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March 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.   
 

1. Call to Order 

2. Roll Call 

3. Approval of Agenda  

4. Approval of Minutes  

a. February 14, 2019 

5. Public Comment on Items Not on the Agenda  

6. New Business – Public Hearing Items 

a. The Business Center at CTC GDP Amendment F:  A request to amend 
The Business Center at CTC General Development Plan to rezone Lot 19 
to PCZD-I and to allow Industrial zone district uses on Lots 18 and 19,  
Block 1, The Business Center at CTC. (Resolution 5, Series 2019) 

 Applicant : RVP Architecure 

 Case Manager: Lisa Ritchie, Senior Planner 
 

b. Vaisala PUD Amendment and Replat:  A request for a replat to adjust 
the lot line between Lots 3 and 4, The Business Center at CTC Replat B 
and a PUD Amendment to allow the construction of a 40,000 sf building, 
additional parking and associated site improvements. (Resolution 6, 
Series 2019) 

 Applicant : Oz Architecure 

 Case Manager: Lisa Ritchie, Senior Planner 
 

c. The Foundry PUD Amendment:  A request to for an extension of the 
expiration date for The Foundry PUD. (Resolution 7, Series 2019) 

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

 

 

REVISED 



Planning Commission 
Agenda 

March 14, 2019 
Page 2 of 2 

 

7. Planning Commission Comments  

8. Staff Comments 

9. Items Tentatively Scheduled for the overflow meeting on March 28: 

 2019 Planning Commission Workplan 

 

The regular meeting April 11, 2019: 

 468 S Arthur Wireless Facility 

 Draft Sign Code discussion 

 

The overflow meetings on either April 18 or April 25: 

 Transportation Master Plan draft recommendations 

 

10. Adjourn  
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Meeting Minutes 

February 14th, 2019 
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 
Keaton Howe 
Tom Rice  
Debra Williams 

Commission Members Absent: Jeff Moline 
Staff Members Present:  Rob Zuccaro, Dir of Planning & Building Safety 
     Lisa Ritchie, Senior Planner 

Amelia Brackett, Planning Clerk  

   
APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

Williams moved and Howe seconded a motion to approve the February 14th, 2019 
agenda. Motion passed unanimously by voice vote.  
  

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
Williams moved and Howe seconded a motion to approve the January 10th, 2019 
minutes. Motion passed unanimously by voice vote. Rice abstained due to his absence 
at the January meeting. 
 

PUBLIC COMMENTS ON ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA 
None. 
 

NEW BUSINESS – PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS 
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 Planner: Rob Zuccaro, Director of Planning and Building Safety    

Williams disclosed that she lives in the neighborhood, knew about the application, and 
had not seen the full application before. She felt she could be impartial. 
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Zuccaro presented the application, which proposed to amend the phasing plan of the 
Foundry PUD to require one commercial building be built concurrently with the 
residential buildings, instead of both. All proper postings were made. The concurrent 
condition from 2016 was in pursuit of fiscal balance between commercial and residential 
development. This request was in response to current market and financing conditions 
that make it difficult to construct two commercial buildings concurrent with the 
residential development. Consultants for the City told staff many of the same things 
about development as the applicant did regarding development challenges. The retail 
market is saturated, there is not much demand for big-box retail, and the areas around 
Louisville were developing.  
 
Zuccaro informed the Commission that staff ran a fiscal impact model, which allows 
staff to enter numbers into the model for different applications and different scenarios.  
 
Staff recommended 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.  
 
Brauneis asked for questions of staff. 
 
Rice asked when the PUD expired. He noted that there had been issues with other 
projects when the PUD has gone stale. 
 
Zuccaro responded that it would expire three years from when it was approved. He 
noted that if the expiration date was nearing, staff could bring a request for an extension 
before the Commission. 
 
Rice asked if the proposed language allowed the applicant to pull a building permit for 
the four residential structures and for one of two of the commercial structures, build 
three residential structures, and never do anything with one commercial building. 
  
Zuccaro confirmed. 
 
Rice replied that the proposed language constituted a material change from the original 
language by changing the concurrent requirement. 
 
Zuccaro confirmed that the City would be losing the absolute guarantee of commercial 
development. He noted that there were incentives to move forward with the commercial 
from the administration perspective. 
 
Rice asked why the proposal was not asking for the phasing to be concurrent with one 
of the commercial buildings. 
 
Zuccaro responded that the way it was written was not making that requirement, but the 
Commission could make that choice. He added that it would not guarantee that it would 
get the building finished, but it would be an incentive by requiring more investment in 
the future structures from the builders. 
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Rice asked about one of the points in the applicant’s letter. 
 
Zuccaro replied that the applicant had submitted building permits for all the residential 
buildings and building F right around when the City had switched building codes. The 
applicant wanted assurance that the application would be reviewed under the 2012 
codes and staff had confirmed that it would be. 
 
Hsu asked if there was a possibility under the current language that there would be no 
commercial building at all. 
 
Rice replied that the only thing that would be held back would be a CO on one of the 
residential buildings, so they could complete the others and then not complete the fourth 
residential building or any of the commercial buildings. 
 
Ritchie replied to Commissioner Rice’s earlier question, noting that the PUD had been 
approved on January 19, 2016.  
 
Williams asked if the Commission had to approve an extension, since it had been over 
three years, and how the Commission could approve something that had been expired. 
 
Zuccaro recommended that the Commission proceed with the item and that staff would 
bring a request for an extension if necessary. He suggested that the Commission could 
note its concern and make a continuance if they wanted. Since the Commission had the 
information in front of them, they could also make a recommendation on the issue of 
concurrence.  
 
Williams asked if a permit had been pulled. 
 
Zuccaro replied that a building permit had been submitted and was under review for the 
four residential buildings and building F. 
 
Brauneis stated that the permit process did not have a bearing on the Commission’s 
decision. He asked the commissioners if they were comfortable continuing the 
discussion with the caveat that the PUD might be expired and their recommendations 
would be contingent upon renewal. The commissioners voiced general agreement. 
 
Hsu asked about the 0% occupancy estimates for the commercial buildings. 
 
Zuccaro replied that he ran the model with no commercial development. That scenario 
resulted in a fiscal impact of $157,000 over 20 years, which he deemed a neutral impact 
for this application. When the values are relatively high, as in cases with more 
residential development, the larger the income assumption, the generation of some 
sales tax and property taxes, et cetera.  
 
Hsu asked if the basis of staff’s recommendation was the fiscal model, and why the 
Commission should trust that model. 
 
Zuccaro stated that in the three years he had been with the City, they had been using 
the model. They hired TischlerBise, Inc., a consulting firm out of Maryland that 
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specializes in these kinds of models. The model allowed staff to play out multiple 
scenarios for each application.  
 
Hsu asked why staff picked building F for the model. 
 
Zuccaro replied that he had not discussed that choice with the applicant. Staff chose it 
because it was the smaller building, making the model more conservative, and because 
a permit had been submitted for building F. 
 
Howe asked what would happen if the residential buildings got built and the commercial 
buildings did not. 
 
Zuccaro replied that the buy-in to start the process afforded some assurance. He noted 
that they could never eliminate the chance that the buildings would not be built, but you 
could reduce the risk if you required full build-out on the commercial building before 
giving any of the residential approvals. There was going to be a risk that there would be 
a vacant slab, even if that was not the developer’s intent.  
 
Hsu asked if the 24 age-restricted units were tied to any specific building. 
 
Ritchie replied that they were not tied to a specific building and staff was still working on 
the deed language. 
 
Brauneis asked for further questions of staff. Seeing none, he invited the applicant to 
present. 
 
Justin McClure, 1002 Griffith Street in Louisville explained to the Commission that the 
project was originally envisioned in 2004. It had been a major process to get the project 
to meet the original PUD. His company takes on projects that push its capacity and 
focuses on legacy-based projects. The original intent was to build 70,000 square feet, 
which was a maximum based on FAR. If you want to park the project, it could 
accommodate closer to 40,000 square feet. He was cognizant of Code criteria and 
wanted to over-park the Foundry. He invited the Commission to ask any questions. 
 
Rice asked if they had decided which commercial building they were going to build first. 
 
McClure replied that they had always intended to build the Foundry building in 
conjunction with the residential buildings. The building required a tremendous amount of 
equity to execute from a lender and a tenant perspective. They had lenders who were 
interested, but he had already lost a lender because of the timeline and uncertainty of 
the process.  
 
Rice clarified that building F was the intended first building. He asked if it would be a 
problem if the Commission made the requirement to build building F rather than both 
the commercial buildings or tying it to the COs for the residential buildings. 
 
McClure replied that that would not be a problem, but he did request as much flexibility 
as possible.  
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Hsu asked about the connection between the three loans and the concurrent 
construction requirement. 
 
McClure responded that it helped with flexibility with balancing multiple lenders and 
equity requirements. They did not intend to bring the final commercial building to market 
immediately, just because the general ability to execute both properties next existed to 
begin with due to the availability of capital and the loan timelines. 
 
Williams asked what had changed financially between 2016 and now. 
 
McClure replied that construction prices had gone up, but it had always been their 
intention to build the Foundry building first.  
 
Williams asked if, under the original PUD, McClure would have had to come forward 
with an amendment. 
 
McClure replied that he had always intended to build the Foundry before building E and 
had misunderstood the original language. 
 
Williams asked if this property was included in the mill levy. 
 
McClure confirmed. 
 
Williams asked about the subdivision agreement and if it was just for the residential. 
 
McClure replied that it was for the entirety of the property. 
 
Williams asked if there was an HOA associated with the subdivision agreement. 
  
McClure replied that they intended to have one HOA for the condos and a property 
management group for the commercial buildings. 
 
Williams asked for confirmation that all the proposed properties would be paying into the 
metro district at different rates. 
 
McClure confirmed. 
 
Hsu asked which residential building would be built last. 
 
McClure replied that buildings A and B would be built first and in tandem, if they could 
get the equity in the loan package. He intended to build all 32 units as age-restricted 
units if possible.  
 
Hoefner asked which residential building would be built last. 
 
McClure replied that it would be building D. 
 
Williams asked what triggers existed to build the second building. 
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McClure replied that it was based on the market and other projects, like stabilization of 
DELO Plaza and the Foundry building itself to execute Building E. 
 
Williams asked what stabilization meant.  
 
McClure replied that it meant about 85% occupancy for commercial buildings. He would 
not know how long that would take to meet before the building went on the market.  
 
Williams asked if, in the scenario that building F was occupied at 85% at year one with 
three-year leases, there would be a trigger to build the other buildings. 
 
McClure replied that it would definitely be a trigger. He noted that he would prefer five-
year leases or three-year leases with extensions.   
 
Hoefner asked what the chances were that the applicant would stop building after 
building C. 
 
McClure replied that he would be in trouble in that case after all the time and money he 
would have already sunk into the project by that point. If he defaulted on any of these 
loans, he was personally liable. 
 
Hoefner asked if the applicant thought he would come back to the Commission asking 
for another re-write. 
 
McClure replied that the thought of coming back for a re-write gave him a hot flash. 
 
Williams asked if there was a possibility that the applicant would ever come back and 
ask to change Building E to residential. 
 
McClure replied that there was a possibility, though it was not be his intent. The intent 
was to build it as commercial as approved. He noted that it was more valuable as a 
commercial unit, but might be more marketable if they turned it into a live-work unit. 
 
Williams asked if all the condominiums were live-work. 
 
McClure replied that the condominiums were purely residential.  
 
Hoefner asked how McClure would respond if the Commission changed the second 
condition to make the CO conditional on more buildings than just the last one. 
 
McClure replied that the lender would not want any COs withheld at all so he would like 
it to be as light as possible. He noted that withholding the CO on the last unit was a big 
motivator, because the entire horizontal infrastructure of Building D would already be in 
place.  
 
Howe noted that the applicant would not have to finish E and F to trigger the last CO for 
the last building. All the applicant would have to do was complete the horizontal 
infrastructure, not build the building. He asked how the applicant and the City could 
avoid having a vacant area. 
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McClure noted that the horizontal infrastructure would be a huge investment already of 
at least $3 million that increased the likelihood of development. 
 
Williams asked if the spaces would be parking if there were no building. 
 
McClure replied that it would be finished with landscaping improvements. 
 
Williams stated that they would need to build the residential buildings first to get the 
financing for the rest of the buildings. 
 
McClure replied that they had separate lenders for residential and commercial and the 
situation was therefore highly unusual. 
 
Hsu asked about the age-restricted units. He asked what kind of language the applicant 
would be comfortable with to ensure that at least some of the age-restricted units would 
be built in some of the earlier buildings and not left to the last building. 
 
McClure preferred to add clarity to the language overall, not to make changes. He would 
not support any additional language for that reason. 
 
Hsu asked why McClure did not want the requirement in the language if it was his intent 
to execute it anyway. 
 
McClure noted that the lending process was easier when he as a developer had 
flexibility rather than complex title issues. 
 
Hsu replied that he appreciated that the applicant needed flexibility, but the Commission 
needed some security for the City and the PUD criteria.  
 
McClure considered the current language on the age-restricted requirements a 
compromise between himself and the City. He reiterated his intent to build more than 24 
age-restricted units. As the age-restricted language sits now, it was a very strong 
provision to benefit the City. 
 
Brauneis opened the floor for public comment. 
 
Gary Larson, 2189 Park Lane in the Steel Ranch section of the development, stated 
that he had been working with the applicant as a concerned resident since 2014. They 
put together a coalition of 11 HOAs and over 1,700 houses between South Boulder and 
Arapahoe Roads. They had disbanded as an organization, but he had no sense that 
anyone was against the development of the Foundry. Their coalition supported the 
Foundry, because they all felt comfortable in dealing with Justin and they liked having 
age restrictions on the condominiums, since the majority of residents in the area were 
older residents. Larson noted that the coalition’s agreement with Justin was contingent 
on the applicant building the Foundry first. The Foundry was a big draw, with the 
potential to nice retail, a rooftop bar, and/or a brewery. They also felt it was a better 
development than other nearby proposals full of gas stations and drive-thrus. The 
Foundry was meant to be more upscale.  
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Williams asked if the neighborhood would still be okay if the Foundry building were not 
built for some time. 
 
Larson replied that he thought McClure was planning to build three of the residential 
buildings and then the Foundry.  
 
Brauneis asked for a motion to include the three new emails into the record. Howe 
moved. Hsu seconded. Voice vote. All in favor. 
 
Hsu asked what was on the property currently. 
 
Zuccaro replied that the applicant was required to seed the pile of dirt as part of a storm 
water agreement, so the property currently looked like a big pile of dirt, but it had been 
seeded so there was no dust. 
 
Brauneis asked if the applicant was planning to use the dirt for the rest of the project. 
 
McClure confirmed.  
 
Hoefner asked if staff had considered the likelihood of financing, since the Commission 
had heard from the applicant that the project was difficult to finance and that any one of 
the three loans necessary to finance it might not be approved.  
 
Zuccaro replied that staff’s models assumed full financing.  
 
McClure noted that they had loans in place, but that he was worried about additional 
hurdles causing those loans to change or dissolve. 
 
Williams asked what would happen if the building were filled at 85% before you started 
building.  
 
McClure replied that the loans were secured by cash, not whether there were leases. 
 
Hoefner asked for clarification about the problem with securing loans. 
 
McClure replied that the loans could change as the timeline and requirements changed. 
He had two loan commitments right now and the equity to contribute. 
 
Brauneis noted that the Commission needed to be careful of financing questions in the 
hearing. 
 
Hoefner replied that he was trying to assess the financial benefits and risks to the City, 
which were referenced in the PUD Amendment criteria. 
 
Gary Larson informed the Commission about traffic issues off of Highway 42 next to the 
development. He proposed cutting out the median strip and put in an x box in that area.  
 
Brauneis asked for a motion to enter Larson’s photograph into the record.  
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Howe asked what would happen if the applicant got 30% tenancy for Building F and 
therefore be allowed to finish the fourth residential building, but that did not mean they 
had to finish construction or find tenants for Building F. 
 
Zuccaro replied that they would have to begin construction and identify tenants for 30% 
of the building and the foundation in order to get the CO for the last building. Staff 
thought that showed financial investment in the building itself and a good faith effort to 
have tenants. They had to fulfill both those requirements before getting the CO for the 
fourth residential building. 
 
Howe clarified that there was still no guarantee that Building F be finished.  
 
Zuccaro replied that technically the way it was written, in a worst-case scenario Building 
F could not be built.  
 
Howe asked if it was safe to assume that the revenue to the City is less than in scenario 
3 in the model. 
 
Zuccaro replied that he hadn’t modeled that scenario. If the applicant built 24 units 
instead of 32, it would come out as a wash to the City from a modeling standpoint. 
 
Brauneis asked for additional questions of the applicant or staff. Seeing none, he closed 
the public hearing and opened commissioner discussion. 
 
Rice stated that the staff memo quoted from the 2016 memo to Council read, “Staff 
believes it is important to require the application to construct the commercial structures 
concurrent with the residential development…Planning Commission endorsed the 
amendment as they are concerned with the long-term reduction of commercially zoned 
property.” Rice noted that the Commission at that time had been worried that 
commercial property would be converted to residential property. This happened to other 
projects at the time. The ramifications of replacing commercial with residential included 
not adding to the tax base or to commerce. Rice proposed keeping the concurrent 
condition the same as it was originally, except instead of referring to both commercial 
buildings, limit the requirement to the Foundry. He thought the idea of triggering COs 
and having partially completed residential areas was overly complicated and 
ambiguous. He thought his solution was in line with the applicant’s desires, as well. 
Concurrent should mean to develop the Foundry at the same time as the residential 
elements. He did not think the language was ambiguous. 
 
Ritchie read the language of the original resolution: “Residential and commercial 
development shall be constructed concurrently.” 
 
Zuccaro noted that if they used that language, they should define concurrent.  
 
Hoefner agreed that they should define concurrently. 
 
Howe read the definition of concurrent from Merriam-Webster’s dictionary as “at the 
same time.” 
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Hsu agreed with Commissioner Rice. He thought the original resolution was about 
getting commercial units and avoiding the possibility of no commercial at all, which he 
thought was a big change from what had been considered under the PUD amendment. 
He had heard an explanation for why the applicant needed 100% flexibility with a 0% 
guarantee for the City. 
 
Hoefner did not like that situation, either. 
 
Brauneis replied that he did not hear that request from the applicant. He stated that the 
current resolution was meant to address the fact that all the development could not 
happen at the same time based on the market situation. The issue at hand was allowing 
the applicant to push the construction off longer.  
 
Williams asked about the possibility for a different kind of condition in which there were 
a timeframe that triggered vertical construction. 
 
Hsu noted that at least two loans were received under the old language, so modifying 
that language only slightly would be less of a material change to the financiers than 
something that involves vertical development.  
 
Hoefner suggested saying something about concurrently with the beginning of 
residential construction. 
 
Brauneis asked if the Commission wanted to reopen the public hearing to ask for staff’s 
thoughts about how they came to the current language. 
 
Hoefner asked Commissioner Rice what he thought about adding more language to the 
definition of “concurrent.” 
 
Rice replied that he did not want to micromanage these things, because he thought that 
made them more ambiguous. The spirit of the thing was very clear and he had no 
problem rolling it back the concurrency requirement to just Building F.  
 
Hoefner did not think anyone was against linking the “concurrent” language to Building 
F. 
 
Williams stated that she could not move forward unless she heard from the applicant. 
 
Hoefner replied that the concurrent language in the previous language seemed to be 
okay with the applicant. 
 
Brauneis reopened the public hearing to invite the applicant to speak. 
 
McClure stated that they were comfortable moving forward with the language in the 
current resolution. 
 
Williams asked if the applicant would be comfortable with adding the concurrent 
language. 
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McClure responded that that was his intent to build concurrently. He viewed the 
language as pulling permits simultaneously, constructing and closing both loans 
concurrently, and completing the horizontal construction concurrently. The vertical 
construction might not be exactly the same, but that was how he viewed the language. 
He thought they were adding clarity about building the Foundry concurrently, rather than 
both commercial buildings.  
 
Hoefner asked if it was possible that they would build Building F before the residential 
buildings.  
 
McClure replied that he would love to build the Foundry building as soon as possible, 
but it was unlikely that it would be finished before the residential buildings. 
 
Howe asked if the applicant would consider landscaping in place of Building E until it 
was built. 
 
McClure replied that he did not intend to landscape on a future building pad, but they 
would be providing landscaping around the building pad in accordance with city 
requirements. 
 
Brauneis closed public hearing and continued commissioner discussion. 
 
Williams suggested that the conditions should state that commercial development was 
concurrent with Building F.  
 
Rice suggested keeping the proposed language in condition 1, adding to it that the 
concurrent language applied to Building F, and getting rid of condition 2.  
 
Williams and Hoefner agreed. 
 
Howe thought it was a good compromise, because the original intent seemed to be 
concurrent with both buildings, and this was responding to the changes that had 
occurred since the original PUD.  
 
Brauneis reopened public hearing. 
 
Hoefner asked if the CO language in condition 2 made the resolution easier to enforce. 
 
Zuccaro replied that the more it was defined the easier it was to enforce, though that did 
not mean it had to be over-defined. The original intent was to have a development 
agreement that specified how this would work. If the Commission was not going to add 
additional definitional language to the resolution, it was good to have their definition of 
“concurrent” on the record. Zuccaro thought that concurrent meant that as soon as you 
start building the first residential buildings, then you will be constructing the commercial 
building, meaning that you will be laying the foundation. It seemed like that definition 
was less flexible and might not provide more certainty. Staff would have to come out 
and observe the site and possibly issue a stop-work order for enforcement, which was 
not ideal. The easiest thing in staff’s view was that the resolution still triggered a 
substantial amount of investment and incentive to propel the project first, which is why 
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staff supported the language. Requiring a CO for the commercial before getting the COs 
for some or all of the residential buildings provided the most certainty for the City. He 
noted that just saying that it was “concurrent” might be hard for staff to support. Staff 
wanted to tie requirements to specific steps, like issuing of building permits that were 
tied to actions in the process.  
 
Brauneis noted that a half-finished building was far worse than dirt. 
 
Hoefner replied that, based on Director Zuccaro’s explanation, he would lean toward 
keeping condition 2.  
 
Rice shared his suggestion for the new language: “Residential building permits for the 
condominiums shall be obtained concurrent with or subsequently with the building 
permit for Building F and construction of the condominiums and Building F shall occur 
concurrently.” 
 
Brauneis asked for staff’s perspective on Rice’s proposal. 
 
Zuccaro replied that once you start actual construction for phase one of the residential 
that you would start the actual construction for the first phase of the commercial. The 
language does not address what would happen after that. In the worst case scenario, if 
they don’t have the CO hook it would be more difficult to ensure that the construction of 
both be finished. 
 
Rice clarified that Commissioner Hoefner was suggesting to keep condition 2. 
 
Zuccaro stated that the new language for condition 1 then it was saying that the 
applicant had to get their building permit along with the commercial. He noted that there 
was some contradiction between conditions 1 and 2. 
 
Hsu clarified that the Commission was asking if there was still ambiguity about the 
requirements and enforcement in the language.  
 
Zuccaro replied that if they had the two conditions, there was a contradiction in the 
concurrency requirements between the two conditions. The reality would be that staff 
would go straight to the second condition, because it was the more certain of the two.  
 
Rice responded that he did not see it as a contradiction. Condition 1 was keeping the 
original resolution but taking away Building E. 
 
Brauneis stated that the City should want to avoid issuing stop-work orders. 
 
Zuccaro asked how the Commission would interpret concurrency in a case when the 
applicant was building the foundation for the first two residential buildings and had not 
started construction on Building F.  
 
Brauneis replied that they could go so far as to build all four residential buildings, not do 
anything on the commercial buildings, and not get the CO for the fourth building. 
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Rice noted that there had not been any specificity in the last three years and he did not 
see it as a change from the original resolution. 
 
Zuccaro replied that he always wanted to have clear conditions. He noted that even 
though it was not part of the adopted resolution, the staff report clearly stated that there 
would be a development agreement that clearly specified how this would be detailed. 
They had been trying to stay away from the complexity of a development agreement in 
the conditions of the resolution. One other option was to have the resolution of approval 
with the concurrency and have a subsequent amendment to the subdivision agreement 
that specified how that would be done. He added that sometimes simple was better and 
if the Commission wanted simplicity, then staff would do their best.  
 
Hoefner proposed the following language: 

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

2. Residential and commercial development shall be constructed concurrently. 
3. In no case shall the CO for the last of the residential buildings be issued unless 

(1) start of construction of the first commercial building has commenced 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 
usable space has been identified with tenants with proof being a letter of intent 
coupled with security deposit.  

 
Hsu added a friendly amendment to add Building F to the first condition. 
 
Rice suggested saying Building F instead of commercial buildings.  
 
Hsu agreed with Commissioner Rice’s broader, more general spirit of the definition of 
“concurrent.” He added that the CO was a possible hammer out of many hammers that 
could be used by staff. 
 
Hoefner agreed. 
 
Brauneis asked the applicant for his reaction to the proposed language. 
 
McClure responded that the condition as proposed by Commissioner Rice fulfilled the 
original intent, which had been McClure’s desire all along. 
 
Rice stated that Commissioner Hoefner’s suggestion split up the language of Rice’s 
own proposal, which he thought was a more elegant way of writing the resolution. 
 
Hoefner provided a new draft of the proposed language: 

1. Residential building permits for the condominiums shall be obtained concurrent 
with or subsequently with the building permit for Building F; 

2. Residential and Commercial Development shall be constructed concurrently; and 



Planning Commission 
Meeting Minutes 

February 14, 2019 
Page 14 of 17 

 

3. In no case shall the certificate of occupancy for the last of the residential 8-plex 
buildings be issued unless: 1) start of construction of Building F has commenced, 
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 of Building F has identified tenants with proof being an executed 
Letter of Intent coupled with a security deposit.  

 
Break at 8:36 p.m. Reconvened at 8:43 PM.  
 
Brauneis asked the applicant to review the language. 
 
McClure replied that he thought it would work. 
 
Brauneis closed the public hearing. 
 
Brauneis asked for additional questions or comments. 
 
Rice moved for the approval of Resolution 4, Series 2019 with amendments as they 
appear on the board. Hsu seconded. Voice vote. All in favor. 
   

DISCUSSION 
September 26, 2018 Planning Commission Development Review Audit. 
Ritchie stated that the Planning Commission had conducted an audit, which was noticed 
as required in the Code, and requested that the Commission discuss the results of their 
audit.  
 
Brauneis asked if the areas that were ranked low in the audit had failed to meet 
standards due to oversight or due to problems in the Code.  
 
Zuccaro replied that there were some situations where the guidelines were not met. It 
was a good question to consider if there should be more guidelines, as well. 
 
Ritchie added that there was a difference between technically meeting the guidelines 
and meeting the spirit of the guidelines.  
 
Zuccaro stated that one of a valuable part of the exercise was to help staff and the 
Commission translate what they see in plans into reality. 
 
Rice noted that DELO Phase II scored well and provided a concrete example of what 
the Commission thought met the standards. 
 
Hsu asked if DELO Phase II was the expensive one modeled after the woonerf street 
concept. 
 
Zuccaro replied that it was. There had been a lot of investment in that project and the 
streetscape was much higher than any city standard, but it was a good example of what 
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could happen. Most developments could not be expected to get to that level, but it 
would be good to get closer to that level in general. 
 
Brauneis asked about current best practices in urban planning for reforming codes vis-
a-vis multimodal development.  
 
Zuccaro replied that it depended on the scale of the individual development, pedestrian 
and auto use, and block and grid size. A lot of cities were moving toward traditional 
downtown based on community desire even though it was more expensive to build that 
way sometimes. Zuccaro added that staff was working on a rewrite of their commercial 
and industrial design guidelines to implement the small-area plans that were adopted 
over the last several years and to do a general update.   
 
Hsu noted that he rated the location on Centennial Parkway low because he had been 
concerned about access to the plaza when the PUD first came to the Commission and 
the problem had not been fixed. He added that lighting was a difficult thing to assess in 
a black-and-white elevations when they came before the Commission during the 
application process. 
 
Williams commented that the areas that scored low generally reflected several 
problems. First, there were issues with buffering, or transition areas, where different 
types of uses were next to each other. Second, pedestrian and bike connectivity needed 
to connect the development to other places, in addition to enabling movement within the 
property. Third, exterior lighting was a problem, though it was difficult to measure since 
it was subjective. Fourth, most commercial developments do not do a good job with 
landscaping, open space, and gathering spaces within properties. Williams suggested 
that there be attempts to improve those requirements in commercial developments.  
 
Howe noted that the Commission evaluated projects or developments alone and not 
within the context of the area, thereby missing whether the application was continuous 
with the rest of the area. He added that the newer projects felt more isolated than the 
older parts of Louisville.  
 
Hoefner agreed and liked Commissioner Williams’ comment about buffering. He noted 
that there were situations in which landscaping should provide a buffer between 
different uses and others in which there should be movement between different uses. 
 
Hsu added that the Commission did not evaluate use when they evaluated design. He 
wondered if there was a way to gather feedback from the use of something like a 
gathering spot in future audits. 
 
Rice added that seeing these spaces during the day when people are using them would 
be more practical, even if it was difficult to get commissioners together during the day. 
 
Williams added that it could be helpful to ask the people in the buildings about use, as 
well, in future audits. 
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Hoefner noted that the Commission had shown an openness to encourage creative 
solutions by providing waivers or other incentives to increase the number of value-add 
approaches.  
 
Howe suggested getting a follow-up from the developer about what they would have 
done differently in a future audit.  
 
Zuccaro noted that some of the development community would be giving comments on 
the guidelines.  
 
Brauneis stated that it was important to leave stretch goals in the guidelines, which 
developers may not want to be included in the guidelines. 
 
Ritchie replied that one of the directions for the guidelines might be to make them more 
into a toolbox where developers could select from a set of options to respond to specific 
site needs and use creative solutions.  
 
Brauneis added that as long as it gave the Commission and Council the power to push 
back, it was important to incentive best choices.  
 
Brauneis asked for more information on the weighted or incentivized standards bullet 
point. 
 
Ritchie replied that staff was trying to think of ways to create a scoring system to 
support projects that went above code requirements in some elements of the 
development. 
 
Zuccaro added that, for example, if you checked off certain boxes on multi-modal 
connectivity maybe you don’t have to park your project as much. Other cities in 
Colorado have replaced parking requirements with unit-based requirements to promote 
multi-modality. He did not think the City would go that route, but staff was trying to help 
promote creativity.  
 
Hoefner stated that he thought the Commission would like to hear one-off ideas on how 
to deal with issues like parking. 
 
Brauneis asked for additional comments. Seeing none, he moved to the next item. 
 
2019 Planning Commission work plan 
Zuccaro showed a presentation based on the Commission’s request for a review of the 
2019 Commission work plan. Staff created vision statements, missions, and values to 
guide the work plan discussion. City Council made a 2019 work plan for the 
Commission, which the commissioners could discuss, and they could also discuss other 
topics of interest. The goals were ones that Council asked the Commission to consider. 
 
