjustments to Operating and Capital Costs for infill de-

20 Year Market Forecast
Source: Source: City of Louisville; TischlerBise

velopment. Based on the discount assumptions in the report,
Tischler Bise completed an analysis of operating and capital
fiscal impacts for the 20 year build out. The model indicates
the proposed land use mixture in this comprehenisve Plan is
essentially fiscally neutral. Annual operations revenue will

be slightly under expenditures by approximately $93,000 and
that annual capital budget will experience a slight surplus

of approximately $115,000 annually. These are rough as-
sumptions based on one out of countless possible build-out
scenarios.

Stability and Change

The three largest land uses in the City are: residential, parks
and open space, and vacant or undeveloped. Together these
uses comprise approximately three-quarters of the land in the
City. On the properties that have been developed, residential
makes up more than half of the built square footage in the
City, followed by industrial and office, together totaling about
one-quarter of the City’s built square footage.

The Louisville Municipal Code (LMC), Chapter 17 - Zoning, dic-
tates the amount of development allowed within Louisville.
Staff analyzed the LMC with respect to each lot to determine
how much development is allowed in addition to what cur-
rently exists. This analysis shows a large portion of the City is
entitled to additional development.
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Min. Dev

- Low Dev (>5k SF)

Mod. Dev (5 to 50k SF)
- Max. Dev (50k SF <)

Areas with Substantial Buildout Capacity

Most of the entitled development is within retail corridors
along South Boulder Road and McCaslin Boulevard; special
office and industrial districts of Centennial Valley, the Colo-
rado Technology Center (CTC), and Phillips 66; and within

the Downtown and the HWY 42 Redevelopment district. It
should be noted, the analysis simply indicates what additional
development is allowed and not what the retail, office, and
residential markets can absorb.

Several variables influence the likeliness of property develop-
ing or redeveloping. One is the ratio between the building
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value and the total property value. If the building value is a
relatively small portion of the total value, then the property is
probably not being used close to its full potential and rede-
velopment is likely. However, the improved value to property
value ratio is not an indicator of immediate development.
Many other factors unique to each property also influence
the likeliness of development. For example, if a property is
owned free and clear, without any debt, this analysis falls
short.

Improvement values (50%) of total Property Values

- Improvement values (40 to 50%) of total Property Values
- Improvement values (30 to 40%) of total Property Values
- Improvement values (>30%) of total Property Values

Areas with High Development Pressures

Areas with the highest development pressures are typically
vacant like some in the CTC and Centennial Valley; however,
many older under-developed properties are experiencing
significant reinvestment pressure along South Boulder Road
and within Old Town.

Staff mapped the allowed additional development in the City
with the building to property value ratio for all properties to
identify areas experiencing change today and that will likely
experience change in the future as the real estate market
recovers.

The majority of Louisville is stable; however, some specific ar-
eas are experiencing, or will likely experience, change. Down-
town, over the last few years, has experienced substantial

reinvestment to its building stock. The Old Town neighbor-
hood is also experiencing significant reinvestment with new
houses replacing many of the older homes. This analysis also
indicates large residential reinvestments may begin occurring
in neighborhoods outside of Old Town. New investments are
also occurring in the CTC, Steel Ranch, and North End. Ad-
ditional development requests are being submitted to the City
for property along South Boulder Road.

As a caveat, it is important to realize this analysis simply indi-
cates which areas of the City are likely to experienc change or
should anticipate future change. This analysis along with the
economic market study will indicate when change will likely

occur by land use type. The Comprehensive Plan will help
guide that change to the City’s benefit.

Areas of Stability and Change

Areas of Stability

- Areasof Incremental Change

Areas of Change

The Planning Context
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The Vision Statement and Core Community Values

The 20 Year Plan for the City of Louisville has two pri-
mary components which guide the direction and imple-
mentation of the 2012 Comprehensive Plan Update.

The first keycomponent is the Vision Statement and
Core Community Values. The Vision Statement and Core
Community Values are supported by the second key
component, the Framework Plan.

Louisville’s Vision Statement and Core Community
Values define how the City sees itself and identify
characteristics that should be carried into the future.
The Vision Statement and Core Community Values
were developed through extensive public outreach and
represent the views of residents, business and property
owners, and elected and appointed officials. The Vision
Statement and Core Community Values serve as the
rubric against which the Framework Plan was devel-
oped and how future City policies and decisions should
be evaluated. All of the recommendations, principles,
and policies in this Comprehensive Plan are designed to
further the goals of the Vision Statement and Core Com-
munity Values.

The Framework Plan illustrates Louisville’s community
character and development expectations verbalized

in the Vision Statement and Core Community Values.
Together, the Vision Statement and Core Community
Values visualized by the Framework Plan represent the
long-range integrated land use, transportation and natu-
ral resource vision for the City.

Vision Statement

Established in 1878, the City of Louisville is an inclusive, family-friendly community that
manages its continued growth by blending a forward-thinking outlook with a small-town
atmosphere which engages its citizenry and provides a walkable community form that
enables social interaction. The City strives to preserve and enhance the high quality of life
it offers to those who live, work, and spend time in the community. Louisville retains con-
nections to the City’s modest mining and agricultural beginnings while continuing to trans-

form into one of the most livable, innovative, and economically diverse communities in the

United States. The structure and operation of the City will ensure an open and responsive

government which integrates regional cooperation and citizen volunteerism with a broad
range of high-quality and cost-effective services.

17
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Core Community Values
The following Core Community Values are the foundation upon which the City of Louisville will make decisions and
achieve the Community’s vision.

We Value...

A Sense of Community ... where residents, property owners, business owners, and visitors feel
a connection to Louisville and to each other, and where the City’s character, physical form and
accessible government contribute to a citizenry that is actively involved in the decision-making
process to meet their individual and collective needs.

Our Livable Small Town Feel . . . where the City’s size, scale, and land use mixture and govern-
ment’s high-quality customer service encourage personal and commercial interactions.

A Healthy, Vibrant, and Sustainable Economy . . . where the City understands and appreciates
the trust our residents, property owners, and business owners place in it when they invest in Lou-
isville, and where the City is committed to a strong and supportive business climate which fosters
a healthy and vibrant local and regional economy for today and for the future.

A Connection to the City’s Heritage . . . where the City recognizes, values, and encourages the
promotion and preservation of our history and cultural heritage, particularly our mining and agri-
cultural past.

Sustainable Practices for the Economy, Community, and the Environment . . . where we chal-
lenge our government, residents, property owners, and our business owners to be innovative
with sustainable practices so the needs of today are met without compromising the needs of

future generations.

Unique Commercial Areas and Distinctive Neighborhoods . . . where the City is committed to rec-
ognizing the diversity of Louisville’s commercial areas and neighborhoods by establishing custom-
ized policies and tools to ensure that each maintains its individual character, economic vitality,
and livable structure.

A Balanced Transportation System . . . where the City desires to make motorists, transit custom-
ers, bicyclists and pedestrians of all ages and abilities partners in mobility, and where the City
intends to create and maintain a multimodal transportation system to ensure that each user can
move in ways that contribute to the economic prosperity, public health, and exceptional quality of
life in the City.

Families and Individuals . . . where the City accommodates the needs of all individuals in all
stages of life through our parks, trails, and roadway design, our City services, and City regulations
to ensure they provide an environment which accommodates individual mobility needs, quality of
life goals, and housing options.

The Vision Statement and Core Community Values

Integrated Open Space and Trail Networks . . . where the City appreciates, manages and pre-
serves the natural environment for community benefit, including its ecological diversity, its
outstanding views, clear-cut boundaries, and the interconnected, integrated trail network which
makes all parts of the City accessible.

Safe Neighborhoods . . . where the City ensures our policies and actions maintain safe, thriving
and livable neighborhoods so residents of all ages experience a strong sense of community and
personal security.

Ecological Diversity . . . where the City, through its management of parks and open space and its
development and landscape regulations, promotes biodiversity by ensuring a healthy and resilient
natural environment, robust plant life and diverse habitats.

Excellence in Education and Lifelong learning . . . where the City allocates the appropriate re-
sources to our library services and cultural assets and where the City actively participates with
our regional partners to foster the region’s educational excellence and create a culture of lifelong
learning within the City and Boulder County.

Civic Participation and Volunteerism . . . where the City engages, empowers, and encourages its
citizens to think creatively, to volunteer and to participate in community discussions and decisions
through open dialogue, respectful discussions, and responsive action.

Open, Efficient and Fiscally Responsible Government . . . where the City government is approach-
able, transparent, and ethical, and our management of fiscal resources is accountable, trustwor-
thy, and prudent.

2013 Comprehensive Plan
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The Vision Statement and Core Community Values

CHARACTER ZONES

This Comprehensive Plan Update introduces a new
language and format to the community’s Framework.
The intent of the change is to clarify and illustrate the
community’s expectations related to the City’s land use
function, form, and character in the Framework, and
to ensure the City’s Vision Statement and Core Com-
munity Values are properly translated and illustrated in
the Comprehensive Plan. The new language simplifies
the format of the Framework into character zones. The
character zones are described by two variables: devel-
opment patterns and development types.

Development Patterns

Three development patterns are found in Louisville:
urban, suburban, and rural. These development pat-
terns reflect the look and feel of the City. Development
patterns dictate how streets are laid out; how property
parcels are subdivided; how buildings are designed and
arranged on a site; and how parks and public spaces are
integrated into the community.

19

Specifically, the development patterns in the Framework
establish guidelines for Small Area and Neighborhood
Plans to implement specific regulations within the Lou-
isville Municipal Code (LMC). The specific elements the
development patterns influence include:

Building Form and Design
Building Heights
Building Mass and Scale
Building Orientation

Infrastructure
Streets
Blocks
Storm Water Facilities
Public Spaces and Trails

Design Standards
Yard & Bulk
Parking Ratios
Site Design

Urban Pattern

The urban portions of Louisville are found in the north-
east quadrant of the City and are generally more com-
pact and walkable. The majority of the urban develop-
ment pattern occurred in Louisville prior to 1960. Some
urban development patterns have occurred since 2008.
The urban areas of the City include: Downtown, Old
Town, North End and Steel Ranch. Generally, the urban
pattern of development includes the following distin-
guishing design characteristics.

Streets
Interconnected street network (smaller blocks)
Alley / rear loaded properties
Multimodal (Vehicle, pedestrian, bike, transit)
Reduced speeds
Balanced civic and mobility responsibilities
Parcels
Smaller parcels
Building Design and Orientation
Street Orientation
Pedestrian mass, scale, and details
Civic & Public Infrastructure
Integrated
Multi-purpose
Formal landscape

Example Figure Ground - Downtown & Old Town Louisville
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Suburban Pattern

The suburban portions of Louisville generally evolved
between 1960 and 2008 and are found along: Via Appia;
McCaslin Boulevard; South Boulder Road; Centennial
Valley; and within the Colorado Technology Center. The
suburban patterns of development are typically more
spread-out and multimodal when compared to urban
patterns of development. Generally, suburban patterns
of development include the following distinguishing
design characteristics.

Streets
Disconnected street network (larger blocks)
Street loaded properties
Multimodal (Vehicular, Pedestrian, Bike, Transit)
Higher speeds
Mobility role larger than civic role
Parcels
Larger parcels
Building Orientation
Oriented towards property
Vehicular mass, scale, and details
Civic & Public Infrastructure
Separated
Single-purpose
Informal landscape

Example Figure Ground - McCaslin Boulevard & Centennial Valley

The Vision Statement and Core Community Values

Rural Pattern

The rural portions of Louisville generally occur along the
perimeter of City in the form of open space. However,
rural development patterns have also emerged around
the Coal Creek Golf Course, 96th Street and south of Dil-
lon Road and include the Phillips 66 property. The rural
patterns of development are typically more separated
and vehicular based when compared to urban and
suburban patterns of development. Generally, rural pat-
terns of development include the following distinguish-
ing design characteristics.

Streets
No street network (no block pattern)
Street loaded properties
Vehicular and bicycle design
(pedestrian needs supported by trail network)
Higher speeds
Mobility priority
Parcels
Larger parcels
Building Orientation
Natural resource orientation
Vehicular mass, scale, and details
Civic & Public Infrastructure
Separated
Single-purpose
Native landscape

Example Figure Ground - Avista, Monarch Cam-
pus, & Phillips 66 Property

2013 Comprehensive Plan
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The Vision Statement and Core Community Values

DEVELOPMENT TYPES

Five development types occur throughout Louisville:
centers, corridors, neighborhoods, special districts, and
parks/open space. These development types reflect
the type of uses and activities; density, or intensity of
development; and the amount of public infrastructure
desired in different areas of the City.

Specifically, the development types in the Framework
will establish guidelines for Small Area and Neighbor-
hood Plans to implement specific regulations within the
Louisville Municipal Code (LMC). The specific elements
the development types influence include:

Land Use Mix
Retail
Commercial
Residential
Industrial
Civic/Institutional

Allowed Development
Density:
Floor Area Ratios
Units Per Acre

21

Centers

Downtown Louisville and its relationship with the Old
Town neighborhood represent the City’s only current
center. The City’s Framework identifies the emergence
of two additional centers: one around South Boulder
Road and Highway (HWY) 42, and the other near Mc-
Caslin Boulevard and US 36, south of Cherry Street.

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

Corridor development types are similar to center devel-
opment types in the mixture and intensity of land uses.
Corridors differ from centers in their shape, connected-
ness to adjacent land uses, and public space integration.
Generally, corridor development types occur along arte-
rial roadways in a linear form and are disconnected from
adjacent land uses. Corridor development types are
expected to develop along: McCaslin Boulevard north of
Cherry Street and south of Via Appia; along South Boul-
der Road and along HWY 42, north of Hecla Drive.

Corridors typically have strong retail, commercial and
multi-family development opportunities. Corridors lack
integrated public spaces and typically do not have a
focal point and central gathering area. Corridors typi-
cally feature a linear, not horizontal, mixture of uses.
Generally, their architectural character is defined by the
primary arterial roadway.

The Vision Statement and Core Community Values

Neighborhoods

Neighborhoods are the most abundant development
type in the City of Louisville. Neighborhoods are pre-
dominantly residential land uses. Neighborhoods range
from less dense large lot single family neighborhoods
to higher density multi-family communities. Neighbor-
hoods have public spaces either integrated within, or
adjacent to them. Neighborhoods are generally sized
by a % mile diameter (10 minute walk) and have well
defined edges and boundaries.

A key component of this Comprehensive Plan update is
the introduction of a recommended city-wide neighbor-
hood planning initiative. The neighborhood plans are
tailored toward the needs of individual neighborhood.
They will ensure the neighborhoods remain livable,
stable and successful as the region continues to grow
and the City continues to evolve.

