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Planning Commission

June 13, 2019
City Hall, Council Chambers
749 Main Street
6:30 PM

For agenda item detail see the Staff Report and other supporting documents
included in the complete meeting packet.

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

Roll Call
Approval of Agenda

oL bh -

Approval of Minutes

a. April 11, 2019 minutes

b. May 9, 2019 Minutes
5. Public Comment on Items Not on the Agenda
6. New Business — Public Hearing Items

a. Sireno Neighborhood Child Care Center SRU: This application has
been withdrawn

b. Lot 7, Block 4, Colorado Technological Center First Filing (602 Taylor
Ave) PUD: A request for approval of a Planned Unit Development to
allow the construction of a 22,500 sf building and associated site
improvements. (Resolution 10, Series 2019)

= Applicant: RVP Architecture
= Case Manager: Felicity Selvoski, Planner/Historic Preservation

c. Centennial Valley General Development Plan Amendment; Lots 2 and
3, Parcel O, Filing 7: A request for an amendment to the Centennial
Valley General Development Plan concerning allowed uses, heights and
densities and other development provisions at 550 S. McCaslin Blvd and
919 W. Dillon Rd. (Resolution 11, Series 2019)

= Applicant: City of Louisville, Seminole Land Holding, Inc., Centennial
Valley Properties |, LLC
= Case Manager: Rob Zuccaro, Director of Planning and Building Safety

City of Louisville
Department of Planning and Building Safety
749 Main Street Louisville CO 80027
303.335.4592 (phone) 303.335.4550 (fax) www.louisvilleco.gov
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d. LMC Amendment — Sign Code Update: A request for approval of an
ordinance amending Title 17 of the Louisville Municipal Code regarding
sign regulations throughout the City of Louisville (Resolution 12, Series
2019)

= Applicant: City of Louisville
= Case Manager: Lisa Ritchie, Senior Planner
7. Planning Commission Comments
8. Staff Comments
9. Items Tentatively Scheduled for the regular meeting July 11, 2019:

Speedy Sparkle PUD Amendment
Transportation Master Plan

824 South Street SRU

1776 Boxelder PUD

10.Adjourn
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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
Dietrich Hoefner
Keaton Howe
Tom Rice
Jeff Moline
Commission Members Absent:  Debra Williams
David Hsu, Vice Chair
Staff Members Present: Rob Zuccaro, Dir of Planning & Building Safety
Lisa Ritchie, Senior Planner
Amelia Brackett, Planning Clerk

APPROVAL OF AGENDA
Howe moved and Moline seconded a motion to approve the April 11", 2019 agenda.
Motion passed unanimously by voice vote.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
Rice moved and Moline seconded a motion to approve the March 14™, 2019 minutes.
Motion passed unanimously by voice vote.

PUBLIC COMMENTS ON ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA
None.

DISCUSSION
Draft Sign Code
Ritchie presented the major areas of proposed change to the City’s sign code. The
goals of the sign code updated were to consolidate the various documents that govern
signage, to respond to Supreme Court rulings from 2015 on municipal sign codes, and
to bring the sign code in line with reasonable requests that currently require waivers.
She summarized feedback from a focus group, an open house, and a survey on
Engage Louisville. In general, participants supported marginally larger signs and other
possible changes suggested by the review, but the feedback was inconclusive on
electronic signs.

City of Louisville
Department of Planning and Building Safety
749 Main Street  Louisville CO 80027
303.335.4592 (phone)  303.335.4550 (fax) www.LouisvilleCO.gov
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PUD Process
Brauneis asked about the difference between “consistency” and “compatibility” in the
language and for an explanation on color differentiation requirements.

Ritchie replied that the language matched other waiver criteria meant to ensure that the
design was appropriate for the site.

Brauneis observed that “appropriate” was a better word than “compatible” to that end.

Rice suggested getting rid of the “consistent” and just leave “compatible” since
“consistent” could be read as “the same” or “nearly the same,” which did not seem to be
the intent.

Howe asked if the size of the allowable sign would be based on the size of the lot.

Ritchie and Zuccaro responded that the language was meant to help the signs scale up
with the size of the building and the size of the lot.

Howe asked if the language on scale would relate to downtown.

Ritchie agreed that the scale of a downtown project would be different than projects
elsewhere in the city, so the “scale” would be different.

Brauneis suggested that “appropriate” would be better than “consistent” for this point, as
well.

Rice stated that he liked the first criterion, which demanded “excellence” as a
benchmark for obtaining a waiver.