Hsu requested background information on the development of Parcel O, since that was 
a big issue. 
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Zuccaro noted that there was a hyperlink to a study in the staff packet. He added that 
there would be a General Development Plan Amendment, which would be quasi-judicial 
and have a public hearing.  
 
Williams suggested that the Commission be part of the budget process. She also 
suggested holding joint meetings with other boards, including the Commission on code 
amendments, and meeting with staff or commissioners from neighboring cities.  
 
Zuccaro replied that the Commission had not been part of the process in the past three 
years but that they were part of zoning code amendments. He added that meeting with 
commissioners in Louisville could be helpful when different groups were working on the 
same planning project. He was not aware of any meetings with people from other cities 
in the past. Staff was considering how to start the review process earlier so that the 
Commission’s recommendations could feed into Council’s plans. Zuccaro noted that if 
there was something that the Commission was interested in, they should schedule 
some study sessions before making the formal request to Council. 
 
 

COMMISSIONER COMMENTS 
None. 

 
STAFF COMMENTS 

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: 
 

 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 

 
Rice moved to approve Resolution 3, Series 2019. Hoefner seconded. Voice vote. All in 
favor. 
 

ITEMS TENTATIVELY SCHEDULED FOR THE MEETING ON MARCH 14TH, 2019 

 Vaisala PUD Amendment and Replat 

 468 S Arthur Wireless Facility 

 Business Center at CTC – GDP Amendment F 

 Draft Sign Code discussion 

  
Adjourn: 
Rice made motion to adjourn. General second. Brauneis adjourned meeting at 9:23 PM.  

http://www.louisvilleco.gov/
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ITEM: ZON-0186-2019 – Business Center at CTC  
General Development Plan Amendment F 

 

PLANNER: Lisa Ritchie, Senior Planner 
 

OWNER:  Freeman Capital Management 
 

REPRESENTATIVE:  Bob Van Pelt 
RVP Architecture 

 

EXISTING ZONING:  PCZD-C – Commercial and PCZD-I - Industrial 
 

LOCATION: 1875 and 1923 Taylor Avenue 
 

TOTAL SITE AREA: 6.91 Acres 
 

REQUEST:  Approval of Resolution No. 7, Series 2019, a request for a 
General Development Plan Amendment to rezone Lot 19, 
Block 1, Business Center at CTC from Planned Community 
Zone District-Commercial to Planned Community Zone 
District-Industrial. 
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SUMMARY:   
The owner, Freeman Capital Management, represented by RVP Architecture, requests 
approval of a General Development Plan (GDP) Amendment F to rezone Lot 19 to 
Planned Community Zone District – Industrial (PCZD-I) and to allow the uses in the 
Industrial zone district on Lots 18 and 19. 
 
BACKGROUND:   
The City approved The Business Center at CTC plat in 1998. The City has approved a 
number of replats to this subdivision since the original approval, however none have 
included Lots 18 and 19.  Along with this first plat, the City also approved The Business 
Center at CTC GDP, which established the zoning standards for the properties.  The 
GDP was amended first in 1999 to add additional property into the GDP, and again in 
2008 to amend the allowed uses for Lot 19 and others.  The GDPs in effect for the 
property require both lots to develop under the regulations in the Commercial 
Development Design Standards and Guidelines (CDDSG).  The GDP has been 
amended three additional times as it applies to other properties, however the GDP from 
2008, The Business Center at CTC Amendment B, is currently in effect for the two lots.   
 
Currently, GDP Amendment B has different zone districts and allowed uses for Lots 18 
and 19.  Recently, both lots were purchased by the applicant and the application 
proposes to amend the GDP for consistency on both lots.   
 
Figure 1: The Business Center at CTC Amendment B 
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The GDPs in effect for the properties along the northern edge of the CTC adjacent to 
SH 42 require development subject to the CDDSG, with the exception of the property to 
the east at Lot 1, Block 3 (Fed Ex).  The Fed Ex property is subject to GDP Amendment 
D that established a hybrid concept between the CDDSG and the Industrial 
Development Design Standards and Guidelines (IDDSG), and allows the uses in the 
Industrial zone district. The GDPs in effect for the properties along the northern side of 
Taylor Avenue to the west allow Office, Industrial, or Research/Office and Corporate 
uses.  The GDPs in effect for the area are included as attachments. 
 
PROPOSAL: 
The applicant requests approval of The Business Center at CTC GDP Amendment F, 
which requires that both Lots 18 and 19 develop under the CDDSG, and be zoned 
PCZD-Industrial, which allows the uses in the Industrial zone district.  The current GDP 
in effect requires the application of the CDDSG, but allowed uses differs on each lot.   
 
This proposal aligns the allowed uses for the subject properties with those allowed on 
the property to the east, Fed Ex, and is more consistent with the allowed uses on the 
properties to the west; Office, Industrial, or Research/Office and Corporate uses, and 
maintains the CDDSG standards.  This application results in no areas with commercial 
zoning in the northern area of the CTC. 
 
ANALYSIS: 
The GDP Amendment is subject to Section 17.72 Planned Community Zone District 
(PCZD) of the Louisville Municipal Code.  Any amendments to a PCZD are subject to 
the same process and requirements as the initial approval.  The purpose of the planned 
community zone district in Section 17.72.010 includes the following statements that 
apply to this application: 
 

 The purpose of the PCZD is to encourage, preserve and improve the health, 
safety and general welfare of the people of the city by encouraging the use of 
contemporary land planning principles and coordinated community design. 
 

 The PCZD is created in recognition of the economic and cultural advantages that 
will accrue to the residents of an integrated, planned community development of 
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sufficient size to provide related areas for various housing types, retail, service 
activities, recreation, schools and public facilities, and other uses of land. 

 
Section 17.72.030 includes the following applicability statement: 
 

 The PCZD may be applied only to such land as the city shall determine to be 
suitable for such a development. 

 
Staff finds the application meets the purpose and applicability statements in Chapter 
17.72 of the Louisville Municipal Code.  Staff finds that the area requested for the GDP 
Amendment has changed to such a degree that it serves the health, safety and general 
welfare of the city, and provides coordinate community design.  When the GDP was 
initially approved in 1998, the properties at the corner of SH 42 and 104th Street were 
zoned to allow commercial uses.  Over time, these properties’ applicable GDPs were 
amended to allow only industrial uses, and were approved and constructed with 
developments consistent with these zone changes.  Lot 19 is the only remaining 
property with only commercial uses permitted. 
 
The initial development concept for the area provided commercial uses at the primary 
entry point into the northeastern corner of the CTC.  Previous applicants demonstrated 
that the market for commercial uses in the CTC is limited and the properties were 
rezoned with this rationale.  As Lot 19 is the only remaining property with commercial 
uses, it is now out of character with the surrounding area.  Additionally, the intersection 
at CTC Blvd and SH 42 is not full movement, and further reinforces the limited 
commercial viability for this particular property. The area has changed, and industrial 
uses on this property are suitable and appropriate for this development. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends approval of Resolution 5, Series 2019 recommending approval of a 
General Development Plan amendment for Lot 19 to revise the district to PCZD-I and to 
allow industrial uses on Lots 18 and 19, with the following condition: 
 

1. Prior to the City Council hearing, the applicant shall revise the plans to correctly 
identify the allowed uses on the property to the west. 

 
ATTACHMENTS: 

1. Resolution No. 5, Series 2019 
2. Application Materials 
3. The Business Center at CTC GDP Amendment F 
4. The Business Center at CTC GDP, and GDP Amendments A-E 
5. Zoning map 

 
 
 
 
 

http://www.louisvilleco.gov/home/showdocument?id=13443
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RESOLUTION NO. 5 
SERIES 2019 

 
A RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING APPROVAL OF A REQUEST TO AMEND THE 
BUSINESS CENTER AT CTC GENERAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN TO REZONE LOT 

19 TO PLANNED COMMUNITY ZONE DISTRICT INDUSTRIAL AND TO ALLOW 
USES FROM THE INDUSTRIAL ZONE DISTRICT ON LOTS 18 AND 19, BLOCK 1, 

THE BUSINESS CENTER AT CTC 
  

WHEREAS, the City of Louisville zoned Lots 18 and 19, Block 1, The Business 
Center at CTC, Planned Community Zone District and approved a General Development 
Plan (GDP) in 1998.   

 
WHEREAS, the City of Louisville amended this GDP where applicable to Lots 18 

and 19 in 1999 and 2008; and 
 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission desires to amend the GDP to allow the uses 
in the Industrial zone district on Lots 18 and 19, and rezone Lot 19 to PCZD-Industrial ; 
and  
 

 WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has considered the application at a duly 
noticed public hearing on March 14, 2019, where evidence and testimony were entered 
into the record, including the findings in the Louisville Planning Commission Staff Report 
dated March 14, 2019.  
 
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Planning Commission of the City of 
Louisville, Colorado does hereby recommend approval of a request to amend The 
Business Center at CTC General Development Plan to rezone Lot 19 from PCZD-
Commercial to PCZD-Industrial and to allow uses from the Industrial zone district on 
Lots 18 and 19, Block 1, The Business Center at CTC, with the following condition: 
 

1. Prior to the City Council hearing, the applicant shall revise the plans to correctly 
identify the allowed uses on the property to the west. 

 
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 14th of March, 2019. 

 
 
 
 
 
By: ______________________________ 

Steve Brauneis, Chairperson 
Planning Commission 

Attest: _____________________________ 
 Debra Williams, Secretary 
 Planning Commission 
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ITEM: ZON-0186-2019 – Business Center at CTC  
General Development Plan Amendment F 

 

PLANNER: Lisa Ritchie, Senior Planner 
 

OWNER:  Freeman Capital Management 
 

REPRESENTATIVE:  Bob Van Pelt 
RVP Architecture 

 

EXISTING ZONING:  PCZD-C – Commercial and PCZD-I - Industrial 
 

LOCATION: 1875 and 1923 Taylor Avenue 
 

TOTAL SITE AREA: 6.91 Acres 
 

REQUEST:  Approval of Resolution No. 7, Series 2019, a request for a 
General Development Plan Amendment to rezone Lot 19, 
Block 1, Business Center at CTC from Planned Community 
Zone District-Commercial to Planned Community Zone 
District-Industrial. 
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SUMMARY:   
The owner, Freeman Capital Management, represented by RVP Architecture, requests 
approval of a General Development Plan (GDP) Amendment F to rezone Lot 19 to 
Planned Community Zone District – Industrial (PCZD-I) and to allow the uses in the 
Industrial zone district on Lots 18 and 19. 
 
BACKGROUND:   
The City approved The Business Center at CTC plat in 1998. The City has approved a 
number of replats to this subdivision since the original approval, however none have 
included Lots 18 and 19.  Along with this first plat, the City also approved The Business 
Center at CTC GDP, which established the zoning standards for the properties.  The 
GDP was amended first in 1999 to add additional property into the GDP, and again in 
2008 to amend the allowed uses for Lot 19 and others.  The GDPs in effect for the 
property require both lots to develop under the regulations in the Commercial 
Development Design Standards and Guidelines (CDDSG).  The GDP has been 
amended three additional times as it applies to other properties, however the GDP from 
2008, The Business Center at CTC Amendment B, is currently in effect for the two lots.   
 
Currently, GDP Amendment B has different zone districts and allowed uses for Lots 18 
and 19.  Recently, both lots were purchased by the applicant and the application 
proposes to amend the GDP for consistency on both lots.   
 
Figure 1: The Business Center at CTC Amendment B 
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The GDPs in effect for the properties along the northern edge of the CTC adjacent to 
SH 42 require development subject to the CDDSG, with the exception of the property to 
the east at Lot 1, Block 3 (Fed Ex).  The Fed Ex property is subject to GDP Amendment 
D that established a hybrid concept between the CDDSG and the Industrial 
Development Design Standards and Guidelines (IDDSG), and allows the uses in the 
Industrial zone district. The GDPs in effect for the properties along the northern side of 
Taylor Avenue to the west allow Office, Industrial, or Research/Office and Corporate 
uses.  The GDPs in effect for the area are included as attachments. 
 
PROPOSAL: 
The applicant requests approval of The Business Center at CTC GDP Amendment F, 
which requires that both Lots 18 and 19 develop under the CDDSG, and be zoned 
PCZD-Industrial, which allows the uses in the Industrial zone district.  The current GDP 
in effect requires the application of the CDDSG, but allowed uses differs on each lot.   
 
This proposal aligns the allowed uses for the subject properties with those allowed on 
the property to the east, Fed Ex, and is more consistent with the allowed uses on the 
properties to the west; Office, Industrial, or Research/Office and Corporate uses, and 
maintains the CDDSG standards.  This application results in no areas with commercial 
zoning in the northern area of the CTC. 
 
ANALYSIS: 
The GDP Amendment is subject to Section 17.72 Planned Community Zone District 
(PCZD) of the Louisville Municipal Code.  Any amendments to a PCZD are subject to 
the same process and requirements as the initial approval.  The purpose of the planned 
community zone district in Section 17.72.010 includes the following statements that 
apply to this application: 
 

 The purpose of the PCZD is to encourage, preserve and improve the health, 
safety and general welfare of the people of the city by encouraging the use of 
contemporary land planning principles and coordinated community design. 
 

 The PCZD is created in recognition of the economic and cultural advantages that 
will accrue to the residents of an integrated, planned community development of 
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sufficient size to provide related areas for various housing types, retail, service 
activities, recreation, schools and public facilities, and other uses of land. 

 
Section 17.72.030 includes the following applicability statement: 
 

 The PCZD may be applied only to such land as the city shall determine to be 
suitable for such a development. 

 
Staff finds the application meets the purpose and applicability statements in Chapter 
17.72 of the Louisville Municipal Code.  Staff finds that the area requested for the GDP 
Amendment has changed to such a degree that it serves the health, safety and general 
welfare of the city, and provides coordinate community design.  When the GDP was 
initially approved in 1998, the properties at the corner of SH 42 and 104th Street were 
zoned to allow commercial uses.  Over time, these properties’ applicable GDPs were 
amended to allow only industrial uses, and were approved and constructed with 
developments consistent with these zone changes.  Lot 19 is the only remaining 
property with only commercial uses permitted. 
 
The initial development concept for the area provided commercial uses at the primary 
entry point into the northeastern corner of the CTC.  Previous applicants demonstrated 
that the market for commercial uses in the CTC is limited and the properties were 
rezoned with this rationale.  As Lot 19 is the only remaining property with commercial 
uses, it is now out of character with the surrounding area.  Additionally, the intersection 
at CTC Blvd and SH 42 is not full movement, and further reinforces the limited 
commercial viability for this particular property. The area has changed, and industrial 
uses on this property are suitable and appropriate for this development. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends approval of Resolution 5, Series 2019 recommending approval of a 
General Development Plan amendment for Lot 19 to revise the district to PCZD-I and to 
allow industrial uses on Lots 18 and 19, with the following condition: 
 

1. Prior to the City Council hearing, the applicant shall revise the plans to correctly 
identify the allowed uses on the property to the west. 

 
ATTACHMENTS: 

1. Resolution No. 5, Series 2019 
2. Application Materials 
3. The Business Center at CTC GDP Amendment F 
4. The Business Center at CTC GDP, and GDP Amendments A-E 
5. Zoning map 

 
 
 
 
 

http://www.louisvilleco.gov/home/showdocument?id=13443
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ITEM: PUD-0193-2019, PLAT-0194-2019  
Vaisala 

 

PLANNER: Lisa Ritchie, Senior Planner 
 

OWNER:  Vaisala, Inc. 
 

REPRESENTATIVE:  Jen Fumuso, Kelly Davis 
Oz Architecture 
Denver, CO 80205 

 

EXISTING ZONING:  PCZD-I – Industrial 
 

LOCATION: 152 and 194 Taylor Avenue 
 

TOTAL SITE AREA: 6.70 Acres 
 

REQUEST:  Approval of Resolution No. 6, Series 2019, a request for a 
Replat and a Planned Unit Development Amendment to allow 
construction of a two-story, 40,000 square-foot building and 
associated site improvements. 

Lot 4 

Lot 3 
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SUMMARY:   
The owner, Vaisala, Inc., represented by Oz Architecture, requests approval of a replat 
to adjust the location of the lot line between Lots 3 and 4 and a Planned Unit 
Development Amendment to allow the construction of a 40,000 sf building on Lot 4 and 
associated site improvements, including additional landscaping and parking. 
 
BACKGROUND:   
The City approved the original plat for the property in 1998 as part of the Business 
Center at CTC subdivision, and approved a replat in 1999 under the Business Center at 
CTC Replat B.  The City approved the first PUD for the property in 1999 that 
contemplated three buildings on three lots and approved an amendment in 2002 
modifying the site design for the third building, which was never constructed.  The City 
approved a Special Review Use in 2011 to allow satellite antenna on the east side of 
the existing building.   
 
Vaisala, Inc acquired the property following the approval of the first PUD and was the 
owner of the property for the PUD Amendment in 2002.  The original PUD and PUD 
Amendment included the two lots under this proposal along with the lot to the south.  
This application only includes the north two lots, as no changes are proposed to the 
southern lot. 
 
More recently, the applicant submitted a PUD Amendment and a replat to allow the 
construction of a 40,000 sf addition to the existing building and lot consolidation. 
Planning Commission reviewed and recommended approval of this application by 
Vaisala during a Public Hearing on October 11, 2018, which was subsequently 
approved by City Council on November 27, 2018.  Following that approval, the owner 
determined that adjustments to the concept were desired. The applicant submitted a 
new plan that proposes to separate the addition into a standalone building, and adjust 
the lot line rather than vacate it.  The previously approved plat and PUD Amendment 
were never finalized and recorded.   
 
PROPOSAL: 
Plat 
The purpose of the replat is to adjust the lot line between lots 3 and 4 to facilitate the 
construction of a new building, and to align the lot line with certain parking spaces.   The 
plat includes two new easements for water utilities and states they would be dedicated 
by separate instrument.   Staff supports the easements, but recommends that they be 
dedicated with the plat instead of by separate instrument.  Therefore, the resolution 
contains a condition of approval related to the process by which these easements are 
established.  The previous application in 2018 included a request to vacate a portion of 
an access easement, which was approved by City Council and recorded with the 
Boulder County Clerk and Recorder.  This plat application reflects this easement 
vacation, and the reception number under which it was recorded.  Because the previous 
application for a plat to vacate the lot line and consolidate Lots 3 and 4 was not 
recorded, this plat has the same name, The Business Center at C.T.C. Replat H.  This 
plat renames the lots to Lot 3A and Lot 4A. 



 

 
Vaisala, Inc                                                                                                                                                  Page 3 of 12 
PC – March 14, 2019 

 
 
Figure 1: The Business Center at CTC Replat H 

 
 
 
Planned Unit Development Amendment 
The applicant requests a PUD Amendment to allow the construction of a new building 
on Lot 4A at 152 Taylor Avenue, along with additional parking, landscaping and other 
associated site improvements. Also within the Lot 4A is a weather station with 
miscellaneous equipment that will remain.  Lot 3A at 194 Taylor Avenue includes an 
existing 39,300 square foot single-story building with 125 parking spaces and with minor 
changes to the architecture shown in this application.  The applicant proposes to 
construct additional parking with this application on Lot 4A, and defer some parking 
spaces to a later date, further discussed below.  Additionally, this application will not 
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provide the minimum landscaped area on Lot 3A, but will exceed it on Lot 4A, also 
discussed in greater detail below.   
 
Figure 2: Vaisala Site Plan 

 
 
ANALYSIS: 
PUD Amendment 
Pursuant to The Business Center at CTC General Development Plan Amendment B, 
The PUD Amendment is subject to the IDDSG and Section 17.28.120 of the Louisville 
Municipal Code.   
 
 

Existing Building 

New Building 

Existing Weather 

Research Station 
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IDDSG: 1. Site Planning 
The application complies with the standards in this section, including all minimum 
setbacks and building and site orientation standards.  The proposal includes two new 
pedestrian connections to Taylor Avenue, varied building setbacks, and appropriate 
screening of utilities.  No new loading or service areas are proposed, and the site 
landscaping will further buffer the existing areas with additional landscaping.  The 
proposal includes a new visitor entrance oriented toward Taylor Avenue and a new 
employee entrance on the east side, both with high quality paving materials and 
landscape design.  The application proposes to continue to utilize the existing shared 
detention pond to the south, not shown on this PUD.  The Fire Department requests 
relocation of a fire hydrant within the site, and a condition of approval is included in the 
Resolution. 
 
IDDSG: 2. Vehicular Circulation and Parking 
The site is adjacent Taylor Avenue on the west and north, and private property on the 
south and east.  Access is accommodated through two drive aisles: an existing drive 
aisle on the western side of the property between the existing building and the new 
building, intended for visitor access; and a proposed drive aisle located near the 
northeast corner intended for employer access and as a service entrance.    
 
The applicant proposes to construct some parking with the initial construction of the new 
building and defer some parking if needed at a later date.  The applicant proposes to 
construct 186 parking spaces with the initial construction.  However, when evaluating 
the parking spaces required relative to the applicant’s known uses of office and 
manufacturing, the proposal requires 266 parking spaces.  The plans include a deferred 
parking area with 102 parking spaces, for a total of 288 planned spaces.  The PUD 
includes a note that states “At any time, the City of Louisville may require that the 
deferred parking be constructed.” The applicant included a letter of request describing 
their parking needs based on current and proposed employment and operations.  
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IDDSG: 3. Pedestrian and Bicycle Circulation 
The applicant proposes pedestrian connections and bicycle parking consistent with the 
standards of the IDDSG.  The application includes 14 exterior bicycle parking spaces 
near the employee entrance, and an enclosed bicycle shelter to the northeast of the 
new building.  The plans include pedestrian access via sidewalks to each adjacent 
street and throughout the site. 
 
IDDSG: 4. Architectural Design 
The PUD provides for appropriate building relationships and compatibility by including 
landscaping and orientation that minimizes from public view the loading areas of the 
site.  The existing building on Lot 3A is a single story tilt-up concrete structure with 
metal canopies over entry areas.  The plans show minor updates to this structure, which 
could include cladding the southern elevation with solar panels.   
 
The new two-story building on Lot 4A orients to Taylor Avenue to the west and 
northwest.  A prominent entry area connects the visitor entry with the employee entry 
and is approximately 47 feet tall and is allowed under the IDDSG as an architectural 
projection, which may be up to 50 feet in height.  The proposal includes a roof-top deck 
incorporated in this entry area.  The remainder of the addition is 31 feet tall, and roof-top 
mechanical enclosures are an additional 9 feet tall, within the maximum allowed height 
of 40 feet.   
 
The applicant proposes the use of both architectural metal panels and phenolic panels 
surrounding large expanses of windows on the new two-story building with a faux wood 
finish and a finish that mimics gray concrete.  The proposal includes a portion of the 
black standing-seam metal roof wrapping down to the wall elevation on the north 
elevation and the south elevation of the entry feature.  Staff determined that the use of 
these metal components complies with the IDDSG because when considering the 
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building as a whole, the use of metal is intended to complement and enhance the 
phenolic panels and glazing.  Entry areas are enhanced with canopies, large areas of 
glass, and recesses. 
 
IDDSG: 5. Landscape Design 
If the two properties were evaluated as one development, the overall development 
complies with standards in the IDDSG for perimeter landscaping, parking lot 
landscaping, and building and loading and service area landscaping.  The applicant will 
be providing a portion of the landscaping at the time the deferred parking is constructed, 
and the landscape and site data tables reflect that the application complies with 
regulations in both conditions.  The applicant proposes to screen the existing weather 
station and the new parking areas to meet the requirements. 
 
When considered on a lot by lot basis, Lot 3A will not meet the minimum landscape 
requirement and Lot 4A will exceed the minimum requirement.  Collectively, the 
landscape area is 45.6% before the deferred parking is built, and 37.2% after the 
deferred parking is built, exceeding the minimum requirement of 25%.  However, Lot 3A 
alone has a landscape area of 20.4%, which does not meet the requirement.  Therefore, 
the applicant requests a waiver to the landscape requirement on Lot 3A, and the PUD 
includes this request, and a note that states, “A waiver is being requested for landscape 
coverage on Lot 3(A). Since the majority of Lot 3(A) is existing area to remain, the area 
available for landscaping is primarily on Lot 4(A). Per the site data table, both lots 
combined meet the 25% minimum requirement. Any further PUD Amendments for either 
lot or the lots combined shall not result in a landscape coverage less than 25% for both 
lots combined, or the minimum coverage requirement in effect at the time, whichever is 
greater.”   
 
Staff supports the waiver request and finds the request is warranted by the design and 
amenities incorporated into the plan.  Collectively, the lots are landscaped to a greater 
extent than required, and the plan includes amenities such as a covered bike shelter, 
enhanced paving and site design, and elevated architectural design. 
 
IDDSG: 6. Fences and Walls 
The applicant does not propose additional fences or walls.  As noted above, the 
applicant proposes to screen the existing fencing surrounding the weather station. 
 
IDDSG: 7. Sign Design 
The site plan includes the relocation of the monument sign facing Taylor Avenue, which 
complies with the regulations in the IDDSG. The PUD does not include a waiver request 
for wall signage, therefore any future signs will comply with the IDDSG. 
 
IDDSG: 8. Exterior Site Lighting 
Staff finds the application complies with the IDDSG for the lighting design.  The 
application includes wall mounted and pole mounted full cut-off LED light fixtures that 
will safely light the property. 
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Compliance with 17.28.120 
Section 17.28.120 of the Louisville Municipal Code lists 28 criteria for PUDs that must 
be satisfied or found not applicable in order to approve a PUD.  Analysis and staff’s 
recommended finding of each criterion is provided in the attached appendix. 
 
Replat 
Compliance with 16.12.075 
The replat is subject to the following standards in Section 16.12.075 of the Louisville 
Municipal Code. 

1. Whether the plat conforms to all of the requirements of this title; 

 The application for Lot 3A and Lot 4A, Business Center at CTC Replat H 
conforms in all respects to the requirements of Title 16 of the Louisville 
Municipal Code. 
 

2. Whether approval of the plat will be consistent with the city’s comprehensive 
plan, applicable zoning requirements, and other applicable federal, state and city 
laws; 

 The city’s comprehensive plan designates this area as a Special District 
and identifies the CTC as a key employment center for the City.  The 
replat accommodates a design that can meet the intent of the 
comprehensive plan for the CTC, and all other applicable laws. 
 

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

 The replat promotes the purposes set forth in the LMC, including the 
assurance that public services are available, that character and economic 
stability of the city is protected, that there is safe and efficient circulation of 
traffic, pedestrians and bikeways, and provides appropriate regulation of 
the use of land in the city.  The replat also meets the standards set forth in 
chapter 16.16 of the LMC. 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends approval of Resolution 6 Series 2019 recommending approval of a 
replat, and a Planned Unit Development Amendment for Lots 3A and 4A, Business 
Center at CTC Replat H, with the following conditions: 
 

1. Prior to the City Council hearing, the applicant shall revise the plans to relocate 
the fire hydrant as requested by the Louisville Fire Department. 

2. Prior to the City Council hearing, the applicant shall revise to plat to establish the 
new easements by plat, rather than by separate instrument. 

 
ATTACHMENTS: 

1. Resolution No. 6, Series 2019 
2. Application Materials 
3. PUD Amendment 
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4. Replat 
 

APPENDIX: PUD Criteria Analysis – Vaisala 

Criteria 17.28.120 (A) Finding Narrative 

1. An appropriate relationship to 
the surrounding area. 

Compliant 

The use is appropriate for the area 
and permitted in the Industrial zone 
district.  The site design is 
consistent with the context of the 
surrounding area. 

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

Compliant 
The application provides for 
adequate and safe internal 
circulation. 

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

Not 
applicable 

The property is zoned Industrial.  
Residential uses are not allowed. 

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

Compliant, 
with waiver 

With the waiver, the PUD complies 
with landscape requirements in the 
IDDSG. 

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

Not 
applicable 

The property is zoned Industrial.  
Residential uses are not allowed. 

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

Compliant 

The PUD complies with site 
planning provisions in the IDDSG, 
assuring appropriate privacy of 
neighboring properties. 

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

Compliant 

The PUD complies with pedestrian 
and bicycle requirements in the 
IDDSG, ensuring adequate 
pedestrian and bicycle access. 

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

Compliant 

The PUD complies with site 
planning and building height 
requirements in the IDDSG, 
ensuring an appropriate bulk for 
buildings and relationship to other 
development in the CTC. 

9. Building design in terms of 
orientation, spacing, materials, Compliant 

The PUD complies with the 
architectural design and site 
planning requirements in the 
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color, texture, storage, signs and 
lighting 

IDDSG. The design incorporates 
adequate articulation, building 
materials and site configuration.   

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

Compliant 

The PUD complies with landscape 
design requirements in the IDDSG 
ensuring adequate screening and 
compatible landscaping for the 
CTC. 

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

Compliant, 
with waiver 

With the waiver, the PUD complies 
with all applicable development 
design standards and guidelines. 

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

Not 
applicable 

The property was annexed in 
1976. 

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

Compliant, 
with 
conditions 

The Public Works Department and 
Louisville Fire District reviewed the 
PUD and meets their requirements, 
with the noted conditions. 

 

Criteria 17.28.120 (B) Finding Narrative 

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

Compliant 

The PUD complies with the 
adopted elements of the 
comprehensive plan, and the 
adopted development design 
standards and guidelines. 

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

Compliant 

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

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

Compliant 
There is no known subsidence on 
the property. 

https://www.municode.com/library/co/louisville/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT17ZO_CH17.32ARACSTIN
https://www.municode.com/library/co/louisville/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT16SU_CH16.32ANST
https://www.municode.com/library/co/louisville/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT16SU_CH16.32ANST
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4. The proposal should utilize and 
preserve existing vegetation, land 
forms, waterways, and historical 
or archeological sites in the best 
manner possible. Steep slopes 
and important natural drainage 
systems shall not be disrupted. 
How the proposal meets this 
provision, including an inventory of 
how existing vegetation is 
included in the proposal, shall be 
set forth on the landscape plan 
submitted to the city. 

Compliant 
The PUD is appropriate for the 
context of the existing conditions of 
the property. 

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

Compliant 

The PUD complies with site 
planning requirements in the 
IDDSG, ensuring proper building 
placement, vistas and access to 
open space. 

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

Compliant 
The PUD complies with 
requirements in the IDDSG. 

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

Compliant 

The PUD complies with 
requirements in the IDDSG, 
ensuring properly designed 
landscaping adjacent to public 
streets. 

8. There shall exist an internal 
pedestrian circulation system 
separate from the vehicular 
system such that allows access to 
adjacent parcels as well as to 
parks, open space or recreation 

Compliant 

The PUD complies with bicycle and 
pedestrian requirements in the 
IDDSG, ensuring adequate 
pedestrian and bicycle access. 
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facilities within the development. 
Pedestrian links to trail systems of 
the city shall be provided. 

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

Compliant 
The PUD proposes minimal use of 
water.   