2013 Comprehensive Plan
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The Vision Statement and Core Community Values

Special Districts

Special Districts are unique development types custom-
ized to a particular location and development oppor-
tunity. Special Districts are predominantly a single use
development, typically involving either industrial or
office land uses. Special Districts range in density and in-
tensity. Public spaces are seldom integrated within the
development and are more often adjacent, or nearby
the special district. Special districts within Louisville
include: Centennial Valley, Coal Creek Business Park,
Phillips 66 and the Colorado Technology Center.

Parks and Open Space

Parks and Open Spaces are development types to be
considered in Louisville. Parks and Open Spaces are
predominantly a single institutional or civic use, in
which retailing and entertainment opportunities may be
temporarily allowed through a license agreement with
the City. Parks and Open Spaces range in size and activ-
ity levels. The Parks and Open Spaces system is guided
by the Parks Recreation Open Space and Trails (PROST)
Master Plan, a companion document to the Compre-
hensive Plan.

23
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THE FRAMEWORK

The Framework uses the new character zone language
outlined in the previous section to graphically represent
the City of Louisville’s adopted Vision Statement and
Core Community Values. The Framework also repre-
sents a Long-Range Integrated Land Use, Transportation
and Natural Resource Plan for the City. These ele-
ments provide a specific strategy for enabling the City
to review and modify its land development regulations
and assist in prioritizing the City’s Capital Improvement
Program. Together, the Vision Statement, the Core
Community Values and the Framework establish com-
munity expectations and provide policy guidance for
the anticipated areas of change and stability in the City.

The Framework’s composition of land uses enables a
place for existing and future residents to live, work,
shop, and play. The composition of uses ensures a fiscal
balance to maintain the City’s high quality of services.
The Framework also positions the City to capitalize

on sound market strategies that will allow the City’s
revenue generating land uses to stay competitive with
neighboring municipalities and the surrounding region.

The core component of the Framework is the identifica-
tion and development of three mixed use urban centers
in the City over the next twenty years.

1. Downtown / the Highway 42 Revitalization District;
2. Highway 42 and South Boulder Road; and,
3. McCaslin Boulevard.

The Framework also designates McCaslin Boulevard
(North of Cherry Street and South of Via Appia), South
Boulder Road (east of Via Appia), and HWY 42 (north
of South Boulder Road) as urban corridors. The special
districts of the City are defined to include Centennial
Valley, Coal Creek Business Park, the Colorado Technol-
ogy Center, 96th Street,Dillon Road, and the Phillips 66
property.

The plan identifies various suburban, urban, and rural
neighborhoods throughout the City and outlines the
parks and open space areas within the City. The follow-

ing section describes what is envisioned through the
City’s Vision Statement and Core Community Values and
graphically represents it within the Framework.

Street Types and Land Use

The land uses envisioned in the Framework’s Center
and Corridor development types, are determined by
the street types in each area. This Comprehensive Plan
identifies four types of streets in the Center and Cor-
ridor development types: Retail Primary and Secondary
Streets and Mixed Use Primary and Secondary Streets.

Retail Primary Streets are those streets best positioned
for retail success. The traffic volumes and visibility these
streets provide requires the provision of retail land uses
on the ground floor of the buildings adjacent to them.
Other commercial uses may be located on a second
story, above the ground floor retail use. Residential land
uses are not found on Retail Primary Streets.

Retail Secondary Streets have the potential for retail
success, but their location and traffic volumes suggest
that other commercial uses, such as office, may present
a more economically viable land use option. Retail land
uses should be clustered in key locations on secondary
streets where visibility and access exist. Residential
land uses are not found on Retail Secondary Streets.

Mixed Use Primary Streets are those streets that are
located and designed for a mix of complementary uses.
These streets may function as the center of a larger
mixed use district, and as such are ideally situated for
pedestrian activated ground floor commercial uses.
Residential uses may occupy the upper floors of a mixed
use building on a Mixed Use Primary Street.

Mixed Use Secondary Streets are found in mixed use
districts, but they are not located in the heart, or center,
of the district. The location of the streets and the cor-
responding reduced traffic volumes suggest that uses
other than retail or office may be more appropriate on
the ground floor of buildings fronting the street. Resi-
dential uses may be the sole use in a building located on
a Mixed Use Secondary Street.

The “Urban” or “Suburban” designation of properties
along South Boulder Road west of the BNSF and north of McCaslin
will occur during their respective Small Area Plans

2013 Comprehensive Plan
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The Framework

district will be determined during a separate Planning

DOWNTOWN AND THE HIGHWAY 42 Policies Pedestrian crossings should be completed
REVITALIZATION DISTRICT initiative. 1. Continue to recognize historic buildings are an across HWY 42 and under the existing rail tracks
integral part of downtown’s character and to ensure safe pedestrian passage.
The combination of Downtown Louisville and the HWY Parking: Shared parking environment where success, and develop a Preservation Master Plan
42 Revitalization District is the only one of the three visitors park once and visit multiple for residential and commercial structures 8. Develop a complete street network and a safe
urban centers identified in the Framework that cur- locations without moving their with historic eligibility. and cohesive access strategy for the portion
rently operates as an urban center. Historic Downtown automobile. of the urban center located east of the BNSF
Louisville presently has a mix of land uses within a walk- 2. Encourage a diversity of housing types and Railway, north to South Boulder Road, and
able and integrated urban pattern. Future efforts in this Fiscal Performance: Land use mix demonstrates provide a transition in scale from higher density south to both sides of Pine Street which maxi-
center will continue to encourage a healthy and vibrant positive fiscal benefits uses in the core of the Urban Center to mizes connectivity and provides access and cir-
downtown consisting of a mix of supporting businesses Density Range: the adjacent neighborhoods. culation to facilitate redevelopment in an urban
and residences. This Framework looks to build on the Floor Area Ratio: 1.0 — 2.0 with an overall average of 1.5 center pattern.
success of Downtown Louisville in the HWY 42 Revital- Unit per Acre: Up to 25 DU/Acre 3. Promote the development of additional public
ization District. parking and parking management strategies 9. Promote the health of downtown through a
Building Height: 2-3 Stories to efficiently use parking resources, ensure a traditional development pattern and pedestrian
The existing HWY 42 Revitalization Plan calls for a mix walkable environment, and alleviate potential scaled redevelopment including expansion of
of residential housing types, commercial retail and of- Building Form and Design parking constraints as the Urban Center contin- business and housing opportunities.
fice areas, and parks and public spaces on the east side 1. Buildings front the street and the ground floor is ues to redevelop.
of the railroad tracks. As the Downtown and HWY 42 activated on primary retail streets. 10. Continue to implement the projects identified in
Revitalization District Urban Center continues to evolve, 4. Continue to promote the vitality of the down the 2010 Downtown Parking and Pedestrian
focus should be placed on policy and infrastructure im- 2. Human-scaled buildings. town through marketing (such as new identifica- Action Plan to create a walkable park once en-
provements which enable these two areas to evolve as tion and directional signs) and collaboration vironment, efficiently using existing parking
one well connected and cohesive urban center. 3. Pedestrian design detailing on all building with the Chamber of Commerce, Business Re- resources, creating additional parking sup-
ground floors and around public gathering tention and Development Committee, and the ply; and introducing improved bus shelters and
Land Use Mix spaces. Downtown Business Association, as well as sup- additional bicycle parking.
The Downtown and Highway 42 Revitalization Dis- porting destination venues such as the Louisville
trict Urban Center is intended to include a mix of uses 4. The growth of the Center will preserve the Street Faire, the Steinbaugh Pavilion, Memory 11. Support public art initiatives which add to the
through the entirety of the center, and within individual character and scale of the neighborhoods within Square, the Louisville Arts Center and the Com- character of Downtown, the Revitalization Dis-
buildings. The Center will include a mix of Mixed Use the Old Town Overlay District (Little Italy, Miners munity Park. trict and the City.
Primary and Secondary Streets, and the land uses Field, and Old Town).
envisioned will follow those highlighted in the following 5. Encourage business diversity through strategic 12. Street network enhancements should only
table. The assignment of the street types in this sub- Infrastructure public infrastructure improvements and busi- occur concurrent with the approved develop-
Streets: Reduced speed and multimodal ness assistance which encourages new private ment, or redevelopment of a property, or neigh-
Block Length: 300-400 Feet investment and business development. borhoods.
Public Spaces and Trails: Interconnected and integrated
into the urban center and nearby open spaces 6. Complete the necessary street network, pedes-
trian, and bicycle connections between the
Design Standards Downtown Area and the Highway 42 Revitaliza-
Downtown - Downtown Framework; Downtown Design tion District to provide travel choices, stabilize
Handbook; and, Downtown Parking and Pedestrian Ac- existing neighborhoods and create one cohesive
A Alowed tion. PI?”- o _ _ urban center.
A Allowed above ground floor Revitalization D/st.rlct - Mixed U.se Development Design
E Either retail or office required on ground floor Standards and Guideline and Highway 42 Framework 7. Promote safe connections for all transporta-
G Required on ground floor Plan. tion modes across major transportation cor-
N Not allowed ridors and between adjacent commercial areas.
25
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MCCASLIN BOULEVARD (SOUTH OF CHERRY)

The McCaslin Boulevard Urban Center will serve as

the focal point for a regionally significant commercial
activity center. Future public and private investment

is needed to transform this area from an auto oriented
suburban retail center, to a walkable mixed-use transit
supportive urban center. As properties redevelop over
time, attention will be given to enabling a more inter-
connected block structure that introduces a walkable
street network, and the possibility of a mixture of uses,
to an area that currently consists of large single purpose
properties. The block structure in the McCaslin Boule-
vard Urban Center will allow for larger blocks than those
found in Old Town, but basic connectivity through the
Center will be enhanced over time.

The forthcoming Diverging Diamond Interchange and
Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) center located at the McCaslin
and US Highway 36 interchange will provide increased
vehicle capacity and regional transit options that will
support higher intensity development infill opportuni-
ties. While the entire Urban Center will benefit from
the enhanced transit service along US 36, the area sur-
rounding the BRT stop should realize a higher develop-
ment potential. The McCaslin Boulevard Urban Center
shall remain the City of Louisville’s primary retailing
center and will have the highest intensity of develop-
ment in the City.

Land Use Mix

The McCaslin Boulevard Urban Center shall remain the
City’s primary retail center that is supported by a mix of
land uses including office and residential. The center
will support a vertical mix of land uses with single use
residential buildings permitted only in proximity to and
a relationship with adjacent to existing residential areas.
The Center is intended to include Retail Primary and
Secondary Streets and Mixed Use Primary and Second-
ary Streets. The location and classification of these
streets will be determined during the creation of a small
area plan for the McCaslin Boulevard Urban Center.

Allowed
* Allowed above ground floor
Either retail or office required on ground floor
Required on ground floor
Not allowed

Z60m>»> >

parking facilities encouraged in the
vicinity to the BRT Station.

Land use mix demonstrates
strong fiscal benefits

Fiscal Performance:

Density Range:
Floor Area Ratio: Average of 1.0
Unit per Acre: Up to 30 DU/Acre

Building Height: 2-3 Stories. A 4th story allowed only if
view sheds are preserved, shading impacts are mitigat-
ed, and the public realm is not adversely impacted.

Building Form and Design
1. Ground floor oriented towards the street

2. Ground floor activated with retail and commer
cial uses and pedestrian scaled development

3. Provide buildings which transition in scale from
adjacent uses

Infrastructure

Streets: Reduced speed and multi-modal

Block Length: 300-600 Feet

Public Spaces and Trails: Public gathering spaces and
focal points on both sides of McCaslin Boulevard. Trails
integrated into the urban center and transitioning to

Design Standards

Future development will be guided by a Small Area Plan
which will allow for flexibility in the urban center to
enable emerging market retail, office, residential and
mixed use trends to develop as long as the desirable
form of the center is maintained.

The Commercial Development Design Standards and
Guidelines (CDDSG) currently guide design in the urban
center. These guidelines were created for an auto-
centric suburban single-use commercial environment,
and do not provide flexibility for a changing commercial
retail market. The small area plan will address building
placement, block structure, landscaping, and signage
requirements consistent with the urban center charac-
ter, and shall replace the CDDSG in governing the design
character of the Urban Center.

Policies

1. Build upon the planned Diverging Diamond
Interchange and the BRT Station to provide a
higher intensity mix of interdependent
and compatible land uses with quality access
to transit opportunities.

2. Encourage higher intensity transit oriented
development within proximity of the BRT sta-
tion.

3. New residential uses should first be introduced

in proximity to and a relationship with existing
residential areas.

4, Introduce public gathering spaces on both the
east and west side of McCaslin Boulevard which
will help to create an identity for the area and
allow for public events.

5. Retain commercial retail land supply and pro-
mote the retention of existing commercial de-
velopment as a primarily regional retail center.

Davidson Mesa 6. Enhance the City’s regional retail opportunities
Parking: Majority on-site private parking at the US 36 and McCaslin Boulevard inter
associated with a particular use. Shared change.
27

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Emphasize retention of commercial retail uses
as a component of any transit oriented
development.

Increase pedestrian connectivity across
McCaslin Boulevard and between employment
centers, retail areas, and public land

areas within the Urban Center transforming
McCaslin Boulevard from a barrier, to the
feature that connects both sides of the urban
center.

Promote safe connections for all
transportation modes across major
transportation corridors and between adjacent
commercial areas.

Provide safe pedestrian crossings of McCaslin
Boulevard to assist in the integration of both
sides of the street. Promote site planning
design standards that support and facilitate
pedestrian and bicycle access and alternative
modes of transportation.

New gateway features and wayfinding should
reinforce the McCaslin Boulevard interchange
area as a primary entryway to the City.

Support public art and amenities that add to the
character of the McCaslin Boulevard Urban Cen
ter and the City.

Areas west of McCaslin Boulevard should not
include any Mixed Use streets.

Residential development may be allowed east
of McCaslin if it is incorporated into a develop-
ment proposal which provides exceptionally

strong fiscal and economic benefits to the City.
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HIGHWAY 42 AND SOUTH BOULDER ROAD

The Highway 42 and South Boulder Road Urban Center
will bring the separate parcels surrounding the Highway
42 and South Boulder Road intersection into one cohe-
sive center. As properties redevelop in this area, atten-
tion will be paid to introducing a more connected street
grid creating smaller parcels which relate to one another
in an urban and walkable mixed use environment. Com-
mercial land uses and higher density residential uses will
concentrate along the South Boulder Road and Highway
42 intersection while lower density residential uses
should locate away from the main arterials to provide a
transition to the existing neighborhoods.

Land Use Mix

The Highway 42 and South Boulder Road Urban Center
is intended to include a mix of uses. This center will in-
clude a mix of Retail Primary and Secondary Streets and
Mixed Use Primary and Secondary Streets. The location
and classification of these streets will be determined
during the creation of a small area plan for the Highway
42 and South Boulder Road Urban Center.