Hoefner suggested looking into the overlap among the four criteria with an eye toward
condensing them into fewer points since often the Commission reviewed the list of
criteria but then decided on a single point so maybe fewer points would be responsive
to that.

Minor Modifications and Master Sign Program
Moline wondered if the incentive for an increase of up to 10% sign area through the
Master Sign Program was sufficient.

Brauneis asked for the criteria for someone to be considered part of the Master Sign
Program.

Ritchie replied that the Master Sign Program was an option for places with unique
signage needs in specific uses and the bonus was meant to encourage excellence in
design.

Rice agreed with Commissioner Moline’s point that the incentive should be greater, but
asked for the thinking behind the 10% number.
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Ritchie replied that the community was okay with signs that were a little bigger. 10% on
height would be a lot since the height allowance was already high, but an increase
beyond 10% for area could be acceptable. She suggested that they could increase the
percentage or they could scale back on the by-right option and leave the 20% on area
or scale back on the by-right signage size with the increase to 20% as the incentive.

Brauneis noted that scaling back the by-right seemed like penalizing people who
wanted to be involved in the Master Sign Program.

Zuccaro stated that staff would bring additional information on this issue to the
Commission.

Areas in Louisville

Ritchie presented the different areas in the sign plan: residential, commercial, industrial,
mixed-used, and downtown. She noted that the downtown area was experiencing the
least changes to signage criteria, since the City did not receive many waiver requests
for the downtown area.

Sandwich board signs
Ritchie asked for feedback on where businesses could put their sandwich boards vis-a-
vis the location of their business and allowing sandwich boards outside of downtown.

Rice asked if there were any caps on the total number of sandwich boards and voiced a
concern for having too many of them on sidewalks.

Zuccaro replied that the allowances to have a sandwich board away from your
storefront would only apply to alley-access businesses and a couple of private
pedestrian alleyways downtown. The proposed language did not allow second-story
businesses to have sandwich boards. He added that there was no cap on the total
number of sandwich boards.

Brauneis thought it was excessive for businesses on Front Street to advertise on Main
Street.

Moline asked for the rationale that business owners used to request allowing
businesses on other streets to put their signs on Main Street.

Ritchie responded that these businesses largely made the argument that their signs
were more effective if they were on Main Street.

Hoefner stated that he was sympathetic to the alley-fronted businesses. While those
businesses knew they were going to have to operate in an alley, he liked the character
of the alleyways and wanted to help encourage businesses there. He agreed that there
should be limitations on where sandwich boards could be.

Rice noted that these could be considered de facto permanent signs even if they had to
be taken in every night.
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Zuccaro observed that sandwich boards could bring character to an area, but they had
to be done right. He asked for commissioner comment on sandwich boards outside of
downtown.

Brauneis and Hoefner noted that some existing signs were not of high quality.

Ritchie replied that there were standards for the design of sandwich boards and no
plastic boards or letters were permitted.

Rice asked if there was a model community for regulating sandwich boards.

Zuccaro noted that staff had looked into other communities. The proposed language
made it explicit how much sidewalk space had to be left unencumbered, what materials
the sandwich boards could be, and how far the boards could be from the business in an
effort to reduce clutter.

Howe stated that he was sympathetic with the alleyway issue, but also with the tenants
who were paying a premium to be on Main Street. He advocated for linking the signs
with the businesses spatially, especially since more clutter diluted the ability of other
businesses to advertise.

Murals outside of downtown
Rice suggested having more regulations and standards for murals since murals could
be bad.

Ritchie replied that the permitting process would ensure that there would be no
commercial elements embedded in the art since that would be regulated under different
criteria. Staff did not want to get into regulating artistic design.

Zuccaro noted that the City already allowed murals. The only thing that was changing
downtown was the allowed size.

Moline asked if the proposed language would allow someone downtown to do an entire
side.

Ritchie replied that someone could cover the sides and the back of their buildings, just
not on the front.

Hoefner supported keeping it artistically open and observed that tenants with financial
interests in a building would not support a bad mural.

Howe asked if there were a board that could evaluate the murals.

Zuccaro replied that public murals could go through a review process, but private artistic
endeavors could not be regulated the same way.

Hoefner noted that RiNo in Denver had a number of cool murals that had helped to put
the neighborhood on the map.
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Flags

Ritchie described the changes to the flag criteria, since they could no longer be
regulated by content. The new criteria included size restrictions and number of flag
restrictions.

Electronic Message Centers
Ritchie noted that school signs were exempt from City regulations.