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

Compliant 

The PUD complies with landscape 
requirements in the IDDSG, 
providing for shading of parking 
and pedestrian areas. 

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

Compliant 

The PUD complies with the 
requirements of the IDDSG and 
includes adequate landscaping 
and buffering from adjacent 
streets. 

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

Compliant 
The PUD provides unshaded roof 
structures so that solar energy may 
be utilized in the future. 

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

Not 
applicable 

Housing is not proposed.  

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

Not 
applicable 

Housing is not proposed. 

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

Compliant 

The PUD proposes architecture 
that is compatible in design with 
the contours of the site, with 
surrounding designs and 
neighborhoods.  

 



RESOLUTION NO. 6 
SERIES 2019 

 

A RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING APPROVAL OF A REQUEST FOR A FOR A REPLAT 
TO ADJUST THE LOT LINE BETWEEN LOTS 3 & 4, THE BUSINESS CENTER AT 
CTC REPLAT B AND A PUD AMENDMENT TO ALLOW THE CONSTRUCTION OF A 
NEW 40,000 SQUARE FOOT BUILDING AND ASSOCIATED SITE IMPROVEMENTS 
FOR THE PROPERTIES AT 152 and 194 S TAYLOR AVENUE 

  
 WHEREAS, there has been submitted to the Louisville Planning Commission an 
application for a replat and a PUD amendment to allow the construction of a new 40,000 sf 
building and associated site improvements for the properties at 152 and 194 S Taylor Avenue; 
and, 
 
 WHEREAS, the City Staff has reviewed the information submitted and found, with 
conditions, that the application complies with the Louisville zoning and subdivision regulations 
and other applicable sections of the Louisville Municipal Code; and, 
 

 WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has considered the application at a duly noticed 
public hearing on March 14, 2019, where evidence and testimony were entered into the record, 
including the findings in the Louisville Planning Commission Staff Report dated March 14, 2019.  
 
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Planning Commission of the City of Louisville, 
Colorado does hereby recommend approval of a request for a replat and a PUD Amendment to 
allow the construction of a new 40,000 sf building and associated site improvements for the 
properties at 152 and 194 S Taylor Avenue, with the following conditions: 
 

1. Prior to the City Council hearing, the applicant shall revise the plans to relocate 
the fire hydrant as requested by the Louisville Fire Department. 

2. Prior to the City Council hearing, the applicant shall revise to plat to establish the 
new easements by plat, rather than by separate instrument. 

 
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 14th day of March, 2019. 

 
By: ______________________________ 

Steve Brauneis, Chairperson 
Planning Commission 

Attest: _____________________________ 
 Debra Williams, Secretary 
 Planning Commission 



2 story, 40,000 sf new build
comprised of office use adjacent to
the existing 1-story, 40,000 sf
building consisting of office and
manufacturing use.
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January 19, 2019 
 
Lisa Ritchie 
Associate Planner 
City of Louisville 
749 Main Street 
Louisville, CO 80027 
 

 
Vaisala PUD Submittal – Letter of Request 
 
 
Vaisala is a global company that has had a presence in Louisville as the location for their North American 
Headquarters.  The company has decided to invest further into this location and is planning to build a 40,000 sf 
building comprised of office space to add to their existing 40,000 sf building at 194 S. Taylor Ave. The existing 
building is comprised mainly of office use, although there is an approximately 15,000 sf area dedicated to 
manufacturing and warehouse use.  This warehouse use would remain in the current location of the existing 
building and continue to use the same loading dock that is in place today.  The buildings hours of operations 
would remain as they are today, with office hours from approximately 8:00 to 5:00 Monday through Friday. 
Vaisala has teamed with Morgan Creek Development and OZ Architecture to design the addition, and selected 
JVA Civil Engineers, Dig Studio landscape architects, and Mazzetti MEP engineering to round out their team. 
 
The proposal includes lots 3 and 4 of Block 2 in The Business Center at C.T.C., a site of 292,030 square feet or 
roughly 6.7 acres.  An additional 61 parking spaces will be added as well as location dedicated to 100 deferred 
parking spaces.  The site will be updated with landscaping, arrival and employee plazas, Coal Creek Trail 
access, and feature lighting.  Existing landscaping will be preserved in the best manner possible and an 
inventory of existing vegetation will be submitted to the city. Site signage would include removing the existing 
monument sign and installing a monument sign further north along Taylor Ave adjacent to the new building 
entry, and as shown on the site plan as a part of this submittal.  Additional building signage will include a 
surface mounted building sign near the front entry and small informational signs near rear or loading doors.  
All signs will comply with the Industrial Development Design Standards and Guidelines. 
 
The existing building will be updated with a fresh coat of paint.  In addition, Vaisala is dedicated to moving 
towards a Net Zero energy building and is proposing adding solar panels both to the roof and the south façade 
of the existing building at a point in the future. 
 
A 40,000 sf, two-story new building will be added to the north of the existing building, turning with the 
curvature of the site to keep a strong street presence.  The façade is designed with a blend of high quality 
materials including phenolic panel, storefront, aluminum composite metal panel, and standing seam metal 
roofing.  These materials, along with the paint on the existing building, create a pallet of neutral colors that fit 
well within the existing business center.  The new build will feature a cantilevered roof canopy that creates a 
strong visual presence from Taylor Ave and marks the entrance to the building.  While the main body of the 
building has a 32’ tall parapet the height of the lobby enclosure and cantilevered roof element extends above 
the 32’ tall roof parapet for a maximum feature height of 47’-11”. 
 
Two waivers from the IDDSG are being requested.  The parking ratio as outlined in the IDDSG requires 286 
parking spaces, but the Vaisala operation requires less than 186 spaces to meet their employee load.  186 
spaces exceeds the code minimum of 2/1000 sf and the design team has indicated an area on the site plan 
where an additional 100 spaces can be laid out should Vaisala ever choose to sell the building and a future 
tenant require more parking.  This deferred parking helps to meet the Louisville Municipal Code section 
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17.28.120.B.4 to preserve and utilize existing vegetation and landforms.  Additionally, the IDDSG notes that all 
properties are to include a minimum of 25% landscaped area.  The current proposal does not allow for a full 
25% landscaped area on lot 3, but lot 4 far exceeds this percentage even after taking into account any future 
deferred parking build out.  Vaisala is asking that since the two lots combined far exceed the landscape 
requirement the lots are viewed as a whole and a waiver is granted to allow for the combined lots to meet the 
landscape requirement.  
 
Vaisala is excited to move forward with this investment in the Louisville community and is pleased to submit 
this PUD for review and approval. 



OWNER
VAISALA
194 TAYLOR AVE
LOUISVILLE, CO 80027
VOICE:  303.499.1701

STRUCTURAL
DCI
1331 17TH SREET
SUITE 605
DENVER, CO 80202
VOICE:  720.439.4700

DEVELOPER
MORGAN CREEK VENTURES
2440 JUNCTION PLACE
SUITE 200
BOULDER, CO 80301
VOICE:  303.444.9200

MEP
MAZZETTI
1600 STOUT STREET
SUITE 450
DENVER, CO 80202
VOICE:  720.644.5044

ARCHITECT
OZ ARCHITECTURE
3003 LARIMER ST
DENVER, CO 80220
VOICE:  303.861.5704

CIVIL
JVA
1319 SPRUCE ST
BOULDER, CO 80302
VOICE:  303.444.1951

LANDSCAPE
DIG STUDIO
1523 15TH sTREET
DENVER, CO 80202
VOICE:  720.328.1986

THE BUSINESS CENTER AT C.T.C.
REPLAT H, LOTS 3 AND 4

152 S TAYLOR AVE AND 194 S TAYLOR AVE
FINAL PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT

3003 Larimer St
Denver, CO 80205
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SHEET LIST
Sheet # Sheet Name

1 COVER SHEET
2 SITE PLAN
3 SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN
4 UTILITY PLAN
5 GRADING AND DRAINAGE PLAN
6 LANDSCAPE NOTES SCHEDULES AND

CALCULATIONS
7 LANDSCAPE PLAN
8 LANDSCAPE DETAILS
9 LANDSCAPE DETAILS
10 LANDSCAPE DETAILS
11 PLANTING DETAILS
12 EXISTING ELEVATIONS
13 ARCHITECTURAL ELEVATIONS
14 ARCHITECTURAL ELEVATIONS
15 ROOF LEVEL PLAN
16 SITE LIGHTING AND PHOTOMETRIC PLAN
17 SITE LIGHTING CUTSHEETS
18 SITE LIGHTING CUTSHEETS

1. THE PROPERTY OWNER SHALL REPLACE ALL EXISTING CURB AND GUTTER THAT HAS SETTLED OR IS OTHERWISE DAMAGED 
ADJACENT TO THE SITE

2. ALL CONNECTIONS TO THE EXISTING UTILITIES SHALL BE DONE IN A MANNER TO MINIMIZE DISTRUPTIONS TO EXISTING USERS
3. ALL LAND USE AND DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS SHALL CONFORM TO THE APPLICABLE CITY OF LOUISVILLE ZONING AND LAND 

USE REGULATIONS
4. THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE IS NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR DAMAGE TO OR REPAIR OF MONUMENT SIGNS DUE TO UTILITY 

MAINTENANCE
5. THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE IS NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR DAMAGE TO PAVEMENT SURFACES OR LANDSCAPING CAUSED DURING 

REPAIR OR MAINTENANCE ACTIVITIES OF UTILITIES LOCATED WITHIN PUBLIC UTILITY EASEMENTS
6. ANY USERS OR OCCUPANTS OF THE BUILDING SHALL NOT PARK ON-STREET.
7. AT ANY TIME, THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE MAY REQUIRE THAT THE DEFERRED PARKING BE CONSTRUCTED.
8. A WAIVER IS BEING REQUESTED FOR LANDSCAPE COVERAGE ON LOT 3.  SINCE THE MAJORITY OF LOT 3 IS EXISTING AREA TO 

REMAIN, THE AREA AVAILABLE FOR LANDSCAPING IS PRIMARILY ON LOT 4.  PER THE SITE DATA TABLE, BOTH LOTS COMBINED 
MEET THE 25% MINIMUM REQUIREMENT.  ANY FURTHER PUD AMENDMENTS FOR EITHER LOT OR THE LOTS COMBINED SHALL 
NOT RESULT IN A LANDSCAPE COVERAGE LESS THAN 25% FOR BOTH LOTS COMBINED, OR THE MINIMUM COVERAGE 
REQUIREMENT IN EFFECT AT THE TIME, WHICHEVER IS GREATER.

APPROVED THIS ____________ DATE OF __________________, 20______ BY 

THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COLORADO

RESOLUTION NO_______________________________        SERIES___________________________________

______________________________________________          __________________________________________
MAYOR CITY CLERK

CITY COUNCIL CERTIFICATE

RECOMMENDED APPROVED THIS ____________ DATE OF __________________, 20______ BY 

THE PLANNING COMMISSION  OF THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COLORADO

RESOLUTION NO_______________________________         SERIES___________________________________

______________________________________________ __________________________________________
CHAIRMAN SECRETARY

PLANNING COMMISSION CERTIFICATE

(COUNTY OF BOULDER, STATE OF COLORADO)

I HEARBY CERTIFY THAT THIS INSTRUMENT WAS FILED IN MY OFFICE AT __________ O'CLOCK ___M,

THIS ____________ DATE OF __________________, 20______ AND IS RECORDED IN PLAN

FILE   ________________________ 

FEE   _______________________________         PAID________________________________

FILM NO ____________________________ RECEPTION NO.  _______________________________

______________________________________________ __________________________________________
RECORDER DEPUTY

CLERK AND RECORDER CERTIFICATE

BY SIGNING THIS PUD, THE OWNER ACKNOWLEDGES AND ACCEPTS ALL THE REQUIREMENTS 
AND INTENT SET FORTH IN THIS PUD. 

WITNESS OF OUR HANDS AND SEALS THIS ____________ DAY OF __________________, 20______ 

______________________________________________
OWNER

______________________________________________
NOTARY

OWNERSHIP SIGNATURE BLOCK

SITE DATA TABLES

WAIVERS REQUESTED

PUD AMENDMENT

PUD HISTORY

THE OWNER IS REQUESTING AN AMENDMENT TO THE AMENDED PUD TO RELOCATE THE PROERTY LINE BETWEEN LOTS 
3 AND 4 OF BLOCK 2, AND BUILDING A NEW STRUCTURE ON LOT 4.

GENERAL NOTES

OWNER INFORMATION

VARIANCE

PARKING RATIO

SITE COVERAGE

EXISTING CODE

4/1000 OFFICE
1/1000 WAREHOUSE

25% LANDSCAPED AREA PER LOT

REQUEST

2/1000 WITH DEFERRED PARKING LOCATED 
FOR FUTURE DEVELOPMENT

25% LANDSCAPED AREA ON BOTH LOTS 
COMBINED

IDDSG SECTION

2.2.1.L/M 

1.4.B

• THE BUSINESS CENTER AT CTC REPLAT B PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT, APPROVED JULY 6, 1999
• AMENDED FINAL PUD FOR VAISALA INC. - BUILDING K, LOT 4, BLOCK 2, THE BUSINESS CENTER AT CTC, APPROVED 

OCTOBER 15, 2002
• ADMINISTRATIVE SPECIAL REVIEW USE FOR SATELITE DISH, APPRIVED MARCH 16, 2011

LEGAL DESCRIPTION
THE BUSINESS CENTER AT C.T.C. LOTS 3 AND 4, BLOCK 2, CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COUNTY OF BOULDER, STATE OF 
COLORADO
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THE BUSINESS CENTER AT C.T.C.
REPLAT H, LOTS 3 AND 4

152 S TAYLOR AVE AND 194 S TAYLOR AVE
FINAL PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT

3003 Larimer St
Denver, CO 80205

phone 303.861-5704
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LOCATED IN THE NORTH HALF QUARTER OF SECTION 16, 
TOWNSHIP 1 SOUTH, RANGE 69 WEST OF THE 6TH P.M.
CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COUNTY OF BOULDER, STATE OF 

COLORADO  

JVA, Inc. 1319 Spruce Street

Boulder, CO 80302 303.444.1951
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TREES CODE QTY BOTANICAL / COMMON NAME SIZE

QUE BIC 2 QUERCUS BICOLOR 2 1/2" CAL
SWAMP WHITE OAK

QUE MAC 2 QUERCUS MACROCARPA 2 1/2" CAL
BURR OAK

ULM M12 2 ULMUS X `MORTON` 2 1/2" CAL
ACCOLADE ELM

EVERGREEN TREES CODE QTY BOTANICAL / COMMON NAME SIZE

PIC BA6 7 PICEA PUNGENS `BABY BLUEEYES` 8`-10` H
BABY BLUE EYES SPRUCE

SHRUBS CODE QTY BOTANICAL / COMMON NAME SIZE

AME MUL 32 AMELANCHIER CANADENSIS 10` CLUMP
SHADBLOW SERVICEBERRY MULTITRUNK

CER INT 73 CERCOCARPUS INTRICATUS 5 GAL
LITTLE LEAF MOUNTAIN MAHOGONY

RHU AU2 51 RHUS AROMATICA `AUTUMN AMBER` 5 GAL
AUTUMN AMBER SUMAC

PERENNIAL FLOWER MIXTURE 6 PLS/AC
  20% Echinacea purpurea/CONEFLOWER
  20% Pennisetum alopecuroides 'Hamlen'/DWARF FOUNTAIN GRASS
  20% Salvia nemerosa/GARDEN SAGE
  20% Ratibida columnifera/PRAIRIE CONEFLOWER
  20% Kniphofia caulescens/REDHOT POKER

NATIVE SHORTGRASS MIXTURE 6 PLS/AC
   50% Bouteloua gracilis/BLUE GRAMA
   35% Bouteloua curtipendula/SIDEOATS GRAMA
   10% Sporobolus cryptandrus/SAND DROPSEED
     5% Koeleria macrantha/PRAIRIE JUNEGRASS

SEED MIX FOR NATIVE SEED AREAS:
These areas shall be seeded with a shortgrass mixture as well as a wildflower mixture.
These seed blends shall be blended together prior to being applied on-site.

PERENNIAL FLOWER MIXTURE 6 PLS/AC
  20% Echinacea purpurea/CONEFLOWER
  20% Pennisetum alopecuroides 'Hamlen'/DWARF FOUNTAIN GRASS
  20% Salvia nemerosa/GARDEN SAGE
  20% Ratibida columnifera/PRAIRIE CONEFLOWER
  20% Kniphofia caulescens/REDHOT POKER

NATIVE SHORTGRASS MIXTURE 6 PLS/AC
   50% Bouteloua gracilis/BLUE GRAMA
   35% Bouteloua curtipendula/SIDEOATS GRAMA
   10% Sporobolus cryptandrus/SAND DROPSEED
     5% Koeleria macrantha/PRAIRIE JUNEGRASS

SEED MIX FOR NATIVE SEED AREAS:
These areas shall be seeded with a shortgrass mixture as well as a wildflower mixture.
These seed blends shall be blended together prior to being applied on-site.

SEED MIX (Applied at the rate of 6 lbs. (PLS)/acre) 92,058 SF
PERENNIAL FLOWER MIXTURE 6 PLS/AC
NATIVE SHORTGRASS MIXTURE 6 PLS/AC

SEED MIX (Applied at the rate of 6 lbs. (PLS)/acre) 92,058 SF
PERENNIAL FLOWER MIXTURE 6 PLS/AC
NATIVE SHORTGRASS MIXTURE 6 PLS/AC

SEED MIX (Applied at the rate of 6 lbs. (PLS)/acre) 9,942 SF
PERENNIAL FLOWER MIXTURE 6 PLS/AC
NATIVE SHORTGRASS MIXTURE 6 PLS/AC

TREES CODE QTY

CER EAS 10

EXI 401 66

EXI 402 18

GLE SH2 4

GLE IN2 1

QUE BIC 6

QUE MAC 4

ULM M12 14

EVERGREEN TREES CODE QTY

PIC BLU 6

PIC BA6 6

PIC BA7 25

SHRUBS CODE QTY

AME MUL 14

ARO ERE 7

CER INT 70

CHA FE3 70

COR ISA 7

COT DIV 11

MAH COM 69

PER ATR 39

PHY NAN 8

RHU AU2 93

SPI AN2 5

ANNUALS/PERENNIALS CODE QTY

AQU DEN 121

AQU CRI 267

ECH PUR 84

HEM BUS 14

LEU SNO 45

VIN MAJ 154

GRASSES CODE QTY

AND WI3 8

CAL KAR 72

OVERALL

OVERALL

OVERALL

OVERALL

OVERALL

TREES CODE QTY

CER EAS 10

EXI 401 66

EXI 402 18

GLE SH2 4

GLE IN2 1

QUE BIC 6

QUE MAC 4

ULM M12 14

EVERGREEN TREES CODE QTY

PIC BLU 6

PIC BA6 6

PIC BA7 25

SHRUBS CODE QTY

AME MUL 14

ARO ERE 7

CER INT 70

CHA FE3 70

COR ISA 7

COT DIV 11

MAH COM 69

PER ATR 39

PHY NAN 8

RHU AU2 93

SPI AN2 5

ANNUALS/PERENNIALS CODE QTY

AQU DEN 121

AQU CRI 267

ECH PUR 84

HEM BUS 14

LEU SNO 45

VIN MAJ 154

GRASSES CODE QTY

AND WI3 8

CAL KAR 72

OVERALL

OVERALL

OVERALL

OVERALL

OVERALL
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LOT 3     LOT 4

LOT 3     LOT 4

LOT 3     LOT 4

LOT 3     LOT 4

BOTANICAL / COMMON NAME

CERCIS CANADENSIS
EASTERN REDBUD MULTI-TRUNK

EXISTING DECIDUOUS
EXISTING DECIDUOUS TREE

EXISTING EVERGREEN
EXISTING EVERGREEN TREE

GLEDITSIA TRIACANTHOS INERMIS `SHADEMASTER` TM
SHADEMASTER LOCUST

GLEDITSIA TRIACANTHOS INERMIS `SUNBURST`
SUNBURST COMMON HONEYLOCUST

QUERCUS BICOLOR
SWAMP WHITE OAK

QUERCUS MACROCARPA
BURR OAK

ULMUS X `MORTON`
ACCOLADE ELM

BOTANICAL / COMMON NAME

PICEA PUNGENS GLAUCA
COLORADO BLUE SPRUCE

PICEA PUNGENS `BABY BLUEEYES`
BABY BLUE EYES SPRUCE

PICEA PUNGENS `BAKERI`
BAKERI SPRUCE

BOTANICAL / COMMON NAME

AMELANCHIER CANADENSIS
SHADBLOW SERVICEBERRY MULTITRUNK

ARONIA ARBUTIFOLIA `ERECTA`
CHOKEBERRY UPRIGHT RED

CERCOCARPUS INTRICATUS
LITTLE LEAF MOUNTAIN MAHOGONY

CHAMAEBATIARIA MILLEFOLIUM `FERNBUSH`
FERNBUSH

CORNUS SERICEA `ISANTI`
ISANTI REDOSIER DOGWOOD

COTONEASTER DIVARICATUS
SPREADING COTONEASTER

MAHONIA AQUIFOLIUM `COMPACTA`
COMPACT OREGON GRAPE

PEROVSKIA ATRIPLICIFOLIA
RUSSIAN SAGE

PHYSOCARPUS OPULIFOLIUS `NANUS`
DWARF NINEBARK

RHUS AROMATICA `AUTUMN AMBER`
AUTUMN AMBER SUMAC

SPIRAEA X BUMALDA `ANTHONY WATERER`
ANTHONY WATERER SPIRAEA

BOTANICAL / COMMON NAME

AQUILEGIA CHRYSANTHA `DENVER GOLD`
YELLOW COLUMBINE

AQUILEGIA X `CRIMSON STAR`
CRIMSON STAR COLUMBINE

ECHINACEA PURPUREA
PURPLE CONEFLOWER

HEMEROCALLIS X `LITTLE BUSINESS`
LITTLE BUSINESS DAYLILY

LEUCANTHEMUM X `SNOW LADY`
DWARF SHASTA DAISY

VINCA MAJOR
PERIWINKLE

BOTANICAL / COMMON NAME

ANDROPOGON GERARDII `WINDWALKER`
WINDWALKER BIG BLUE STEM

CALAMAGROSTIS X ACUTIFLORA `KARL FOERSTER`
FEATHER REED GRASS

BOTANICAL / COMMON NAME

CERCIS CANADENSIS
EASTERN REDBUD MULTI-TRUNK

EXISTING DECIDUOUS
EXISTING DECIDUOUS TREE

EXISTING EVERGREEN
EXISTING EVERGREEN TREE

GLEDITSIA TRIACANTHOS INERMIS `SHADEMASTER` TM
SHADEMASTER LOCUST

GLEDITSIA TRIACANTHOS INERMIS `SUNBURST`
SUNBURST COMMON HONEYLOCUST

QUERCUS BICOLOR
SWAMP WHITE OAK

QUERCUS MACROCARPA
BURR OAK

ULMUS X `MORTON`
ACCOLADE ELM

BOTANICAL / COMMON NAME

PICEA PUNGENS GLAUCA
COLORADO BLUE SPRUCE

PICEA PUNGENS `BABY BLUEEYES`
BABY BLUE EYES SPRUCE

PICEA PUNGENS `BAKERI`
BAKERI SPRUCE

BOTANICAL / COMMON NAME

AMELANCHIER CANADENSIS
SHADBLOW SERVICEBERRY MULTITRUNK

ARONIA ARBUTIFOLIA `ERECTA`
CHOKEBERRY UPRIGHT RED

CERCOCARPUS INTRICATUS
LITTLE LEAF MOUNTAIN MAHOGONY

CHAMAEBATIARIA MILLEFOLIUM `FERNBUSH`
FERNBUSH

CORNUS SERICEA `ISANTI`
ISANTI REDOSIER DOGWOOD

COTONEASTER DIVARICATUS
SPREADING COTONEASTER

MAHONIA AQUIFOLIUM `COMPACTA`
COMPACT OREGON GRAPE

PEROVSKIA ATRIPLICIFOLIA
RUSSIAN SAGE

PHYSOCARPUS OPULIFOLIUS `NANUS`
DWARF NINEBARK

RHUS AROMATICA `AUTUMN AMBER`
AUTUMN AMBER SUMAC

SPIRAEA X BUMALDA `ANTHONY WATERER`
ANTHONY WATERER SPIRAEA

BOTANICAL / COMMON NAME

AQUILEGIA CHRYSANTHA `DENVER GOLD`
YELLOW COLUMBINE

AQUILEGIA X `CRIMSON STAR`
CRIMSON STAR COLUMBINE

ECHINACEA PURPUREA
PURPLE CONEFLOWER

HEMEROCALLIS X `LITTLE BUSINESS`
LITTLE BUSINESS DAYLILY

LEUCANTHEMUM X `SNOW LADY`
DWARF SHASTA DAISY

VINCA MAJOR
PERIWINKLE

BOTANICAL / COMMON NAME

ANDROPOGON GERARDII `WINDWALKER`
WINDWALKER BIG BLUE STEM

CALAMAGROSTIS X ACUTIFLORA `KARL FOERSTER`
FEATHER REED GRASS

THE BUSINESS CENTER AT C.T.C.
REPLAT H, LOTS 3 AND 4

152 S TAYLOR AVE AND 194 S TAYLOR AVE
FINAL PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT

3003 Larimer St
Denver, CO 80205

phone 303.861-5704
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LOCATED IN THE NORTH HALF QUARTER OF SECTION 16,
TOWNSHIP 1 SOUTH, RANGE 69 WEST OF THE 6TH P.M.
CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COUNTY OF BOULDER, STATE OF

COLORADO

JVA, Inc. 1319 Spruce Street

Boulder, CO 80302 303.444.1951
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5.1.D.2 - 1 TREE PER 20 L.F. OF STREET FRONTAGE WITHIN THE STREETSCAPE LANDSCAPE SETBACK AREA.
5.1.3.3 - 6 SHRUBS PER TREE WITHIN THE LANDSCAPE SETBACK AREA.

1. ALL PLANT MATERIALS SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH AAN (AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF NURSERYMEN) SPECIFICATIONS FOR NUMBER ON GRADE.
2. ALL TURF AREAS SHALL BE IRRIGATED WITH AN AUTOMATIC POP-UP IRRIGATION SYSTEM. ALL SHRUB BEDS AND TREES TO BE IRRIGATED WITH AN AUTOMATIC DRIP (TRICKLE) IRRIGATION

SYSTEM, OR ACCEPTABLE ALTERNATIVE. THE IRRIGATION SYSTEM I TO BE ADJUSTED TO MEET THE WATER REQUIREMENTS OF THE INDIVIDUAL PLANT MATERIAL. IN PARKWAY AREAS,
IRRIGATION SPRAY HEADS SHALL BE SPACED AND ADJUSTED TO PREVENT IRRIGATION WATER FROM SPRAYING ON PUBLIC WALKS OR CURBS.

3. ALL TREES TO BE BALLED AND BURLAPPED, CONTAINERIZED, OR ROOT CONTROL BAGS.
4. ALL SHRUBS TO BE MULCHED WITH ROCK MULCH (3" AVERAGE DEPTH). INDIVIDUAL TREES IN SOD OR DRYLAND SEED TO RECEIVE WOOD MULCH (2: AVERAGE DEPTH). ALL BEDS ADJACENT

TO SOD OR DRYLAND SEED TO BE BORDERED WITH LANDSCAPE EDGER. EDGER TO BE SET LEVEL WITH THE TOP OF SOD. EDGER TO BE INSTALLED TO SEPARATE WOOD MULCH AND ROCK
MULCH.

5. OWNER SHALL ENSURE THAT THE LANDSCAPE PLAN IS COORDINATED WITH THE PLANS DONE BY OTHER CONSULTANTS SO THE PROPOSED GRADING, STORM DRAINAGE, OR OTHER
CONSTRUCTION DOES NOT CONFLICT NOR PRECLUDE INSTALLATION AND MAINTENANCE OF LANDSCAPE ELEMENTS ON THIS PLAN.

6. ANY CHANGES IN SPECIES AND PLANT LOCATIONS DURING CONSTRUCTION AS REQUIRED BY SITE CONDITIONS OR AVAILABILITY NEED APPROVAL BY THE OWNER OR LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT
PRIOR TO INSTALLATION. OVERALL QUALITY AND DESIGN CONCEPTS TO BE CONSISTENT WITH APPROVED LANDSCAPE PLANS. ANY CHANGES WILL BE PROVIDED TO OWNER AND THE CITY OF
LOUISVILLE FOR REVIEW AND APPROVAL PRIOR TO INSTALLATION.

7. PRIOR TO INSTALLATION OF SEED, PLANT MATERIAL AND SOD, CONTRACTOR TO THOROUGHLY LOOSEN ALL AREAS THAT HAVE BEEN COMPACTED OR DISTURBED BY CONSTRUCTION.
CONTRACTOR TO THOROUGHLY INCORPORATE SIX (6) CUBIC YARDS OF COMPOST OR COMPOSTED WEED FREE MANURE PER 1,000 SQUARE FEE TO BED AND SOD AREAS. AREAS TO BE
SEEDED TO RECEIVE FOUR (4) CUBIC YARDS OA AMENDMENT. ORGANIC MATERIAL TO HAVE THE FOLLOW CHARACTERISTICS:

ORGANIC MATTER: 25% OR GREATER
SALT CONTENT: 3.0 mmhos/cm MAX.
pH: 8.5 MAXIMUM
CARBON TO NITROGEN RATIO: 10:1 TO 25:1

CONTRACTOR TO PROVIDE A NUTRIENT TEST FROM THE LAST 3 MONTH PRIOR TO SPREADING. MOUNTAIN PEAT, ASPEN HUMUS, GYPSUM AND SAND WILL NOT BE ACCEPTED.
8. LAWN WILL BE TURF TYPE BUFFALO GRASS.
9. ALL SEEDED AREAS TO BE SEEDED WITH SEED MIX SPECIFIED. NO SUPPLEMENTAL IRRIGATION IS SPECIFIED. ANNUAL MOWING TO APPROXIMATELY 6" IN THE SPRING IS RECOMMENDED.
10. TO THE MAXIMUM EXTENT FEASIBLE, TOPSOIL THAT IS REMOVED DURING CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY SHALL BE CONSERVED FOR LATER USE ON AREAS REQUIRING REVEGETATION AND

LANDSCAPING.
11. THE LANDSCAPE DESIGN COMPLIES WITH THE STANDARDS WITHIN THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT DESIGN STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES, DATED JANUARY 18, 2000.

LANDSCAPE NOTES

6 OF 18

PLANT SCHEDULE

EJ

BIKE RACK

LITTER & RECYLCING

BENCH

BUILDING FOOTPRINT

STEEL EDGER
CENTERLINE

LIMIT OF WORK (L.O.W.)