Allowed

Allowed above ground floor

Either retail or office required on ground floor
Required on ground floor

Not allowed

*

Zo0om>>r>

Parking: On-site private parking associated with
a particular use. Allowance for shared

parking agreements

Land use mix demonstrates
positive fiscal benefits

Fiscal Performance:

Density Range:

Floor Area Ratio: Average of 1.0 FAR
Unit per Acre: Up to 30 DU/Acre
Building Height: 2-3 Stories

Building Form and Design

1. Ground floor oriented towards the street.

2. Ground floor activated with retail and
commercial uses and pedestrian scaled
development.

3. Provide buildings which transition in scale to
adjacent neighborhoods.

Infrastructure

Streets: Slow speed and multimodal with emphasis on
creating livable and urban arterial roadways (South
Boulder Road and HWY 42).

Block Length: 300-400 Feet

Public Spaces and Trails: Public gathering spaces and
focal points on both sides of HWY 42 interconnected
and integrated into the urban center and transitioning
through the center to the surrounding trail network and
open space.

Design Standards

A small area plan should be completed to further define
the desired form of development in the Highway 42

and South Boulder Road Urban Center. The majority

of the center is currently regulated by the Commercial
Development Design Standards and Guidelines (CDDSG).
These guidelines were created for an auto-centric subur-
ban commercial environment, and they do not address
the type of urban center development envisioned in this
Comprehensive Plan. The small area plan will address
building placement, block structure, landscaping, and

signage requirements consistent with the urban center

character and shall replace the CDDSG in governing the

design character of the Urban Center.

New design guidelines should be created which ad-

dress building placement, block structure, landscaping,

and signage requirements City-wide consistent with
proposed character zones of the City. The Mixed Use

Development Design Standards and Guidelines will con-

tinue to provide design guidance for the portion of the

center located in the Revitalization District.

Policies

1. Include a mix of low to higher density residen-
tial and commercial neighborhood services.

2. Transition from higher intensity uses at the core
of the center to lower density uses at the
neighborhoods on the periphery of the center

3. To encourage the economic health of existing
shopping centers, leverage public investment
for infrastructure improvements and business
assistance packages to stimulate private
redevelopment.

4, Focus on community retail opportunities at the
intersection of South Boulder Road and HWY 42
which serve a smaller trade area than those
found at a regional retail center.

5. Introduce new roadway network in the center
to enable the area to operate as a connected
urban center. Medium to high density
residential areas should be located with
proximity to and pedestrian access to public
transportation, neighborhood parks and trail
connections and commercial services.

6. As redevelopment occurs, introduce roadway
network to enable a variety of redevelopment
possibilities. The City should cooperate with the
City of Lafayette and Boulder County to secure
access between Hecla Lake, Waneka Lake, and

Coal Creek.

10.

11.

Create a high degree of trail and open space
connectivity reinforcing the east/west
connectedness of a regional trail system

to Hecla Lake and north/south connectedness
to Downtown and Coal Creek regional trail.

Explore realigning Main Street on the western
edge of the urban center to consolidate access
near the railroad tracks and introduce a Gate
way to the HWY 42 and South Boulder Road
urban center and Downtown Louisville.

Connect the Highway 42 and South Boulder
Road Urban Center to the rest of Louisville by
the introduction of new roads, trail connections,
and pedestrian crossings of the railroad tracks,
South Boulder Road, and HWY 42.

Encourage development of new commercial
retail services in the Urban Center where the
location and scale of such development is
consistent with design standards developed for
the HWY 42 corridor and the character of the
immediate neighborhood.

Louisville Plaza shopping center should not
include any Mixed Use streets.
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SOUTH BOULDER ROAD AND HIGHWAY 42 CORRIDORS

South Boulder Road Suburban Corridor

(West of Via Appia)

South Boulder Road begins as a Suburban Corridor at
City limits and remains one as it travels east to Via Ap-
pia. As a Suburban Corridor, South Boulder Road’s main
function is to move all modes of transportation through
the corridor and to provide access to the neighborhoods
and commercial uses surrounding the corridor. The
South Boulder Road Suburban Corridor contains a hori-
zontal mix of uses including residential and commercial.
The parcels in the suburban corridor are mainly con-
nected along South Boulder Road and the land uses are
setback from the roadway or buffered from it through
landscaping. In this fashion, South Boulder road serves
as an edge between the uses on either side of it. Safe
pedestrian and bicycle crossings at key locations are
needed to safely connect both sides of the corridor.

South Boulder Road Urban Corridor (East of Via Appia)
The South Boulder Road Urban Corridor runs adjacent
to South Boulder Road beginning at Via Appia and
extending east to the railroad tracks where it feeds into
the Highway 42 and South Boulder Road Urban Center.
After leaving the Urban Center, South Boulder Road
transitions back to an urban corridor until it leaves City
limits. The urban corridor section of South Boulder
Road begins the transition of the road from a suburban
edge where the road is a division between land uses on
either side of it, to an urban seam where the land uses
in the corridor begin to engage with the road instead of
turning their back on it. Development in the urban cor-
ridor section of South Boulder Road has a high degree
of linear (east/west) connectivity between parcels and
transitions to adjacent neighborhoods at the back of the
corridor through the scaling down of buildings and the
introduction of landscape buffers. The South Boulder
Road urban corridor provides a transition to the Down-
town and the Revitalization District urban center, and
the Highway 42 and South Boulder Road urban center.

Highway 42 Urban Corridor
The Highway 42 Urban Corridor begins at the City limits
adjacent to Paschal Drive and continues south on the

west side of Highway 42 until transitioning to the urban
Center at Hecla Drive. This urban corridor focuses on
commercial opportunities including office and neighbor-
hood retail along with higher density housing in close
proximity to the roadway. The land uses along the
corridor will transition and provide connections to the
lower density residential uses found on the outer edge
of the corridor. Pedestrian and bicycle safe connections
will be constructed across Highway 42 to connect users
to the amenities on either side of the corridor, and pro-
vide regional trail connectivity.

Land Use Mix

Urban Corridors include a mix of uses including residen-
tial, commercial, retail, and park land. The South Boul-
der Road Corridor and Highway 42 Corridor is a com-
bination of Mixed Use Primary and Secondary Streets.
The location and classification of these street segments
will be determined during the creation of a small area
plan for the Highway 42 and South Boulder Road Cor-
ridors. The following table provides an overview of the
land uses envisioned in the South Boulder Road and
Highway 42 Corridors.

Parking: Majority on-site private parking associ-
ated with a particular use. Allowance
for shared parking agreements in urban
corridors.

Allowed

Allowed above ground floor

Either retail or office required on ground floor
Required on ground floor

Not allowed

*

Zo0om>>r>

Land use mix demonstrates
positive fiscal benefits in the ur-
ban corridor, and may demon-
strate neutral fiscal returns in
suburban corridors.

Fiscal Performance:

Density Range:

Floor Area Ratio - Urban Corridors:

Fronting the Arterial — Up to 1.0 FAR

Not fronting the Arterial - Up to .5 FAR

Floor Area Ratio - Suburban Corridors: Less than .25 FAR
Units per Acre - Urban Corridors: Up to 25 DU/Acre
Units per Acre - Suburban Corridors: Up to 15 DU/Acre

Building Height:
Urban Corridors: 2-3 Stories
Suburban Corridors: 2 Stories

Building Form and Design

Urban Corridors: Ground floor is oriented towards the
Arterial Road and/or a secondary street. Provide build-
ings which transition in scale and mass to adjacent
neighborhoods on the back of the property

Infrastructure

Streets - Urban Corridor Arterials: Reduced speed ac-
commodating all modes and including safe pedestrian
and bicycle crossings

Street - Suburban Corridor Arterials: Higher speed
streets with safe pedestrian and bicycle crossings at key
locations

Block Length - Urban Corridor: 300-400 Feet

Block Length - Suburban Corridor: 300—600 Feet

Public Spaces and Trails: Integrated into and transition-
ing through the corridor

Design Standards

There is currently no cohesive design guidance for the
urban and suburban corridors in the City. The Com-
mercial Development Design Standards and Guidelines
(CDDSG) regulate commercial development, and various
planned unit developments and other residential zoning
standards govern residential development. The small
area plan for the corridor will address building place-
ment, block structure, landscaping, and signage require-

ments consistent with the urban center character
and shall replace the CDDSG in governing the design
character of the Urban Corridor.

New design guidelines should be created which ad-
dress building placement, block structure, landscaping,
and signage requirements City-wide consistent with
proposed character zones of the City.

Polices

1. In urban corridors, position new buildings
close to the arterial road and provide the high
est intensity of development adjacent to the
road.

2. Use form-based design regulations to focus on
establishing a street presence along the
arterial corridors

3. Locate retail and commercial land uses in close
proximity to South Boulder Road to provide
visibility and access.

4, Explore realigning Main Street on the
southern edge of the corridor to align with
Centennial Drive to provide a gateway to
downtown and provide a safe and efficient
access plan for the corridor.

5. Provide access for all modes of transportation
through the corridor including complete
streets with bicycle and pedestrian facilities
and safe crossings of the arterial roads.

6. Develop a comprehensive signage and way
finding strategy for the corridor.
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MCCASLIN BOULEVARD CORRIDOR
(North of Cherry Street)

McCaslin Boulevard transitions from an urban center to

an urban corridor from Cherry Street north to Via Appia.

The land uses in this corridor will focus on the activ-

ity generated by McCaslin Boulevard and will include a
mix of residential, commercial and neighborhood retail
uses. Linear (north/south) connections will be main-
tained between individual parcels in the corridor. Safe
pedestrian and bicycle crossings of McCaslin Boulevard
will be implemented to enable safe access between
the businesses, offices, and residences on either side.
The McCaslin Boulevard Urban Corridor transitions to a
Suburban Corridor at the southeast corner of Via Appia
and McCaslin.

Land Use Mix

Urban Corridors include a mix of uses including residen-
tial, commercial, retail, and park land. The McCaslin
Boulevard Corridor is a combination of Mixed Use
Primary and Secondary Streets. The location and clas-
sification of these street segments will be determined
during the creation of a small area plan for the McCaslin
Boulevard Corridor. The following table provides an
overview of the land uses envisioned in the McCaslin
Boulevard Corridor.

Allowed

Allowed above ground floor

Either retail or office required on ground floor
Required on ground floor

Not allowed

*

Z60m>»> >

Parking: Majority on-site private parking
associated with a particular use.
Allowance for shared parking
agreements.

Fiscal Performance: Land use mix demonstrates
positive fiscal benefits.

Density Range:

Floor Area Ratio:

Fronting McCaslin Boulevard — Up to 1.0 FAR
Not fronting McCaslin Boulevard - Up to .5 FAR
Units per Acre: Up to 30 DU/Acre

Building Height: 2-3 Stories

Building Form and Design

Ground floor is oriented towards McCaslin Boulevard
and/or a secondary street. Provide buildings which
transition in scale to adjacent neighborhoods.

Infrastructure

Streets — McCaslin Boulevard: Transitioning to lower
speeds which accommodate all modes of travel in an
urban environment, and including safe bicycle and pe-
destrian crossings.

Block Length: 300-600 Feet

Public Spaces and Trails: Integrated into and transition-
ing through the corridor

Design Standards

There is not currently cohesive design guidance for the
McCaslin Boulevard urban corridor. The Commercial
Development Design Standards and Guidelines regulate
new commercial development, and various planned unit
developments and other residential zoning standards
govern residential development. Unified standards
should be created that help to create a cohesive linear
corridor with a mix of uses. Setbacks and landscaping
standards should be revised to enable visibility of com-
mercial structures and a unified signage and wayfinding
program should be implemented.

The small area plan for the corridor will address building
placement, block structure, landscaping, and signage

requirements consistent with the urban center charac-
ter and shall replace the CDDSG in governing the design
character of the Urban Corridor.

Form-based design regulations should be used to focus
on establishing a street presence along McCaslin Bou-
levard with both single use commercial buildings and
mixed use residential buildings.

New design guidelines should be created which address
building placement, block structure, landscaping, and
signage requirements City-wide consistent with pro-
posed character zones of the City.

Policies

1. Position new buildings close to the street and
provide the highest intensity of development
on the Roadway. Interconnect corridor parcels
through cross access easements to enable pe-
destrian and bicycle mobility between uses.

2. Retail and Commercial land uses should be
located in close proximity to McCaslin Boulevard
to provide visibility and access.

3. Use form-based design regulations to focus on
establishing a street presence along the arterial
corridors.

4. Introduce a unified signage and wayfinding pro-
gram to provide a gateway to the City of
Louisville and establish and identity for the
corridor.

5. Provide access for all modes of transportation
through the corridor including complete streets
with bicycle and pedestrian facilities and safe
crossings of McCaslin Boulevard.

6. No Mixed Use streets should be designated
north of Centennial Pavillion shopping center.
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SPECIAL DISTRICTS

Centennial Valley and Coal Creek Business Park
Centennial Valley is an office park special district located
between McCaslin Boulevard and the Davidson Mesa
Open Space. The portion of the Centennial Valley Busi-
ness Park located to the west of Centennial Parkway is
suburban and consists of single use large office parcels.
The portion of the Special District located to the east
of Centennial Parkway is urban and consists of smaller
office parcels that are interconnected and have direct
bicycle and pedestrian access to the McCaslin Boule-
vard urban center and urban corridor. The Coal Creek
Business Park is a suburban office park Special District
located adjacent to Dillon Road.

Colorado Technology Center (CTC)

The Colorado Technology Center Suburban Special
District is located in the southeastern corner of the City
and includes a mix of industrial, office, and research
and development facilities. This Special District is a key
employment center for the City and will continue to

be in the future. Design standards will serve to buffer
land uses of differing intensities in the special district,
and maintain a high quality employment center that
responds to the needs of businesses.

96th and Dillon

The 96th Street and Dillon Road Rural Special District
serves as the rural gateway to the City of Louisville. The
area will include a mix of commercial, institutional, and
industrial uses. The uses in this special district will be
separated and buffered from the surroundings roads to
maintain the appearance of a rural entryway to the City.

Phillips 66

The Phillips 66 Rural Special District is located in the
southern portion of the City and is currently vacant.
The land in this location is a unique subarea of the City
which contains vital community facilities that provide
critical services to the City and also presents a unique
regional development opportunity. Due to the isolated
nature of this special district, it is somewhat self-con-
tained. However, the district will remain connected to
the region through US 36 and to the rest of Louisville

through pedestrian and bicycle trails.