Brauneis stated that he felt the fewer of these the better and noted that they could
contribute to residential light pollution.

Hoefner stated that gas stations did not bother him but other types of EMCs should go
through a PUD. He did not support anything that flashed or moved through images too
quickly.

Brauneis noted that the messaging speed for some of these signs was set at an optimal
speed to get messages across to people driving by.

Ritchie stated that there are different regulations for not distracting drivers and it was
important to consider who they were trying to create a message for.

Moline appreciated the detail, but he was a little worried that enforcement might be
difficult and suggested moving some of the criteria to guidelines.

Ritchie responded that staff could dial back some of the specifics if the Commission
decided to keep it as a PUD process only.

Rice stated that keeping it as a PUD only would allow City control while also not trying
to write a one-size-fits-all set of criteria.

Zuccaro added that the community feedback was generally not comfortable with
promoting these kinds of signs.

Brauneis asked about the gas station and menu board signs.
Zuccaro replied that those kinds of signs would be exempted.

Howe stated that making it different for the downtown area was that it was a
disadvantage to a business downtown.

Ritchie replied that EMCs were not allowed downtown as menu boards.

Rice stated that the EMCs did not seem “compatible” with downtown. He agreed with
Chair Brauneis that he wanted fewer of these signs, not more.

Zuccaro summarized that the Commission suggested keeping it as a PUD only and
cutting back on the specificity in the criteria.
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Commercial areas
Ritchie encouraged the commissioners to continue thinking about signs they liked and
didn’t like in the area and let staff know over the next few weeks.

Moline asked if it would be possible to know how many signs would be made non-
conforming by these updates.

Ritchie replied that it would be very difficult to evaluate all the signs, but anything
existing would be grandfathered in and staff anticipated that more signs would be
conforming than non-conforming based on these changes.

Downtown
Brauneis asked for examples of current freestanding signs in Louisville currently.

Zuccaro listed Moxie, the Underground, and the gas station. He explained that
freestanding signs might be appropriate for businesses that don’t come up to the front
property line. He noted that allowing freestanding signs in any case might allow
buildings with setbacks of a few feet to add freestanding signs in front of their wall signs.

Rice suggested language offering that applicants could have either a wall sign or a
freestanding sign.

Temporary signs

Rice noted that in commercial buildings that don’t fill up, signs for rent or sale are
effectively permanent. While he did not like the signs usually, their utility was
indisputable.

Moline asked about the permit process.

Ritchie responded that staff would have to make sure that the permit section was not
regulating print on temporary signs.

Zuccaro noted that staff had considered regulating changes of copy, especially
situations with illumination changes. That would not affect the code, but would probably
occur over the counter.

Moline observed that there were a lot of regulations related to illumination.

Richtie replied that those regulations attended to impact on neighbors and dark sky
impacts.

BRaD Requests
Ritchie informed the Commission of the feedback from the BRaD discussion:

Consider teardrop banners for Grand Openings

Murals outside of Downtown and remove % restrictions

Support sandwich boards outside of downtown

Concern about allowing alley fronting businesses a sandwich board anywhere
within the block

e Allow Electronic Message Centers
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e Freestanding signs — reduce minimum building size to get the larger size

Brauneis observed that he thought teardrop banners were cheap and easy to use for
businesses so they should not be outright banned.

Howe stated that there was some benefit to the teardrop banners for people who are
driving and can give businesses the opportunity to advertise in non-pedestrian areas.

Hoefner voiced a concern about high winds and the teardrop banners.
Moline asked for staff’s rationale for not allowing teardrop banners.

Zuccaro replied that he did not think the teardrop banners were considered high-quality
sign types, but on a very limited basis they could be okay.

Brauneis asked if the 30-day grand opening counted as a “limited basis.”

Ritchie noted that there were some areas that had high turnover and would have these
signs more often.

Rice liked the definition section and suggested adding “raceway” and “way-finding” to
the list.

Moline suggested that in the non-conforming signage language should regulate based
on the area of the sign rather than the cost of the sign as a trigger.

Brauneis stated that the update to the Downtown Sign Guidelines a few years ago was
meant to foster creativity and that encouraging creativity was a good idea when
possible. He did not want signs to look the same here as they do everywhere else.

Moline stated that the graphics in the staff packet and the way the Code was laid out
was user-friendly for laypeople in the community.

Ritchie responded to Commissioner Moline’s emailed question, explaining that sign
area was calculated using one viewpoint. So for a multidimensional sign where you
could view multiple sides at once, whatever the largest surface area was visible from
one point, that all counted toward your surface area.