TABLES & CHAIRS

MATERIAL &
LAYOUT LEGEND

EXPANSION JOINT
CONTROL JOINT
FENCE LINE
LOW WALL
CONCRETE STRIP
CONCRETE STEP
STEP HANDRAIL

GFCI

SIGNAGE, REF. CIVIL

SIAMESE CONNECTION
REF. CIVIL

FIRE HYDRANT, REF. CIVIL

FLAGPOLE

FLAGPOLE UPLIGHT

EXISTING PARKING LIGHT

ALIGN

CONCRETE PAVING
SANDSCAPE FINISH

CONCRETE PAVING
BROOM FINISH

CRUSHER FINES

LINEAR UNIT PAVERS

SEED MIX

ELECTRIC PARKING
HOOK-UP STATION

TRANSFORMER,
REF. ELECTRICAL

DEFERRED AREA PLANT SCHEDULE

DEFERRED AREA SEED MIX

SEED MIX

SITE LANDSCAPE TABLE

SEED MIXTURE



(5) RHU AU2

(1,305 sf) SEE 525

(4) CHA FE3
(7) CER INT

(4) RHU AU2

(4) RHU AU2

(3) RHU AU2

(5) CHA FE3
(8) CER INT

(7) RHU AU2

(5) CER INT
(1) CHA FE3(4) CER INT

(11) CHA FE3
(3) RHU AU2

(6) CER INT

(3) RHU AU2

(3) RHU AU2

(9) CHA FE3
(1) ULM M12

(5) RHU AU2

(1) QUE BIC

(1) ULM M12

(1) QUE BIC

(4) PIC BLU

(6) CER INT
(5) CHA FE3

(5) RHU AU2

(1) ULM M12

(1) PIC BA7

(5) RHU AU2

(8) AND WI3

(8) CHA FE3

(3) RHU AU2

(14) HEM BUS

(23,565 sf) SEE 525

(32,557 sf) SEE 525

(2) AME MUL

(6) RHU AU2
(9) CHA FE3

(6) CER INT

(3) CER INT

(3) AME MUL

(3) AME MUL

(3) PIC BA7

(3) EXI 402

(1) QUE BIC
(4) PIC BA7

(1) EXI 401

(1) EXI 402
(1) EXI 401
(1) EXI 402

(1) QUE BIC

(2) PIC BA7

(5) CER INT
(2) CHA FE3

(1) EXI 401

(3) QUE MAC

(2) PIC BLU

(2) PIC BA7
(13) PER ATR

(1) EXI 402
(1) EXI 401

(6) CHA FE3
(4) CER INT

(3) RHU AU2

(2) CHA FE3
(2) CER INT

(1) EXI 402

(4) CER INT

(1) EXI 402
(1) EXI 401

(3) CHA FE3

(5) VIN MAJ
(4) PHY NAN

(3) PER ATR

(3) MAH COM
(2) PIC BA7

(2) PER ATR
(3) MAH COM

(1) QUE BIC

(1) QUE MAC

(26) VIN MAJ
(3) MAH COM

(1,274 sf) SEE 525

(1) ULM M12

(2) ULM M12

(1) ULM M12

(1) ULM M12

(3) MAH COM
(4) RHU AU2
(2) MAH COM(2) GLE SH2

(1) GLE SH2

(27) AQU CRI
(4) COT DIV
(6) VIN MAJ

(12) VIN MAJ
(8) CAL KAR

(4) COT DIV

(6) VIN MAJ
(32) CAL KAR

(3) COT DIV
(7) ECH PUR
(948 sf) SEE 525

(4) VIN MAJ

(8) LEU SNO
(10) ECH PUR

(7) ARO ERE
(5) LEU SNO

(1) ULM M12

(5) PIC BA7

(2) PER ATR
(1) MAH COM

(2) PER ATR

(2) MAH COM
(3) PER ATR

(1) GLE IN2
(6) CER EAS

(2,239 sf) SEE 525

(3) CER EAS

(1) PHY NAN

(6) AQU CRI

(3) PER ATR
(3) PIC BA7

(3) PER ATR

(1) CER EAS

(15) AQU CRI
(4) RHU AU2

(46) AQU DEN
(3) AME MUL

(2) CHA FE3
(2) RHU AU2
(3) CER INT

(3) PIC BA7
(3) CHA FE3
(5) RHU AU2
(7) CER INT
(6) CAL KAR
(3) AME MUL
(609 sf) SEE 525
(33) VIN MAJ
(12) CAL KAR

(30) ECH PUR
(36) AQU DEN

(10) CAL KAR

(6) VIN MAJ

(9) VIN MAJ

(1) GLE SH2

(88) AQU CRI

(4) MAH COM

(3) PER ATR

(16) SCH LIT
(3) SCH LIT
(6) RHU AU2
(16) MAH COM

(64) AQU CRI
(43) AQU DEN

(108 sf) SEE 525

(145 sf) SEE 525

(3) RHU AU2
(6) MAH COM

(6) MAH COM
(3) RHU AU2

(6) MAH COM

(2) ULM M12
(7) SCH LIT

(2) MAH COM

(2) EXI 401

(1) EXI 402

(1) EXI 401

(16) AQU DEN
(3) MAH COM

(7) COR ISA

(2) ULM M12

(5) PER ATR
(28) VIN MAJ (1) EXI 401

(1) ULM M12

(1) EXI 401

(37) ECH PUR
(2,270 sf) SEE 525

(7) MAH COM

(5) LEU SNO

(15) VIN MAJ
(62) AQU CRI
(6) LEU SNO
(3) PHY NAN

(8) AQU CRI

(3) EXI 402

(1) EXI 402

(1) EXI 402

(4) EXI 401

(3) PIC BA6

(2) PIC BA6

8' O
.C

.

(26) LEU SNO

(1) QUE BIC

(8) SCH LIT

(10) SCH LIT

(7) SCH LIT
(2) MAH COM
(6) RHU AU2

(21) SCH LIT

(16) SCH LIT

(20) SCH LIT

(2) EXI 402 (TO
REMAIN UNTIL
DEF. LOT IS
INSTALLED)

(2) EXI 402 (TO
REMAIN UNTIL

DEF. LOT IS
INSTALLED)

(2) AME MUL

(3) AME MUL

(4) AME MUL

(1) AME MUL

(3) AME MUL

(1) QUE BIC

(4) AME MUL

(2) ULM M12

(15) CER INT
(8) RHU AU2

(6) RHU AU2

(9) CER INT
(2) AME MUL

(4) AME MUL

(5,968 sf) SEE 525

(4,443 sf) SEE 525

(4) AME MUL

(3) RHU AU2

(12) CER INT

(18) CER INT

(8) RHU AU2
(1) QUE BIC

(11) CER INT

(10) RHU AU2

(2) QUE MAC

(3) AME MUL

(956 sf) SEE 525

(8) CER INT
(4) RHU AU2

(3) PIC BA6

(2) PIC BA6

(2) PIC BA6

(12) RHU AU2

(5) RHU AU2

(1,305 sf) SEE 525

(4) CHA FE3
(7) CER INT

(4) RHU AU2

(4) RHU AU2

(3) RHU AU2

(5) CHA FE3
(8) CER INT

(7) RHU AU2

(5) CER INT
(1) CHA FE3(4) CER INT

(11) CHA FE3
(3) RHU AU2

(6) CER INT

(3) RHU AU2

(3) RHU AU2

(9) CHA FE3
(1) ULM M12

(5) RHU AU2

(1) QUE BIC

(1) ULM M12

(1) QUE BIC

(4) PIC BLU

(6) CER INT
(5) CHA FE3

(5) RHU AU2

(1) ULM M12

(1) PIC BA7

(5) RHU AU2

(8) AND WI3

(8) CHA FE3

(3) RHU AU2

(14) HEM BUS

(23,565 sf) SEE 525

(32,557 sf) SEE 525

(2) AME MUL

(6) RHU AU2
(9) CHA FE3

(6) CER INT

(3) CER INT

(3) AME MUL

(3) AME MUL

(3) PIC BA7

(3) EXI 402

(1) QUE BIC
(4) PIC BA7

(1) EXI 401

(1) EXI 402
(1) EXI 401
(1) EXI 402

(1) QUE BIC

(2) PIC BA7

(5) CER INT
(2) CHA FE3

(1) EXI 401

(3) QUE MAC

(2) PIC BLU

(2) PIC BA7
(13) PER ATR

(1) EXI 402
(1) EXI 401

(6) CHA FE3
(4) CER INT

(3) RHU AU2

(2) CHA FE3
(2) CER INT

(1) EXI 402

(4) CER INT

(1) EXI 402
(1) EXI 401

(3) CHA FE3

(5) VIN MAJ
(4) PHY NAN

(3) PER ATR

(3) MAH COM
(2) PIC BA7

(2) PER ATR
(3) MAH COM

(1) QUE BIC

(1) QUE MAC

(26) VIN MAJ
(3) MAH COM

(1,274 sf) SEE 525

(1) ULM M12

(2) ULM M12

(1) ULM M12

(1) ULM M12

(3) MAH COM
(4) RHU AU2
(2) MAH COM(2) GLE SH2

(1) GLE SH2

(27) AQU CRI
(4) COT DIV
(6) VIN MAJ

(12) VIN MAJ
(8) CAL KAR

(4) COT DIV

(6) VIN MAJ
(32) CAL KAR

(3) COT DIV
(7) ECH PUR
(948 sf) SEE 525

(4) VIN MAJ

(8) LEU SNO
(10) ECH PUR

(7) ARO ERE
(5) LEU SNO

(1) ULM M12

(5) PIC BA7

(2) PER ATR
(1) MAH COM

(2) PER ATR

(2) MAH COM
(3) PER ATR

(1) GLE IN2
(6) CER EAS

(2,239 sf) SEE 525

(3) CER EAS

(1) PHY NAN

(6) AQU CRI

(3) PER ATR
(3) PIC BA7

(3) PER ATR

(1) CER EAS

(15) AQU CRI
(4) RHU AU2

(46) AQU DEN
(3) AME MUL

(2) CHA FE3
(2) RHU AU2
(3) CER INT

(3) PIC BA7
(3) CHA FE3
(5) RHU AU2
(7) CER INT
(6) CAL KAR
(3) AME MUL
(609 sf) SEE 525
(33) VIN MAJ
(12) CAL KAR

(30) ECH PUR
(36) AQU DEN

(10) CAL KAR

(6) VIN MAJ

(9) VIN MAJ

(1) GLE SH2

(88) AQU CRI

(4) MAH COM

(3) PER ATR

(16) SCH LIT
(3) SCH LIT
(6) RHU AU2
(16) MAH COM

(64) AQU CRI
(43) AQU DEN

(108 sf) SEE 525

(145 sf) SEE 525

(3) RHU AU2
(6) MAH COM

(6) MAH COM
(3) RHU AU2

(6) MAH COM

(2) ULM M12
(7) SCH LIT

(2) MAH COM

(2) EXI 401

(1) EXI 402

(1) EXI 401

(16) AQU DEN
(3) MAH COM

(7) COR ISA

(2) ULM M12

(5) PER ATR
(28) VIN MAJ (1) EXI 401

(1) ULM M12

(1) EXI 401

(37) ECH PUR
(2,270 sf) SEE 525

(7) MAH COM

(5) LEU SNO

(15) VIN MAJ
(62) AQU CRI
(6) LEU SNO
(3) PHY NAN

(8) AQU CRI

(3) EXI 402

(1) EXI 402

(1) EXI 402

(4) EXI 401

(3) PIC BA6

(2) PIC BA6

8' O
.C

.

(26) LEU SNO

(1) QUE BIC

(8) SCH LIT

(10) SCH LIT

(7) SCH LIT
(2) MAH COM
(6) RHU AU2

(21) SCH LIT

(16) SCH LIT

(20) SCH LIT

(2) EXI 402 (TO
REMAIN UNTIL
DEF. LOT IS
INSTALLED)

(2) EXI 402 (TO
REMAIN UNTIL

DEF. LOT IS
INSTALLED)

24'

30'

(3)

(4)

T

EXIST. SATELLITE DISH

EXIST. METAL CABINET

LI
M

IT
 O

F 
W

O
R

K

LOADING
DOCK

1-01B

1-02

1-02

TO LIMIT AREAS OF DISTURBANCE,
THE LANDSCAPE ADJACENT TO
THE FUTURE PARKING LOT SHALL
BE INSTALLED WITH THE SAME
PHASE AS THE PARKING LOT
CONSTRUCTION.

ANY DISTURBANCE IN THIS AREA
WILL BE RESTORED TO NATIVE
GRASSES UNTIL THE FINAL PLAN IS
INSTALLED.

DEFERRED
PARKING AREA

(FUTURE PHASE)

EXISTING WEATHER
STATION

PROPOSED
BUILDING

RAMP,
REF. CIVIL

TRANSFORMER,
REF. CIVIL

RETAINING WALL,
REF. CIVIL

ENTRY
SIGNAGE,
REF.
OTHERS EXISTING SIDEWALK

TO REMAIN

EXISTING ISLANDS
TO REMAIN

ENTRY SIDEWALK
TO REMAIN

EXISTING BUILDING

PLANTING AREA

PLANTING AREA

PLANTING AREA

PLANTING AREA
PLANTING AREA

PLANTING
AREA

EXISTING ELECTRIC BOX
TO REMAIN, REF. CIVIL

1-02

1-01B

5-04

DRAIN INLET,
REF. CIVIL

P
LA

N
TI

N
G

 A
R

E
A

PROPOSED OUTDOOR
COVERED BIKE
STORAGE, REF. ARCH.

1-01B

1-04

BOLLARD, REF.
ELECTRICAL, TYP.

ELECTRONIC VEHICLE
PARKING AND HOOK-UP

1-01B

1-01B

EXISTING TREES TO
REMAIN, TREE
PROTECTION FENCE
TO BE INSTALLED AT
TREE CANOPY DRIP
LINE, TYP.

1-01B

EDGE OF
BUILDING

FOUNDATION,
RE: ARCH

EDGE OF
BUILDING
FOUNDATION,
RE: ARCH

1-01B

TREES CODE QTY

CER EAS 10

EXI 401 66

EXI 402 18

GLE SH2 4

GLE IN2 1

QUE BIC 6

QUE MAC 4

ULM M12 14

EVERGREEN TREES CODE QTY

PIC BLU 6

PIC BA6 6

PIC BA7 25

SHRUBS CODE QTY

AME MUL 14

ARO ERE 7

CER INT 70

CHA FE3 70

COR ISA 7

COT DIV 11

MAH COM 69

PER ATR 39

PHY NAN 8

RHU AU2 93

SPI AN2 5

ANNUALS/PERENNIALS CODE QTY

AQU DEN 121

AQU CRI 267

ECH PUR 84

HEM BUS 14

LEU SNO 45

VIN MAJ 154

GRASSES CODE QTY

AND WI3 8

CAL KAR 72

PLANT SCHEDULE

OVERALL

OVERALL

OVERALL

OVERALL

OVERALL

TREES CODE QTY

CER EAS 10

EXI 401 66

EXI 402 18

GLE SH2 4

GLE IN2 1

QUE BIC 6

QUE MAC 4

ULM M12 14

EVERGREEN TREES CODE QTY

PIC BLU 6

PIC BA6 6

PIC BA7 25

SHRUBS CODE QTY

AME MUL 14

ARO ERE 7

CER INT 70

CHA FE3 70

COR ISA 7

COT DIV 11

MAH COM 69

PER ATR 39

PHY NAN 8

RHU AU2 93

SPI AN2 5

ANNUALS/PERENNIALS CODE QTY

AQU DEN 121

AQU CRI 267

ECH PUR 84

HEM BUS 14

LEU SNO 45

VIN MAJ 154

GRASSES CODE QTY

AND WI3 8

CAL KAR 72

PLANT SCHEDULE

OVERALL

OVERALL

OVERALL

OVERALL

OVERALL

1 -  PAVING & SURFACING: DIVISION 32

SYMBOL DESCRIPTION QT

CONCRETE PAVING SANDSCAPE

CONCRETE PAVING MEDIUM BROOM

CONCRETE PAVING HEAVY BROOM

EXPANSION JOINTS

PEDESTRIAN PAVERS

CRUSHER FINES

2 -  WALLS & FENCES: DIVISION 32

SYMBOL DESCRIPTION Q
DETAIL

C.I.P. STAIRS

LOW WALL

3 -  METALS: DIVISION 05
SYMBOL DESCRIPTION Q

HANDRAILS

5 -  FURNISHINGS: DIVISION 12

SYMBOL DESCRIPTION Q
DETAIL

6` BACKLESS BENCH

TRASH BIN

TABLES AND CHAIRS

BIKE RACK

FLAG POLE

1-01A

1-01B

1-01C

1-02

1-03

1-04

2-01

2-02

3-01

5-01

5-02

5-03

5-04

5-05

REFERENCE NOTES SCHEDULE

TREES CODE QTY BOTANICAL / COMMON NAME

QUE BIC 2 QUERCUS BICOLOR
SWAMP WHITE OAK

QUE MAC 2 QUERCUS MACROCARPA
BURR OAK

ULM M12 2 ULMUS X `MORTON`
ACCOLADE ELM

EVERGREEN TREES CODE QTY BOTANICAL / COMMON NAME

PIC BA6 7 PICEA PUNGENS `BABY BLUEEYES`
BABY BLUE EYES SPRUCE

SHRUBS CODE QTY BOTANICAL / COMMON NAME

AME MUL 32 AMELANCHIER CANADENSIS
SHADBLOW SERVICEBERRY MULTITRUNK

CER INT 73 CERCOCARPUS INTRICATUS
LITTLE LEAF MOUNTAIN MAHOGONY

RHU AU2 51 RHUS AROMATICA `AUTUMN AMBER`
AUTUMN AMBER SUMAC

DEFERRED AREA PLANT SCHEDULE

*To be planted in initial planting, not with deferred planting installation.*To be planted in initial planting, not with deferred planting installation.

5

LOT 3     LOT 4

5

50 20

0 15

0 3

2 1

0 8

0 5

1 15

0 6

3 27

6 2

7 0

0 76

0 83

0 7

11 0

0 53

3 38

3 5

7 77

0 5

0 137

254 66

17 71

0 14

17 26

75 97

0 8

70 0

LOT 3     LOT 4

LOT 3     LOT 4

LOT 3     LOT 4

LOT 3     LOT 4

5

LOT 3     LOT 4

5

50 20

0 15

0 3

2 1

0 8

0 5

1 15

0 6

3 27

6 2

7 0

0 76

0 83

0 7

11 0

0 53

3 38

3 5

7 77

0 5

0 137

254 66

17 71

0 14

17 26

75 97

0 8

70 0

LOT 3     LOT 4

LOT 3     LOT 4

LOT 3     LOT 4

LOT 3     LOT 4

BOTANICAL / COMMON NAME

CERCIS CANADENSIS
EASTERN REDBUD MULTI-TRUNK

EXISTING DECIDUOUS
EXISTING DECIDUOUS TREE

EXISTING EVERGREEN
EXISTING EVERGREEN TREE

GLEDITSIA TRIACANTHOS INERMIS `SHADEMASTER` TM
SHADEMASTER LOCUST

GLEDITSIA TRIACANTHOS INERMIS `SUNBURST`
SUNBURST COMMON HONEYLOCUST

QUERCUS BICOLOR
SWAMP WHITE OAK

QUERCUS MACROCARPA
BURR OAK

ULMUS X `MORTON`
ACCOLADE ELM

BOTANICAL / COMMON NAME

PICEA PUNGENS GLAUCA
COLORADO BLUE SPRUCE

PICEA PUNGENS `BABY BLUEEYES`
BABY BLUE EYES SPRUCE

PICEA PUNGENS `BAKERI`
BAKERI SPRUCE

BOTANICAL / COMMON NAME

AMELANCHIER CANADENSIS
SHADBLOW SERVICEBERRY MULTITRUNK

ARONIA ARBUTIFOLIA `ERECTA`
CHOKEBERRY UPRIGHT RED

CERCOCARPUS INTRICATUS
LITTLE LEAF MOUNTAIN MAHOGONY

CHAMAEBATIARIA MILLEFOLIUM `FERNBUSH`
FERNBUSH

CORNUS SERICEA `ISANTI`
ISANTI REDOSIER DOGWOOD

COTONEASTER DIVARICATUS
SPREADING COTONEASTER

MAHONIA AQUIFOLIUM `COMPACTA`
COMPACT OREGON GRAPE

PEROVSKIA ATRIPLICIFOLIA
RUSSIAN SAGE

PHYSOCARPUS OPULIFOLIUS `NANUS`
DWARF NINEBARK

RHUS AROMATICA `AUTUMN AMBER`
AUTUMN AMBER SUMAC

SPIRAEA X BUMALDA `ANTHONY WATERER`
ANTHONY WATERER SPIRAEA

BOTANICAL / COMMON NAME

AQUILEGIA CHRYSANTHA `DENVER GOLD`
YELLOW COLUMBINE

AQUILEGIA X `CRIMSON STAR`
CRIMSON STAR COLUMBINE

ECHINACEA PURPUREA
PURPLE CONEFLOWER

HEMEROCALLIS X `LITTLE BUSINESS`
LITTLE BUSINESS DAYLILY

LEUCANTHEMUM X `SNOW LADY`
DWARF SHASTA DAISY

VINCA MAJOR
PERIWINKLE

BOTANICAL / COMMON NAME

ANDROPOGON GERARDII `WINDWALKER`
WINDWALKER BIG BLUE STEM

CALAMAGROSTIS X ACUTIFLORA `KARL FOERSTER`
FEATHER REED GRASS

BOTANICAL / COMMON NAME

CERCIS CANADENSIS
EASTERN REDBUD MULTI-TRUNK

EXISTING DECIDUOUS
EXISTING DECIDUOUS TREE

EXISTING EVERGREEN
EXISTING EVERGREEN TREE

GLEDITSIA TRIACANTHOS INERMIS `SHADEMASTER` TM
SHADEMASTER LOCUST

GLEDITSIA TRIACANTHOS INERMIS `SUNBURST`
SUNBURST COMMON HONEYLOCUST

QUERCUS BICOLOR
SWAMP WHITE OAK

QUERCUS MACROCARPA
BURR OAK

ULMUS X `MORTON`
ACCOLADE ELM

BOTANICAL / COMMON NAME

PICEA PUNGENS GLAUCA
COLORADO BLUE SPRUCE

PICEA PUNGENS `BABY BLUEEYES`
BABY BLUE EYES SPRUCE

PICEA PUNGENS `BAKERI`
BAKERI SPRUCE

BOTANICAL / COMMON NAME

AMELANCHIER CANADENSIS
SHADBLOW SERVICEBERRY MULTITRUNK

ARONIA ARBUTIFOLIA `ERECTA`
CHOKEBERRY UPRIGHT RED

CERCOCARPUS INTRICATUS
LITTLE LEAF MOUNTAIN MAHOGONY

CHAMAEBATIARIA MILLEFOLIUM `FERNBUSH`
FERNBUSH

CORNUS SERICEA `ISANTI`
ISANTI REDOSIER DOGWOOD

COTONEASTER DIVARICATUS
SPREADING COTONEASTER

MAHONIA AQUIFOLIUM `COMPACTA`
COMPACT OREGON GRAPE

PEROVSKIA ATRIPLICIFOLIA
RUSSIAN SAGE

PHYSOCARPUS OPULIFOLIUS `NANUS`
DWARF NINEBARK

RHUS AROMATICA `AUTUMN AMBER`
AUTUMN AMBER SUMAC

SPIRAEA X BUMALDA `ANTHONY WATERER`
ANTHONY WATERER SPIRAEA

BOTANICAL / COMMON NAME

AQUILEGIA CHRYSANTHA `DENVER GOLD`
YELLOW COLUMBINE

AQUILEGIA X `CRIMSON STAR`
CRIMSON STAR COLUMBINE

ECHINACEA PURPUREA
PURPLE CONEFLOWER

HEMEROCALLIS X `LITTLE BUSINESS`
LITTLE BUSINESS DAYLILY

LEUCANTHEMUM X `SNOW LADY`
DWARF SHASTA DAISY

VINCA MAJOR
PERIWINKLE

BOTANICAL / COMMON NAME

ANDROPOGON GERARDII `WINDWALKER`
WINDWALKER BIG BLUE STEM

CALAMAGROSTIS X ACUTIFLORA `KARL FOERSTER`
FEATHER REED GRASS

SEED MIX (Applied at the rate of 6 lbs. (PLS)/acre) 9,942 SF
PERENNIAL FLOWER MIXTURE 6 PLS/AC
NATIVE SHORTGRASS MIXTURE 6 PLS/AC

SEED MIX (Applied at the rate of 6 lbs. (PLS)/acre) 92,058 SF
PERENNIAL FLOWER MIXTURE 6 PLS/AC
NATIVE SHORTGRASS MIXTURE 6 PLS/AC

SEED MIX (Applied at the rate of 6 lbs. (PLS)/acre) 92,058 SF
PERENNIAL FLOWER MIXTURE 6 PLS/AC
NATIVE SHORTGRASS MIXTURE 6 PLS/AC

NORTH

L
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S
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A
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L
A
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7 OF 18

0 32' 64'

SCALE: 1" = 32'-0"

16'

EJ

BIKE RACK

LITTER & RECYLCING

BENCH

BUILDING FOOTPRINT

STEEL EDGER
CENTERLINE

LIMIT OF WORK (L.O.W.)

TABLES & CHAIRS

MATERIAL &
LAYOUT LEGEND

EXPANSION JOINT
CONTROL JOINT
FENCE LINE
LOW WALL
CONCRETE STRIP
CONCRETE STEP
STEP HANDRAIL

GFCI

SIGNAGE, REF. CIVIL

SIAMESE CONNECTION
REF. CIVIL

FIRE HYDRANT, REF. CIVIL

FLAGPOLE

FLAGPOLE UPLIGHT

EXISTING PARKING LIGHT

ALIGN

CONCRETE PAVING
SANDSCAPE FINISH

CONCRETE PAVING
BROOM FINISH

CRUSHER FINES

LINEAR UNIT PAVERS

SEED MIX

ELECTRIC PARKING
HOOK-UP STATION

TRANSFORMER,
REF. ELECTRICAL

NOTES:

SEED MIX:

DEFERRED AREA SEED MIX:
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VARIES - SEE LAYOUT PLAN

4"

CONCRETE PAVING,
SEE PLANS AND
SPECS FOR FINISH
AND COLOR
1
4" RADIUS TOOLED
EDGE
PLANTED AREA /
TURF

 12" VERTICAL
SEPARATION
BETWEEN FINISHED
SURFACES. ADJUST
PLANTING SOIL MIX
AS REQUIRED.
WELDED WIRE MESH

CONCRETE PAVING (PEDESTRIAN)
1" = 1'-0"

F.G.

NOTES:
1. PROVIDE 1.5% SLOPE MIN. UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED.

MAX 1.8% CROSS SLOPE.
2. EXPANSION JOINTS AT 30'-0" O.C. MAXIMUM, AT

SIDEWALK INTERSECTIONS AND WHERE CONCRETE
PAVING ABUTS STRUCTURES, UNLESS OTHERWISE
NOTED.

3. CONTROL JOINTS AT 8'-0" O.C. MAXIMUM.

AGGREGATE BASE
COURSE, COMPACT
TO 95% SPD

COMPACT SUBGRADE
TO 95% SPD

6"

1 NOT USED
1" = 1'-0"

2

1/
3 

O
F

C
O

N
C

R
E

TE
D

E
P

TH

4"
 M

IN
.

6"
 M

IN
.

12" MIN.

2"
 M

IN
.

1 4"

1 2"R 1
4 "

1
2"

EXPANSION JOINT

CONTROL JOINT

EXPANSION AND CONTROL JOINTS
1 1/2" = 1'-0"

1
4" WIDE SAWCUT JOINT AS
APPROVED BY LANDSCAPE
ARCHITECT

PREFORMED EXPANSION
JOINT MATERIAL WITH
SNAP-CAP TOP

BOND BREAKER COATING ON
ONE SIDE

12" #4 EPOXY COATED DOWEL
@ 2'-0" O.C.

SEALANT 14" BELOW SURFACE, TO
MATCH PAVING COLOR, TO BE
APPROVED BY LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT

CONCRETE PAVING, SEE
PLANS AND SPECS FOR FINISH
AND COLOR

P-VSLA-25
3

SAND SET PEDESTRIAN PAVERS
1" = 1'-0"

PAVERS

SAND SETTING BED

1/8" SAND SWEPT JOINTS

1/2" ANGULAR GRAVEL,
COMPACT TO 95% SPD

GEOTEXTILE FABRIC

COMPACT SUBGRADE
TO 95% SPD

NOTES:
WHERE PAVERS MEET CONCRETE PAVING: TOP OF PAVER SURFACE
SHALL BE FLUSH WITH TOP OF CONCRETE SURFACE.

PAVERS

SAND SETTING BED

1/8" SAND SWEPT JOINTS

1/2" ANGULAR GRAVEL,
COMPACT TO 95% SPD

GEOTEXTILE FABRIC

COMPACT SUBGRADE
TO 95% SPD

PAVER EDGE RESTRAINT, REFERENCE SPECS.
INSTALL PER MANUFACTURER'S
SPECIFICATIONSCONCRETE PAVING

ADJACENT TO CONCRETE AT PAVING EDGE OF PLANTING AREAS

3 
1 2"

6"
1"

6"
3 

1 2"1"

4

1.8% MAX. CROSS SLOPE

4"
6"

1 2"

AGGREGATE BASE
COURSE, COMPACT

TO 95% SPD

6" STEEL EDGING,
FLUSH WITH GRADE

COMPACT  CRUSHER
FINES IN (2) - 2" LIFTS TO

85% SPD

ADJACENT PAVING

GEOTEXTILE FABRIC,
TURN UP AT EDGES

CRUSHER FINES PAVING
1" = 1'-0"

6NOT USED
1" = 1'-0" P-VSLA-38

5
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STEEL EDGER
1 1/2" = 1'-0"

TOP OF EDGER, FLUSH WITH ADJACENT
SIDEWALKS UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED

MULCH - FLUSH WITH TOP OF EDGE

1
8" x 4" DEEP STEEL EDGING

SPLICING STEEL STAKE, 14" LONG MIN.,
30" O.C.

PLANTING AREAADJACENT CONDITION
SOD, GRAVEL, ETC.