Empire Road

The Empire Road rural special district is situated adja-
cent to municipal recreational fields (Louisville’s base-
ball and Lafayette’s future soccer) and the Mayhoffer
agricultural lands. The district serves as a rural gateway
to downtown Louisville and provides direct access for
Old Town residents to Boulder County’s open space

and the Coal Creek Trail. The area includes the City’s
Wastewater Treatment Plant and the Municipal Services
Building. The uses and buildings in this special district
should celebrate rural entryway to Downtown Louisville
and facilitate recreational connections to the Coal Creek
Trail.

Land Use Mix

Each Special District’s land use mix is unique and cus-
tomized to each individual area. Generally the land use
mix within each area is:

Residential: Not Allowed

Retail: Encouraged in locations where the use

can capitalize on the activity in the special dis-
trict, or traffic on surrounding roads.

Office: Allowed as the single use on a parcel, or as part

of a mixed commercial/industrial building
Industrial: Allowed as the single use on a parcel,
or as part of a mixed commercial/ind-
trial building

Institutional: Allowed

Parking: On-site private parking associated with
a particular use.

Land use mix demonstrates
neutral fiscal benefits and posi-
tive economic benefits

Fiscal Performance:

Density Range:

Floor Area Ratio - Urban: Up to .75 FAR
Floor Area Ratio - Suburban: Up to .5 FAR
Floor Area Ratio - Rural: Up to .25 FAR

Building Height:

Urban: 2-3 Stories

Suburban: 2-3 Stories

Rural: 3 stories. Additional stories permitted if struc-
tures are clustered and located out of the public view
shed and buffered by surrounding topography and Open
Space.

Building Form and Design
Buildings are oriented towards the property they sit on
and serve the unique use requirements of the property.

Infrastructure
Streets: Varied Speeds

Block Length:

Urban: 300-600 Feet

Suburban: 1,000 — 2,000 Feet

Rural: No defined block structure

Public Spaces and Trails: Serving the periphery of the
district.

Policies

1. Articulate and define Special Districts’ specific
character expectations in customized general
development plans adopted by City Council.

2. Create walkable special districts that are con-
nected to the rest of the City through sidewalks
and pedestrian and bicycle paths.

3. Encourage internal services which meet the
daily needs of the people working in the district.

4, Establish new design guidelines, replacing the

CDDSG and IDDSG, to address building place-
ment, block structure, landscaping, and signage
requirements City-wide consistent with pro-
posed character zones of the City.

Use form-based design regulations to focus on
establishing a street presence along McCaslin
Boulevard with both single use commercial
buildings and mixed use residential buildings.
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NEIGHBORHOODS AND HOUSING (NH)

The established residential neighborhoods of Louisville
are often overlooked but are of paramount importance
to the citizens of Louisville residing in them. The City’s
residential housing stock is aging and rehabilitation
issues within residential areas will create challenges
that the City must be prepared to meet. Outside of

Old Town, the City’s residential areas are governed by
independent Planned Unit Developments (PUDs). While
these PUDs are comprehensive, they are not equipped
to assist the City in providing coherent neighborhood
plans and strategies for issues such as: housing rehabili-
tation, cut-through traffic, safe routes to school, aging
infrastructure, and monitoring and maintenance of com-
munity services.

Changes in adjacent commercial and industrial land
uses, particularly infill redevelopment, will also impact
neighborhoods, requiring the establishment of com-
patible design criteria. The neighborhoods must also
meet the housing goals of the City, for both current and
future residents.

This Comprehensive Plan therefore recommends creat-
ing plans for each neighborhood and initiating a housing
policy conversation in the City to aid in addressing these
and other issues.

The residential areas of Louisville have been character-
ized into nine neighborhoods. The starting point was
circles with half-mile radii, representing a reasonable
walking distance. The neighborhoods were then formed
around these circles based on geography, connectivity,
housing stock, and the input of residents at the char-
rette and elsewhere. They are as follows:

Davidson Mesa — the homes on top of the mesa in the
northwest corner of the City, stretching to both sides of
South Boulder Road and bounded on the south and east
by Coyote Run open space. The area is mostly larger-lot
single-family homes, with a few duplexes and some of-
fice uses along South Boulder Road.

North Louisville — the central residential area north

South Boulder Road

7
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Walking Distance and Neighborhood Size

of South Boulder Road, with the north open space to
the west and the BNSF railway to the east. The area
consists of single-family homes, townhomes, apartment
units, and commercial and retail developments along
South Boulder Road.

Hecla — the newer homes on either side of HWY 42,
north of South Boulder Road and east of the BNSF
railway. The area includes apartments, townhomes,
single-family homes, senior housing, and significant
retail development around South Boulder Road and
HWY 42.

Lake Park — the houses around Lake Park on Via Ap-
pia, bounded by Coyote Run open space to the west,
South Boulder Road to the north, and Old Town to the
south and east. The area has apartments, townhomes,
mobile homes, and single-family homes.

Hillside — the houses on the slope of Davidson Mesa,
with Via Appia to the south and Coyote Run to the
north, stretching across McCaslin Boulevard to the
homes on the west. The area is all single-family homes,
mostly on larger lots.

Old Town - the central area comprised of the Old Town
Overlay Zone District, the Central Business District, and

the Mixed Use Overlay District, as well as the newer
subdivisions immediately west of Old Town. The area
has a diverse mix of single-family houses, both new and
old, and multi-family dwellings, as well as commercial
areas along Main Street and at South Boulder Road.

Fireside — the homes around Fireside Elementary,
extending from Cherry Street to Via Appia and Mc-
Caslin Boulevard to Warembourg open space. The area
includes mostly single-family homes, but also some
apartments and townhomes.

South Louisville — the houses south of Downtown and
north of Dutch Creek open space, with Warembourg
open space to the west. The area is almost entirely sin-
gle-family homes, with a few duplexes and townhomes.

Coal Creek — the area along Coal Creek and the golf
course, south of Cherry Street and east of Dahlia Street.
The area consists of single-family homes, townhomes,
and apartments.

PRINCIPLE NH-1. Planning Commission shall develop
and City Council shall adopt a process for the creation,
adoption, and implementation of Neighborhood Plans
to define and preserve the unique special qualities of
each neighborhood.

Policy NH-1.1: The preparation of Neighborhood Plans
may be initiated by the City at the request of residents
with concurrent support from City Council.

Policy NH-1.2: The residents, property owners, and busi-
ness owners within the neighborhood shall be integrally
involved in the creation of the plan, and will work with
staff to complete the plans that are presented to City
Council for adoption.

Policy NH-1.3: The Neighborhood Planning Areas shall
include the residential areas, as identified in the accom-
panying map, as well as the local shops and businesses
that serve the area and the public facilities such as parks
and schools.

PRINCIPLE NH-2. The Neighborhood Plans shall include

definitive steps to be taken by the City, including but not
limited to changes in zoning or other regulatory codes
and improvements in physical and social infrastructure.

Policy NH-2.1: Topics to be addressed in Neighborhood
Plans include:

o Addressing issues and concerns identified by
residents.
o Transitions between the neighborhood and

adjacent neighborhoods and commercial and
industrial areas.

o Documenting existing neighborhood character
and defining desired future character.

o Compatibility of existing zoning and PUDs with
current and future development.

o The adequacy and appropriateness of the street
network and street design.

o Facilities for pedestrians and cyclists, including
sidewalks and multi-use paths.

o Availability of parking, both on street and off
street.

o Other physical infrastructure needs, including

water and sewer, power and gas, telephone,
cable, and internet, and other civic amenities.

o Neighborhood safety, especially safe routes to
school.

J Access to parks, open space, and recreation
facilities.

o Provision of and access to social and cultural
services.

o Access to public transportation.

PRINCIPLE NH-3. Neighborhood Plans shall be compat-
ible with this Comprehensive Plan and other adopted
goals and policies for the City.

Policy NH-3.1: Street designs shall comply with the City’s
complete streets policy and allow appropriate amounts

of traffic at appropriate speeds.

Policy NH-3.2: Streets shall form an interconnected
network.

Policy NH-3.3: Transportation facilities shall provide mul-
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timodal accessibility for users of all ages and abilities.

Policy NH-3.4: Diverse housing opportunities shall be
available for residents of varying income levels.

Policy NH-3.5: The preservation of significant historic
resources shall be encouraged.

Policy NH-3.6: Neighborhood Plans shall be compatible
with the City’s environmental, economic, and social
sustainability.

Policy NH-3.7: Neighborhood Plans shall contribute to
the sense of place and community that defines Louis-
ville.

PRINCIPLE NH-4. The character and identity of existing
residential neighborhoods should be maintained while
allowing for evolution and reinvestment.

Policy NH-4.1: Housing in existing neighborhoods should
be compatible with neighborhood plans.

Policy NH-4.2: Zoning designations should allow for rea-
sonable reinvestment in existing houses while maintain-
ing the character of the neighborhood and Louisville.

Policy NH-4.3: The voluntary preservation of historic
structures should continue to be encouraged.

Policy NH-4.4: Mixed-income developments should be
encouraged.

Policy NH-4.5: New developments should be compatible
with existing neighborhoods and the Framework.

Policy NH-4.6: Community organizations and activities
that encourage and provide housing rehabilitation and
neighborhood improvements should be supported.

Policy NH-4.7: Housing should support vibrant retail and
commercial centers that serve local residents.

PRINCIPLE NH-5. There should be a mix of housing
types and pricing to meet changing economic, social,

and multi-generational needs of those who reside, and
would like to reside, in Louisville.

Policy NH-5.1: Housing should meet the needs of se-
niors, empty-nesters, disabled, renters, first-time home-
buyers and all others by ensuring a variety of housing
types, prices, and styles are created and maintained.

Policy NH-5.2: The City should continue to work with
Boulder County Housing Authority and others to ensure
an adequate supply of affordable housing is available in
Louisville.

Policy NH-5.3: Higher density housing should be located
primarily in the centers and corridors of the Framework.

Policy NH-5.4: Potential measures to increase housing
type and price diversity should be evaluated, including
allowing accessory dwelling units in established neigh-
borhoods only if the essential character of the neighbor-
hood is can be preserved.

Policy NH-5.5: Regional changes to job and housing mar-
kets should continually be evaluated to address regional
opportunities and constraints.

Policy NH-5.6: New housing should address defined
gaps in the housing market that exist today and into the
future.

Policy NH-5.7: The City should define standards for

low income and affordable housing units, and consider
reducing or waiving building permit and impact fees for
all qualifying projects.

PRINCIPLE NH-6. The City should define City-wide goals
for affordable and low-income housing through a public
process.

Policy NH-6.1: The City should determine to what extent
it would like to allow, encourage, or incentivize afford-
able and low-income housing.

Policy NH-6.2: The City should develop specific and
achievable actions to meet the defined goals.

Neighborhood Planning Areas

The Framework
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TRANSPORTATION, MOBILITY, & ACCESSIBILITY (TMA)

Transportation infrastructure is the foundation of city
building. The form, function and character of Louisville’s
transportation infrastructure and adjoining land uses
are intrinsically linked — starting with the first Boulder
County roads, inter-urban rail between Denver and
Boulder, to the Boulder Turnpike and its interchanges.
Louisville’s urban form and community character are
dictated by its transportation systems. Streets provide
the means and conveyance of circulation. Streets estab-
lish the block structure, organize land uses, and influ-
ence the architectural qualities of buildings. Streets are
Louisville’s most immediate and accessible public space,
linking parks and schools to our neighborhoods.

Background / History

Since 1878, the City of Louisville’s community form,
character, and urban design have been influenced by

its transportation investments. There are generally five
stages of transportation investments and corresponding
land use development, community growth and changes
in Louisville’s community character.
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Stage 1: The Embryonic Phase of Development: The his-
toric core of Louisville grew incrementally between the
1880s and the 1960s. The City’s urban form was based
on the local mining industry and was guided by the
presence of the rail line and the “Kite Route”, Denver’s
inter-urban railroad service to Boulder.

The pattern of Louisville’s early development was very
walkable and formed what is known today as Down-
town and Old Town. Louisville’s growth during this time
period was primarily residential, organically expanding
the original town’s street grid. Commercial develop-
ment stayed within Downtown. Local groceries, goods,
and services were provided to the public from various
stores in Downtown including Joe’s and Ideal Markets.
The form of Louisville adhered to an urban pattern of
development which better accommodated pedestrians
and established Louisville’s cherished small town char-
acter.

Stage 2: Major Road Infrastructure is developed: Louis-
ville’s urban pattern changed dramatically in 1952 with
the opening of the Boulder Turnpike and again in the

1960s when the toll for the Turnpike was removed and

South Boulder Road

Moy,
Sh
3y Rog

Dillon Road

ES
Qo8

88th Street
96th Street

Louisville 1970

McCaslin Boulevard was first built. Between the 1960s
and 1980s, Louisville experienced a significant period of
growth and expansion, more than doubling the size of
the City. Many new residential subdivisions were de-
veloped and the form of the City changed from urban,
pedestrian-based design, to suburban, reflecting the
mobility of the automobile.

The Boulder Turnpike (US 36) and South Boulder Road
improvements increased the accessibility of Louisville to
the Denver-Boulder region. In 1978, The Village Square
Shopping Center was the first commercial development
outside of Downtown and took advantage of the situa-
tion by providing a state-of-the-art grocery storecapable
of serving the Louisville households along with the re-
gional customers commuting along South Boulder Road.
As a result, retail services in Downtown were cannibal-
ized by a better located regional competitor. Downtown
retail eventually lost economic viability.

Stage 3: Retailing of the suburbs: Mass suburbanization
of the Front Range, Boulder County, and Louisville fol-

lowed the major transportation improvements between
1980 and 1995. HWY 42 was realigned; better connect-
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ing Louisville to Broomfield and HWY 287. McCaslin
Boulevard was widened with a reconfigured interchange
at US 36. Additional retail uses were approved and
constructed along McCaslin Boulevard (Sam'’s Club) and
South Boulder Road. Louisville Plaza (King Soopers and
K-Mart) was located strategically at the intersection of
HWY 42 and South Boulder Road, where it was capable
of serving both Louisville and Lafayette residents along
with the regional customers traveling on the two arteri-
als. Louisville became the regional retail center of east
Boulder County.

Stage 4: Employment Growth: Regional Employment
growth, between 1995 and 2005, followed the newly
constructed households. Growth in the Centennial
Valley, Colorado Technology Center, and Interlocken
(Broomfield) altered traffic patterns. Boulder was no
longer the primary employment center. New transpor-
tation investments, namely the 96th Street / HWY 42
connector (over the BNSF railline) and the Northwest
Parkway significantly altered north-south travel in
Louisville and East Boulder County. The new connection
acknowledged the emerging commuting traffic to and
from Interlocken, and the US 36 Corridor.
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New retailers emerged in the Louisville trade area along
key regional commuting corridors, including Wal-Mart
and King Soopers along US 287 and Target, Costco and
Whole Foods at McCaslin Boulevard and US 36. The
change in commuting patterns, the continued loss in
market share, the generally built out nature of the resi-
dential areas in Louisville, and other factors have had
their economic impacts on the regional retail structure
of the City. Now nearly 40% of the City’s sales tax rev-
enues come from local groceries and food and beverage
sales, not regional retail.