Ritchie also addressed Commissioner Moline’s other question about the language
“‘enforced by city manager” and stated that that was typical language for enforcement.

Howe asked if there were exceptions for entry points to the city.
Zuccaro replied that the sign code would not address those issues. The consultant for

the Small Area Plans designed entry signs for those plans but they had not been
formally adopted or approved.
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Hoefner suggested making it explicit in the language that the City wanted to encourage
creativity and innovation around signs in the PUD process. General agreement from the
Commission.

Zuccaro noted that there was aspirational language in the Downtown Sign Guide and
thought that adding that kind of language to the new manual was a good idea.

Ritchie stated that the adoption of the sign code was tentatively on the June agenda
and she encouraged the commissioners to reach out to staff with their observations
over the coming months.

2019 Planning Commission Work Plan
Brauneis noted that some commissioners had requested this discussion.

Zuccaro referred the commissioners to three documents to guide their discussion of the
Commission’s 2019 work plan: The Strategic Planning Framework, City Program Goals
and Objectives, and the City of Louisville Comprehensive Plan. He noted that
takeaways from the Commission’s work plan would be funneled into the Council’'s 2020
work plan. He covered the goals from each of the three guiding documents and invited
the Commission to address the following discussion points:

Study session on topics of interest and additional research from staff?

Explore and propose zoning or subdivision ordinance amendments?

Explore Comprehensive Plan Amendments?

Other ideas beyond the proposed workload?

Rice found the prioritization of the various projects appropriate.

Howe wondered how to approach the redevelopment and economic prosperity issues
and if the Commission should be considering these issues on the scale of singular
projects, like the McCaslin redevelopment, or considering them more broadly across the
city?

Zuccaro replied that the Small Area Plans had been an opportunity to consider making
changes to encourage development desires in incorporating those into zoning. The
McCaslin study allowed the City to do market analysis in a way that they had not done
in the Small Area Plans and, as such, the McCaslin area study would be a case study
for those broader processes and considerations.

Howe asked who was responsible for pushing issues of economic development
currently.

Zuccaro replied that the City had a staff and a committee for economic development
and they were tasked with being the liaison between the business community and City
Council. If there were concerns that overlapped with zoning then the Planning
Commission should be involved in those discussions.

Howe wondered if there should be an additional box on the priorities list that addressed
economic prosperity beyond specific area studies.
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Brauneis responded that conducting the McCaslin Area Study first would allow for the
City to have more information for future projects.

Moline added that there could be a review process of what worked and did not work in
the 2013 Comprehensive Plan.

Zuccaro noted that a number of different things drove land use policy, including
neighborhood character and fiscal revenue. The Commission could dive into the fiscal
model that staff uses, though generally the Planning Commission does not address
those issues. However, understanding market trends and projections, as well as City
fiscal operations, might be helpful when the Commission is making its decisions.

Howe suggested that studying economic prosperity, vitality, and sustainability be a high
priority overall.

Zuccaro asked what the commissioners envisioned the Commission doing in 2019 and
2020 to address that concern.

Hoefner suggested looking at the Code and seeing if there were regulations that were
preventing businesses from setting up shop.

Brauneis replied that that would be a daunting process. The Commission could react to
studies like the McCaslin Area Study and could apply lessons from that study to other
areas.

Moline suggested using economic prosperity as a focus point when the Commission
reviewed the 2020 Comprehensive Plan.

Rice observed that the Commission had to focus its energies to headway and the
McCaslin area was one of the main needs affecting the city’s economic vitality. He
asked when the Commission would see the McCaslin study.

Zuccaro replied that staff was aiming for June and for July or August for the
Transportation Master Plan.

Hoefner stated that it had been helpful to see the higher-level view. General agreement.

COMMISSIONER COMMENTS
Moline asked about the status of the southwest corner of South Boulder Road and
Highway 42.

Zuccaro replied that staff had worked with Coal Creek Station on the application but had
not taken it to Council yet.

STAFF COMMENTS
None.

ITEMS TENTATIVELY SCHEDULED FOR MAY 9™, 2019
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Ritchie noted that the Speedy Sparkle was iffy for making it on the May agenda.