NOTE
1. THICK RUBBER SAFETY TOP

CAN BE PROVIDED

RUBBER SAFETY TOP ON ALL EDGER

7
P-VSLA-06

NOT USED
1" = 1'-0"

8

MANUFACTURER: FORMS + SURFACES
PRODUCT: BEVEL LITTER RECEPTACLE,
OPENING: TOP OPENING WITH RAIN COVER
SIZE: 22 GAL.
MOUNTING: SURFACE MOUNT
FINISH: BODY FRAME & LID - SILVER TEXTURE
             INSETS - STAINLESS STEEL SATIN FINISH

   LATCH - STANDARD LIST LATCH

TRASH BIN
NTS

FRONT
VIEW

SIDE
VIEW

TOP
VIEW

1'
-2

"

2'

1'-9"

3'
-4

"

2'

2'
-5

"

3'
-4

"

3'

9 6` BACKLESS BENCH
NOT TO SCALE

MANUFACTURER: FORMS + SURFACES
PRODUCT: BACKLESS BEVEL BENCH,  74" LONG X 18" DEEP X 18" HIGH
FRAME: TENSL ULTRA HIGH PERFORMANCE CONCRETE
TOP: TENSL ULTRA HIGH PERFORMANCE CONCRETE
FINISH: NATURAL GRAY
MOUNTING: SURFACE MOUNT, WITH S.S. INSTALLATION HARDWARE

INSTALL BENCH LEVEL END TO END,
SHIM AS NEEDED

MOUNT TO CONCRETE. PER
MANUFACTURER'S
RECOMMENDATION, PROVIDE
SUBMITTAL OF ANCHORING SYSTEM
FOR APPROVAL PRIOR TO
INSTALLATION.

6'-2"

1'
-6

"

1'
-6

"

1'-6"

6` BACKLESS BENCH10
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BIKE RACK
1 1/2" = 1'-0"

2'
-1

0"

4"

MANUFACTURER: FORMS + SURFACES
MODEL: CAPITAL BIKE RACK (SKCAP)
MATERIAL: CAST ALUMINUM
FINISH: POWDERCOAT SILVER TEXTURE
MOUNTING: BRACKET, AS SHOWN
FINISH: POWDERCOAT SILVER TEXTURE

NOTES:
1. INSTALL PER MANUFACTURER'S RECOMMENDATIONS

FRONT ELEVATION

CONCRETE, REF. DETAIL 1/LS501

MOUNTING BRACKET BY
MANUFACTURER

CAST ALUMINUM BIKE RACK,
SEE NOTES THIS DETAIL

ORIENT OPENING IN BIKE
RACK PERPENDICULAR TO
THE MOVEMENT OF
PEDESTRIAN TRAFFIC

TAMPER RESISTANT SCREW
CONNECTING BOLLARD TO BASE
PLATE, REF. MANUFACTURERS
SPECIFICATIONS

EQ. EQ.

1'

2'

2 CHEMICALLY FASTENED
THREADED ANCHOR ROD PER
MANUFACTURER'S
SPECIFICATIONS

EQ. EQ.

1'

1'
-8

"
2'

-1
0"

4"

5"

SIDE ELEVATION

6"

12

MANUFACTURER: FORMS + SURFACES
PRODUCT: TANGENT TABLE ENSEMBLE
STYLE :

TYPE A: FOUR-SEAT BACKLESS SEATS, FSC IPE HARDWOOD SLATS
TYPE B: SIX-SEAT BACKLESS SEATS, FSC 100% IPE HARDWOOD SLATS

SIZE: 48" ACROSS
FINISHES:

ENSEMBLE FRAME: STANDARD SILVER TEXTURE
SEATS: FSC 100% IPE HARDWOOD SLATS WITH NATURAL OILED FINISH
TABLE TOPS: STAINLESS STEEL SATING FINISH WITH CENTER HOLE

MOUNTING: FREESTANDING

TABLES AND CHAIRS
NTS

(F.F.&E.)11
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TREE PLANTING DETAIL
NOT TO SCALE

TREES PLANTED UPON PARK LAND, PUBLIC PROPERTY, OR WITHIN THE PUBLIC RIGHT OF WAY (PRW) ARE SUBJECT TO THE FOLLOWING
RESTRICTIONS:

1. FOR A LIST OF PROHIBITED OR SUSPENDED PRW TREES, CONTACT OR VISIT THE OCF WEBSITE.
2. ANY PLANTING OF TREES UNDER OVERHEAD UTILITIES AND WITHIN UTILITY EASEMENTS SHALL BE COORDINATED WITH THE UTILITY(S) AND LETTER

ACKNOWLEDGING PERMISSION BY THE UTILITY SHALL BE PROVIDED TO THE CITY.
3. TREES SHALL BE CENTERED IN TREE LAWNS AND/OR PLANTING AREAS.
4. TREES SHALL NOT BE PLANTED IN TREE LAWNS LESS THAN FIVE FEET WIDE UNLESS AUTHORIZED BY THE OCF.
5. WHERE SIDEWALKS ARE NOT PRESENT, TREES SHALL BE LOCATED AS DESIGNATED BY OFFICE OF THE CITY FORESTER.
6. PLANTING IN CORNER TRIANGLE FORMED BY THE FIRST 30 (THIRTY) FEET ALONG THE PRW IN EACH DIRECTION FROM THE CORNER IS NOT

PERMITTED.
7. PLANTING WITHIN 10 (TEN) FEET OF ALLEYS, DRIVEWAYS, OR FIRE HYDRANTS IS NOT PERMITTED.
8. PLANTING WITHIN 20 (TWENTY) FEET OF STOP SIGNS IS NOT PERMITTED.
9. PLANTING WITHIN 25 (TWENTY-FIVE) FEET OF STREET LIGHTS IS NOT PERMITTED.
10. PLANTING WITHIN FIVE FEET OF WATER METERS OR PITS IS NOT PERMITTED.
11. LARGE SHADE TREES SHALL BE SPACED 35 (THIRTY-FIVE) FEET O.C. AND ORNAMENTAL TREES 25 (TWENTY-FIVE) FEET O.C. OR AS DESIGNATED BY

OCF.
12. TREES SHALL BE PRUNED TO MAINTAIN A CLEARANCE OF 13'-6" OVER STREETS AND ALLEYS AND 6'-6" OVER REMAINING PORTIONS OF PRW,

INCLUDING SIDEWALK.

PRIOR TO DIGGING, THE UTILITY NOTIFICATION CENTER OF COLORADO SHALL BE CONTACTED AT 811 TO LOCATE UNDERGROUND UTILITIES.

DO NOT CUT SINGLE LEADER.  PRUNE ONLY DAMAGED,
DEAD WOOD, OR CO-DOMINANT LEADERS

12" NYLON TREE STRAP WITH GROMMETS ON GUY WIRE.  DO NOT TWISTS
STRAPS TO TIGHTEN AROUND TRUNK.
1/2" DIAMETER WHITE PVC PIPE SECTION ON ENTIRE LENGTH OF EACH WIRE.
14-GAUGE GALVANIZED WIRE, DOUBLE STRAND.  LEAVE 1-2" SLACK IN
WIRE TO ALLOW FOR TRUNK MOVEMENT.
IF NEEDED, 6' STEEL T-POST OR WOOD STAKE (4' EXPOSED, 2' IN
UNDISTURBED SUBGRADE) WITH SAFETY CAPS, SET TO WINDWARD SIDE AND
OTHER OPPOSITE; OR OTHER PRE-APPROVED STAKING METHOD.
DECIDUOUS TREE FALL PLANTING: WRAP TRUNK TO FIRST BRANCH WITH
SPECIFIED TREE WRAP MATERIAL.  SECURE AT TOP WITH MASKING TAPE.
DO NOT WRAP ROUGH BARK.  REMOVE TRUNK WRAP IN SPRING AFTER LAST
FROST.
SET TOP OF ROOT FLARE 2 TO 3" HIGHER THAN FINISHED GRADE.  REMOVE
EXCESS SOIL FROM TOP OF ROOT BALL.
CIRCLE OF SHREDDED WOOD MULCH, 3" DEEP AND 4-6" AWAY FROM
TRUNK, TO OUTER EDGE OF PLANTING HOLE.

FORM 2" HIGH DIRT SAUCER AROUND PIT AT OUTSIDE OF TRANSITION ZONE.
FINISH GRADE

COMPLETELY REMOVE ALL TWINE AND WIRE BASKET.  PULL BURLAP DOWN
MINIMUM OF 2/3, CUT AND REMOVE FROM PIT.
SLOPE SIDES OF PLANTING PIT AS SHOWN, ROUGHEN SIDES PRIOR TO BACKFILL.
NATIVE SOIL OR APPROPRIATE PLANTING MEDIA .
UNDISTURBED SUBGRADE

ANY BROKEN, CRUMBLING, OR OTHERWISE DAMAGED ROOTBALL SHOULD BE
REJECTED.  DO NOT DAMAGE DURING PLANTING.

2X ROOT
BALL DIAMETER

3-4 X ROOT BALL DIAMETER

1
2 X X

1
2 X

DATE: 3/13/17

STANDARD TREE PLANTING DETAIL
FOR SOD AREA OR TREE LAWN
DIAGRAM P_1.A

1

2 X ROOTBALL
DIAMETER NOTE:INCORPORATE LIQUID ROOT STIMULANT

AS PART OF PLANTING OPERATION

SHRUB PLANTING
1/2" = 1'-0"

3" DEEP SHREDDED WOOD MULCH

PLANT CROWN 1" ABOVE FINISH GRADE

PLANTING MIX
SCARIFY SIDES OF HOLE PRIOR TO BACK-FILLING
REMOVE PLANT FROM CONTAINER OR PEEL
BACK BURLAP AND REMOVE TWINE / WIRE
FROM ROOT BALL AFTER 23 BURIED IN PIT.
PLACE ON UNDISTURBED SUBGRADE

2 GROUNDCOVER AND PERENNIAL PLANTING
1" = 1'-0"

SPACE GROUNDCOVER OR PERENNIAL
 TO SPECIFIED TRIANGULAR SPACING

3" DEEP SHREDDED
WOOD MULCH

PLANTING MIX

SUBGRADE

12
"

3

EDGE OF PAVING,
WALL, PLANTER BED

OR HEADER (SEE
PLANS)

FOR TRIANGULAR SPACING OF SHRUBS,
PERENNIALS AND GROUNDCOVERS.

SEE PLANT SPACING DISTANCE.

1
2P P P

R

P

P

P

P

1 2 
P

P
TRIANGULAR

4"
6"
8"

10"
12"
18"
24"
30"
3'
4'
5'
6'

R
ROW
3 716"
5 14"
7"

8 3 4"
10 3 8"
1'-3 5 8"
1'-8 3 4"

2'-2"
2'-7"

3'-5 12"
4'-4"

5'-2 3 8"

AREA PER PLANT
SQ.FT.
.096
.22

.385
.60
.87
1.95
3.46
5.42
7.80

13.84
21.65
31.20

SHRUB AND PERENNIAL SPACING
3/8" = 1'-0"

4

1. All plant materials shall meet or exceed current American Standard for Nursery Stock
(ANSI Z60.1-2004) and the Colorado Nursery Act and accompanying Rules and
Regulations.

2. All plants will be balled and burlapped or container grown.  Bare root or spaded plants
will not be accepted.

3. Supply all plant material in quantities sufficient to complete the planting bed as shown
on the drawings.

4. All plants will be inspected and approved by the Owner's Representative prior to
delivery to the site.

5. Any proposed substitutions of plant species shall be approved by the Landscape
Architect prior to delivery to the site.

6. Stake locations of all proposed trees and edges of new planting beds for approval by
the Landscape Architect prior to the commencement of planting.

7. See details for staking method, plant pit dimensions and backfill requirements.
8. Landscape Contractor is responsible to do their own quantity takeoffs for all plant

materials and sizes shown on plans.
9. The Landscape Contractor shall allow for the addition of specified quantities of soil

amendments, conditioners and mulch in soil preparation and finish grading.
10. Imported soil shall be used to supplement the existing soil as necessary to meet the

finish grade requirements at planting areas.
11. All landscaped areas shall be irrigated with an automatic irrigation system.  Lawn areas

will be sprayed and shrubs will be drip irrigated.  Natural areas, such as those with
prairie types of grasses and native shrub species, are designed to irrigate through
grow-in and then be shut off except during severe drought.  Contractor shall be
responsible for taps, backflow prevention and winterization systems, sleeving under
paved areas and all sprinkler system components necessary for a fully functional
system. Trees shall be on a separate zone from turf.

12. Street Trees shall be placed 5'-0" min from buried utilities.

PLANTING NOTES
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E4 E1
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E10 E6
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E4 E6

9

E5
E7

194

E1

E2

E5

E4

9
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 1/16" = 1'-0"
3 EAST - EXISTING BUILDING ELEVATION - EXISTING

 1/16" = 1'-0"
4 NORTH - EXISTING BUILDING ELEVATION - EXISTING

 1/16" = 1'-0"
1 SOUTH - EXISTING BUILDING ELEVATION - EXISTING

 1/16" = 1'-0"
2 WEST - EXISTING BUILDING ELEVATION - EXISTING

PROJECT FLAGNOTES
9 2 " REVEAL, TYP

E1 TILT UP CONCRETE, PAINTED, EXISTING COLOR 1
E2 TILT UP CONCRETE, PAINTED, EXISTING COLOR 2
E3 TILT UP CONCRETE, PAINTED, EXISTING COLOR 3
E4 EXISTING PAINTED METAL CANOPY, COLOR 4
E5 EXISTING DARK BRONZE ANODIZED ALUM STOREFRONT WITH 1" SOLAR GREY

INSUL. GLASS, TYP.
E6 EXISTING STONE TILE INSET
E7 EXISTING WINDOW FILM SIGNAGE
E8 EXISTING TRASH ENCLOSURE, TILT UP CONCRETE, PAINTED
E9 EXISTING STORAGE ENCLOSURE, TILT UP CONCRETE, PAINTED
E10 EXISTING OVERHEAD DOOR

KEY PLAN
A

B2 3

4

1



EXTERIOR MATERAL LEGEND

PHENOLIC PANEL 
COLOR - ENIGMA

STANDING SEAM 
METAL PANEL
COLOR - MATTE BLACK

BLACK KYNAR PAINTED 
CURTAINWALL SYSTEM 
WITH 1" CLEAR 
INSULATED GLAZING

EXISTING GLAZING TO 
REMAIN

ROUTE AND RETURN 
ALUMINUM COMPOSITE 
METAL PANEL -COLOR 
NIGHTFALL METALLIC

PT-E1 - SHERWIN WILLIAMS, 
SW7634 PEDIMENT

PT-E2 - SHERWIN WILLIAMS, 
SW7527 NANTUCKET DUNE

PT-E3 - SHERWIN WILLIAMS, 
SW6990 CAVIAR

FACE FASTENED 
ALUMINUM COMPOSITE 
METAL PANEL - COLOR 
ZINC PATINA

GLAZED IN ALUMINUM 
COMPOSITE METAL PANEL
COLOR - NIGHTFALL 
METALLIC

13

12

14

E4 E6

9

E5
E7

17

194

12

13

E5

E4

913

12

9

E4

E5

E8

E4

13

12

14

E5

9

E10 E6
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PROJECT FLAGNOTES
9 2 " REVEAL, TYP
12 TILT UP CONCRETE, PAINTED, NEW COLOR 1
13 TILT UP CONCRETE, PAINTED, NEW COLOR 2
14 TILT UP CONCRETE, PAINTED, NEW COLOR 3
17 LOCATION FOR FUTURE CLIP MOUNTED SOLAR PANELS
E4 EXISTING PAINTED METAL CANOPY, COLOR 4
E5 EXISTING DARK BRONZE ANODIZED ALUM STOREFRONT WITH 1" SOLAR GREY

INSUL. GLASS, TYP.
E6 EXISTING STONE TILE INSET
E7 EXISTING WINDOW FILM SIGNAGE
E8 EXISTING TRASH ENCLOSURE, TILT UP CONCRETE, PAINTED
E10 EXISTING OVERHEAD DOOR

KEY PLAN
A

B

 1/16" = 1'-0"
1 SOUTH - EXISTING BUILDING ELEVATION - NEW

 1/16" = 1'-0"
2 WEST - EXISTING BUILDING ELEVATION - NEW 1/16" = 1'-0"

3 EAST - EXISTING BUILDING ELEVATION - NEW

 1/16" = 1'-0"
4 NORTH - EXISTING BUILDING ELEVATION - NEW

2 3

4

1
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PT-E2 - SHERWIN WILLIAMS, 
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PT-E3 - SHERWIN WILLIAMS, 
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FACE FASTENED 
ALUMINUM COMPOSITE 
METAL PANEL - COLOR 
ZINC PATINA

GLAZED IN ALUMINUM 
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 1/16" = 1'-0"
4 WEST ELEVATION - NEW

 1/16" = 1'-0"
6 EAST ELEVATION - NEW

 1/16" = 1'-0"
2 NORTH EAST ELEVATION - NEW

 1/16" = 1'-0"
1 NORTH WEST ELEVATION - NEW

 1/16" = 1'-0"
3 SOUTH EAST ELEVATION - NEW

PROJECT FLAGNOTES
2 PHENOLIC PANEL
3 STANDING SEAM METAL PANEL ROOF / WALL
4 STOREFRONT SYSTEM WITH 1" CLEAR INSULATED GLAZING
5 STEEL COLUMN, PAINTED TO MATCH STANDING SEAM METAL WALL
6 PERFORATED METAL PANEL, PAINTED TO MATCH STANDING SEAM WALL
7 SIGNAGE
15 BLACK METAL FLASHING TO MATCH STANDING SEAM METAL PANEL
16 OVERFLOW LAMBS TONGUE
17 LOCATION FOR FUTURE CLIP MOUNTED SOLAR PANELS
19 HOLLOW METAL DOOR, PAINTED TO MATCH WALL
20 OVERHEAD COILING DOOR, PAINTED TO MATCH ADJACENT WALL
21 ALUMINUM COMPOSITE METAL PANEL, COLOR 1
22 ALUMINUM COMPOSITE METAL PANEL, COLOR 2
23 METAL GAURDRAIL, PAINTED TO MATCH WALL

KEY PLAN
A

B

4

6

1

3

2

 1/16" = 1'-0"
5 SOUTH ELEVATION - NEW

5

 1/16" = 1'-0"
7 BIKE ENCLOSURE - NORTH

 1/16" = 1'-0"
8 BIKE ENCLOSURE - SOUTH

 1/16" = 1'-0"
9 BIKE ENCLOSURE - WEST
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 1/16" = 1'-0"
1 ROOF LEVEL PLAN - AREA A

 1/16" = 1'-0"
2 HIGH ROOF PLAN - AREA A

KEY PLAN
A

B
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0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.3 0.9 1.2 0.

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.4 0.7 0.6 0.

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.4 0.7 0.6 0.

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.3 0.8 1.0 0.

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.3 1.2 2.4 0.

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.3 1.4 3.3 0.

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.3 1.1 1.9 0.

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.4 0.7 0.8 0.

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.4 0.6 0.5 0.

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.4 0.7 0.7 0.

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.3 1.1 1.7 0.

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.3 1.5 3.2 0.

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.3 1.3 2.7 0.

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.3 0.9 1.1 0.

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.4 0.6 0.6

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.5 0.6 0.5

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.4 1.0 1.0

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.4 1.7 2.4

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.4 2.1 3.2

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.4 1.4 1.8

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.4 0.7 0.7

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

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.4 0.8 0.8 0.2 0.1

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.5 1.6 1.7 0.1 0.1

0.0 0.0 0.1 0.6 2.5 2.8 0.2 0.1

0.5 2.0 2.3 0.2 0.1

Calculation Summary

Label CalcType Avg

BUILDING ENTRANCES Illuminance 5.86

PARKING LOT Illuminance 1.00

SIDEWALKS Illuminance 2.17
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Planning Commission 
Staff Report 

March 14, 2019 
 

 

 

 

 

VICINITY MAP: 

ITEM: PUD-000195-2019, Foundry PUD Extension Request 
 

PLANNER: Rob Zuccaro, AICP 
 

OWNER:  RMCS, LLC 
 

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

 

EXISTING ZONING:  PCZD-C/R 
 

LOCATION: Southwest of Paschal Drive and Highway 42 
 

TOTAL SITE AREA: 5.82 Acres 
 

REQUEST:  Approval of Resolution No. 7, Series 2019, recommending 
approval an extension of the Foundry PUD to April 2, 2020 
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SUMMARY:   
The applicants request approval of an extension to the Foundry Planned Unit 
Development (PUD) to April 2, 2020 (see Attachment 2 for request letter).  Louisville 
Municipal Code (LMC) Sec. 17.28.200 states that no building permits for work covered 
by a PUD may be issued more than 36 months following City Council approval unless 
an extension of time is granted.  The Foundry PUD was approved on January 16, 2016.  
Therefore, an extension must be approved prior to issuance of building permits after 
January 16, 2019, which is 36 months following the original approval.    
 
BACKGROUND: 
The City approved the Foundry PUD, subdivision plat and a General Development Plan 
(GDP) Amendment on January 16, 2016 (see Attachments 3-5 for approved plans and 
Attachments 6 and 7 for the Planning Commission and City Council meeting 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 
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.   
 
Recently, the City approved 
a change to the phasing 
plan for the development, 
allowing the owner to 

Figure 1: Foundry PUD Site Plan 
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construct only one of the two commercial buildings concurrent with the residential 
buildings.  The original phasing required the owner to construct both commercial 
buildings at the same time as the residential buildings in order to help ensure a stronger 
fiscal balance for the City.  The reason for the change in phasing was a change in 
market conditions impacting financing and leasing for new commercial development.  
This request was reviewed by Planning Commission on February 14, 2019 and 
approved by City Council on February 19, 2019 (see Attachments 8 and 9 for Planning 
Commission and City Council meeting minutes respectively).    
 
ANALYSIS: 
LMC Sec. 17.28.200 limits the timeframe for when a permit may be issued following the 
approval of a PUD to 36 months.  Extensions requests must follow the same public 
hearing procedures for a PUD Amendment application, including a public hearing before 
the Planning Commission and review by the City Council.  There are no specific criteria 
outlined in the LMC for an extension request, other than the criteria and policies under 
which the original PUD was approved.   
 
Some of the reasons for having a 36-month limitation are to ensure that infrastructure is 
installed in reasonable time frame and the development remains consistent with City 
policy and regulations.  For example, City comprehensive plans, design standards and 
codes will change over time and a project meeting those standards at one point in time 
may not meet future policies and regulations.  The expiration allows the City to 
reevaluate a project against current plans, policies and codes.  
 
In this case, all relevant municipal codes, comprehensive planning documents and the 
Commercial Development Standards and Guidelines have not changed since the 
original PUD approval, except for the adoption of the South Boulder Road Small Area 
Plan (SAP) in April of 2016 (see Attachment 
10 for SAP). The South Boulder Road SAP 
contemplated the Foundry development when 
the City adopted the plan and it supports the 
mix of land uses and development layout as 
proposed. The Foundry development will also 
include a sidewalk along Highway 42, which is 
also contemplated in the South Boulder Road 
SAP as a new trail connection.       
 
The applicant is requesting an approximate 
14-month extension for all phases of the 
project.  The applicant has submitted building 
permits for the first phase of development and 
states in the request letter that the extension 
would permit them to finalize project financing 
and obtain building permits for both phases of 
development.   
 

Figure 2: SBR SAP, Land Use Plan 
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PUBLIC COMMENTS: 
Staff received one public comment in support of the project (see Attachment 11).   
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends approval of Resolution 7, Series 2019; recommending approval of 
the request for an extension of the Foundry PUD to April 2, 2020.   
 
ATTACHMENTS: 

1. Resolution No. XX, Series 2019 
2. Application Letter 
3. Foundry PUD 
4. Foundry Plat 
5. Takoda GDP – 3rd Amendment 
6. January 19, 2016 City Council Meeting Minutes 
7. December 5, 2015 Planning Commission Minutes 
8. February 14, 2019 Planning Commission Minutes 
9. February 19, 2019 City Council Minutes 
10. South Boulder Road Small Area Plan 
11. Public Comments 

 





 
RESOLUTION NO. 7 

SERIES 2019 
 

A RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING APPROVAL OF AN EXTENSION  
OF THE FOUNDRY PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT TO APRIL 2, 2020 

  
 WHEREAS, there has been submitted to the Louisville Planning Commission an 
application to extend the Foundry Planned Unit Development (PUD) to April 2, 2020 pursuant to 
Municipal Code Section 17.28.220, which requires and extension before issuing building permits 
more than 36 months following the original PUD approval; and   
 
 WHEREAS, the Foundry PUD was approved by City Council  on January 19, 2016 by City 
Council Resolution 3, Series 2016; 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 March 14, 2019, where evidence and testimony were entered into the record, 
including the findings in the Louisville Planning Commission Staff Report dated March 14, 2019.  
 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Planning Commission of the City of 
Louisville, Colorado does hereby recommend approval of an extension of the Foundry PUD to 
April 2, 2020: 
 
 
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 14th day of March, 2019. 
 

 
By: ______________________________ 

Steve Brauneis, Chairperson 
Planning Commission 

Attest: _____________________________ 
 Debra Williams, Secretary 
 Planning Commission 
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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 CaII 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 Manager
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



City Council
Special Meeting Minutes

January 19, 2016
Page 2 of 25

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. 

A. Approval of the Bills

B. Approval of Minutes; December 15, 2015 and January 5, 2016
C. Approval of Agreement with Resource Based International for 2016

Water Rights Administration

D. 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

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 Committee. 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 19th 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 Art 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 95TH 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 95th 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 teamed. She stated the

bridge will cost one million 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 95th 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. 

6TH 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 2nd 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 Tess 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 I 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 aftemoon. She asked whether Council wished to review staffs

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 Tots? Staff's response: PCZD -C /R, same

as entire property. 

b. 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

b. 1st 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. 

c. 2nd 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

d. 3rd Amendment — Ord. 1656, Series 2014: Added the Lanterns — 24 Units and

no change to commercial square footage in Planning Area # 1

e. 4th Amendment — Ord. 1680, Series 2015: zoned 245 North 96th Street PCZD- 

C/ R: 231 Affordable housing units and 18,406 SF of additional commercial
square footage. 

f. 5th Amendment — Ord. 1710, Series 2015: Expanded commercial from 18,406

SF to 64,468 SF of commercial square footage. 

g. 6th 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. 
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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 intemal roadway
shown on the PUD is a private drive and provides access north, south, east and
west. 

a. Is it 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 I 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 Attomey 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 enrollment

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 concern
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 Attomey 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
Tight 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 support, 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 Toss 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 Attorney 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 6th 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
6th

Amendment ( the " Takoda GDP 6th 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 CommerciaVResidential
PCZD -C /R) for the uses permitted in the Takoda GDP for the Property, a copy of which

Takoda GDP 6th 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 Attomey 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 Attomey 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 — 
2ND

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 Attomey 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 lot is 15,813 SF. 

Section 16. 16.050 (C) of the Louisville Municipal Code requires the maximum depth of
all residential Tots not to exceed 2'/ 2 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 comer to the southemmost 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

Am 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



City Council
Meeting Minutes

January 19, 2016
Page 19 of 25

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
southem 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 northem 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 property 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 Attomey 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 felt
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

I). It is 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 Stolzmann 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 13th 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 Toss 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 report. 

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

Leh. 

Robert P. Muc le, ayor
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Planning Commission 
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 I 

 
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 
I would like to make comments on 824 South Street, Louisville, CO.  I 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 I 
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.   



Planning Commission 
Meeting Minutes 

December 10, 2015 
Page 2 of 29 

 

 

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 I 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 I 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. I 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 I 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.  I don’t know if the 
PC can set precedent that the City Council (CC) would have to follow. My other comment is that 
I 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 II 

 

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. I want to point out, and the City Attorney asked 
that I make sure I 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. 
 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: 

 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. 

 The property is zoned Industrial (I). It is required to follow the IDDSG.   
 The building is a 153,018 sf building general flex space.  
 IDDSG requires maximum coverage of 75% hardscape and 25% soft scape. This 

proposal is 74% hardscape and 26% soft scape which exceeds IDDSG requirement.  
 There are five access points: two on CTC Blvd, two on Boxelder, one access from 

eastern project.   
 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. 

 SIGNS:  
o Monument Signs: 
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 IDDSG allows one freestanding sign for each access. 
 Applicant has five accesses but is requesting 4 monument signs. 

o Wall Signs - waiver: 
 IDDSG 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, I 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. I think it is great and I am pleased to see it.   
Tengler is in support. I 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.   
 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: 

 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.  
 South of Indian Peaks, Filing 17. 

REZONING:  The 2013 Comp Plan identifies this area as an “Urban Corridor” with focus on:  
• commercial  
• office  
• neighborhood retail  
• residential density allowance up to 25 units per acre 
Principal NH-5 
• Mix of housing types 
• Multi-generational needs 
• 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 1.4    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%  
 

 
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. I 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.  I 
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. 
   

  Area Ownership Use 
Tract A 1.6 acres Takoda Properties Inc. Access/Access Drive/Parking 
Tract B .22 acres Takoda Properties Inc. Public plaza, parking 
Tract C 1.03 acres Takoda Properties Inc. Parking/Highway 42 Access 
Tract D .67 acres Takoda Properties Inc. Parking 
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Block 1 .33 acres Takoda Properties Inc. Residential 
Block 2 .32 acres Takoda Properties Inc. Residential  
Block 3 .30 acres Takoda Properties Inc. Residential 
Block 4 .32 acres Takoda Properties Inc. Residential 
Block 5 .53 acres Takoda Properties Inc. Commercial (Lots 1-7) 
Block 6 .5 acres Takoda Properties Inc. Commercial (Foundry) 
 
Public Land Dedication (PLD) 

• 3% additional PLD for residential portion of property 
• Commercial zoning already dedicated 

 
ORIGINAL SITE PLAN 

• Three access points 
• No access to Kaylix St. 
• 48 residential units in four buildings 
• 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 

• 32 residential units 
o 24 age-restricted to 55 years 

• 37,600 SF commercial 
o 2 story in-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. 
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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.  

 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.  
 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 

 In LMC, 2 spaces required per unit.  
 32 units require 64 spaces. 
 Enclosed garage spaces. 

Commercial 
 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: 

 Waiver request to reduce amount of street trees. 
 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. 
 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 I have when I 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. I 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. I don’t look at this as residential for retail; I 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. I 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. I 
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. I 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. I 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. I 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, I have a significant vested interest in making sure that that property develops as 
quality as it possibly can. I 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 I 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. I 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 I hope the residents of Steel Ranch and Indian Peaks South will communicate to this 
PC and CC that I have taken a tremendous amount of personal time to make sure I 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, I 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.  It is 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 I 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. I think the residents would support this concept and break and transition 
in land use.   
 
The Foundry is my favorite part. I know Staff doesn’t like the water tower, and I believe Director 
Russ called the water tower a cigarette butt. I 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, I 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 I 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 I am interested in comprehensively developing all of Steel 
Ranch and finishing it out. If we don’t control that last acre, I 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, I 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. I 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. I 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.  I am concerned 
about site lines. I 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. I try to ask anybody I interact with about 
how they feel about Steel Ranch. I can represent in a public forum that the vast majority of 
people I 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 I am happy to comply. It serves an important segment in the market place.  
Rice says I 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.  I 
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. 
McClure says yes, I 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. I lived in Lafayette for nine 
years, I 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 I do get 
a lot of feedback from more than 20 houses in the patio homes, everybody is in favor of this 
project. I like the silo (water tower) and I don’t see it as a cigarette butt. I 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. I 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. I 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 
I moved to Louisville in 1981 and I live in the first house on the north part of the horseshoe that 
forms the patio homes in Steel Ranch. I think this is a great plan. It is a wonderful transition 
between the single family homes and the retail and commercial. I think it provides a great 
entrance into the City of Louisville, something we can all be proud of.  I think this enhances the 
community rather than detracts from it. I urge you to approve it.   
 