Stage 5: Maturity (What’s Next?): As new develop-
ment continues in neighboring jurisdictions, Louisville’s
vehicular traffic level of service (LOS) over the next 20
years will detioriate from LOS C to LOS D regardless of
what local development may occur in Louisville. More
and more cars on Louisville roads will neither begin nor
end their trips in the City. Currently, nearly 40% of all
trips on Louisville streets are regional in nature without
an origin or destination within Louisville. Future trans-
portation investments in the City will be challenged to
accommodate basic demands for regional traffic mobil-
ity while maintaining a LOS C and at the same time ad-
dress livability and economic viability concerns internal
to Louisville.

Louisville’s physical expansion is near completion. Open
space, City boundaries and inter-local agreements with
neighboring jurisdictions limit where Louisville can
annex and expand. All first generation development
has been planned and entitled in Louisville except the
12 acre Alkonis property. Currently, 19% of Louisville’s
developable land remains vacant. However, this does
not mean Louisville will not continue to evolve. Louis-
ville’s building stock will continue to age and will require
improvements to remain economically viable.

Anticipated transportation projects influencing Louis-
ville’s form and character include: McCaslin Boulevard /
US 36 Interchange (the Divergent Diamond Interchange
and Bus Rapid Transit Station), HWY 42 redesign, and
the Regional Transportation District’s (RTD) Northwest
Rail Corridor. Future Louisville transportation invest-
ments are prioritized toward transit and a more bal-

anced (multimodal) system. Correspondingly, Louisville
growth trends for the future have shifted away from
vehicular-scaled design toward a more pedestrian
scaled design; from community expansion to commu-
nity reinvestment, refurbishment, and redevelopment,
as second and third generation development occurs in
Louisville.

The construction of the managed lanes along US 36

and the Divergent Diamond Interchange at McCaslin
Boulevard will introduce high capacity transit to Louis-
ville. Current land patterns near the interchange and
park-and-ride facility do not maximize the opportunities
presented by the US 36 Bus Rapid Transit System.

The City’s current transportation policies and regula-
tions reflect a community focus on vehicular movement
and not a more balanced multimodal transportation sys-
tem. The policies support transportation actions which
continue to expand street capacity and are not consis-
tent with the realities of a community that is landlocked
and experiencing second and third generation growth.

The City’s current transportation regulations are aligned
with regional mobility concerns and are designed to
accommodate vehicular traffic, roadway capacity, and
safety features for higher speeds. These policies are in
direct conflict with the City’s Vision Statement and many
of the City’s Core Community Values. Louisville’s trans-
portation priorities need to be aligned with multimodal
transportation, roadway efficiency, property access,

and safety features to create a balanced transportation
system.

Analysis and Recommendations

Using the traffic model developed from the Denver
Regional Council of Governments (DRCOG) 20 year fore-
casts, staff analyzed the transportation impacts associ-
ated with the endorsed development scenario. A goal
of this Comprehensive Plan is to maintain vehicle LOS C
unless to maintain LOS C it would be necessary to widen
the street or make other capacity modifications in a way
that would conflict with these desired small town trans-
portation qualities:

o Pedestrians of all ages and abilities should be
able to safely and comfortably walk along, or
across a street, arterial corridor, or intersection,
as well as wait for public transit.

o Bicyclists of all ages and abilities should be able
to safely and comfortably ride along, or across a
street, arterial corridor, or intersection.

o All streets, arterial corridors and intersections

Proposed Transportation improvements

The Framework

are designed and function to be compatible
with the City’s desired character zone identified
in the Framework.

Streets, arterial corridors and intersections do
not negatively affect the adjacent neighbor
hoods, historic assets, natural resources, or
emergency reponses.

40
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Regional cut-through traffic projected by the DRCOG’s
model in the year 2035 causes traffic volumes in Louis-
ville to exceed LOS C standards, regardless of what local
development may occur in Louisville.

Based on these criteria, the majority of the City’s streets
have the capacity to accommodate the 20 year forecast-
ed traffic volumes for the preferred Framework at LOS
C. However, several of the City’s arterials will operate at
LOS D. Itis important to note the anticipated regional
cut-through traffic in the year 2035 causes traffic vol-
umes on the arterials to exceed LOS C standards, regard-
less of any additional development in Louisville. Staff
believes that the required vehicle capacity modifications
necessary to maintain LOS C conflict with Louisville’s
small town transportation quality expectations.

Several significant observations have emerged from the

transportation analysis and community outreach efforts
of the Comprehensive Plan when compared to the City’s
Vision Statement and Core Community Values.

20 year Forecasts - With the approval of the Divergent
Diamond Interchange at the McCaslin Boulevard and

US 36 interchange, all Louisville streets are expected to
meet the anticipated regional traffic forecasts and main-
tain an overall Level of Service (LOS) D.

PRINCIPLE TMA-1. The City of Louisville is committed

to creating a context-sensitive, multimodal transporta-
tion and trail system which integrates land use, trans-
portation, and recreational considerations and enables
vehicles, transit, bicycles, and pedestrians of all ages
and abilities to move in ways that contribute to the eco-
nomic prosperity, public health and exceptional quality
of life of Louisville

Policy TMA-1.1: New streets are needed as properties
experience second-and third-generation redevelop-
ment. The long-term transportation strategy for the
City should focus on local street network enhancements
balanced with neighborhood traffic calming, improv-
ing the connectivity and livability of the City’s arterial
network.

41

Policy TMA-1.2: Corridor Master Plans and Preliminary
Engineering Designs are needed for Hwy 42/96th Street;
McCaslin Boulevard; South Boulder Road; and Dillon
Road.

The purpose of theses multimodal corridor plans is to
outline a plan of action and specific strategies which en-
sure mobility and access for individuals within a broad
range of ages and abilities on all City arterials by provid-
ing safe, convenient, and efficient multimodal transpor-
tation infrastructure. The Corridor Master Plans and
30% Designs shall meet existing and future needs, sup-
port the implementation of adopted community plans,
and reflect and support the anticipated and expected
development character of the areas they are traversing.
Each Corridor Master Plan and 30% Design shall:

o Balance regional mobility and community liv-
ability,

o Develop partnerships to work cooperatively
with all stakeholders served by the corridor;

o Provide a supportive transportation system that
enables the Community’s Land Use Vision;

o Consider and balance the impacts upon natural,
social and cultural resources;

o Provide safe and convenient facilities for a
broad range of users and multiple modes of
travel;

o Accommodate future regional transit plans;

o Promote regional trail connectivity;

. Design sustainable solutions; and,

o Develop creative, cost-effective and imple-

mentable solutions.

Policy TMA-1.3: The Louisville street network has ex-
cess capacity on a few of its arterial streets. Via Appia,
Centennial Parkway, Cherry Street (between Dahlia and
Heritage Park), and Dillon Road (between 88th Street
and Club Circle) are candidates for “right sizing”. Right
sizing candidates are roadways where the expected
volume of traffic does not warrant the size of the street
and the capacity of the street could be reduced and still
meet expected traffic levels of service.

Benefits of right sizing include: traffic safety, pedestrian
and bicycle accommodation, neighborhood continuity,
and reduction in long-term maintenance costs to the
City.

Challenges to right sizing include a reduction in mobility,
a motorist’s ability to freely maneuver along a corridor,
and if done improperly, slower emergency response
times.

This recommendation simply identifies these four road
segments as candidates for right sizing and recommends
a more detailed corridor analysis be conducted to evalu-
ate peak hour traffic conditions and specific pedestrian
and bicycle utilization rates along with crash histories
for each corridor. The timing of these corridor studies
should be aligned with the City’s capital improvement
program and reconstruction schedule of each roadway.

Policy TMA-1.4: Three roundabouts operate in the City
of Louisville; one in the Steel Ranch Community and
two in the North End Community. This Comprehensive
Plan identifies the potential for a number of additional
roundabouts throughout Louisville.

Roundabouts are preferred traffic control devices based
on multiple opportunities to improve safety, operational
efficiency, and community aesthetics. The intent of the
candidate roundabout program in Louisville is to identify
opportunities for more detailed analysis and the pos-
sibility of introducing roundabouts to promote a safer
and more balanced transportation system. The timing
of these roundabout studies and their possible imple-
mentation should be aligned with the City’s neighbor-
hood planning initiatives and the reconstruction sched-
ule in the Capital Improvement Program for candidate
intersections. The benefits of roundabout intersections
include:

o Traffic Safety

o Operational Performance
o Traffic Calming

o Pedestrian Safety

o Aesthetics

o Land Use Transitions

° Ongoing Operations and Maintenance
° Environmental Factors

Policy TMA-1.5: The transportation analysis identified
traffic calming candidate streets throughout Louisville.
A number of streets were identified as traffic calming
candidates where residential homes “fronted” high
volume roadways which carry more than reasonable
neighborhood traffic volumes (1,000 vehicles per day).
The purpose of this classification is not to reduce the
capacity of the street, but to develop physical measures
which reduce the speeds at which motorists are travel-
ing along these streets in order to make them traverse
the neighborhoods at safe speeds. Physical measures
can include narrowing streets or changing street geo-
metrics, among other things. This recommendation
identifies these streets as candidates for traffic calming
and recommends a more detailed neighborhood traffic
plan be created to evaluate real conditions, rather than
modeled conditions. The timing of these neighborhood
traffic plans should be aligned with the City’s Capital
Improvement Program and repaving schedule of each
neighborhood, concurrent with the development of
recommended Neighborhood Plans.

Policy TMA-1.6: Transit service to Louisville can and
should be improved. Louisville supports the Regional
Transportation District’s (RTD) FasTrack Program. Louis-
ville’s land use strategies are tied to the implementation
of the Bus Rapid Transit Corridor along US 36 and the
implementation of the Northwest Rail Corridor with a
commuter rail station serving Downtown Louisville.

Additionally, there are two key components to local bus
transit service within Louisville: coverage and frequency.
Coverage refers to what portions of the City have local
transit service. Frequency refers to how often the areas
which have local transit service are served by transit.
Louisville needs improvements in both aspects of RTD’s
local transit service.

Currently, the entire southeastern portion of the City
has no local transit service, including Avista Hospital, the
Colorado Technology Center, Monarch Campus and the
Phillips 66 property. All are critical employment areas
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to the City and the entire metro region. The City should
work with its neighboring jurisdictions and RTD to pro-
vide transit service along HWY 42/96th Street between
Lafayette and Broomfield and introduce transit service
to Avista Hospital, the Colorado Technology Center, the
Monarch Campus, and, as development occurs, the Phil-
lips 66 property.

Policy TMA-1.7: Walkability is a key ingredient to livable
cities and neighborhoods. Great cities and neighbor-

hoods all feature street level experiences that invite and
stimulate pedestrian and bicycling activities. Walkability

Proposed Transit Service Inprovements

enhances public safety, fosters personal interactions,
improves public health, and increases economic vitality.

Louisville has an excellent recreation trail network and
generally a high quality walking environment on its City
streets. The intent of this Comprehensive Plan is to es-
tablish a transportation policy which raises the bar and
better integrates the City’s recreational trail network
with City’s street network. This interconnection will
help create a more balanced transportation system that
serves the entire City and is designed for all users of all
ages and ability levels.

Policy TMA-1.8: Louisville has four at-grade crossings

of the Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF) Rail line.
Three of the crossings: Main Street, Griffith Street and
South Boulder Road are located within, or immediately
adjacent to established residential neighborhoods. The
fourth is located at Dillon Road near the Colorado Tech-
nology Center and proposed relocation of the St. Louis
Catholic Church and School.

Federal Railroad Administration regulations require
locomotive horns be sounded for 15-20 seconds before
entering all public at-grade crossings, but not more than
one-quarter mile in advance. This federal requirement
preempts any state or local laws regarding the use of
train horns at public crossings, unless certain improve-
ments are made to the crossings.

The noise level of the horns negatively impacts the qual-
ity of life for residents and employees living and working
near the rail corridor. It is a recommendation for the
City of Louisville to work with its neighboring jurisdic-
tions and the BNSF to create safe Federal Railroad Ad-
ministration qualifying upgrades to all four rail crossings
in the City. The timing of these investments was tied

to FasTrack’s Northwest Rail Corridor improvements.
However, because of the uncertainty of the Northwest
Rail Project, the City of Louisville should continue to
advance implementation of the four crossings improve-
ments necessary for a City-wide Quiet Zone in a strategy
separate from the Northwest Rail Study.

PRINCIPLE TMA-2. The City of Louisville should develop
and implement area-specific and City-wide transporta-
tion plans through an open and collaborative process to
achieve the principles and policies outlined above.

Policy TMA-2.1: The Planning and Building Safety
Department, Public Works Department and the Parks
and Recreation Department shall collaboratively gener-
ate multimodal transportation plans for the residential
neighborhoods and commercial areas of the City. Ata
minimum, this work shall include:

Safe Routes to School

Parking Management

Pedestrian Circulation

Bicycle Circulation

Vehicular Circulation and Neighborhood Traffic
Calming

©oo T

Policy TMA-2.2: The Planning and Building Safety
Department, Public Works Department and the Parks
and Recreation Department shall collaboratively gener-
ate multimodal transportation corridor plans for HWY
42/96th Street; McCaslin Boulevard; South Boulder
Road; and Dillon Road which shall include:

a. Long-Term Land Use Vision and Urban Design
Assessment

b. Near-term and Long-term multimodal transpor-
tation performance evaluation

C. Parking

d. Transit Circulation and pedestrian access

e. Pedestrian and bicycle crossings

Policy TMA-2.3: The Planning and Building Safety De-
partment, Public Works Department and the Parks and
Recreation Department shall generate a City-wide multi-
modal Transportation Master Plan that incorporates and
consolidates the findings of each neighborhood, com-
mercial area, and corridor plan. The plan shall include:

a. Traffic Management and Traffic Calming Pro
gram
Pedestrian Master Plan

C. Bicycle Master Plan

The Framework

d. Transit Service Plan
e. Primary Corridor Plan
f. Transportation Demand Management

Policy TMA-2.4: The Departments of Planning and Build-
ing Safety, Public Works and Parks and Recreation will
review and update the current design and construction
standards including Resolution 9, Series 1994 (Roadway
Construction and Design Standards); and LMC Chapter
12 — Streets and Sidewalks; Chapter 16.16 — Design
Standards; and Chapter 17.14 — Mixed Use Zone District.