468 S Arthur Wireless Facility

Speedy Sparkle PUD Amendment

Adoption of updated FIRM floodplain maps
Sireno Neighborhood Child Care Center — SRU

Adjourn: Rice made motion to adjourn. Howe seconded. Brauneis adjourned meeting
at 8:25 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
Keaton Howe
Jeff Moline
Debra Williams
Commission Members Absent: Tom Rice
Dietrich Hoefner
Staff Members Present: Rob Zuccaro, Dir of Planning & Building Safety
Lisa Ritchie, Senior Planner
Amelia Brackett, Planning Clerk

ELECTION OF VICE CHAIR
Moline volunteered Commissioner Rice for the role of Vice Chair based on his
thoughtful review of applications and his consideration of the needs of the community.
He added that Commissioner Rice was willing to serve in the role.

Brauneis noted that the election was open to other people in the room and the
Commission could decide to postpone given the two absent commissioners.

Williams seconded Commissioner Moline’s recommendation. Voice vote. All in favor.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA
Williams moved and Hsu seconded a motion to approve the May 9", 2019 agenda.
Motion passed unanimously by voice vote.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
Commissioners Hsu and Williams abstained. Quorum was not met, therefore the motion
was continued to next month.

PUBLIC COMMENTS ON ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA
None.

NEW BUSINESS - PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS

City of Louisville
Department of Planning and Building Safety
749 Main Street  Louisville CO 80027
303.335.4592 (phone)  303.335.4550 (fax) www.LouisvilleCO.gov
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Sireno Neighborhood Child Care Center SRU: A request for approval of a Special
Review Use to allow a Neighborhood Child Care Center to provide care for up to 12
children at 224 Front Street (Resolution 8, Series 2019) REQUEST TO CONTINUE TO

JUNE 13, 2019
e Applicant: Front Street Child Care, Denise Ehrmann Sireno
e Case Manager: Lisa Ritchie, Senior Planner

Ritchie informed the Commission that staff and the applicant were requesting a
continuance to work out additional details.

Moline moved to continue the item until June 13", 2019 and Howe seconded. Voice
vote. All in favor.

LMC Amendment: Floodplain Map Update: A request for an amendment to Title 17 of
the Louisville Municipal Code concerning adoption of updated flood insurance rate
maps and penalty provisions for floodplain and zoning regulations (Resolution 9, Series
2019).

e Applicant: City of Louisville

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

Public notice was met on April 19" and April 215 as required.

Zuccaro presented the updates to the floodplain map and asked for comments from the
Commission on the updated map. The map, which should be much more accurate than
previous iterations, will be effective on August 15, 2019 and is based on information
from an updated study and survey. The map also consolidates various changes made
since 2012. The ordinance applies to the 100-year floodplain, which is the floodplain
subject to regulation. The map also includes shading for the Floodway and for areas
requiring increased regulation.

Brauneis asked how much land in the 100-year floodplain was privately owned.

Zuccaro responded that a huge part of the floodplain was on the Coal Creek Golf
Course. Five years ago, there were over 200 structures in the floodplain and a large
part of that was downtown. There was a major drainage project downtown a couple
summers ago that took Old Town and Downtown out of the floodplain. At last count,
there were 60 structures in the floodplain. Zuccaro noted that with the new map
amendment, that number would decrease to a few dozen, though he did not have hard
numbers. These changes were based on new mapping technologies and not due to
major upstream changes as far as Director Zuccaro was aware.

Brauneis asked what would happen for an owner who was newly counted in the
floodplain.

Zuccaro replied that could be a big change, which is why staff have been reaching out
to property owners in the floodplain neighborhoods with information. The flood
insurance requirement would impact these properties, but it might be a good thing that
they have flood insurance since these maps are more accurate.
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Howe asked what made these maps more accurate.

Zuccaro replied that they were more accurate because of better surveying and mapping
capabilities. He made the distinction between the “floodway,” which is where the water
actually flows during a flood and the “floodplain,” was where the water can back up onto
a property. There are higher regulatory standards for floodways.

Staff recommends approval of Resolution 9, Series 2019, recommending approval of an
ordinance amending LMC Chapter 17.56 concerning adoption of an updated Flood
Insurance Study and Flood Insurance Rate Maps, and the addition of reference to
penalty provisions.

Hsu asked about Louisville’s flood rating.

Zuccaro explained that less risk meant lower ratings so the rating was not about the
quality of preparation necessarily. However, the City got points for doing storm water
maintenance and public education on the floodplain.

Hsu asked how the 2013 flood and climate change affected the projections.

Zuccaro replied that his impression was that engineers used a standard model for
floodplains based on topographical surveys and historic data that were likely adjusted
with new information from recent years.