Rick Miller, 2974 Shoshone Trail, Lafayette, CO  80206 
I live in Indian Peaks on the west side. I have been there for 11 years and I moved there from 
the Highland neighborhood in Denver. I 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. I 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. I heard someone say that what if 
it doesn’t lease to 55+. I 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. I would support most condo projects out there. I 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 
I understand this is compliant with the Comp Plan, the surrounding zoning, and the Urban 
Corridor Directives. I haven’t heard anything about the South Boulder Small Area Plan. As I 
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. I think there is a fiscal impact and I 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. I 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. I think that is a loss for our community, not just fiscally but as a community 
as a whole. There is no place that I would go there. I have a question about the age restriction.  
Does that mean no children can live there? Is there a rule about that? I am 52 and I 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? I 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 I need clarification on what 
that means. I have heard a lot of people saying, “Well, I 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, I am not sure I 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 I saw that, I 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 I 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, I am really interested in your comments, Commissioner Russell. I too have 
nothing against water towers or silos and absolutely, there is no question that this restriction is a 
response to concerns over enrollment, especially at LES, whether that is justified or not. 
 
Lisa Zucker, 798 Meadowlark Lane, Louisville, CO 80027 
I speak for the one or two kids as I do have a second grader. I live in the patio homes. Just very 
quickly, I do want to give a plug for the 55+ component of this. I have heard opposition to the 
Foundry and the only opposition I have heard is from families at LES who are very concerned 
about enrollment. 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. I 
know that community is not really represented here. I do want to say that I do feel this is a 
legitimate concern. Everyone in Steel Ranch I know loves this plan. It is beautiful and it’s exactly 
what I 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 I have spoken with Mr. Larson about lighting. I 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, I chased 
everything down that I 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. I asked the question tonight because I think it is something we have to constantly be 
thinking about. Of course, when I ask questions, I am usually looking for answers and I 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. I am convinced that great care has gone into this in terms of 
trying to meet all of the competing demands. I am in support of the proposal. The other thing I 
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 I 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 I am in agreement with Tom and I think this is a good project. I agree that I am 
happy to see the applicant work with Staff. One of the features I like about this is the way they 
have it laid out. I 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. I think it is a thoughtful design. I am impressed with the design of the 
buildings themselves. I am in support of it. I am not exactly thrilled about the age restriction. I 
think there has been enough discussion about it amongst the residents and Staff here, so I am 
not oppose that condition, but I don’t know that is the way to solve the school crowding issue by 
restricting age on this. I think 55 year old people are going to buy this anyway. I don’t know 
about the age limitation. 
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Brauneis says I also find myself at this point in favor of the project.  So many questions have 
had quality answers in many ways. I am not opposed to the water tank and I 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 I like it.  
O’Connell says I think I am in agreement with the comments of the other Commissioners about 
the balance being achieved between the commercial and the residential. I am more concerned 
about seeing more retail than I 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. I 
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, I would be in more favor of residential, but I get there is a 
demand and desire for the retail. I just hope it fills up. I am not a big fan of the age restriction on 
the units being built. I 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, I would actually be really 
interested in purchasing a condo like this. I think they are great ideas and I think even with a 
small child, it would be an attractive thing. I don’t know if I want to push this hard. If we are 
going to reach an agreement, I am in favor of keeping the restriction. It sounds like the 
developer is making this work, but I want to throw out that it is not my choice to see that as a 
restriction. As for water tank is concerned, I can take it or leave it. I don’t have enough 
information about what it looks like but I 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, I am adamantly and strongly in favor of the water tower. I move that we 
remove that condition. I fully respect your perspective but I have been told frequently that we do 
not have design guidelines and design review in this community. I think that anybody who has 
been with me on this PC and I should note it in advance of my comments, that this is my last 
meeting, so I have to go out on a high note but with a little bit of a bang. I never let a good fight 
go unpicked. I 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. I 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. I 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 I think we are going to make a good decision. I want to make it 
very clear that I 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, I will tell you that first of all, I love the retail approach here. I think you are 
doing something frankly that I don’t think anybody has done up here, which is create this really 
flexible interesting scalable space. I 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. I think if you can come 
even close to that, I 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? I think this is a space 
that will be used. I don’t want to tinker with the transportation. Designing transportation 
infrastructure on the fly in a PC is a terrible idea. I think inserting this access between Kaylix and 
Highway 42 has the making of a total disaster. I know it is not ideal for users, but from a 
transportation perspective, it would be a complete cluster. Finally, on the senior housing 
question, I 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. I think it would probably change some of the demand that gets generated there. I will 
separate these issues. I think we need to stick with the 55+ housing. I am doing the arithmetic 
that about the time my youngest kid is out of the house, I will be eligible. I will not admit my age 
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but I’m getting close. I think as an issue specific to this project, I think can’t mess with that. It is 
too fundamental and it is a major component of this project. I 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. I 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. I can think of some worse ways to manage school 
demand but it is a terrible way to approach it. I hope that we as a community can get around this 
issue and deal with it in the future. In summary, I like the project. It’s a great one and I’m going 
to support it.  
Tengler says I am also in support of this. I 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? I 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 I 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. I 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. I 
am very much in support. Before I ask for a motion, I 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 I 

 
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. 
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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.” 
  

 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.   

 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. I 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 
I 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 I hate to see it go. Is it currently zoned CC? It is right on Pine 
Street and it is hard to access. I hate to see us continually give up more and more commercial.  
We need that tax base and we want that sales tax base. I am not opposed to this at all or 
anything like that. I think there is a little bit of creep. In the construction business, we call it 
scope creep. I hope we can be aware of that in moving forward with other projects. I agree with 
Troy regarding traffic and the stacking of Highway 42 because I drive it frequently. I 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, I think we should put a No U-Turn sign up there. I 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 
 Applicant/Owner: Cyla Simon Realty LLC    
 Representative: Joni Fournier    
 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 
 Applicant: Boulder Associates, Inc.   
 Owner: Avista Adventist Hospital Representative: Universal Health Services, Inc.   
 Staff member:  Lauren Trice, Planner I 

 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 
 Applicant/Owner/Representative: Markel Homes    
 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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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 
Keaton Howe 
Tom Rice  
Debra Williams 

Commission Members Absent: Jeff Moline 
Staff Members Present:  Rob Zuccaro, Dir of Planning & Building Safety 
     Lisa Ritchie, Senior Planner 

Amelia Brackett, Planning Clerk  

   
APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

Williams moved and Howe seconded a motion to approve the February 14th, 2019 
agenda. Motion passed unanimously by voice vote.  
  

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
Williams moved and Howe seconded a motion to approve the January 10th, 2019 
minutes. Motion passed unanimously by voice vote. Rice abstained due to his absence 
at the January meeting. 
 

PUBLIC COMMENTS ON ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA 
None. 
 

NEW BUSINESS – PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS 
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 Planner: Rob Zuccaro, Director of Planning and Building Safety    

Williams disclosed that she lives in the neighborhood, knew about the application, and 
had not seen the full application before. She felt she could be impartial. 
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Zuccaro presented the application, which proposed to amend the phasing plan of the 
Foundry PUD to require one commercial building be built concurrently with the 
residential buildings, instead of both. All proper postings were made. The concurrent 
condition from 2016 was in pursuit of fiscal balance between commercial and residential 
development. This request was in response to current market and financing conditions 
that make it difficult to construct two commercial buildings concurrent with the 
residential development. Consultants for the City told staff many of the same things 
about development as the applicant did regarding development challenges. The retail 
market is saturated, there is not much demand for big-box retail, and the areas around 
Louisville were developing.  
 
Zuccaro informed the Commission that staff ran a fiscal impact model, which allows 
staff to enter numbers into the model for different applications and different scenarios.  
 
Staff recommended 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.  
 
Brauneis asked for questions of staff. 
 
Rice asked when the PUD expired. He noted that there had been issues with other 
projects when the PUD has gone stale. 
 
Zuccaro responded that it would expire three years from when it was approved. He 
noted that if the expiration date was nearing, staff could bring a request for an extension 
before the Commission. 
 
Rice asked if the proposed language allowed the applicant to pull a building permit for 
the four residential structures and for one of two of the commercial structures, build 
three residential structures, and never do anything with one commercial building. 
  
Zuccaro confirmed. 
 
Rice replied that the proposed language constituted a material change from the original 
language by changing the concurrent requirement. 
 
Zuccaro confirmed that the City would be losing the absolute guarantee of commercial 
development. He noted that there were incentives to move forward with the commercial 
from the administration perspective. 
 
Rice asked why the proposal was not asking for the phasing to be concurrent with one 
of the commercial buildings. 
 
Zuccaro responded that the way it was written was not making that requirement, but the 
Commission could make that choice. He added that it would not guarantee that it would 
get the building finished, but it would be an incentive by requiring more investment in 
the future structures from the builders. 
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Rice asked about one of the points in the applicant’s letter. 
 
Zuccaro replied that the applicant had submitted building permits for all the residential 
buildings and building F right around when the City had switched building codes. The 
applicant wanted assurance that the application would be reviewed under the 2012 
codes and staff had confirmed that it would be. 
 
Hsu asked if there was a possibility under the current language that there would be no 
commercial building at all. 
 
Rice replied that the only thing that would be held back would be a CO on one of the 
residential buildings, so they could complete the others and then not complete the fourth 
residential building or any of the commercial buildings. 
 
Ritchie replied to Commissioner Rice’s earlier question, noting that the PUD had been 
approved on January 19, 2016.  
 
Williams asked if the Commission had to approve an extension, since it had been over 
three years, and how the Commission could approve something that had been expired. 
 
Zuccaro recommended that the Commission proceed with the item and that staff would 
bring a request for an extension if necessary. He suggested that the Commission could 
note its concern and make a continuance if they wanted. Since the Commission had the 
information in front of them, they could also make a recommendation on the issue of 
concurrence.  
 
Williams asked if a permit had been pulled. 
 
Zuccaro replied that a building permit had been submitted and was under review for the 
four residential buildings and building F. 
 
Brauneis stated that the permit process did not have a bearing on the Commission’s 
decision. He asked the commissioners if they were comfortable continuing the 
discussion with the caveat that the PUD might be expired and their recommendations 
would be contingent upon renewal. The commissioners voiced general agreement. 
 
Hsu asked about the 0% occupancy estimates for the commercial buildings. 
 
Zuccaro replied that he ran the model with no commercial development. That scenario 
resulted in a fiscal impact of $157,000 over 20 years, which he deemed a neutral impact 
for this application. When the values are relatively high, as in cases with more 
residential development, the larger the income assumption, the generation of some 
sales tax and property taxes, et cetera.  
 
Hsu asked if the basis of staff’s recommendation was the fiscal model, and why the 
Commission should trust that model. 
 
Zuccaro stated that in the three years he had been with the City, they had been using 
the model. They hired TischlerBise, Inc., a consulting firm out of Maryland that 
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specializes in these kinds of models. The model allowed staff to play out multiple 
scenarios for each application.  
 
Hsu asked why staff picked building F for the model. 
 
Zuccaro replied that he had not discussed that choice with the applicant. Staff chose it 
because it was the smaller building, making the model more conservative, and because 
a permit had been submitted for building F. 
 
Howe asked what would happen if the residential buildings got built and the commercial 
buildings did not. 
 
Zuccaro replied that the buy-in to start the process afforded some assurance. He noted 
that they could never eliminate the chance that the buildings would not be built, but you 
could reduce the risk if you required full build-out on the commercial building before 
giving any of the residential approvals. There was going to be a risk that there would be 
a vacant slab, even if that was not the developer’s intent.  
 
Hsu asked if the 24 age-restricted units were tied to any specific building. 
 
Ritchie replied that they were not tied to a specific building and staff was still working on 
the deed language. 
 
Brauneis asked for further questions of staff. Seeing none, he invited the applicant to 
present. 
 
Justin McClure, 1002 Griffith Street in Louisville explained to the Commission that the 
project was originally envisioned in 2004. It had been a major process to get the project 
to meet the original PUD. His company takes on projects that push its capacity and 
focuses on legacy-based projects. The original intent was to build 70,000 square feet, 
which was a maximum based on FAR. If you want to park the project, it could 
accommodate closer to 40,000 square feet. He was cognizant of Code criteria and 
wanted to over-park the Foundry. He invited the Commission to ask any questions. 
 
Rice asked if they had decided which commercial building they were going to build first. 
 
McClure replied that they had always intended to build the Foundry building in 
conjunction with the residential buildings. The building required a tremendous amount of 
equity to execute from a lender and a tenant perspective. They had lenders who were 
interested, but he had already lost a lender because of the timeline and uncertainty of 
the process.  
 
Rice clarified that building F was the intended first building. He asked if it would be a 
problem if the Commission made the requirement to build building F rather than both 
the commercial buildings or tying it to the COs for the residential buildings. 
 
McClure replied that that would not be a problem, but he did request as much flexibility 
as possible.  
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Hsu asked about the connection between the three loans and the concurrent 
construction requirement. 
 
McClure responded that it helped with flexibility with balancing multiple lenders and 
equity requirements. They did not intend to bring the final commercial building to market 
immediately, just because the general ability to execute both properties next existed to 
begin with due to the availability of capital and the loan timelines. 
 
Williams asked what had changed financially between 2016 and now. 
 
McClure replied that construction prices had gone up, but it had always been their 
intention to build the Foundry building first.  
 
Williams asked if, under the original PUD, McClure would have had to come forward 
with an amendment. 
 
McClure replied that he had always intended to build the Foundry before building E and 
had misunderstood the original language. 
 
Williams asked if this property was included in the mill levy. 
 
McClure confirmed. 
 
Williams asked about the subdivision agreement and if it was just for the residential. 
 
McClure replied that it was for the entirety of the property. 
 
Williams asked if there was an HOA associated with the subdivision agreement. 
  
McClure replied that they intended to have one HOA for the condos and a property 
management group for the commercial buildings. 
 
Williams asked for confirmation that all the proposed properties would be paying into the 
metro district at different rates. 
 
McClure confirmed. 
 
Hsu asked which residential building would be built last. 
 
McClure replied that buildings A and B would be built first and in tandem, if they could 
get the equity in the loan package. He intended to build all 32 units as age-restricted 
units if possible.  
 
Hoefner asked which residential building would be built last. 
 
McClure replied that it would be building D. 
 
Williams asked what triggers existed to build the second building. 
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McClure replied that it was based on the market and other projects, like stabilization of 
DELO Plaza and the Foundry building itself to execute Building E. 
 
Williams asked what stabilization meant.  
 
McClure replied that it meant about 85% occupancy for commercial buildings. He would 
not know how long that would take to meet before the building went on the market.  
 
Williams asked if, in the scenario that building F was occupied at 85% at year one with 
three-year leases, there would be a trigger to build the other buildings. 
 
McClure replied that it would definitely be a trigger. He noted that he would prefer five-
year leases or three-year leases with extensions.   
 
Hoefner asked what the chances were that the applicant would stop building after 
building C. 
 
McClure replied that he would be in trouble in that case after all the time and money he 
would have already sunk into the project by that point. If he defaulted on any of these 
loans, he was personally liable. 
 
Hoefner asked if the applicant thought he would come back to the Commission asking 
for another re-write. 
 
McClure replied that the thought of coming back for a re-write gave him a hot flash. 
 
Williams asked if there was a possibility that the applicant would ever come back and 
ask to change Building E to residential. 
 
McClure replied that there was a possibility, though it was not be his intent. The intent 
was to build it as commercial as approved. He noted that it was more valuable as a 
commercial unit, but might be more marketable if they turned it into a live-work unit. 
 
Williams asked if all the condominiums were live-work. 
 
McClure replied that the condominiums were purely residential.  
 
Hoefner asked how McClure would respond if the Commission changed the second 
condition to make the CO conditional on more buildings than just the last one. 
 
McClure replied that the lender would not want any COs withheld at all so he would like 
it to be as light as possible. He noted that withholding the CO on the last unit was a big 
motivator, because the entire horizontal infrastructure of Building D would already be in 
place.  
 
Howe noted that the applicant would not have to finish E and F to trigger the last CO for 
the last building. All the applicant would have to do was complete the horizontal 
infrastructure, not build the building. He asked how the applicant and the City could 
avoid having a vacant area. 
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McClure noted that the horizontal infrastructure would be a huge investment already of 
at least $3 million that increased the likelihood of development. 
 
Williams asked if the spaces would be parking if there were no building. 
 
McClure replied that it would be finished with landscaping improvements. 
 
Williams stated that they would need to build the residential buildings first to get the 
financing for the rest of the buildings. 
 
McClure replied that they had separate lenders for residential and commercial and the 
situation was therefore highly unusual. 
 
Hsu asked about the age-restricted units. He asked what kind of language the applicant 
would be comfortable with to ensure that at least some of the age-restricted units would 
be built in some of the earlier buildings and not left to the last building. 
 
McClure preferred to add clarity to the language overall, not to make changes. He would 
not support any additional language for that reason. 
 
Hsu asked why McClure did not want the requirement in the language if it was his intent 
to execute it anyway. 
 
McClure noted that the lending process was easier when he as a developer had 
flexibility rather than complex title issues. 
 
Hsu replied that he appreciated that the applicant needed flexibility, but the Commission 
needed some security for the City and the PUD criteria.  
 
McClure considered the current language on the age-restricted requirements a 
compromise between himself and the City. He reiterated his intent to build more than 24 
age-restricted units. As the age-restricted language sits now, it was a very strong 
provision to benefit the City. 
 
Brauneis opened the floor for public comment. 
 
Gary Larson, 2189 Park Lane in the Steel Ranch section of the development, stated 
that he had been working with the applicant as a concerned resident since 2014. They 
put together a coalition of 11 HOAs and over 1,700 houses between South Boulder and 
Arapahoe Roads. They had disbanded as an organization, but he had no sense that 
anyone was against the development of the Foundry. Their coalition supported the 
Foundry, because they all felt comfortable in dealing with Justin and they liked having 
age restrictions on the condominiums, since the majority of residents in the area were 
older residents. Larson noted that the coalition’s agreement with Justin was contingent 
on the applicant building the Foundry first. The Foundry was a big draw, with the 
potential to nice retail, a rooftop bar, and/or a brewery. They also felt it was a better 
development than other nearby proposals full of gas stations and drive-thrus. The 
Foundry was meant to be more upscale.  
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Williams asked if the neighborhood would still be okay if the Foundry building were not 
built for some time. 
 
Larson replied that he thought McClure was planning to build three of the residential 
buildings and then the Foundry.  
 
Brauneis asked for a motion to include the three new emails into the record. Howe 
moved. Hsu seconded. Voice vote. All in favor. 
 
Hsu asked what was on the property currently. 
 
Zuccaro replied that the applicant was required to seed the pile of dirt as part of a storm 
water agreement, so the property currently looked like a big pile of dirt, but it had been 
seeded so there was no dust. 
 
Brauneis asked if the applicant was planning to use the dirt for the rest of the project. 
 
McClure confirmed.  
 
Hoefner asked if staff had considered the likelihood of financing, since the Commission 
had heard from the applicant that the project was difficult to finance and that any one of 
the three loans necessary to finance it might not be approved.  
 
Zuccaro replied that staff’s models assumed full financing.  
 
McClure noted that they had loans in place, but that he was worried about additional 
hurdles causing those loans to change or dissolve. 
 
Williams asked what would happen if the building were filled at 85% before you started 
building.  
 
McClure replied that the loans were secured by cash, not whether there were leases. 
 
Hoefner asked for clarification about the problem with securing loans. 
 
McClure replied that the loans could change as the timeline and requirements changed. 
He had two loan commitments right now and the equity to contribute. 
 
Brauneis noted that the Commission needed to be careful of financing questions in the 
hearing. 
 
Hoefner replied that he was trying to assess the financial benefits and risks to the City, 
which were referenced in the PUD Amendment criteria. 
 
Gary Larson informed the Commission about traffic issues off of Highway 42 next to the 
development. He proposed cutting out the median strip and put in an x box in that area.  
 
Brauneis asked for a motion to enter Larson’s photograph into the record.  
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Howe asked what would happen if the applicant got 30% tenancy for Building F and 
therefore be allowed to finish the fourth residential building, but that did not mean they 
had to finish construction or find tenants for Building F. 
 
Zuccaro replied that they would have to begin construction and identify tenants for 30% 
of the building and the foundation in order to get the CO for the last building. Staff 
thought that showed financial investment in the building itself and a good faith effort to 
have tenants. They had to fulfill both those requirements before getting the CO for the 
fourth residential building. 
 
Howe clarified that there was still no guarantee that Building F be finished.  
 
Zuccaro replied that technically the way it was written, in a worst-case scenario Building 
F could not be built.  
 
Howe asked if it was safe to assume that the revenue to the City is less than in scenario 
3 in the model. 
 
Zuccaro replied that he hadn’t modeled that scenario. If the applicant built 24 units 
instead of 32, it would come out as a wash to the City from a modeling standpoint. 
 
Brauneis asked for additional questions of the applicant or staff. Seeing none, he closed 
the public hearing and opened commissioner discussion. 
 
Rice stated that the staff memo quoted from the 2016 memo to Council read, “Staff 
believes it is important to require the application to construct the commercial structures 
concurrent with the residential development…Planning Commission endorsed the 
amendment as they are concerned with the long-term reduction of commercially zoned 
property.” Rice noted that the Commission at that time had been worried that 
commercial property would be converted to residential property. This happened to other 
projects at the time. The ramifications of replacing commercial with residential included 
not adding to the tax base or to commerce. Rice proposed keeping the concurrent 
condition the same as it was originally, except instead of referring to both commercial 
buildings, limit the requirement to the Foundry. He thought the idea of triggering COs 
and having partially completed residential areas was overly complicated and 
ambiguous. He thought his solution was in line with the applicant’s desires, as well. 
Concurrent should mean to develop the Foundry at the same time as the residential 
elements. He did not think the language was ambiguous. 
 
Ritchie read the language of the original resolution: “Residential and commercial 
development shall be constructed concurrently.” 
 
Zuccaro noted that if they used that language, they should define concurrent.  
 
Hoefner agreed that they should define concurrently. 
 
Howe read the definition of concurrent from Merriam-Webster’s dictionary as “at the 
same time.” 
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Hsu agreed with Commissioner Rice. He thought the original resolution was about 
getting commercial units and avoiding the possibility of no commercial at all, which he 
thought was a big change from what had been considered under the PUD amendment. 
He had heard an explanation for why the applicant needed 100% flexibility with a 0% 
guarantee for the City. 
 
Hoefner did not like that situation, either. 
 
Brauneis replied that he did not hear that request from the applicant. He stated that the 
current resolution was meant to address the fact that all the development could not 
happen at the same time based on the market situation. The issue at hand was allowing 
the applicant to push the construction off longer.  
 
Williams asked about the possibility for a different kind of condition in which there were 
a timeframe that triggered vertical construction. 
 
Hsu noted that at least two loans were received under the old language, so modifying 
that language only slightly would be less of a material change to the financiers than 
something that involves vertical development.  
 
Hoefner suggested saying something about concurrently with the beginning of 
residential construction. 
 
Brauneis asked if the Commission wanted to reopen the public hearing to ask for staff’s 
thoughts about how they came to the current language. 
 
Hoefner asked Commissioner Rice what he thought about adding more language to the 
definition of “concurrent.” 
 
Rice replied that he did not want to micromanage these things, because he thought that 
made them more ambiguous. The spirit of the thing was very clear and he had no 
problem rolling it back the concurrency requirement to just Building F.  
 
Hoefner did not think anyone was against linking the “concurrent” language to Building 
F. 
 
Williams stated that she could not move forward unless she heard from the applicant. 
 
Hoefner replied that the concurrent language in the previous language seemed to be 
okay with the applicant. 
 
Brauneis reopened the public hearing to invite the applicant to speak. 
 
McClure stated that they were comfortable moving forward with the language in the 
current resolution. 
 
Williams asked if the applicant would be comfortable with adding the concurrent 
language. 
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McClure responded that that was his intent to build concurrently. He viewed the 
language as pulling permits simultaneously, constructing and closing both loans 
concurrently, and completing the horizontal construction concurrently. The vertical 
construction might not be exactly the same, but that was how he viewed the language. 
He thought they were adding clarity about building the Foundry concurrently, rather than 
both commercial buildings.  
 
Hoefner asked if it was possible that they would build Building F before the residential 
buildings.  
 
McClure replied that he would love to build the Foundry building as soon as possible, 
but it was unlikely that it would be finished before the residential buildings. 
 
Howe asked if the applicant would consider landscaping in place of Building E until it 
was built. 
 
McClure replied that he did not intend to landscape on a future building pad, but they 
would be providing landscaping around the building pad in accordance with city 
requirements. 
 
Brauneis closed public hearing and continued commissioner discussion. 
 
Williams suggested that the conditions should state that commercial development was 
concurrent with Building F.  
 
Rice suggested keeping the proposed language in condition 1, adding to it that the 
concurrent language applied to Building F, and getting rid of condition 2.  
 
Williams and Hoefner agreed. 
 
Howe thought it was a good compromise, because the original intent seemed to be 
concurrent with both buildings, and this was responding to the changes that had 
occurred since the original PUD.  
 
Brauneis reopened public hearing. 
 
Hoefner asked if the CO language in condition 2 made the resolution easier to enforce. 
 
Zuccaro replied that the more it was defined the easier it was to enforce, though that did 
not mean it had to be over-defined. The original intent was to have a development 
agreement that specified how this would work. If the Commission was not going to add 
additional definitional language to the resolution, it was good to have their definition of 
“concurrent” on the record. Zuccaro thought that concurrent meant that as soon as you 
start building the first residential buildings, then you will be constructing the commercial 
building, meaning that you will be laying the foundation. It seemed like that definition 
was less flexible and might not provide more certainty. Staff would have to come out 
and observe the site and possibly issue a stop-work order for enforcement, which was 
not ideal. The easiest thing in staff’s view was that the resolution still triggered a 
substantial amount of investment and incentive to propel the project first, which is why 
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staff supported the language. Requiring a CO for the commercial before getting the COs 
for some or all of the residential buildings provided the most certainty for the City. He 
noted that just saying that it was “concurrent” might be hard for staff to support. Staff 
wanted to tie requirements to specific steps, like issuing of building permits that were 
tied to actions in the process.  
 
Brauneis noted that a half-finished building was far worse than dirt. 
 
Hoefner replied that, based on Director Zuccaro’s explanation, he would lean toward 
keeping condition 2.  
 
Rice shared his suggestion for the new language: “Residential building permits for the 
condominiums shall be obtained concurrent with or subsequently with the building 
permit for Building F and construction of the condominiums and Building F shall occur 
concurrently.” 
 
Brauneis asked for staff’s perspective on Rice’s proposal. 
 
Zuccaro replied that once you start actual construction for phase one of the residential 
that you would start the actual construction for the first phase of the commercial. The 
language does not address what would happen after that. In the worst case scenario, if 
they don’t have the CO hook it would be more difficult to ensure that the construction of 
both be finished. 
 
Rice clarified that Commissioner Hoefner was suggesting to keep condition 2. 
 
Zuccaro stated that the new language for condition 1 then it was saying that the 
applicant had to get their building permit along with the commercial. He noted that there 
was some contradiction between conditions 1 and 2. 
 
Hsu clarified that the Commission was asking if there was still ambiguity about the 
requirements and enforcement in the language.  
 
Zuccaro replied that if they had the two conditions, there was a contradiction in the 
concurrency requirements between the two conditions. The reality would be that staff 
would go straight to the second condition, because it was the more certain of the two.  
 
Rice responded that he did not see it as a contradiction. Condition 1 was keeping the 
original resolution but taking away Building E. 
 
Brauneis stated that the City should want to avoid issuing stop-work orders. 
 
Zuccaro asked how the Commission would interpret concurrency in a case when the 
applicant was building the foundation for the first two residential buildings and had not 
started construction on Building F.  
 
Brauneis replied that they could go so far as to build all four residential buildings, not do 
anything on the commercial buildings, and not get the CO for the fourth building. 
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Rice noted that there had not been any specificity in the last three years and he did not 
see it as a change from the original resolution. 
 
Zuccaro replied that he always wanted to have clear conditions. He noted that even 
though it was not part of the adopted resolution, the staff report clearly stated that there 
would be a development agreement that clearly specified how this would be detailed. 
They had been trying to stay away from the complexity of a development agreement in 
the conditions of the resolution. One other option was to have the resolution of approval 
with the concurrency and have a subsequent amendment to the subdivision agreement 
that specified how that would be done. He added that sometimes simple was better and 
if the Commission wanted simplicity, then staff would do their best.  
 
Hoefner proposed the following language: 

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

2. Residential and commercial development shall be constructed concurrently. 
3. In no case shall the CO for the last of the residential buildings be issued unless 

(1) start of construction of the first commercial building has commenced 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 
usable space has been identified with tenants with proof being a letter of intent 
coupled with security deposit.  

 
Hsu added a friendly amendment to add Building F to the first condition. 
 
Rice suggested saying Building F instead of commercial buildings.  
 
Hsu agreed with Commissioner Rice’s broader, more general spirit of the definition of 
“concurrent.” He added that the CO was a possible hammer out of many hammers that 
could be used by staff. 
 
Hoefner agreed. 
 
Brauneis asked the applicant for his reaction to the proposed language. 
 
McClure responded that the condition as proposed by Commissioner Rice fulfilled the 
original intent, which had been McClure’s desire all along. 
 
Rice stated that Commissioner Hoefner’s suggestion split up the language of Rice’s 
own proposal, which he thought was a more elegant way of writing the resolution. 
 
Hoefner provided a new draft of the proposed language: 

1. Residential building permits for the condominiums shall be obtained concurrent 
with or subsequently with the building permit for Building F; 

2. Residential and Commercial Development shall be constructed concurrently; and 
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3. In no case shall the certificate of occupancy for the last of the residential 8-plex 
buildings be issued unless: 1) start of construction of Building F has commenced, 
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 of Building F has identified tenants with proof being an executed 
Letter of Intent coupled with a security deposit.  

 
Break at 8:36 p.m. Reconvened at 8:43 PM.  
 
Brauneis asked the applicant to review the language. 
 
McClure replied that he thought it would work. 
 
Brauneis closed the public hearing. 
 
Brauneis asked for additional questions or comments. 
 
Rice moved for the approval of Resolution 4, Series 2019 with amendments as they 
appear on the board. Hsu seconded. Voice vote. All in favor. 
   

DISCUSSION 
September 26, 2018 Planning Commission Development Review Audit. 
Ritchie stated that the Planning Commission had conducted an audit, which was noticed 
as required in the Code, and requested that the Commission discuss the results of their 
audit.  
 