The review and update will ensure they reflect the best
design standards and guidelines to provide flexibility for
context-sensitive design. The roadways will be designed
within the context of the neighborhood and corridors,
recognizing all streets are different. The user, mobility,
and land use needs will be balanced and consistent with
the context sensitive multimodal transportation policy
stated above.
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CULTURAL HERITAGE (CH)

The Cultural Heritage of Louisville consists of the built
environment augmented by the stories of those who
have lived here. The social history gives life and mean-
ing to buildings that could otherwise not speak, and to
the people associated with these structures that provide
a tangible link to the past. The principles and policies
below will ensure the Cultural Heritage of Louisville is
protected and celebrated, in accordance with the Vision
Statement and Core Community Values.

PRINCIPLE CH-1. The City should support and encourage
the voluntary preservation of historic structures through
its policies and actions.

Policy CH-1.1: The City should create a Preservation
Master Plan to define a period of significance and iden-
tify resources and guide the City’s Historic Preservation
Program and the use of Historic Preservation Funds.

Policy CH-1.2: Area and Neighborhood Plans should
incorporate historic preservation elements, where ap-
propriate.

Policy CH-1.3: The City’s Design Standards and Guide-
lines, particularly the Downtown Design Handbook,
should be regularly evaluated and updated if necessary
to incorporate best practices in historic preservation.

PRINCIPLE CH-2. Preservation efforts should contribute
to a sustainable community.

Policy CH-2.1: The City should highlight preservation
projects for their sustainable benefits, expand partner-
ships with sustainability organizations and programs,
and include preservation considerations as it develops
new sustainability policies and regulations.

Policy CH-2.2: The City should promote economic sus-
tainability through historic preservation, including:

programs designed to support local businesses.
o Promote adaptive reuse of historic properties.
o Work with economic development partners to

include historic resources in redevelopment

policies and economic development plans.

Policy CH-2.3: The City should promote environmental
sustainability through historic preservation, including:

o Expand partnerships with sustainability organi
zations and programs .

o Create energy efficiency standards to fit his
toric resources.

o Highlight green building practices through vari-

ous City programs.

Policy CH-2.4: The City should work with affordable
housing organizations to utilize historic resources.

PRINCIPLE CH-3. City policies should encourage a livable
community with a strong sense of history.

Policy CH-3.1: The City should evaluate the programatic
needs of the existing Museum to meet museum stan-
dards for allocation of resources by developing a Histori-
cal; Museum Campus Master Plan.

Policy CH-3.2: The City should consider creating a His-
toric Park where buildings slated for demolition can be
moved and used as interpretive education to showcase
Louisville’s mining and agricultural heritage.

Policy CH-3.3: The City should develop procedures for
identifying, preserving and protecting archaeological
resources.

PRINCIPLE CH-4. The City should provide effective pub-
lic outreach regarding Cultural Heritage issues.

Policy CH-4.1: The City should provide educational pro-
grams such as a rehabilitation skill-building program for
local trade workers.

J Promote Louisville as a destination for visitors
interested in cultural and historic attractions. Policy CH-4.2: The City should stage regular outreach

o Coordinate preservation efforts with other events with community organizations that may become
43

future partners in historic preservation.

Policy CH-4.3: The City should promote public aware-
ness and understanding of the city’s cultural and social
history through programs such as an interactive map
which provides hyperlinks to social histories of historic
properties.

Policy CH-4.4: The City should encourage public partici-
pation in the preservation program.

Policy CH-4.5: The City should develop policies that
provide clear guidance to the public for the treatment of
locally designated historic resources.

Policy CH-4.6: The City should monitor the preservation
program on an on-going basis to assure that it maintains
a high level of performance and implement an annual
program review that includes Certified Local Govern-
ment programming.

PRINCIPLE CH-5. The City should ensure fiscally-sound
best management practices for City historic resources.

Policy CH-5.1: The City should establish minimum main-
tenance requirements for landmark properties.

Policy CH 5.2: The City should ensure the policies and
extents of the grant and demolition review programs
match the community’s goals with respect to aging
structures outside the traditional historic core.

Policy CH-5.3: The City should create an effective and
efficient process which guides the voluntary nomination
and designation of historic resources and should estab-
lish a user-friendly system for the voluntary designation
of individual landmarks and districts.

Policy CH-5.4: The City should work with past grant
recipients to learn from past experiences.
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Federal troops camped near
Louisville during mine strike
violence, 1914

Miners on Acme Mine coal car, 1917

Mine rescuers, Acme Mine, circa 1920s J.J. Steinbaugh’s blacksmith
shop, Front Street, circa
1890s

Louisville Grain Elevator, 1916 Catholic women preparing chicken dinners to raise money for St. Louis Church, early 1940s
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PARKS, RECREATION, OPEN SPACE, AND TRAILS
(PROST)

Louisville’s open space and recreational amenities are
amoung the most highly valued features of the City.
These include the City’s recreation center, parks, fields,
pools, trails, and open spaces as well as services such as
classes, leagues, and senior services. These amenities
contribute greatly to the quality of life in Louisville and
steps should be taken to ensure they continue to do so.

In 2012, the City adopted a Parks, Recreation, Open
Space, and Trails Master Plan (PROST Plan) that defined
goals and objectives for Louisville’s parks and recre-
ational amenities.

The PROST Plan made recommendations for maintain-
ing and improving the high level of service enjoyed by
Louisville residents and those recommendations, along
with the entire PROST Plan, are hereby adopted by this
Comprehensive Plan. In summary, the principles and
policies identified in the PROST Plan and adopted here
are as follows:

Louisville’s Parks and Open Sapce System Plan
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PRINCIPLE PROST-1. Improve trail connections to pro-
mote healthy and enjoyable alternative transportation
and opportunities for active recreation

Policy PROST-1.1: Enhance the trail user experience
through improved wayfinding and additional safety and
comfort features.

Policy PROST-1.2: Improve safety, accessibility, and con-
tinuity for the trails within Louisville.

Policy PROST-1.3: Continue to provide connections from
Louisville’s trails to regional trails and trails provided by
neighboring agencies.

PRINCIPLE PROST-2. Maintain existing high levels of
service for parks, open space, and trails as Louisville
matures and evolves.

Policy PROST-2.1: Ensure that Levels of Service are ap-
propriate and equitable now and in the future across
the entire city so that all residents have equitable access
to services.

PRINCIPLE PROST-3. Ensure a Service Delivery Model
that remains responsive and relevant to City residents’
leisure behaviors, interests, and needs.

Policy PROST-3.1: Address emerging recreation and
leisure trends and changing population characteristics
including the aging population and current increasing
demand for pre-school age programming.

Policy PROST-3.2: Respond to the 2008 citizen survey,
the 2009 Comprehensive Plan, 2010 citizen survey that
suggested teen activities/programming is a high unmet
need.

Facility Inventory

PRINCIPLE PROST-4. Enhance programming capacity
by exploring opportunities outside of City of Louisville
facilities and services.

Policy PROST-4.1: Assess partnerships with local organi-
zations and agencies to provide access to other spaces
for programming.

PRINCIPLE PROST-5. Promote environmental steward-
ship and education.

Policy PROST-5.1: Continue to develop and incorporate
environmental stewardship and education curricula to
respond to community values.

PRINCIPLE PROST-6. Enhance communications and out-
reach efforts to increase efficiencies and effectiveness.

Policy PROST-6.1: Continue to develop and implement
an enhanced, streamlined marketing, communications,
and outreach plan in response to a need identified to
increase efficiencies and create cost-savings.

PRINCIPLE PROST-7. Maximize intergovernmental agree-
ments with Boulder Valley School District.

Policy PROST-7.1: Maximize partnerships with govern-
mental agencies through adjustments to existing inter-
governmental agreements (IGAs).

PRINCIPLE PROST-8. Evaluate and review the effective-
ness and understanding of partnership agreements.

Policy PROST-8.1: Develop and implement a partnership
policy to be used for the development of all new part-
nership agreements.

PRINCIPLE PROST-9. Define/Improve Park Maintenance
Standards.

Policy PROST-9.1: Adopt general Park and Athletic Field
maintenance standards.

PRINCIPLE PROST-10. Define/Improve Open Space
Maintenance & Management Standards.
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Policy PROST-10.1: Create, review, and update Open
Space Maintenance & Management Plans to provide
consistency in management practices throughout the
system.

PRINCIPLE PROST-11. Sustain the high level of service to
which citizens have become accustomed.

Policy PROST-11.1: |dentify and estimate the cost of
future maintenance and operations (staffing, supplies,
and services) for any newly-proposed parks, open space,
trails, and indoor facilities to ensure that future devel-
opment O & M is funded.

Policy PROST-11.2: Create and implement a cost recov-
ery philosophy and policy.

PRINCIPLE PROST-12. Renovate, expand, and develop
Facilities.

Policy PROST-12.1: Conduct Feasibility Studies to under-
stand future capital and operational funding and rev-
enue generation potential.

PRINCIPLE PROST-13. Implement 2011 Coal Creek Golf
Course Strategic Plan.

Policy PROST-13.1: Improve overall maintenance and
playability, and secure capital funding for repairs, re-
placement, and improvements.

The Framework
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MUNICIPAL INFRASTRUCTURE (M)

Louisville’s municipal infrastructure includes roads (ad-
dressed in the Transportation section), raw water supply
and treatment, sanitary sewers and wastewater treat-
ment, and storm sewers and drainage. Other infrastruc-
ture not belonging to the City, but in which the City has
a vital interest, include gas, electric, and telecommuni-
cations lines.

As described in the Existing Conditions chapter, raw
water supply is secured for the City’s planned build

out, but improvements may be needed to the water
treatment plants to serve new commercial and indus-
trial development. Improvements to the Wastewater
Treatment Plant will be undertaken as needed. The City
will also make improvements to the storm sewer system
to improve water quality and mitigate the impacts of
flooding.

PRINCIPLE MI-1. The City should provide adequate pub-
lic facilities, water, sewer and related services to meet
the demand of existing and future residents and com-
mercial and industrial growth.

Policy MI-1.1: Through the use of water tap fees for new
development, the City should ensure that water acquisi-
tions will supply adequate water to meet the needs of
the community.

Policy MI-1.2: The City’s water quality standards and
treatment practices should continue to maintain a high
level of health protection for its residents.

Policy MI-1.3: The City should ensure that its storm
drainage and wastewater treatment system is adequate
to meet the demands of existing and planned develop-
ment.

Policy MI-1.4: The City should continue to require the
dedication of water rights or the payment of a water
resource fee in lieu of dedication from newly annexed
property.

PRINCIPLE MI-2. The City should take measures to en-

sure development fees provide adequate improvements
necessary to serve new development.

Policy MI-2.1: The City should develop and utilize long-
range plans for determining infrastructure requirements
to meet the demand of planned growth.

Policy MI-2.2: The City should continue to assess impact
fees on new development requiring development to pay
its calculated share of new public facilities and infra-
structure.

Policy MI-2.3: The City should coordinate with other
service providers on development requests to ensure
that necessary services not provided by the City should
be made available for planned new development and
redevelopment.

Policy MI-2.4: Development patterns should be planned
with the consideration of the alignment and location of
existing and future public facilities and infrastructure.

Policy MI-2.5: Future development and redevelopment
should be coordinated with all utilities to ensure that
development is buffered to the full extent necessary
from the existing locations, as well as future expansion
of high pressure natural gas pipeline systems and over-
head transmission lines and associated infrastructure.

Policy MI-2.6: All new developments should dedicate to
the City required right-of-ways and install designated
public improvements per approved design standards.

Principle MI-3. The City should continue to make im-
provements to reduce the impacts of potential flooding
on property owners.

Policy MI-3.1: The City should continue to participate
in the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)
Community Rating System to decrease the flood dan-
ger and reduce the cost of flood insurance for property
owners.

Policy MI-3.2: The City should work with FEMA and the
Urban Drainage and Flood Control District to define the

floodplain in the Empire Road area and consider pursu-
ing a letter of map change in partnership with private
property owners to remove the area from the flood-
plain.

Policy MI-3.3: The City should support appropriate
requests for letters of map change brought by private
property owners.

Policy MI-3.4: The City should continue to follow the
Louisville/Boulder County Outfall System Plan and work
with neighboring jurisdictions, partner agencies, and
property owners to make improvements to the storm
sewer system, particularly with respect to Downtown
Louisville.

Policy MI-3.5: The City should continue to work with and
support property owners and developers on maintain-
ing existing and new drainageways to maintain drainage
capacity.

PRINCIPLE MI-4. The City should take steps to ensure an
adequate long-term water supply for the City in the face
of droughts and changes to the regional climate.

Policy MI-4.1: The City should complete a water conser-
vation plan that will encompass Comprehensive Plan
updates and climate impacts with up-to-date raw water
needs.

Policy MI-4.2: The City should adopt revised Drought
Management Practices, including changing the drought
surcharge from mandatory to discretionary and adding
discussion surrounding water restrictions as a tool.

Policy MI-4.3: The City should continue to work with
other area municipalities on water supply and delivery
strategies and communications.

ENERGY (E)

The City of Louisville recognizes that protection and
conservation of its local and regional environmental
resources is important to City residents. Residential and
commercial buildings account for nearly half of the elec-

tricity and natural gas consumed in Colorado. Building
codes and policy initiatives play a critical role in ensur-
ing that energy efficiency technologies are supported
in the marketplace, and provide multiple benefits to
homeowners, renters, building owners and tenants,
and society at large through reduced energy demand,
energy cost savings, and reduced carbon emissions.
Policies and procedures should be examined with input
from all affected parties to lessen energy consumption,
waste generation, water, air, and light pollution impacts
to our community. The City should also continue strive
to promote wise use of energy resources in its own
municipal operations.

PRINCIPLE E-1. The City should efficiently use energy
resources and continually strive to conserve energy
where practical.

Policy E-1.1: The City should pursue cost effective
measures to reduce its dependency on non-renewable
energy sources by pursuing the use of renewable energy
sources for residents and businesses as well as for its
municipal operations.

Policy E-1.2: The City should encourage building designs
that maximize the use of natural light and thus diminish
the need for energy consuming supplemental lighting.

Policy E-1.3: The City should encourage the use of
energy-efficient lighting, appliances, and other devices
in new development, redevelopment and in municipal
operations.

Policy E-1.4: The City should encourage the use of land-
scaping that assists energy savings by the use of buffers
and admittance of solar access in the winter and shade

in the summer.

Policy E-1.5: The City should encourage renewable
forms of energy in new development and redevelop-
ment.

Policy E-1.6: The City should encourage and pursue
opportunities for wind or solar energy for on-farm
electrical needs on Parks & Recreation and Open Space—
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owned agricultural land.

PRINCIPLE E-2. The City should increase its internal pur-
chase of renewable energy and expand opportunities
for renewable energy where practical.

PRINCIPLE E-3. The City should promote increased en-
ergy efficiency in residential and commercial properties.