Moline added that the 2013 flood had gone into the County’s floodplain dataset.
Zuccaro reiterated that he did not know if the updated map included data from the 2013
flood. He added that floods never looked exactly like the projections, because of highly
variable issues like trapped debris.

Williams stated that in the Town of Superior the surveyors felt confident in their recent
maps because they had more information than ever before. She felt confident that the
maps for Louisville used similar data and was much more exact than it was in previous
iterations.

Howe asked Director Zuccaro to speak more to the impact on citizens who might forego
insurance based on the new map only to have their houses flooded.

Zuccaro replied that the City’s communications did not push insurance information or
recommendations, they only informed residents who had to have flood insurance.

Howe asked how many structures were added to the floodplain.
Zuccaro replied that it was fewer than a dozen.

Howe concluded that the floodplain changes could impact citizens significantly.
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Williams stated that required flood insurance was pretty cheap. If a resident were
outside a floodplain and wanted insurance, it was possible but very expensive. She
added that there was a cap to the insurance amount.

Howe asked what the benefits were for shrinking the floodplain map instead of thinking
worst-case scenario.

Zuccaro replied that staff and the consultants thought it was a much more accurate
map. Those who were previously mandated to get flood insurance may no longer be
mandated to do so and, conversely, people who were added to the floodplain would
have better information about the danger to their homes and get flood insurance.

Moline added that the City had made a positive change to the floodplain by removing
the downtown area from the 100-year floodplain and he congratulated the town for
doing that work.

Zuccaro noted that the downtown work had been completed in 2018. He added that if a
homeowner were on the edge of the floodplain, he or she could survey the finished floor
of the property and have an engineer certify that the floor was out of the floodplain and
therefore not be required to pay insurance. He noted that there were few structures
according to the new map and that City engineers were looking into options to removing
the few structures that were left in the floodplain now.

Williams asked about the floodplain southwest of South Boulder Road and 96™ Street.
Zuccaro replied that there was a waterway at that location.

Ritchie added that another area in the floodplain, the baseball field, was designed with
water storage capacity.

Zuccaro noted that the insurance requirement was only for properties with a federally-
backed loan.

Williams asked how the structures in the floodplain went from 200 structures down to 60
and then to approximately 24.

Ritchie stated that along the Coal Creek Corridor a high number of properties were
being removed, in addition to the mitigation work downtown from 2018.

Williams asked if the change to the Coal Creek Corridor was due to urban drainage.
Zuccaro replied that that was due to the new map alone.

Howe asked about the update to the penalty provisions.

Zuccaro replied that the penalties themselves were not changing. Colorado Water

Conservation Board, an agent of FEMA, reviewed the ordinance and asked for a
reference to the penalty provisions in the floodplain chapter.



Planning Commission
Meeting Minutes

May 9, 2019

Page 5 of 6

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

Howe stated that he guessed he had to rely on the engineers who were making the new
map. He thought it important that citizens knew there are no guarantees.

Brauneis responded that it was important to remember that all the old maps were based
on old assumptions.

Moline added that these maps were made by people whose job it was to understand
flooding. The maps would allow people to understand the risk that was before them
when investing in a particular property.

Brauneis reopened public comment for Zuccaro to show the Commission another
version of the map to show the number of homes in the Coal Creek area.

Brauneis clarified the meaning of the 100-year flood plain, explaining that in any given
year there was a 1% chance of that kind of flood happening, not that it was a flood that
would happen every 100 years.

Williams added that the new push was to think in terms of 50-year floodplains. She
noted that the map would not change the fact that people living near the floodplain
would know that they were living near the floodplain.

Hsu stated that there would never be a determination between a 100-year flood and a
101-year flood and concluded that the risk was pretty low for any liability.

Moline observed that the godfather of the floodplain was a professor at the University of
Colorado and that the region had some of the best people in the world working on this
problem. He thought that these floodplains were a great public service.

Howe agreed but stated that he did not have the credentials to judge the map.

Hsu replied that the Commission was voting on the process staff undertook to get the
map developed, not on the map itself.

Zuccaro gave an overview of the process. He explained that the engineering
consultants developed the map and every local jurisdiction had the opportunity to review
the study they created. The City also had a certified flood engineer on staff who
reviewed the map as well.

Moline moved to approve Resolution 9, Series 2019. Williams seconded. Roll call vote.
All'in favor. Motion carries.

468 S Arthur Wireless Facility SRU: The applicant has withdrawn this application.
COMMISSIONER COMMENTS

Brauneis thanked Commissioner Hsu for his homework in advance of meetings, his
attention to detail, and passion for the subject.
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Moline thanked Commissioner Hsu for his detailed eye and stated that he had relied on
him for his review on complex items. He was grateful to work with him and get to know
him as a friend.