Brauneis asked if the areas that were ranked low in the audit had failed to meet 
standards due to oversight or due to problems in the Code.  
 
Zuccaro replied that there were some situations where the guidelines were not met. It 
was a good question to consider if there should be more guidelines, as well. 
 
Ritchie added that there was a difference between technically meeting the guidelines 
and meeting the spirit of the guidelines.  
 
Zuccaro stated that one of a valuable part of the exercise was to help staff and the 
Commission translate what they see in plans into reality. 
 
Rice noted that DELO Phase II scored well and provided a concrete example of what 
the Commission thought met the standards. 
 
Hsu asked if DELO Phase II was the expensive one modeled after the woonerf street 
concept. 
 
Zuccaro replied that it was. There had been a lot of investment in that project and the 
streetscape was much higher than any city standard, but it was a good example of what 
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could happen. Most developments could not be expected to get to that level, but it 
would be good to get closer to that level in general. 
 
Brauneis asked about current best practices in urban planning for reforming codes vis-
a-vis multimodal development.  
 
Zuccaro replied that it depended on the scale of the individual development, pedestrian 
and auto use, and block and grid size. A lot of cities were moving toward traditional 
downtown based on community desire even though it was more expensive to build that 
way sometimes. Zuccaro added that staff was working on a rewrite of their commercial 
and industrial design guidelines to implement the small-area plans that were adopted 
over the last several years and to do a general update.   
 
Hsu noted that he rated the location on Centennial Parkway low because he had been 
concerned about access to the plaza when the PUD first came to the Commission and 
the problem had not been fixed. He added that lighting was a difficult thing to assess in 
a black-and-white elevations when they came before the Commission during the 
application process. 
 
Williams commented that the areas that scored low generally reflected several 
problems. First, there were issues with buffering, or transition areas, where different 
types of uses were next to each other. Second, pedestrian and bike connectivity needed 
to connect the development to other places, in addition to enabling movement within the 
property. Third, exterior lighting was a problem, though it was difficult to measure since 
it was subjective. Fourth, most commercial developments do not do a good job with 
landscaping, open space, and gathering spaces within properties. Williams suggested 
that there be attempts to improve those requirements in commercial developments.  
 
Howe noted that the Commission evaluated projects or developments alone and not 
within the context of the area, thereby missing whether the application was continuous 
with the rest of the area. He added that the newer projects felt more isolated than the 
older parts of Louisville.  
 
Hoefner agreed and liked Commissioner Williams’ comment about buffering. He noted 
that there were situations in which landscaping should provide a buffer between 
different uses and others in which there should be movement between different uses. 
 
Hsu added that the Commission did not evaluate use when they evaluated design. He 
wondered if there was a way to gather feedback from the use of something like a 
gathering spot in future audits. 
 
Rice added that seeing these spaces during the day when people are using them would 
be more practical, even if it was difficult to get commissioners together during the day. 
 
Williams added that it could be helpful to ask the people in the buildings about use, as 
well, in future audits. 
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Hoefner noted that the Commission had shown an openness to encourage creative 
solutions by providing waivers or other incentives to increase the number of value-add 
approaches.  
 
Howe suggested getting a follow-up from the developer about what they would have 
done differently in a future audit.  
 
Zuccaro noted that some of the development community would be giving comments on 
the guidelines.  
 
Brauneis stated that it was important to leave stretch goals in the guidelines, which 
developers may not want to be included in the guidelines. 
 
Ritchie replied that one of the directions for the guidelines might be to make them more 
into a toolbox where developers could select from a set of options to respond to specific 
site needs and use creative solutions.  
 
Brauneis added that as long as it gave the Commission and Council the power to push 
back, it was important to incentive best choices.  
 
Brauneis asked for more information on the weighted or incentivized standards bullet 
point. 
 
Ritchie replied that staff was trying to think of ways to create a scoring system to 
support projects that went above code requirements in some elements of the 
development. 
 
Zuccaro added that, for example, if you checked off certain boxes on multi-modal 
connectivity maybe you don’t have to park your project as much. Other cities in 
Colorado have replaced parking requirements with unit-based requirements to promote 
multi-modality. He did not think the City would go that route, but staff was trying to help 
promote creativity.  
 
Hoefner stated that he thought the Commission would like to hear one-off ideas on how 
to deal with issues like parking. 
 
Brauneis asked for additional comments. Seeing none, he moved to the next item. 
 
2019 Planning Commission work plan 
Zuccaro showed a presentation based on the Commission’s request for a review of the 
2019 Commission work plan. Staff created vision statements, missions, and values to 
guide the work plan discussion. City Council made a 2019 work plan for the 
Commission, which the commissioners could discuss, and they could also discuss other 
topics of interest. The goals were ones that Council asked the Commission to consider. 
 
Hsu requested background information on the development of Parcel O, since that was 
a big issue. 
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Zuccaro noted that there was a hyperlink to a study in the staff packet. He added that 
there would be a General Development Plan Amendment, which would be quasi-judicial 
and have a public hearing.  
 
Williams suggested that the Commission be part of the budget process. She also 
suggested holding joint meetings with other boards, including the Commission on code 
amendments, and meeting with staff or commissioners from neighboring cities.  
 
Zuccaro replied that the Commission had not been part of the process in the past three 
years but that they were part of zoning code amendments. He added that meeting with 
commissioners in Louisville could be helpful when different groups were working on the 
same planning project. He was not aware of any meetings with people from other cities 
in the past. Staff was considering how to start the review process earlier so that the 
Commission’s recommendations could feed into Council’s plans. Zuccaro noted that if 
there was something that the Commission was interested in, they should schedule 
some study sessions before making the formal request to Council. 
 
 

COMMISSIONER COMMENTS 
None. 

 
STAFF COMMENTS 

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: 
 

 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 

 
Rice moved to approve Resolution 3, Series 2019. Hoefner seconded. Voice vote. All in 
favor. 
 

ITEMS TENTATIVELY SCHEDULED FOR THE MEETING ON MARCH 14TH, 2019 

 Vaisala PUD Amendment and Replat 

 468 S Arthur Wireless Facility 

 Business Center at CTC – GDP Amendment F 

 Draft Sign Code discussion 

  
Adjourn: 
Rice made motion to adjourn. General second. Brauneis adjourned meeting at 9:23 PM.  

http://www.louisvilleco.gov/
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Director Zuccaro noted the applicants’ request a continuance to March 19. It was noticed 
for this evening but the applicants had scheduling conflicts.  
 
Mayor Muckle moved to continue Resolution No. 5 to March 19; Councilmember Keany 
seconded. All in favor. 
 
RESOLUTION NO. 6, SERIES 2019 – A RESOLUTION APPROVING AN AMENDMENT 

TO THE FOUNDRY PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD) PHASING PLAN TO 
MODIFY THE REQUIREMENT THAT BOTH APPROVED COMMERCIAL BUILDINGS 

BE CONSTRUCTED CONCURRENT WITH THE RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT 
 
Mayor Muckle introduced the item and opened the public hearing. 
 
Director Zuccaro stated Council first reviewed this item in 2016; it is for a mixed-use 
development on the property. He reviewed the site plan for four residential buildings on 
the west of the development with 32 units (24 age-restricted) and two commercial 
buildings on the east side of the development. The original approval required concurrent 
development of the commercial and residential buildings. 
 
He noted the PUD is now over three-years old and the applicant will need to request an 
extension before receiving building permits. 
 
The applicant is proposing phasing to obtain a building permit for one of the two 
commercial buildings concurrently with the building permits for the residential buildings. 
They would provide letters of interest from 30% the tenants of the commercial space for 
first the commercial building prior to receiving the last residential certificate of occupancy. 
 
Staff thinks that by assuring that level of investment they are more likely to finish the 
commercial building. Director Zuccaro reviewed the fiscal analysis with three different 
scenarios with varying time lines for the commercial buildings and absorption. All 
scenarios are positive to the City but if the second building is not developed it would be 
lower. 
 
Director Zuccaro stated the PUD criterion that is most relevant says the development will 
be done in accordance with the adopted elements of the Comp Plan. The Comp Plan 
policy states that for this area the land use mix must provide positive fiscal benefit to the 
City. Staff feels this is met even if the second commercial building is not built. 
 
The Planning Commission recommended approval with slight changes to the conditions: 
 

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. Residential and commercial development shall be constructed concurrently, and   
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3. In no case, shall the certificate  of occupancy for the last of the residential 8-plex 
buildings be issued unless:  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 an executed Letter of Intent coupled with a security deposit.    

 
Staff recommends approval with either the originally proposed staff conditions or the 
proposed Planning Commission conditions. 
 
Councilmember Maloney asked how the retail sales per square foot number was 
calculated. Director Zuccaro stated the number was consistent with the 2016 model when 
it was originally approved; it is likely a conservative number based on recent information. 
 
Applicant presentation 
 
Justin McClure, 1002 Griffith Street, stated nothing substantive has changed from 2016. 
He stated it was always the company’s intent to build the Foundry building concurrently 
with the condominiums but he feels the approval resolution lacked clarity. 
 
Councilmember Maloney asked what was not clear in the resolution. McClure stated the 
resolution can be interpreted that both buildings should be built concurrently but that was 
not the intent in the conversations he had with staff at that time. He added the retail 
market on Highway 42 has proven to be somewhat soft. 
 
Councilmember Stolzmann asked what percentage of DELO commercial is tenanted. 
McClure stated DELO Station is almost 65% tenanted. He stated they are using 
incentives to get office space filled. He stated signalization at Short Street and Hwy 42 
would help to get DELO plaza built out. 
 
Public Comments 
 
Gary Larson, 2189 Park Lane, stated he lives adjacent to the proposed development. In 
2015 and 2016 a coalition of the homes in the Highway 42 are had great support for this 
project. He stated he would like to see the Foundry Building developed as it would be an 
upscale addition to the community. He supports the request. 
 
John Leary, 1116 LaFarge, stated he does not agree with the methodology for the fiscal 
review. He stated the fiscal analysis at the time of approval was within the margin of 
breaking even. By using the lower square footage number he feels the current analysis is 
concealing a negative fiscal impact that does not meet the Comp Plan requirement. 
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Mayor Pro Tem Lipton asked how the Planning Commission recommendation lines up 
with the staff recommendation. Director Zuccaro stated the Commission added the 
second condition and added language defining specifically what concurrent means and 
what is required. It notes the triggers that are required to get certificates of occupancy. 
 
Mayor Pro Tem Lipton stated the requirement of a letter of intent for 30% of tenants may 
be too low a bar and asked if requiring a lease would be a better idea. Director Zuccaro 
stated this was offered by the applicant, it was not a staff request. Staff is comfortable 
with just the first requirement. 
 
Mayor Pro Tem Lipton asked the applicant if they would agree to that. McClure stated 
they prefer as much flexibility as possible. He would prefer not to have it be that stringent, 
but if that is what happens they would accept it. 
 
Councilmember Stolzmann stated the fiscal analysis is important so the City has enough 
income from development to provide services. In Steel Ranch, the City has multiple 
projects that need to be paid for including underpasses and traffic signals; the commercial 
development was to offset some of these costs. She stated she felt the fiscal analysis 
should have included all of Steele Ranch not just this site. We already gave concessions 
that were supposed to lead to retail development in this area and it hasn’t. 
 
Councilmember Stolzmann stated the original approval was not ambiguous. She does not 
want to allow an option in which the second commercial building might never be built or it 
be changed to residential. She wondered are we willing to forego the construction of the 
second building. She would prefer to continue this discussion to a time when the PUD 
extension is also ready for discussion. It would be beneficial to discuss the amendment 
and the extension at the same time so we know how long this PUD may be open. 
 
Councilmember Maloney stated people in the area like this concept and it would be good 
to move forward. He stated the original language was clear that the two commercial 
buildings be built at least concurrently or before the residential. That is still important 
along that corridor. If we approve this it should be very clear what the intention is. 
 
Mayor Muckle stated he can support it with the proposed Planning Commission language. 
He agreed the fiscal analysis should have included the entire area but that was decided 
when the Council shrank the commercial area in previous approvals. This approval will 
get this building completed which is good for the community; it a good next step. 
 
Councilmember Loo stated she understands Councilmember Stolzmann’s concerns. We 
have shrunk the commercial numbers in the area. She stated she is sure in 2016 it was 
clear the residential had to go up with the commercial. However, she feels we can 
approve this without assuming the second commercial site won’t be built. Future 
decisions are up to future Councils; this does not foreclose the possibility it will be built 
down the road. She is concerned there is the potential that 24 residential units go up 
before the Foundry building is even started; she would like to see the Foundry done first 
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as a selling point for the residential. She stated “concurrent” to her means at the same 
time, but if it needs more definition the third condition should be included. 
 
Councilmember Leh stated the language is clear. Our goal is to get both commercial 
buildings built with the development. He wondered if we are sacrificing the certainty of the 
second building. We are facing a practical problem that if we don’t agree to this change it 
might mean nothing is built. It is a gamble. 
 
Mayor Muckle closed the public hearing. 
 
Mayor Muckle moved to approved Resolution No. 6 with the conditions recommended by 
the Planning Commission. Councilmember Loo seconded. 
 
Councilmember Stolzmann offered a friendly amendment that there are maintenance 
standards for the undeveloped lot; that it be graded, flat, and seeded, the perimeter 
landscaping be installed, that the sidewalk on Hwy 42 be completed and that no fill dirt or 
construction equipment be stored on the lot.  
 
Mayor Muckle accepted. Councilmember Loo asked about timing. Councilmember 
Stolzmann stated this would protect the neighborhood if it is vacant for a long time. If it is 
vacant it should not be a distraction to the neighbors if it is there for a long time. 
 
Councilmember Loo stated her concern was there was no time frame attached to it and 
how it would be applied. She asked staff for suggestions. Director Zuccaro stated a 
condition could be added that once the other five buildings are complete or the permits 
expire then that condition would have to be met. That gives them the ability to stage on 
that lot for those five building until they are complete. Councilmember Loo agreed to that. 
Mayor Muckle agreed. 
 
Councilmember Stolzmann stated it was clear with the first resolution. The intent at the 
time was to allow for some flexibility in the zoning to get the project going and we would 
get some commercial development out of it. That has not happened. If we say we are ok 
with this not being built now we likely won’t get the building. It is important the phasing 
plan be honored as it was originally worded. This should be considered with the 
necessary extension so we know how long we are talking about. She does not support 
this as presented. 
 
Vote: Motion passed 6-1; Councilmember Stolzmann voting no. 
 

RESOLUTION NO. 7, SERIES 2019 – A RESOLUTION APPROVING A 
PRESERVATION AND RESTORATION LOAN FOR THE LOUISVILLE HOSPITAL 

LOCATED AT 721 GRANT AVENUE 
 
Planner Solveski stated this is a request for a preservation and restoration loan from the 
Historic Preservation Fund (HPF) of $69,000 for approved work on a landmarked 
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INTRODUCTION

South Boulder Road Small Area Plan

The South Boulder Road small area plan is a 
policy document.  In order to achieve the 
community’s vision for the corridor described 
in the plan, regulatory changes will need 
to be adopted to the Louisville Municipal 
Code, including the incorporation of new 
design guidelines for the area.  The plan does, 
however, provide the basis for the City to 
require private property owners to build or 
dedicate some public infrastructure or land 
when properties develop or redevelop.  Other 
public investments will need to be made by 
the City through the annual capital budgeting 
process.

The South Boulder Road area of Louisville 
began being annexed into the City in the late 
1970s.  Development occurred intermittently  
and by the time the 2013 Comprehensive 
Plan update was adopted, the area ranged 
from undeveloped greenfield sites to sites 
undergoing redevelopment.  Given this 
diversity, the Comprehensive Plan called for a 
more in-depth look at how the South Boulder 
Road area should continue to evolve.

Purpose

The South Boulder Road small area plan 
is intended to define desired community 
character, land uses, and public infrastructure 
priorities to provide a reliable roadmap for 
public and private investments in the corridor.  
As an extension of the Comprehensive Plan, 
the small area plan is a policy document and 
not a regulatory document.  However, the 
plan will serve as the basis for updated design 
guidelines, any potential zoning changes, 
capital improvement project requests, and 
public dedication requirements from private 
developers.  The South Boulder Road small 
area plan translates the broad policies of the 
Comprehensive Plan into the specific actions 
and regulations that will achieve those policies.  
The 2013 Comprehensive Plan update had two 
key purposes:

1. Better meet today’s unique challenges of 
redevelopment versus new development, 
regional traffic and City transportation 
policy, the economy and the realities of 
retail growth, and neighborhood issues and 
concerns

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 Comprehensive Plan created a framework 
to address these purposes through changes 
in land use, design, and infrastructure.  The 
South Boulder Road small area plan takes 
that framework a step further by setting 
guidelines for how design and land use 
regulations should be changed and identifying 
what infrastructure is needed.  The final 
step, following this plan, will be to draft and 
adopt the new regulations and build the new 
infrastructure, through a combination of the 
City’s capital improvement program and 
private investment.

How to use this plan

The South Boulder Road small area plan 
defines the community’s vision for the corridor 
to guide future public and private investment.  
The document is divided into five sections:

1. The Process describes the public 
involvement and community outreach 
effort used to generate the small area plan

2. The Context describes the current 
conditions in the study area and key trends 
and challenges facing the corridor

3. The Principles describe the general goals 
for the plan, referred to as the Measures of 
Success, and the broad design principles to 
guide future action in the corridor

4. The Plan includes maps and illustrations 
describing the desired land uses, building 
character, and street, trail, and park 
improvements in the study area

5. Implementation describes steps to be 
taken to achieve the goals of the plan, and 
includes cost estimates for the anticipated 
public improvements

1
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PROCESS

South Boulder Road Small Area Plan

The South Boulder Road small area plan 
was developed through a five-step process 
and involved extensive input from residents, 
both within the corridor and throughout the 
community, property owners, business owners, 
and elected and appointed officials.

Step 1 – Set Goals

Goals, represented by the Measures of 
Success (see page 15), were needed to guide 
the development of the plan.  This began with 
stakeholder interviews in December, 2013, 
with residents, property owners, and business 
owners in and around the corridor.  They 
discussed their views on the study area and 
how they would like to see it evolve.  Questions 
were also posted on the City’s discussion 
website, EnvisionLouisvilleCO.com, allowing 
anyone in the community to provide early 
input.  

A public Kick-off Meeting was held in October, 
2014.  Over 120 people attended the meeting.  
Participants were asked to identify areas they 
liked, disliked, and wanted to see change.  

They also discussed how they would like to use 
the corridor in the future and how the Core 
Community Values from the Comprehensive 
Plan could be incorporated into the area.  
This input was used to develop a Strengths, 
Weaknesses, Opportunities, and Threats (SWOT) 
analysis (see page 13) and the Measures of 
Success, which were endorsed by Planning 
Commission and City Council.

Step 2 – Corridor Analysis

The current built environment of the corridor 
was analyzed, including the existing regulations 
and how people currently use the corridor.  A 
corridor character assessment was conducted, 
as was a buildout analysis estimating how 
much development the existing zoning would 
allow.  Members of the public participated 
in a Walkability Audit to identify areas where 
pedestrian and bicycle facilities could be 
improved.

A Placemaking Workshop was held where 
participants could brainstorm ideas for solving 
the problems identified in the Walkability Audit.  

3
Areas participants like (green dots), dislike (red), and want to see change (blue) from the Kick-off Meeting

Community members participating in the South Boulder Road Walkability Audit
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4

Attendees reviewed the major intersections 
in the corridor and the corridor as a whole, 
identifying opportunities where connections 
could be enhanced.  The City also conducted 
a mail and internet survey of 1,200 randomly 
selected homes throughout the community 
to receive input on the desired land uses and 
physical character for the corridor.

Step 3 – Development of Alternatives

Three alternative development scenarios were 
created based on the community’s desires 
for the corridor.  A second Placemaking 

Workshop was held in February, 2015, where 
participants were asked how they would like to 
see example sites develop or redevelop in the 
future.  Attendees identified desired land uses 
and selected sample photos showing the types 
of buildings and park spaces they would prefer 
to see on the sites.

The results of this meeting and all the previous 
public input and analysis were used to develop 
outlines for three varying development 
alternatives.  Each alternative indicated future 
allowed land uses and development intensities 
throughout the corridor.  Planning Commission 

and City Council reviewed and refined the 
alternatives before endorsing them.

Step 4 – Review of Alternatives
 
The alternatives were analyzed and the 
results presented to the public for review.  
For each alternative, a maximum potential 
buildout, including employee and population 
projections, was calculated.  These data were 
used to generate a fiscal impact analysis.  
Potential transportation improvements were 
also identified, and the buildout data were 
used to run traffic analyses.

Drawings showing possible building size, 
location, and character were created for 
various sites in the corridor.  This information 
was presented to the public at a third 
Placemaking Workshop in November, 2015, 
where attendees were asked to identify 
the character elements, transportation 
improvements, and buildout scenarios they 
preferred.

Step 5 – Creation of Preferred Alternative

All the input gathered in the previous steps 
was used to develop a preferred alternative to 

Proposed development at Louisville Plaza from Placemaking Workshop #2Ideas for improving the Main and Centennial intersections from Placemaking Workshop #1
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South Boulder Road Small Area Plan
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serve as the basis for the plan.  Input from the 
third public workshop was utilized to determine 
favored elements of each alternative to be 
incorporated into the preferred alternative.  
Details of the preferred alternative, which 
serves as the basis for this plan, were then 
developed for analysis.

Staff estimated the maximum amount of 
development the preferred alternative 
could generate and analyzed the expected 
transportation and fiscal impacts.  The 
preferred alternative was also evaluated 
against the Measures of Success defined 
in Step 1.  The preferred alternative was 
documented in the draft plan presented to 
Planning Commission and City Council at 

public hearings.  The South Boulder Road small 
area plan was adopted by City Council on 
April 19, 2016.

Community comments on the draft roadway improvements plan from Placemaking Workshop #3





CONTEXT

South Boulder Road Small Area Plan

The study area for the South Boulder Road 
small area plan is in the northeast portion of 
Louisville, stretching along South Boulder Road 
from Via Appia to the west to the City limit with 
Lafayette to the east.  The study area includes 
areas on both sides of South Boulder Road, 
and extends north along Hwy 42/96th Street to 
the City limit at Paschal Drive.

History

With a modest beginning as a narrow dirt road 
connecting small mining towns and farms, 
South Boulder Road follows the township and 
range system laid out in the early 1860s across 
Boulder County.  South Boulder Road is just 
outside of the area that Louis Nawatny platted 
in 1878 for the small mining town of Louisville. 
The Hecla Mine, north of South Boulder Road, 
was the setting of the Louisville area’s struggle 
for labor rights during the Long Strike from 1910-
1914. Both Louisville and the South Boulder 
Road area experienced minimal change until 
after World War II and the closing of the last 
Louisville area mine in 1955.
 
In 1962, Louisville reached a population 
of 2,500. Increasing ease of commute to 
new employment opportunities led to 
the first significant population increases in 
Louisville since the 1910s.  The Scenic Heights 
neighborhood, the first residential subdivision 
along South Boulder Road, developed in the 
1960s to meet the need for more housing.  
Residential development along the corridor 
continued to diversify throughout the latter 
part of 20th century, including apartment 
complexes, affordable housing, a mobile 
home park and senior living.  This residential 
growth continues today in the northern part of 
the Louisville. 

The commercial development along South 
Boulder Road began with the Wagon Wheel 
Inn, the building known today as union Jack’s 
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Liquor Store, at the intersection with Hwy 42.  
From the 1940s until the 1970s, this prominent 
restaurant brought people throughout the 
area to Louisville. The Village Square Shopping 
Center, constructed in the late 1970s, offered 
shopping to new residents on the north side 
of the Louisville. Large-scale commercial 
development continued with Louisville Plaza 
and Christopher Plaza.  

Emphasis on commercial growth along 
McCaslin Boulevard and South Boulder Road 
was representative of Louisville’s growing 
economy and contributed  to the preservation 
of historic buildings within the commercial core 
of Old Town. Both residential and commercial 

development throughout the area has thrived 
as Louisville achieved national recognition for 
being one of the best places to live.

2013 Comprehensive Plan update

The 2013 Comprehensive Plan update divided 
the City into three character zones and five 
development types.  Most of the South Boulder 
Road area is in the urban character zone, 
except for the western portion of South Boulder 
Road, which was left undetermined between 
Urban and Suburban.  The final designation 
was to be decided by this small area plan 
process.  The urban character zone calls for 
smaller blocks, more connected streets, and 

a more pedestrian friendly environment, while 
the Suburban character zone calls for more 
auto-oriented development on larger blocks 
with larger streets.

The area around the intersection of South 
Boulder Road and Hwy 42/96th Street was 
designated a Center development type, 
with the Corridor development type to the 
east, west, and north, and the Neighborhood 
type further off the major roads.  Centers are 
intended for a mix of uses and more activity, 
while Corridors are for more specialized uses 
along major roads, and Neighborhoods are for 
residential development.
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0’ 250’ 500’ 1000’ N

Character Photos Building Footprints

Existing Conditions

Character

South Boulder Road provides a good cross 
section of development in Louisville since it was 
primarily developed in the late 1970s and early 
1980s.  The corridor contains a mix of land uses:  
single family residential, multi-family residential, 
office, neighborhood commercial and big box 
retail.  Building setbacks range from 20 feet to 
120 feet from the street with a “sea of parking” 
located between the building and the 
road.  Because of these large setbacks most 

businesses have large monument signs, lending 
to the auto-centric focus of the corridor.
     
Architecture in this corridor ranges from 
1960s ranch (residential), to 1980s stucco and 
masonry (commercial), to 1990s brick and 
glass block.  Commercial building forms are 
relatively square with flat roofs and parapets 
used to hide rooftop mechanical units.  The 
buildings are articulated with large aluminum 
frame windows, post and lintel awnings with 
metal roof coverings used to engage the 
public realm.  New commercial development 
in the corridor is governed by the Commercial 

Development Design Standards and 
Guidelines, adopted by the City in 1997.
 
Pedestrian movement in the corridor is on 
attached and detached sidewalks that 
vary from 4 to 6 feet in width.  Tree lawns are 
placed sporadically through the corridor and 
bicycle movement is in the right-of-way with 
designated bike lanes.
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Agricultural
Entertainment
Hotel
Industrial
Large Format Retail
Mixed Use Commercial
Mixed Use Residential
Mobile Home
Multi-Tenant Retail
O�ce
Open Space/ Park
Public Service/ Institutional
Residential High Density
Residential Low Density
Residential Medium Density
Single Tenant Retail
Stand Alone Restaurant
Vacant

Land Use
6.15%
0%
0%
0.88%
2.98%
1.87%
2.37%
0%
7.37%
8.14%
12.84%
2.98%
16.01%
12.98%
4.77%
5.27%
0%
15.39%

Land use

Development

There is a broad mix of uses in the South 
Boulder Road study area, including a variety 
of commercial and residential types of use.  
Taking all types together, commercial and 
residential uses each make up about 30 
percent of the land in the corridor.  Most of 
the land immediately outside the study area 
is residential development, providing support 
for the businesses in the corridor.  Much of the 
vacant land in the corridor has development 
planned or under construction at the time of 
the small area plan’s adoption.

City Utilities

The City provides water, sanitary sewer, and 
storm sewer in the study area.  According 
to the Public Works Department, the utility 
infrastructure has the capacity to serve future 
growth in the area.  The sanitary sewer along 
South Boulder Road and several storm sewer 
pipes crossing under South Boulder Road are in 
need of rehabilitation or replacement.

10
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Parks and Open Space

The study area is fairly well served by parks 
and open space around the periphery of the 
corridor, but lacks significant public green 
space in the core of the area.  The nearby 
amenities range from protected agriculture 
and open fields to playgrounds and sports 
facilities, but there is not a central civic 
gathering space.  The recent acquisition of 
additional land adjacent to Cottonwood Park 
provides an opportunity to further enhance the 
park offerings in the corridor.

Pedestrian and Bike Facilities

There are several trails leading into the study 
area, but few of them connect through the 
area.  The planned underpasses at the BNSF 
railroad and Hwy 42/96th Street north of South 
Boulder Road will improve connectivity, but 
crossing South Boulder Road itself remains 
difficult.  The bike lanes along South Boulder 
Road have made bike travel easier, but many 
of the sidewalks in the area are narrow and 
close to the street, creating an unpleasant 
walking environment.  Connections from 
sidewalks and trails to destinations in the 
corridor are often inadequate.

Streets

South Boulder Road and Hwy 42/96th Street 
are the major roads in the study area, each 
carrying on average 20,000 to 25,000 cars 
per day.  The street network in the area is not 
fully connected, but the planned extensions 
of Hecla Drive, Kaylix Drive, and Front Street 
(see page 22) will improve connectivity.  The 
Highway 42 Gateway plan, adopted in 2013, 
includes several modifications to the street to 
improve operations and safety, which will be 
completed as funding allows.

Transit

The study area is served by two RTD bus routes: 
the 228 and the Dash.  The 228 serves the west 
end of the study area, connecting to McCaslin 
Blvd, Flatirons Crossing mall, and the Broomfield 
Park-n-Ride, with 30 minute intervals during 
peak hours, and 60 minute intervals off-peak.  
The Dash serves the length of the corridor 
along South Boulder Road, connecting to 
Downtown Louisville, Lafayette, and Boulder, 
with 15 minute intervals during peak hours and 
30 minute intervals off-peak.

Joint Open Space
City Parks/Open Space
Trails
Bike Lanes

Dash stops/route

228 stops/route
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0’ 250’ 500’ 1000’ N 0’ 250’ 500’ 1000’ N

Ratio of existing development to maximum 
potential buildout

     Less than 0.5

     0.5 to 0.9

     More than 0.9

Remaining potential development in the 
corridor:
 Residential: 645 units
 Office: 1,254,406 square feet
 Retail: 145,382 square feet

Ratio of structure value to total property value

     More than 0.5 (Little to no pressure)

     0.4 to 0.5 (Some  pressure)

     0.3 to 0.4 (Moderate pressure)

     Less than 0.3 (Significant pressure)

Property Values

The ratio of a property’s structure value to 
total value is one indicator of how likely the 
property is to redevelop.  While many other 
factors will be considered before a property 
owner redevelops a property, a low ratio of 
structure value to property value indicates 
the property is not being used to its fullest 
potential.  By this measure, there are many 
stable properties at the core of the study area, 
but several properties elsewhere in the corridor 
are potential candidates for redevelopment.

Existing Zoning

The zoning for a property sets limits for how 
much can be built on a property based on 
the allowed building height and lot coverage.  
The ratio of existing square footage to 
allowed maximum square footage is another 
indicator of which properties may redevelop, 
where additional development is more 
likely on properties with a low ratio.  Several 
commercial properties in the center of the 
study area could see additional development 
under the existing zoning, while many of the 
residential properties are near their maximum 
allowed buildout.
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CONTEXT

South Boulder Road Small Area Plan

SWOT Analysis

SWOT Analysis

A strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, 
and threats (SWOT) analysis categorizes 
characteristics of the study area based on 
their value and the amount of control the City 
has over them.  Strengths and weaknesses 
are positives and negatives of the area that 
are under the direct control of the City.  
Opportunities and threats are positives and 
negatives that may be influenced by the City, 
but are outside the City’s direct control.  