Policy E-3.1: Increase outreach and education efforts
with local energy efficiency contractors, designers,
home and business owners.

Policy E-3.2: Work with partner agencies to offer free
and subsidized weatherization services to qualifying
residents.

Policy E-3.3: Strive to remain current with the following
model building codes from the International Code Coun-
cil: International Energy Conservation Code, Interna-
tional Green Construction Code.

Policy E-3.4: The City should establish community-wide
energy consumption baseline statistics to inform future
conversations regarding City energy policies.

COMMUNITY SERVICES (CS)

Community services include schools, libraries, police
and fire services, solid waste / recycling / composting
services, and health services. While not all of these
services are provided directly by the City of Louisville,
the Vision Statement and Core Community Values have
indicated that they are very important. These principles
and policies will ensure that the City supports commu-
nity services to the fullest extent possible.

Schools

The City of Louisville is served by three elementary
schools, the Louisville Middle School, and the K-12 Mon-
arch campus. The following table shows 2012 enroll-
ments and projected enrollments based on build-out

of the Framework Plan. Louisville enrollment has been
broken out from total enrollment to reflect what portion
of the total enrollment is made up of Louisville students.

As the Boulder Valley School District (BVSD) practices an
open enrollment policy, the enrollment numbers reflect
that approximately 20% to 30% of the total enroliment
at the elementary level are comprised of students that
open enroll from outside the City of Louisville.

Source: Boulder Valley School District

* Note: Louisville enrollment for Monarch was not determined as the
attendance area includes Superior and Louisville.

** Future surplus/deficit based on 2007-2008 program capacity with
future enrollment potential based on the Framework Plan.

Louisville public schools reflect a strong connection to

the neighborhoods within their respective attendance
area and enjoy a high level of parent involvement. As
education is a defining attribute of the community, the
City will continue to cooperate with BSVD to maintain

an excellent school system.

PRINCIPLE CS-1. City of Louisville should actively coor-
dinate land use efforts with the Boulder Valley School
District and promote excellence in education.

Policy CS-1.1: The City should ensure that land use and
housing policies of the City complement the mission
statement of the BVSD.

Policy CS-1.2: The City should promote joint planning
activities with BVSD to ensure that new facilities are ap-
propriately located, are provided in a timely manner and
meet the needs of extracurricular and community use.

Policy CS-1.3: The City should continue to work closely
with the BSVD to provide program capacity to meet

Louisville and District needs.

Policy CS-1.4: The City should continue to refer appro-

priate proposed residential development applications
to the Boulder Valley School District for review and
comment and consider the estimated student yield of
new residential neighborhoods during the development
review process.

Policy CS-1.5: The City should encourage BVSD and
school principals to become involved in the planning
process as the City continues to develop and redevelop
in areas that will affect the school district.

Policy CS-1.6: The City should encourage new develop-
ments to provide Safe Routes to School to ensure the
safety of Louisville students as they commute to and
from school.

Library Services

PRINCIPLE CS-2. Excellence in education and access to
educational opportunities should be a key feature of life
in Louisville for residents of all ages.

Policy CS-2.1: Library facilities, services, and programs
should meet the existing and future library needs of all
Louisville residents. The Library should:

o Provide a community gathering place for learn
ing, entertainment, and the exchange of ideas
for residents of all ages;

o Provide its citizens with exemplary service, qual-
ity print and non-print collections, and access to
electronic resources using the latest in proven
Technology tools;

o Support the acquisition of pre-literacy skills for
Louisville’s youngest citizens and encourage
literacy for all residents in the digital age;

o Support and encourage an atmosphere of intel-
lectual curiosity and continuing education
within the Louisville community through the
ongoing enhancement and promotion of the
Library’s services and programs;

o Strengthen Louisville’s longstanding tradition of
educational excellence through continued
collaboration with local schools and other edu-
cational agencies.

The Framework

Policy CS-2.2: Management should be consistent with
the Library’s policies as adopted by the Board of Trust-
ees, the Library’s goals and objectives as delineated in
its Strategic Plan, and the City’s Home Rule Charter and
Louisville Municipal Code.

Policy CS-2.3: The City should collaborate with other
area municipalities so the Library can pursue consortial
agreements to ensure cost-effective services and opera-
tion.

Police and Fire Services
PRINCIPLE CS-3. The City should promote the health
and safety of the community.

Policy CS-3.1: The City should remain committed to
maintaining its police force level of service to ensure the
safety of the community.

Policy CS-3.2: The City should support crime prevention
through environmental design.

Policy CS-3.3: The City should continue to support a

Fire Protection District to ensure preservation of life
and property through fire prevention, fire suppression,
hazardous materials response and emergency medical
services support. The City, together with the Louisville
Fire Protection District, should encourage the use and
cost effectiveness of fire sprinklers in protecting life and
property.

Health Services

Policy CS-3.4: The City should coordinate with the
Boulder County Health Department and Avista Hospital
to ensure that public health services are available to
residents of all ages.

Policy CS-3.5: The City should encourage programs or
projects that promote healthy eating and active living.

Solid Waste Services
PRINCIPLE CS-4. Promote and implement waste-reduc-

tion and recycling programs.

Policy CS-4.1: The City should work with governmental,
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private and not-for-profit agencies to develop regional
approaches to solid waste reduction and management.

Policy CS-4.2: The City should continue its efforts to
reduce waste generation from its municipal operations
and explore methods for additional reduction. The City
should consider the purchase of supplies with recycled
content when feasible.

Policy CS-4.3: In its own operations, the City should
consider the environmental and economic costs, risks,
benefits and impact from a life-cycle perspective when
making, planning, contracting, purchasing and operating
decisions.

Policy CS-4.4: The City should continue to promote
public education related to the value, methods and
techniques of recycling, resource recovery and waste
reduction.

Policy CS-4.5: The City should promote diversion from
the landfill of construction and demolition refuse.

Civic Events
PRINCIPLE CS-5: The City should promote citywide
community and civic events

Policy CS-5.1: The City should continue to support
events such as live music, fairs, parades, ice skating, etc.
These events are important to the economic and social
welfare of our community.

Policy CS-5.2: The City should promote community ac-
tivities in other areas of the city, such as McCaslin Urban
Center and Highway 42/South Boulder Road Urban Cen-
ter. Activities in these areas cohesively connects them
with the rest of the community.

Arts and Culture

PRINCIPLE CS-6: The City promotes the public and pri-
vate advancement of the arts and culture to strengthen
the quality of life and small town character of Louisville
by encouraging the development of a City-wide Arts
and Cultural Master Plan aimed at integrating the arts,
culture and humanities with urban design, economic
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development, education and other community develop-
ment initiatives.

Policy CS-6.1: The Community-wide Arts and Culture
Master Plan should include the following components:

o Economic Vitality and the Arts - Preserve and
share the Louisville’s unique setting, character,
history, arts and culture by identifying partner-
ships, resources and attractions that respect the
needs and desires of Louisville residents.

o Facility Evaluation and Development - Respond
to the growing desire for cultural facilities by
identifying short and long-term facility needs
and priorities, and recommending public and
private methods to meet those needs.

o Public Art and Community Design - Create a
stimulating visual environment through the pub-
lic and private artworks programs, and create
a greater understanding and appreciation of art
and artists through community dialogue, educa-
tion and involvement.

o History and Heritage - Work with the Louisville
Historical Commission to develop a greater un-
derstanding of our heritage and assess the City’s
facilities in which that history is preserved,
interpreted, and shared.

o Humanities - Foster the spirit of community in
which the richness of human experience is
explored and nurtured through ongoing analysis
and exchange of ideas about the relation to self,
others and the natural world.

o Local Artists - Encourage local support for a cre-
ative and economic environment that allows
artists to continue to live and work in and for
the community, and for themselves.

o Marketing and Communications - Identify mar-
keting and communication systems to promote
the arts and culture through public dialogue,
media and education.

o Art and Culture Education - Demonstrate com-
mitment to quality arts and culture education
and lifelong learning by advocating for inclusion
of the arts and culture in our schools and in
community settings.

o City Board and Commission Support - Advance
the community’s understanding of local zoology
and botany with the Horticulture and Forestry
Advisory Board.

o Financial Resources - Encourage the fiscal
soundness of Louisville Cultural Council by eval-
uating and recommending improvements to its
capacity to maintain effective public, private
and earned income funding.

Policy CS-6.2: The appropriate City Departments and
the Louisville Cultural Council (LCC), as the principal
advisory board to the Louisville City Council related to
the arts, shall serve as the primary voice for the devel-
opment of the Arts and Culture Master Plan.

Policy CS-6.3: The appropriate City Departments and
the LCC shall provide an inclusive public forum for dis-
cussion of issues and ideas affecting the development of
a City-wide Arts and Culture Master Plan.

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT (ED) AND FISCAL HEALTH
(FH)

Economic Development

Given Louisville’s central location along the US 36 Corri-
dor, between Broomfield and Boulder, the community is
strategically located to capture its share of the region’s
business growth. The level of investment that actually
occurs within the community will correlate to the City’s
commitment to its Vision and Core Community Values
as expressed in this Comprehensive Plan Update, sup-
portive policies, creative financial solutions and removal
of barriers. Barriers to the development of the concepts
presented within this document fall within five principal
categories — organizational, physical, market, regulatory
and financial. Strategies for the removal of these barri-
ers will be critical to the ultimate implementation of the
Comprehensive Plan.

Encouraging strategic investment in an environment
that contains an appropriate mix of land uses and cre-
ates a unique sense of place is the central approach for
targeting investment in key areas within the City. This
premise assumes concentrating resources in the key

commercial, retail, and employment centers in the City
that will have a positive economic ripple effect through-
out the entire City. In this way, the City of Louisville, as
a public partner, can effectively leverage public invest-
ment efforts to overcome barriers and achieve desired
outcomes. The economic future of the City will depend
on how effectively these leveraged efforts are imple-
mented.

It is also important to note the key role residential
development plays in attracting new businesses and re-
taining existing businesses in the community. A diverse
housing base is a prominent criterion businesses use to
evaluate a community. The ability of a wide range of
employees to live and work in close proximity increases
business efficiency, provides a higher quality of life for
employees, and discourages companies to relocate their
business outside of the community. This relationship
between residential diversity, availability and business
growth should continue to be fostered in future eco-
nomic development efforts.

PRINCIPLE ED-1. The City should retain and expand ex-
isting businesses and create an environment where new
businesses can grow.

Policy ED-1.1: The City should work to maintain a busi-
ness friendly environment, where services to new and
existing businesses are delivered in a timely and effi-
cient manner.

Policy ED-1.2: The City should encourage employment
centers to provide goods and services which will bring
revenue from outside of the community into the com-
munity.

Policy ED-1.3: The City should focus on primary job cre-
ation that provides job diversity, employment opportu-
nities and increased revenue for Louisville.

Policy ED-1.4: The City should focus on efforts that will
encourage existing businesses to expand and develop in

Louisville.

Policy ED-1.5: The City should review requests for busi-
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ness assistance based upon criteria under the Business
Assistance Program.

Policy ED-1.6: The City should continue its business
retention program as a means of reaching out to busi-
nesses in Louisville to specifically understand the needs
of the business community.

PRINCIPLE ED-2. The City should direct growth in an
economically responsible way in order to maintain high
quality amenities and high service levels for residents.

Policy ED-2.1: The City should strive to achieve com-
plementary land uses that promote an economically
healthy community.

Policy ED-2.2: The City should work to maintain and
improve community assets such as the educational,
housing, recreational, retail and cultural opportunities
that encourage local businesses to remain and expand
in Louisville.

PRINCIPLE ED-3. The City should be responsive to
market opportunities as they occur, and maintain and
enhance the City’s competitive position to attract devel-
opment that adheres to the Community Vision.

Policy ED-3.1: The City should actively compete for
quality economic development opportunities.

Policy ED-3.2: The City should consider strategic public
investments and partnerships to encourage, promote
and recruit private investment that responds to the
Community Vision and Core Community Values.

Policy ED-3.3: The City should maintain a protocol for re-
sponding, from a single point of contact, to real estate,
economic and demographic information requests.

Policy ED-3.4: The City should support Chamber of
Commerce and the Downtown Business Association
activities directed toward economic development both
financially and through staff and support services.

Policy ED-3.5: The City should fund and manage a

successful range of economic development services to
respond to business development inquiries.

Policy ED-3.6: The City should support redevelopment
efforts that bring diversity and income generation to ag-
ing and distressed areas within Louisville.

PRINCIPLE ED-4. The City should cooperate with sur-
rounding communities to explore opportunities for
regional solutions to economic development challenges.

Policy ED-4.1: The City should participate with public
and private entities that further economic development
on a regional and state level.

Policy ED-4.2: The City should evaluate the benefits of
forming a regional partnership within Boulder County as
a vehicle to pool resources and encourage cooperation.

Policy ED-4.3: The City should participate in regional
activities that promote Louisville.

Policy ED-4.4: The City should participate in bringing
state and local programs designed to encourage busi-
ness growth to businesses in Louisville.

PRINCIPLE ED-5. The City should work to support and
maintain the historic and cultural attributes of the
Downtown Business District.

Policy ED-5.1: The City should periodically review the
Downtown Framework Plan and the Downtown Design
Handbook to ensure that the guidelines are applied in

a manner that encourages the revitalization of existing
structures, historic preservation where applicable, ap-
plication of appropriate guidelines in the construction of
new structures and expansion of existing buildings.

Policy ED-5.2: The City should support and promote the
revitalization of existing structures that maintain the
character of downtown, while providing a diverse busi-
ness base.

Policy ED-5.3: The City should support a mix of uses
which bring new revenues to the downtown area.

Policy ED-5.4: The City should support and promote
efforts that showcase both development opportunity
and quality of life in Louisville, such as the “Street Faire,”
parades, the “Taste of Louisville,” shopping opportuni-
ties and other community events.

Fiscal Health

A community’s fiscal environment can be described as a
“three-legged” stool, balancing nonresidential develop-
ment, municipal services and amenities and residential
development. The first “leg” of the stool — nonresiden-
tial development - provides the vast majority of rev-
enues to support municipal services. Municipal services
and amenities, the second “leg,” attract residents and
maintain their quality of life. The third “leg” — residen-
tial development — generates the spending and employ-
ees to support nonresidential business. Fiscal sustain-
ability of the community relies on this type of balance,
which must continually be maintained, even through
changing economic cycles.

Over the past two decades, the City of Louisville has
been at the forefront of Boulder County communities in
maintaining its fiscal health. The City recognized early
on the need for revenue-generating, nonresidential
development to offset the costs of providing a high level
of service and community amenities to its residents. To
this end, the City continues to make significant public
investments to attract new businesses to retail, office
and industrial developments. In 2011, a use tax was ap-
proved by voters to strengthen the tax base and offset
the swings experienced from a declining retail market.
The City continues to attract high-quality residential
development to support business growth.