Hsu thanked his fellow Planning Commissioners past and present for donating their
time in service of the City. It was nice that the commissioners could have disagreements
and start over with each new item. He also thanked staff for their patience answering his
guestions and working with applicants. He thought that the meetings were getting into
the details of these proposals to make sure the City was doing the right thing and make
things easier for City Council. He thanked City Council for putting him on the
Commission. He observed that the Commission presented the sometimes rare
opportunity to see the difference you make, even when you do not always feel that way
in other aspects of life.

Williams stated that it was always a better discussion when Commissioner Hsu was
involved.

STAFF COMMENTS
Zuccaro echoed the statements of gratitude for Commissioner Hsu and for everything
he had contributed to staff's process.

ITEMS TENTATIVELY SCHEDULED FOR JUNE 13™, 2019

e Sign Code Update
e 602 Taylor PUD

Ritchie noted that the Speedy Sparkle may not make it on the June agenda.

There were other possible projects on the docket, as well. Staff will be in contact to
schedule an overflow meeting if the agenda looks like it will run too long.

Adjourn: Hsu made motion to adjourn. Moline seconded. Chair Brauneis adjourned
meeting at 7:21 PM.
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Approval of Resolution No. 10, Series 2019, a request for a
Planned Unit Development to allow construction of a 22,500
SF, two-story building and associated site improvements.




SUMMARY:

The owner, Elixinol, LLC, represented by applicant, RVP Architecture, requests
approval of a Planned Unit Development (PUD) to allow construction of an 22,500 SF,
two-story building, landscaping, parking and other site improvements.

The site is located in the Colorado Technology Center (CTC) on S. Taylor Avenue. The
property is zoned Industrial (I) and is subject to the Industrial Development Design
Standards and Guidelines (IDDSG).

BACKGROUND:

The City approved the original plat for the property in 1979 as part of the Colorado
Technological Center First Filing subdivision. The property owner, Elixinol, LLC,
currently leases approximately 10,000 SF in the building at 638 Taylor, immediately
south of the subject property. They are seeking approval of a PUD to approve
construction of a 22,500 SF, two-story building at 602 Taylor.

Figure 1: Elixinol Site Plan

44 PARKING - ’jfc |
SPACES BULDING SETBACK |

‘/; SITE PLAN DEVELOPMENT PLAN

ANALYSIS:

PUD Amendment

The PUD is subject to the IDDSG and Section 17.28.120 of the Louisville Municipal
Code.
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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 application proposes to
locate the detention pond along Taylor Avenue west of the building. The building is
located along the north portion of the lot with parking located to the south. The proposal
includes one new pedestrian connection to Taylor Avenue, employee gathering areas,
and appropriate screening of utilities. The proposal includes an employee entrance on
the southwest side of the building. The proposed loading dock is recessed along the
east side of the building in the non-public zone, minimizing its appearance. The lot
meets the minimum landscape requirements and the standards for site grading in the
IDDSG.

IDDSG: 2. Vehicular Circulation and Parking

The site is adjacent Taylor Avenue on the west and private property on the south, east,
and north. Access is accommodated through one drive aisle to the south of the proposed
building. The drive aisle will be 47.5 feet which is wide enough to accommodate trucks
and fire access and complies with the IDDSG.

The application includes 44 parking spaces. The proposed development will house
office, manufacturing, and warehouse space. Based on the space dedicated to each
use, the parking required under the IDDSG is 44 spaces. This proposal meets the
required number of parking spaces.

Parking Spaces - Square Feet Ratio Required
By Type

Office 3,421 SF @ 4/1000 13.68
Manufacturing 12,799 SF @ 2/1000 25.60
Warehouse 4,707 SF @ 1/1000 4.71
Total 43.99
Parking Spaces — Proposed Spaces

Provided

Standard 42

Accessible 2

Total 44

Bicycle 5

IDDSG: 3. Pedestrian and Bicycle Circulation

The applicant proposes pedestrian connections and bicycle parking consistent with the
standards of the IDDSG. The application includes 5 exterior bicycle parking spaces
near the employee entrance. The plans include pedestrian access via sidewalks to the
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 proposed building is a two story tilt-up concrete structure. The main entry
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area will have extensive storefront glazing to add variation to the concrete portions of
the building as well as enhance the pedestrian arrival experience. The proposed
building height is approximately 30 feet tall with a two-foot parapet and is allowed under
the IDDSG. All roof-top mechanical units will be set back a minimum of 25 feet from the
edge of the parapet.