The above SWOT analysis was compiled based 
on comments from the public collected at 

Positive Negative

Internal Strengths
• Parks and open space near 

corridor

• Physical form of the corridor 
(parcel sizes and rights-of-way)

• Proximity to existing 
neighborhoods

Weaknesses
• Pedestrian and bike connections 

are lacking, uninviting, and 
perceived as unsafe

• Conformity to community values

• Aesthetic appearance of corridor

• Connections to adjacent 
neighborhoods

External Opportunities
• Corridor as transportation link

• Shops, businesses, and services 
on corridor

• Valuable mix of uses on 
corridor

Threats
• Impact of the market and 

regional competition on existing 
and desired land uses

• Traffic

• Train noise and impacts

• Lack of community consensus on 
purpose of corridor

• upkeep of existing buildings

stakeholder interviews, public meetings, and 
through EnvisionLouisvilleCO.com.  The analysis 
was endorsed by Planning Commission and 
City Council during the goal setting phase of 
the project to help identify project principles 
and measures of success and guide the 
creation of the plan.
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Design Element #1: Commercial Building Height/Size 
For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for the South Boulder 
Road study area. (Below each photo is a brief description of the specific design element being asked about, followed by the question and response options.) 

 

    
 1A. 1-story. 1B. 2-story.  
 For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit 
 
 

   
 1C. 2 or 3-story. 1D. 3.5-story.  
 For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit
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Design Element #2: Commercial Building Placement (Setback) 
For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for the South Boulder 
Road study area. (Below each photo is a brief description of the specific design element followed by the question and response options.) 

  

    
 2A. Setback 15-20 feet from street and sidewalk. 2B. Parking lot in front.  
 For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an…  For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit 
 
 

   
 2C. No setback. 2D. 10 foot setback, directly adjacent to sidewalk. 
 For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an…  For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit
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Design Element #3: Multi Family Residential Building Height/Size 
For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for the South Boulder 
Road study area. (Below each photo is a brief description of the specific design element followed by the question and response options.) 

 

    
 3A. 1-story duplex. 3B. 2-story townhouses.  
 For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit 
 
 

   
 3C. 3-story apartment building. 3D. Apartments/condos above retail/commercial (mixed-use building).  
 For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit 
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Design Element #4: Multi Family Residential Building Placement (Setback) 
For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for the South Boulder 
Road study area. (Below each photo is a brief description of the specific design element followed by the question and response options.) 

 

    
 4A. 5 foot setback with stoop. 4B. 5 - 10 foot setback with porches. 
 For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit 
 
 

   
 4C. 15 - 20 foot setback with porches and small yards. 4D. 20+ foot setback with shared entryways. 
 For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit 
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Design Element #7: Parking Placement 
For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for the South Boulder 
Road study area. (Below each photo is a brief description of the specific design element followed by the question and response options.) 

 

    
 7A. Parking lot on side of building. 7B. Diagonal parking in street.  
 For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit 
 
 

   
 7C. Parallel street parking. 7D. Large parking lot in front of building.  
 For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit 
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Design Element #5: Park/Plaza 
For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for the South Boulder 
Road study area. (Below each photo is a brief description of the specific design element followed by the question and response options.) 

 

    
 5A. Recreational Park. 5B. Town Green.  
 For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit 
 
 

   
 5C. Parklet. 5D. Plaza.  
 For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit 
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Design Element #6: Streetscape 
For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for the South Boulder 
Road study area. (Below each photo is a brief description of the specific design element followed by the question and response options.) 

 

    
 6A. Sidewalk right up against street. 6B. Sidewalk buffered from street and parking with landscaping.  
 For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit 
 
 

   
 6C. Regular size sidewalk with some amenities. 6D. Wide sidewalk with many pedestrian amenities.  
 For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit 
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Design Element #8: Parking Edge 
For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for the South Boulder 
Road study area. (Below each photo is a brief description of the specific design element followed by the question and response options.) 

 

    
 8A. No buffer between parking and sidewalk. 8B. Minimal landscaped buffer.  
 For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit 
 
 

   
 8C. Landscaped buffer with amenities. 8D. Low wall.  
 For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit
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Design Element #9: Business Signage 
For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for the South Boulder 
Road study area. (Below each photo is a brief description of the specific design element followed by the question and response options.) 

 

    
 9A. Projecting. 9B. Internally-illuminated.  
 For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit 
 
 

   
 9C. Awning. 9D. Monument with tenant change panels.  
 For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit 

Survey Preferences

Community Survey

The City mailed out a community survey in 
November, 2014, the results of which were 
returned in February, 2015.  The survey was 
mailed to 1,200 randomly selected residents, 
of whom 380 returned the completed survey.  
The survey included questions about how 
respondents currently use the corridor and how 
they would like to use it in the future, as well as 
which land uses they felt were lacking or over-
represented.  The survey also included a visual 
preference portion, providing respondents with 
photos showing options for different types of 
buildings, parks, and rights of way, and asking 

them to rate how appropriate each element 
was for the study area.

The survey respondents indicated a preference 
for more senior and affordable housing, but 
not much residential development otherwise.  
Respondents also wanted more restaurants 
and community shops, public gathering 
spaces, and shared work spaces in mixed-use 
environments.  Pedestrian-friendly buildings 
of one to three stories were the most desired 
in the visual preference questions.  The most 
preferred photos are shown above.
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PRINCIPLES

South Boulder Road Small Area Plan

Project Principles and Measures of Success

The overall goal of the South Boulder 
Road small area plan project, based on 
direction from the Comprehensive Plan and 
City Council, is to create a land use and 
infrastructure plan that conforms to Louisville’s 
character and is supported by the community.  
To that end, the plan must support the 
core community values identified in the 
Comprehensive Plan.  Based on community 
input, the four values in which the South 
Boulder Road area is deficient and most needs 
improvement are as follows:

• Integrated open space and trail networks
• Our livable small town feel
• A sense of community
• A balanced transportation system

To address these deficiencies, the following 
six Project Principles were adopted with 
associated Measures of Success for each.  
The Principles and Measures of Success were 
endorsed by Planning Commission and City 
Council early in the planning process and 
served as guides for the development and 
evaluation of the alternative scenarios.  The 
preferred alternative adopted as the basis 
for this plan best satisfied these Principles and 
Measures of Success.

Principle 1 - Provide for safer and more 
convenient connections across South Boulder 
Road and Hwy 42 for bikes and pedestrians.
a) Provide safe and convenient facilities that 

serve a broad range of users with multiple 
modes of travel
i) Are all modes of travel 

accommodated?
ii) Are users of all ages and ability levels 

accommodated?
iii) Do the improvements proposed 

provide safer conditions for all users 

and ability levels?
iv) Are existing deficiencies addressed?

b) Design solutions that the City can 
realistically maintain over time

c) Promote regional trail connectivity within 
the study area

Principle 2 - utilize policy and design to 
encourage desired uses to locate in the 
corridor.
a) Do allowed uses serve community needs 

as defined in the survey and elsewhere?
b) Are allowed uses supported by the 

market?
i) To what extent are incentives needed 

to induce identified uses to locate in 
the study area?

c) Does the land use mix demonstrate 
positive fiscal benefits?

d) Is the process for approving desired uses 
and desired character simpler and more 
predictable?

Principle 3 - Establish design regulations to 
ensure development closely reflects the 
community’s vision for the corridor while 
accommodating creativity in design.
a) Physical form should incorporate desires 

expressed in community survey and 
elsewhere

b) Allow flexibility to respond to changes in 
market requirements, design trends, and 
creativity in design

Principle 4 - Mitigate impacts of trains and 
improve safety of railroad crossings.
a) Address train noise
b) Address traffic impacts from train

Principle 5 - Balance the regional traffic 
needs of South Boulder Road and Hwy 42 
with the community’s desire for safety and 
accessibility.
a) Accommodate future regional 

transportation plans and maintain the 
area as a regional corridor
i) How does the corridor alternative 

adequately address future 
transportation needs?

ii) How does the corridor alternative 
accommodate adopted regional 
transit plans?

b) Make sure traffic passing through the 
corridor does not make it an undesirable 
place to live, work, play, and travel
i) Does traffic noise decrease?
ii) Do pedestrians and bicyclists feel 

safe?
iii) How long will a trip take on the 

corridor?
c) Provide safe and efficient access and 

visibility in strategic locations for proposed 
land uses

Principle 6 - Provide for community gathering 
spaces and public infrastructure to 
encourage visitors to spend time in the 
corridor.
a) Provide for community amenities 

identified in survey and elsewhere
b) Provide programming to activate public 

spaces

Community Design Principles and 
Placemaking Concepts

The Project Principles and Measures of Success, 
along with additional public input and analysis, 
led to the development of the community 
design principles and placemaking concepts 
described on the following pages.  While the 
previous section directed the outcome of the 
plan, the following section provides general 
guidelines for development in the corridor.  The 
community design principles provide general 
goals for public and private investment in the 
corridor, while the placemaking concepts 
call for more specific items to be included in 
new development.  Both the principles and 
concepts will be incorporated into new design 
standards and guidelines to be developed 
after adoption of this plan.
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PRINCIPLES

A-1

URBAN DESIGN PRINCIPLES

Go to and Stay at Places Easy to get to, easy to get around

0 200 400 600 US Survey Feet

0 200 400 600 US Survey Feet

Safe grade separated trail connections to all quadrants

Properties connected with driveways and walks

A street network that off ers balanced choices to move around

Opportunities to “park once and walk”

Public spaces that encourage gathering and interaction

A range of retail and entertainment uses that encourage longer 
visits

Small parks and plazas that increase the appeal and experience 
of daily activities. 

Community Design Principles

Places to go and places to stay

• Public spaces that encourage gathering and interaction
• A range of retail and entertainment uses that encourage longer visits
• Small parks and plazas that increase the appeal and experience of daily activities

URBAN DESIGN PRINCIPLES

Go to and Stay at Places Easy to get to, easy to get around

0 200 400 600 US Survey Feet

0 200 400 600 US Survey Feet

Safe grade separated trail connections to all quadrants

Properties connected with driveways and walks

A street network that off ers balanced choices to move around

Opportunities to “park once and walk”

Public spaces that encourage gathering and interaction

A range of retail and entertainment uses that encourage longer 
visits

Small parks and plazas that increase the appeal and experience 
of daily activities. 

Easy to get to, easy to get around

• Safe trail connections to all quadrants
• Properties connected with driveways and walks
• A street network that offers balanced choices to move around
• Opportunities to “park once and walk”
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South Boulder Road Small Area Plan

URBAN DESIGN PRINCIPLES

0 200 400 600 US Survey Feet

A Zipper, not a barrier

Sidewalks and plazas facing onto South Boulder Road

Safe intersections that allow people to cross South Boulder Road 
and 42

Traffi  c fl ow / speed that is not detrimental to businesses or peo-
ple along the corridor

A continuous and connected high quality pedestrian experience

0 200 400 600 US Survey Feet

Development that Contributes

To be defi ned by the community
 
 Greenspaces

 Housing Choices

 New trail connections

 Semi-public gathering spaces

URBAN DESIGN PRINCIPLES

0 200 400 600 US Survey Feet

A Zipper, not a barrier

Sidewalks and plazas facing onto South Boulder Road

Safe intersections that allow people to cross South Boulder Road 
and 42

Traffi  c fl ow / speed that is not detrimental to businesses or peo-
ple along the corridor

A continuous and connected high quality pedestrian experience

0 200 400 600 US Survey Feet

Development that Contributes

To be defi ned by the community
 
 Greenspaces

 Housing Choices

 New trail connections

 Semi-public gathering spaces

Knitting the community together

• Sidewalks and plazas facing onto South Boulder Road
• Safe intersections for people to cross South Boulder Road and Hwy 42/96th Street
• Traffic flow and speed that is not detrimental to businesses or people along the corridor
• A continuous and connected high quality pedestrian experience

Development that contributes

• Uses that provide services for the community and are fiscally positive
• Building designs that add to the character of the corridor
• Greenspaces, trails, and semi-public gathering spaces

17



PRINCIPLES

Transitional Streets

Views into the Community

Placemaking Concepts

Pedestrian Refuges

Parking Rooms Transitional Streets

Views into the Community

Placemaking Concepts

Pedestrian Refuges

Parking Rooms

Placemaking Concepts

Parking rooms – smaller, comfortable, high-performing places to park your car once and walk 
from place to place

Transitional streets – streets that fill the gap between busy and quiet
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South Boulder Road Small Area Plan

Transitional Streets

Views into the Community

Placemaking Concepts

Pedestrian Refuges

Parking Rooms

Transitional Streets

Views into the Community

Placemaking Concepts

Pedestrian Refuges

Parking Rooms

Pedestrian refuges – small, comfortable places along the corridor enhance the pedestrian 
experience

Views into the community – perpendicular streets and spaces that showcase the community
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THE PLAn

South Boulder Road Small Area Plan
B-1
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Urban Design Plan

The urban design plan is a conceptual illustration of how the corridor could develop under this 
plan.  It includes allowed land uses as well as footprints for existing, planned, and conceptual 
future buildings.  Allowed land uses match existing allowed land uses, except special review 
uses for residential are not allowed.  However, properties with previously approved residential 
special review uses would be allowed to apply to redevelop at the same density.  The plan also 
includes transportation and pedestrian improvements further detailed on following pages.  This 
map and the maps and illustrations that follow are conceptual and not intended to show the 
exact locations or designs of improvements.  Some areas in the original study area, such as Scenic 
Heights, have been removed from the plan area.  It is recommended these areas be left mostly as 
they are, with detailed recommendations to come from the neighborhood planning process.
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Railroad Quiet 
Crossing Street Improvement Plan

The street improvement plan shows where new automobile connections should be made.  Some 
will be full City streets, such as the Kaylix Drive/Cannon Circle extension.  Others will be privately-
maintained cross-access easements providing connections across redeveloping sites.  The plan 
also includes new signals and railroad crossing improvements.  This plan builds from the adopted 
Highway 42 Gateway plan.  Roadway and streetscape improvements are detailed below and in 
that plan.
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Trails Improvement Plan

The trail improvement plan includes proposed new trails in and around the corridor, including 
expanded sidewalks along South Boulder Road.  The plan also shows recommended locations for 
new or enhanced crosswalks and underpasses, including the two already in process under Hwy 
42/96th Street and the BNSF railroad, plus a new one near South Boulder Road and Via Appia at 
Cottonwood Park.  The City should also continue to evaluate the possiblity of an underpass near 
Main Street as the properties in the area develop and redevelop.
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Roadway Improvements
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to improve safety and convenience

of crassings near Main Street,
including a potential underpass
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South Boulder Road Small Area Plan

South Boulder Road Traffic Improvements by Intersection
Via Appia Build underpass under South Boulder Road and eliminate north-

south crosswalk.  Adjust signal timing to eliminate walk phase.  
Move Cottonwood Park entrance 150 feet east, extend westbound 
left-turn storage 150 feet east.

Cottonwood Drive Close median in South Boulder Road.
Garfield Avenue Introduce protected left-turn signal.  Eliminate eastbound 

acceleration and deceleration lanes.  Shift roadway to 
accommodate offset left-turn lanes.

Longs Peak Drive Convert to 3/4 movement, eliminating lefts onto South Boulder 
Road.

Jefferson Avenue Close north-south through movement.  Allow left turns onto 
Jefferson from South Boulder Road.

Centennial Drive Remove on-street parking on Centennial Drive to extend right-turn 
queue.

Main Street Add pedestrian island at eastbound right-turn lane on South 
Boulder Road and improve geometrics of northbound Main Street 
right turn.  Modify westbound South Boulder Road left-turn lane to 
create offset configuration and provide pedestrian refuge.  When 
possible, install an underpass somewhere in the vicinity of Main St.

Steel Street Combine the access for Christopher Village and Steel Street when 
Christopher Village redevelops and allow right-in-right-out.  

Front Street Convert to 3/4 movement, eliminating lefts onto South Boulder 
Road.  Remove right-turn lane.

Cannon Circle/Kaylix Drive Close westbound left-turn movement from South Boulder Road.
Hwy 42/96th Street Extend eastbound and westbound left-turn lane storage on South 

Boulder Road.
Louisville Plaza Entrance Reduce eastbound left-turn lane storage on South Boulder Road.  

Remove continuous acceleration/deceleration lane on westbound 
South Boulder Road.

Plaza Drive Introduce protected left-turn signal on South Boulder Road.  
Remove continuous acceleration/deceleration lane on westbound 
South Boulder Road.

Blue Star Lane Allow un-signalized full movement.  Remove continuous 
acceleration/deceleration lane on westbound South Boulder Road.

Roadway Improvements

The roadway improvements map provides 
an illustration of the transportation and trail 
improvements.  More specifically, this plan 
calls for modifications to South Boulder Road 
described by intersection in the table to the 
right.  These improvements will in some places 
help traffic function more efficiently or provide 
additional vehicular access, and in others will 
increase pedestrian safety and accessibility 
without significant detrimental impacts on 
traffic operations.

Hwy 42/96th Street should be modified in 
accordance with the adopted Highway 42 
Gateway plan.  In addition, as properties 
develop and redevelop, pedestrian 
connections from streets and sidewalks to 
destinations inside developments must be 
provided.

Transit

As the corridor develops, two transit 
improvements are desired.  First is the 96th 
Street bus route described in the Hwy 42 
Gateway plan.  Second is the extension of 
the 228 bus route, from its current turnaround 
at Cottonwood, further east toward Highway 
42/96th Street.  The Dash route, which already 
serves most of the South Boulder Road corridor, 
should be periodically evaluated to ensure it is 
providing adequate service as development 
occurs.  The City should continue to work with 
RTD to implement these enhancements.

Parks and Open Space

The expansion of Cottonwood Park is an 
opportunity to provide a significant benefit 
to the surrounding area.  The City should use 
a robust public process to identify what the 
community would like to see in the park as it is 
redesigned.  This plan recommends the existing 
driveway entrance to the park be moved east 
to improve operations on South Boulder Road.  
A new driveway from Via Appia should also 
be investigated.  This plan also recommends 
improved trail connections to the east to the 
Enrietto Ballfields and to the north, via an 
underpass under South Boulder Road.

The plan also recommends a new green space 
and public plaza on the Louisville Plaza site.  
The space can be acquired either through 
dedication or easement if and when the 
shopping center redevelops.  The public space 
should provide connections to South Boulder 
Road and the Balfour development to the 
north.

Finally, the City should evaluate the purchase 
of the Santilli property, at the southeast corner 
of the study area, and the Seventh Day 
Adventist property, at the southeast corner 
of Hwy 42 and Paschal Drive, for public land 
when the properties becomes available.
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Urban Design Elements

A variety of building styles

Views into the development

Parking between buildings

Not a consistent street wall

Wide sidewalks with 
landscaping

Active pedestrian plazas

10-20 foot setbacks

Mix of hard and soft landscaping

26

Village Square Concept Illustrative



THE PLAn

South Boulder Road Small Area Plan

Urban Design Elements

Connections into the development

Series of smaller building footprints

Varied 1-2 stories along the arterial

Varied 2-3 stories within 
the development

Green spaces within the development

Break up larger parking lots

Mix of pedestrian and auto-oriented design

Create 
internal 
network

Connections between developments
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Building Height Plan

The building height plan shows where different heights are allowed in the corridor.  Buildings along 
South Boulder Road and Hwy 42/96th Street should primarily be one story, with a second story 
allowed under specific conditions.  Further back from the corridor, buildings should primarily be a 
maximum of two stories, with a third story allowed conditionally.  The conditions for an additional 
story should include overall design of the development, increased improvements to the public 
realm, and limited impacts on view sheds or shadows cast on surrounding properties.  In addition, 
residential protection standards should be developed to ensure existing residential neighborhoods 
are not adversely impacted by the height of new development.  These conditions and standards 
are to be further defined in the new design standards and guidelines for the corridor.
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Impacts Analysis

Existing Development in Study Area
Retail 352,729 Square feet
Office 178,608 Square feet
Residential 407 Units
Employees 1,682 People
Residents 569 People

Projected 20 year Increase over Existing
Retail 26,931 Square feet
Office 374,298 Square feet
Residential 546 Units
Employees 1,658 People
Residents 724 People

20 Year Cumulative Fiscal Impact
Revenue by Fund
General Fund $34,171,000
urban Revitalization District Fund $4,461,000
Open Space & Parks Fund $6,117,000
Lottery Fund $0
Historic Preservation Fund $2,166,000
Capital Projects Fund $20,081,000
TOTAL REVENuE $66,966,000
Expenditures by Fund
General Fund $28,303,000
urban Revitalization District Fund $0
Open Space & Parks Fund $923,000
Lottery Fund $0
Historic Preservation Fund $0
Capital Projects Fund $25,033,000
TOTAL EXPENDITuRES $54,259,000
Net Fiscal Result by Fund
General Fund $5,868,000
urban Revitalization District Fund $4,461,000
Open Space & Parks Fund $5,193,000
Lottery Fund $0
Historic Preservation Fund $2,166,000
Capital Projects Fund ($4,952,000)
NET FISCAL IMPACT $12,736,000

Development Impact

This plan does not change allowed land uses in 
the corridor, but it does affect the amount of 
development allowed.  The tables below show 
what development is currently in the study 
area and how much more development could 
occur under this plan at full buildout.  This is a 
reduction from what the existing zoning allows 
at the time of adoption, mostly because of the 
decreased height allowances.

Fiscal Impact

The table below shows the projected 20 
year cumulative fiscal impact based on the 
projected maximum buildout and the City’s 
2015 fiscal model.  As required by the 2013 
Comprehensive Plan update, the area will 
have a positive fiscal impact.

Schools Impact

The South Boulder Road corridor includes 
portions of the attendance areas of two 
elementary schools, one middle school, and 
one high school.  The table below shows 
the projected peak enrollment for each of 
the schools as provided by Boulder Valley 
School District.  This plan does not increase 
the amount of residential allowed in the study 
area, so increases in enrollment come from 
previously approved or entitled residential 
development under the existing zoning.

Traffic Impact

The table below summarizes traffic impacts 
by using the amount of time it would take a 
car to travel the length of the South Boulder 
Road corridor during the morning and evening 
rush hours.  By optimizing signal timing, current 
travel times can be reduced and much of 
the impact from buildout and regional traffic 
increases can be mitigated.

South Boulder Road Corridor
Average Corridor Travel Time

Eastbound Westbound
Existing Network
AM Peak 3 min

17 sec
3 min
0 sec

PM Peak 3 min
38 sec

3 min
0 sec

Existing Optimized
AM Peak 2 min

53 sec
2 min
33 sec

PM Peak 3 min
8 sec

3 min
0 sec

Buildout
AM Peak 3 min

27 sec
3 min
38 sec

PM Peak 3 min
50 sec

3 min
50 sec

BVSD Schools
Peak 
Projected 
Enrollment

Percent of 
Capacity 
Filled

Coal Creek 
Elementary

438 78%

Louisville 
Elementary

655 101%

Louisville 
Middle

676 98%

Monarch 
High

1,832 100%
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South Boulder Road Small Area Plan

The South Boulder Road small area plan 
does not call for any rezoning or changes 
in allowed uses in the study area.  The 
major recommendations of the plan will be 
implemented through the adoption of new 
design standards and guidelines for the 
corridor.  The design elements highlighted in 
the Plan section will serve as the basis for the 
new guidelines, which will need to be adopted 
by Planning Commission and City Council.  
The new design standards and guidelines 
will ensure future private development in the 
corridor complies with the community’s vision 
and this plan.  Funding for this will come from 
the City’s annual operating budget.

Public improvements in the corridor will 
be implemented either by City funding, 
contributions from private developers, or 
a combination.  The City’s annual capital 

improvement program budgeting process 
provides an opportunity for the City to fund 
and construct infrastructure.  The capital 
improvements listed in the table below are 
recommended for inclusion in upcoming 
budgets to help meet the goals of the plan.  
The timeline is intended to guide requests as 
funding and opportunity allows.

Some public infrastructure may be built 
and paid for by private property owners 
in conjunction with development of their 
property.  The City may require such 
improvements if the need for them is identified 
in an adopted plan, such as this one.  Some 
of the capital improvements identified in this 
plan and listed below can be required from 
private development projects, and some may 
be funded or built jointly by the developer and 
the City.

Infrastructure design, whether built by the 
City or by private developers, is governed by 
the Public Works Department’s construction 
standards.  The construction standards control 
the design of streets, sidewalks, and public 
utilities.  The standards will need to be updated 
along with the design standards and guidelines 
so public infrastructure conforms to the 
principles of this plan.  In addition, most of the 
infrastructure improvements called for in this 
plan have not been engineered yet, so they 
will continue to be evaluated and modified as 
design work proceeds.

The plan also calls for additional public 
spaces, including plazas, parks, and open 
space.  The expanded Cottonwood Park will 
require a future public process to determine 
the community’s desires for the park, then 
funded through the capital budgeting process.  

The Louisville Plaza public space should be 
acquired when and if the shopping center 
redevelops.  The Santilli and Seventh Day 
Adventist properties should be evaluated 
by the Open Space Advisory Board and 
purchased if determined appropriate when 
they become available.  

Cost Estimates

Cost estimates in the table below use broad 
ranges because the improvements have 
not been designed yet and to account for 
changing construction costs.  Estimates are 
categorized as follows:

$ Less than $100,000
$$ Between $100,000 and $500,000
$$$ Between $500,000 and $1 million
$$$$ More than $1 million

Recommended Public Improvements
Project Description Opinion of 

Probable Cost
Schedule

1-5 Years 6-10 Years 11-20 Years
PLANNING (Operating Budget)
South Boulder Road Design Guidelines New design standards and guidelines for the study area based on this plan $ •
LMC Title 17 Modification Amend the zoning code to remove the allowance for residential special review uses $ •
Cottonwood Park Master Plan Public process to determine the future of the expanded Cottonwood Park $ •
DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION (Capital Budget)
Parks and Public Spaces
Cottonwood Park Improvements to Cottonwood Park based on Master Plan $$$$ •
Louisville Plaza Public Space Public plaza and green space in the Louisville Plaza development •
Santilli Property Possible purchase of Santilli property for public land $$$$ •
Seventh Day Adventist Property Possible purchase of Seventh Day Adventist property for public land $$$$ •

Pedestrian and Bicycle Underpasses
Hwy 42/96th Street underpass connecting North End and Kestrel between Hecla Drive and Summit View $$$$ •
BNSF/Bullhead Gulch underpass connecting North Louisville and Steel Ranch $$$$ •
South Boulder Road/Cottonwood Park underpass connecting Cottonwood Park and Centennial Park $$$$ •
Main Street underpass under South Boulder Road near Main Street $$$$ •
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Recommended Public Improvements
Project Description Opinion of 

Probable Cost
Schedule

1-5 Years 6-10 Years 11-20 Years
Trails
Kestrel Trail between Steel Ranch and Hwy 42/96th Street underpass $ •
Centennial Park to North Open Space Trail along Goodhue Ditch $$ •
Enrietto Fields and LMS Connections Connect Enrietto Ballfields and Louisville Middle School to existing and future trails $ •
LMS and Main Street North Trail from LMS to South Boulder Road along Main Street $ •
LMS South Trail from LMS and Pirate Park to Main Street $ •
Hwy 42/96th Street Northeast Trail along east side of Hwy 42/96th Street north of South Boulder Road $$ •
Hwy 42/96th Street Northwest Trail along west side of Hwy 42/96th Street north of South Boulder Road $$ •
Hwy 42/96th Street Southeast Trail along east side of Hwy 42/96th Street south of South Boulder Road $$ •
Hwy 42/96th Street Southwest Trail along west side of Hwy 42/96th Street south of South Boulder Road $$ •
South Boulder Road North-Central Trail along north side of South Boulder Road between Centennial Drive and Steel Street $ •
South Boulder Road South-Central Trail along south side of South Boulder Road between Centennial Drive and BNSF railroad $$ •
South Boulder Road Northwest Trail along north side of South Boulder Road between Via Appia and Village Square $$ •
South Boulder Road Southwest Trail along south side of South Boulder Road between Via Appia and Garfield $$ •
Coal Creek Station Trails along and through Coal Creek Station development $ •
Centennial Drive Trail along Centennial Drive from South Boulder Road to existing trail to the north $$ •
Village Square Connection into Village Square from existing trail to the north $ •

Roadways (Public)
Kaylix Drive North Extension between Kestrel development and Summit View Drive $$ •
Kaylix Drive South Extension between Kestrel development and South Boulder Road $$ •
Steel Street Conversion to two-way traffic and realignment with Christopher Village access $$ •
Cottonwood Park Access Drive New access drive off of Via Appia $ •

Pedestrian Crossings/Traffic Calming
Davidson Trail Crossings at Regal, Garfield, and Centennial $ •
Kestrel and North End Trail Crossings at West Hecla and Kaylix $ •
Plaza Drive and Hecla Way Crosswalks and intersection improvements $ •
Cottonwood Trail Crossing at Garfield $ •
Coyote Run Trail Crossings at Lincoln, Jefferson, Main Street $ •
LMS Trail Crossing at Main Street $ •
Louisville Middle School Crosswalks at Main Street and Griffith Street $ •
Hwy 42/96th Street Crosswalks at Griffith Street $ •
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South Boulder Road Small Area Plan

Recommended Public Improvements
Project Description Opinion of 

Probable Cost
Schedule

1-5 Years 6-10 Years 11-20 Years
Hwy 42 Plan
New Signals
Cannon Circle As part of Coal Creek Station development when warranted $$ •

Roadway
Hwy 42/96th Street North of S Boulder Rd Improvements described in Highway 42 Gateway plan $$$$ • • •
Hwy 42/96th Street South of S Boulder Rd Improvements described in Highway 42 Gateway plan $$$$ • • •

South Boulder Road Plan
New Signals
Kaylix Drive/Cannon Circle Optional new signal $$ •

Intersection Improvements
Via Appia and South Boulder Road With underpass, remove crosswalk and extend left-turn storage $ •
Garfield and South Boulder Road Remove acceleration and deceleration lanes, install offset left $$$ •
Jefferson and South Boulder Road Close north-south through movement $ •
Main Street and South Boulder Road Add pedestrian island in eastbound right turn lane, create offset left, tighten geometrics $$ •
Kaylix Drive/Cannon Circle Close westbound left movement $ •
Plaza and South Boulder Road Introduce protected left phase $ •
Blue Star and South Boulder Road Allow un-signalized full movement $ •

Median Improvements
Cottonwood Park Move access east, extend median $ •
Cottonwood Drive Close median $$ •
Longs Peak Drive Make 3/4 movement, allow left in $$ •
Front Street Make 3/4 movement, allow left in $$ •

Curb Adjustments and Landscaping
Westbound South Boulder Road Remove continuous acceleration/deceleration lane along westbound South Boulder Road $$$ •
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