During the national recession between 2008 and 2010,
sales tax revenues in Louisville declined by 6%, as large
format retailers in the McCaslin and South Boulder Road
Corridors have closed down.

The City’s continued fiscal challenge will be balancing
its revenues and expenditures while maintaining the
municipal services that its residents expect. This fiscal
balance has to occur recognizing that Louisville is land
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locked. Successful redevelopment and revitalization
will be keys to the City’s future. However, if the desired
land use pattern does not support the desired municipal
level of service under the existing revenue structure, a
change in the revenue structure may be required, simi-
lar to the adoption of the use tax.

Certain retail areas of the City of Louisville are de-
pended upon to produce revenues that exceed the cost
associated with providing services to them. These areas
are the key producers of net positive revenues which in
turn are used to provide City-wide services. The major-
ity of the City’s sales tax revenue comes from a few key
activity centers (see below). The land use mix in each
of these key areas must provide positive fiscal returns
to the City, and certain areas must provide exceedingly
strong fiscal benefits to the City under the current City
tax structure.

1. The McCaslin Boulevard and US Highway 36 In-
terchange - The McCaslin Boulevard and US Highway 36
Interchange Area generates approximately 33% percent
of the City of Louisville’s sales tax revenue. These rev-
enues are due in large part to regional retail operations
located in close proximity to McCaslin Boulevard and
the Highway 36 interchange. Future land use scenarios
should ensure that this area continues to provide strong
fiscal benefits to the City by capitalizing on improve-
ments in infrastructure and adapting to market trends.

2. The South Boulder Road and Highway 42 area-
In contrast to McCaslin Boulevard’s Regional Retailers,
the South Boulder Road and Highway 42 intersection is
a Community Retail center serving a smaller trade area.
Although sales tax revenue generated in this area is not
as high as the McCaslin Boulevard area, the revenue
generated in this area is crucial to the continued fiscal
success of the City, and the future land use mix in this
area should produce positive fiscal returns to the City.

3. Downtown Louisville - Currently, about 18% per-
cent of retail sales tax revenue in the City of Louisville
comes from food and beverage sales. A large percent-
age of this food and beverage sales tax is generated by
the restaurants and bars in Downtown Louisville. Future
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land use plans for the Downtown area must continue to
provide strong positive benefits to the City by support-
ing the continued success of the restaurant sector while
enabling a diversification into other retail sectors.

PRINCIPLE FH-1. The City should maintain fiscal balance
through effective land use decisions, focused economic
development efforts, encouraging a mix of residential
unit types and pricing, and strategic public investments,
all consistent with the community’s desire for high-qual-
ity services and amenities.

Policy FH-1.1: Fiscal impacts of proposed annexation,
development or redevelopment should be evaluated

to determine both operational and capital cost impacts
upon all service departments of the City. The City
should develop and utilize a marginal cost model which
assigns incremental costs to new development based on
a desired level of services.

Policy FH-1.2: Annexation, development or redevelop-
ment must have a positive impact on the City’s fiscal
and economic position, especially in historically retail ar-
eas. The impact of new development should be evalu-
ated by its effect on City revenue generation, service
provision, capital investments, job creation, catalytic
opportunities, and quality of life.

Policy FH-1.3: Fees associated with development should
be continually reviewed, and adjusted, as required to
cover the cost of impacts upon the City.

Policy FH-1.4: The City should coordinate the need for
capital improvements, the need to expand operating
programs and services, and the need for revenue prior
to the approval of new annexations and rezonings.

Policy FH-1.5: With respect to infrastructure investment
for new development, the City should carefully evaluate
the use of alternative financing mechanisms, including
special districts and regional authorities.

Policy FH-1.6: The City’s fiscal structure should consis-
tently be evaluated to ensure it supports the desired
land use pattern and community levels of service.

Policy Alighnment & Implementation

The Comprehensive Plan is a vision document which
sets goals and principles to help guide policy initiatives
and future developments within the City of Louisville.
As stated in the Introduction, the Comprehensive Plan
is an advisory document that provides a conceptual
framework to advance the Community’s Vision State-
ment and Core Values. It is not a regulatory document,
nor does it have the force of law.

Through the 18 month planning process, a clear Vision
Statement with supporting Core Values emerged based
on thoughtful community input and the premise of
ensuring a vibrant, economically successful, and fiscally-
healthy City which adds to the quality of life of existing
and future citizens.

The City of Louisville must take on the task of imple-
menting realistic strategies to translate the Community’s
Vision Statement and Core Values into reality. The im-
plementation strategy outlined below will be developed
through a coordinated effort of updating the Louisville
Municipal Code and funding specific initiatives through
the City’s annual budgeting process. This effort will
continue to involve all of Louisville’s stakeholder groups
including but not limited to residents, property owners,
business operators, Boards and Commissions of the City,
and the City Council.

This Comprehensive Plan was developed with a broad,
long range view for the future of the City. Successfully
executing specific implementation strategies will require
a focused effort drawing on the expertise of the citi-
zenry, property and business owners, and Boards and
Commissions of the City.

Since the Comprehensive Plan does not have the force
of law, the City relies on other regulatory measures to
implement the plan. The information presented here

is designed to provide a range of actions for consid-
eration and sound decision-making. No one step will
effectively achieve the Comprehensive Plan’s Vision.
Rather, implementation will be dependent on a series of
actions designed to capitalize on market opportunities
and overcome barriers with active community involve-
ment and coordinated regulatory updates. Key to the

successful implementation of the Comprehensive Plan
will be the continued identification of actions and an
implementation approach tailored to the unique issues
identified in the Framework and supporting Principles
and Policies. The following is an overview of the various
types of strategies that will be used to implement the
Vision Statement, Core Community Values, and Frame-
work of this Comprehensive Plan.

Small Area Plans and Neighborhood Plans

The Comprehensive Plan takes a broad and expansive
look at the City and cannot focus on the specific details
or development rights of a particular property or parcel.
For example, the Comprehensive Plan may state that
increased pedestrian connectivity is desired in a certain
area of the City, but it does elaborate on the width of

a sidewalk, or the exact location of a street crossing.
Similarly, the Comprehensive Plan’s Framework may
describe development goals of a specific character zone
within the City, but it cannot identify a specific develop-
ment performance measure for a specific property.

To attain the level of detail necessary to advance the
Community’s vision outlined in the Framework, specific
small area plans, or neighborhood plans, are needed to
ensure the expectations outlined in the Comprehensive
Plan are met on individual properties. These area plan-
ning efforts can focus in on certain portions of the City,
and examine the specific property information neces-
sary to implement the vision and specific principles and
policies outlined in the Comprehensive Plan. Small Area
Plans and Neighborhood Plans, both must be used to
help implement the Vision Statement, Core Community
Values and Framework.

Louisville Municipal Code Amendments

The Louisville Municipal Code (LMC) is the primary regu-
latory tool the City has at its disposal to implement the
principles and policies outlined in the Comprehensive
Plan’s Framework. The LMC has the force of law and is
the regulatory tool utilized to dictate how the City will
conduct business with regards to Revenue and Finance,
Parks and Open Space, Public Safety, and Land Use,

to name only a few areas. Chapters 15 (Buildings), 16
(Subdivisions) and 17 (Zoning) of the LMC regulate the

use, character, and form of the built environment in
the City. Many of the principles and policies outlined
in the Framework require city ordinances adopted
through properly noticed public hearings to modify or
create additional sections to Chapters 15, 16 and 17 of
the LMC.

The City’s Operating and Capital Improvement Budget
Many of the principles and policies outlined in the
Framework Plan require the dedication of financial
resources to be successfully implemented. The City of
Louisville updates its budget annually, and it is during
this budgeting process that new funding can be dedi-
cated to implement the Comprehensive Plan’s Vision
Statement, Core Community Values and Framework.

The City’s operating budget includes funds for the
day-to-day functioning of the City and the ongo-

ing provision of services to the citizenry. Operating
budget items include things like snow removal, police
services, and operation of the recreational center. To
implement the Framework, new funds may need to be
dedicated or reallocated through the annual operating
budget process.

The Capital Improvement Program (CIP) is dedicated
to the construction or acquisition of new assets. Ex-
amples of items found in the CIP include the construc-
tion of new bridges and roads, or the acquisition of
new maintenance equipment. Implementation of the
Framework may require the construction of new City
funded infrastructure including, for example, trails,
utility lines, or roads. The budgeting process will be
utilized to identify Operating and Capital Improvement
Budget allocations which will assist in the implementa-
tion of the Comprehensive Plan.

The Zoning Map

The Framework is a map that reflects preferred char-
acter areas by designating development patterns and
development types for general geographical locations
in the City. The locations shown on the Framework
are illustrative, and are not intended to depict either
parcel-specific locations or exact acreage for specific
uses.
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The City of Louisville Zone District Map reflects a num-
ber of zone districts that govern where uses by right and
uses by special review may be located. The Zoning Map
of the City should correspond to the goals and policies
of the Comprehensive Plan’s Framework Plan to ensure
that incremental development decisions reflect the
Community Vision. Evaluating and amending the Zoning
Map will be necessary to align zoning with the vision,
values, principles, and policies outlined in the Compre-
hensive Plan.

Existing Zoning Agreements

Planned Community Zone Districts (PCZD) and approved
General Development Plans (GDP), in particular, are a
result of a contractual agreement between a property
owner(s) and the City. These contracts were created

in recognition of the economic and cultural advan-
tages that will accrue to the residents of an integrated,
planned community development of sufficient size to
provide related areas for various housing types, retail
and service activities, recreation, schools and public
facilities and other multifaceted uses of land. In some
instances these zoning agreements no longer reflect
the vision, values, principles and policies outlined in the
Comprehensive Plan, and they may need to be amend-
ed.

Section 17.72.170 of the Louisville Municipal Code
(LMC) requires that the amendment process for con-
tractual zoning plans will be subject to the same proce-
dures, limitations and requirements by which such plans
were originally approved. The City should lead in coordi-
nating open reviews and amendments of existing zoning
agreements between the City and property owners. If
agreement on changes cannot be reached, the existing
contractual zoning will remain in force as per the terms
of the agreement.

Compliance with Intergovernmental Agreements
Parcels which are affected by an intergovernmental
agreement (IGA) remain subject to the provisions and
terms of the applicable IGA. The implementation of a
preferred land use, which may differ from the land use
recommended under the IGA, would require an amend-

ment of the applicable IGA. The Comprehensive Plan
may be updated to reflect any new IGA amendments
without requiring a complete City Comprehensive Plan
amendment process.

POLICY ALIGNMENT

The various departments, boards, and commissions
within the City of Louisville are each focused on specific
areas of interest. For example, the Public Works Depart-
ment’s primary responsibility is the municipal infrastruc-
ture of the City, while the Open Space Advisory Board

is concerned with the management and acquisition of
open space properties. The goals and objectives of each

Policy Alignment & Implementation

of these groups are specific to their areas of interest,
and at times the priorities of one group, may be differ-
ent with those of another.

The successful implementation of the Comprehensive
Plan is dependent upon the alignment of the sometimes
divergent policies of the various departments and citi-
zen interests of the City.

IMPLEMENTATION ACTION ITEMS
Below is a list of the important steps that should be

taken to implement the goals and policies identified in
this Comprehensive Plan. These actions are of the vari-

ous types previously described, and together they ad-
dress every section of the Plan. The table also includes
anticipated goals for the completion of each item. Note,
the actual timing of actions will be determined annu-
ally by the Louisville City Council as it reviews the City’s
budget and priorities.

These policies alone will not effect the vision outlined in
the Framework; that will require the combined efforts
of the City, residents, property and business owners in
Louisville.
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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: February 14, 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. Itis
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.
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RESOLUTION NO. 03,
SERIES 2019

A RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING THAT THE FOLLOWING LOCATIONS BE
ESTABLISHED AS THE OFFICIAL LOCATIONS FOR THE POSTING OF
PUBLIC NOTICE OF ALL 2019 LOUISVILLE PLANNING COMMISSION
MEETINGS

. 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

o The Police / Municipal Court building, 992 Via Appia

o The City of Louisville website, www.louisvilleco.gov

WHEREAS, Senate Bill 91-33 requires that all local public bodies
designate a public place or places where public notice of public meetings will be
posted, with said designation being made at the first regular meeting of that body
in each calendar year; and

WHEREAS, the City’s Home Rule Charter requires additional locations for
the posting of public notice of City Council meetings and by extension, it is the
recommendation of Staff that the Planning Commission adopt the same standard
for posting of public notice of their meetings; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has reviewed the recommended
locations for the posting of public notice and finds them to be consistent with State
Statutes, Municipal Code and the Louisville Home Rule Charter.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Planning Commission of
the City of Louisville, Colorado does hereby designate the following public places
for the posting of notices for all public meetings of the Planning Commission in
2019.

. The Lobby of City Hall, 749 Main Street

. The Louisville Public Library Bulletin Board, 951 Spruce
Street

o The Louisville Recreation Center, 900 West Via Appia

o The Louisville Police / Municipal Court building, 992 Via
Appia

J The City of Louisville website, www.louisvilleco.gov

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 10" day of January, 2019.

By:

, Chair
Planning Commission

Attest:
, Secretary
Planning Commission

266


http://www.l/
http://www.louisvilleco.gov/

	1 02.14.19 pcagenda
	2 PC_1 10 2019_Draft
	3 Foundry
	3a Foundry Phasing PC Report
	3b Res 4, 2019 Foundry Phasing
	3c Foundry PUD amendment letter
	3d Foundry Approval Resolution - RES 2016-03
	3e Foundry Approved PUD Rec. # 03600746
	3f Foundry Plat Rec # 03600744
	3g Takoda GDP Amend.Rec. # 03600745
	3h CCMIN 2016 01 19
	3i PC Minutes 12.05.2015
	3j Public Comments

	4 development audit
	4 2.14.19 2018 Development Audit Report
	4a Combined Scoring Sheets
	Audit Scoring Sheet.CDDSG
	Audit Scoring Sheet.DowntownHandbook
	Audit Scoring Sheet.IDDSG
	Audit Scoring Sheet.MUDDSG

	4b 2017 Dev Audit Results
	4c Centennial Valley Business Park Lots 3and4  Block 3 PUD
	4d CTC Filing 2 Lots 3 4 5 and 16 PUD
	4e Delo Phase 2 PUD
	4f 945 Front Street PUD

	5 Workplan Memo
	5a 2019 Council Work Plan_Final
	5b Strategic Plan
	5c Copy of 17-18 Programs Goals Sub-Programs  Objectives
	5d Comp Plan
	6 posting locations
	6 meeting posting location memo
	6a. Res.No.03 Posting Locations