IDDSG: 5. Landscape Design

The application complies with standards in the IDDSG for perimeter landscaping
adjacent to abutting property, parking lot landscaping, and building and loading and
service area landscaping.

IDDSG: 6. Fences and Walls
The applicant does not propose additional fences or walls.

IDDSG: 7. Sign Design

The site plan includes a 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 need to comply with the Sign Code unless a PUD
amendment is sought.

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.

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.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:
Staff recommends approval of Resolution 10 Series 2019 recommending approval of a
Planned Unit Development for Lot 7, Block 4, Colorado Technological Center Filing 1.

ATTACHMENTS:
1. Resolution No. 10, Series 2019
2. Application Materials
3. PUD Amendment
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APPENDIX: PUD Criteria Analysis — Elixinol PUD

Criteria 17.28.120 (A) Finding Narrative
1. An appropriate relationship to The use is appropriate for the area
the surrounding area. and permitted in the Industrial zone
Compliant 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 The application provides for
living areas, convenience, access, | Compliant adequate and safe internal
and noise and exhaust control. circulation.
Proper circulation in parking areas
in terms of safety, convenience,
separation and screening.
3. Consideration and provision for | Not The property is zoned Industrial.
low and moderate-income housing | applicable Residential uses are not allowed.
4. Functional open space in terms
of optimum preservation of natural
features, including trees and : The PUD complies with landscape
. . . Compliant . :
drainage areas, recreation, views, requirements in the IDDSG.
density relief and convenience of
function
5. Variety In terms o_f_housmg Not The property is zoned Industrial.
types, densities, facilities and . . .
applicable Residential uses are not allowed.
open space
6. Privacy in terms of the needs of The PUD complies with site
individuals, families and neighbors . planning provisions in the IDDSG,
Compliant . . .
assuring appropriate privacy of
neighboring properties.
7. Pedestrian and bicycle traffic in The PUD complies with pedestrian
terms of safety, separation, . and bicycle requirements in the
: . Compliant :
convenience, access points of IDDSG, ensuring adequate
destination and attractiveness pedestrian and bicycle access.
8. Building types in terms of The PUD complies with site
appropriateness to density, site planning and building height
relationship and bulk . requirements in the IDDSG,
Compliant . .
ensuring an appropriate bulk for
buildings and relationship to other
development in the CTC.
9. Building design in terms of The PUD complies with the
orientation, spacing, materials, , architectural design and site
Compliant

color, texture, storage, signs and
lighting

planning requirements in the
IDDSG. The design incorporates

Elixinol PUD
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adequate articulation, building
materials and site configuration.

10. Landscaping of total site in
terms of purpose, such as
screening, ornamental types used,

The PUD complies with landscape
requirements in the IDDSG

. : . Compliant ensuring adequate screening and
and materials used, if any; and h .
. o compatible landscaping for the
maintenance, suitability and effect
: CTC.
on the neighborhood
11. Compliance with all applicable
developmgnt design standgrds . The PUD complies with all
and guidelines and all applicable Compliant, , .
: e . : applicable development design
regulations pertaining to matters with waiver A
. e standards and guidelines.
of state interest, as specified
in_chapter 17.32
12. None of the standards for .
. e - Not The property was annexed in
annexation specified in_chapter aoplicable 1976
16.32 have been violated P '
13. Services including utilities, fire
and pollce_ protection, _and other The Public Works Department and
such services are available or can . o . o )
i Compliant Louisville Fire District reviewed the
be made available to adequately ) -
o PUD and meets their requirements.
serve the development specified
in the final development plan
Criteria 17.28.120 (B) Finding Narrative
1. Development shall be in
accordance with the adopted The PUD complies with the
elements of the comprehensive adopted elements of the
development plan of the city, and Compliant comprehensive plan, and the
in accordance with any adopted adopted development design
development design standards and standards and guidelines.
guidelines.
2. No structures in a planned unit
development shall encroach upon : .
. . ) The property is not located in a
the floodplain. Existing bodies of !
C . floodplain, nor are there any
water and existing stream courses | Compliant o . )
: existing bodies of water in the
shall not be channelized or altered
. ) area.
in a planned unit development
plan.
3. No occupied structure shall be
located on ground showing severe : :
) . : . There is no known subsidence on
subsidence potential without Compliant

adequate design and study
approved specifically by the city.

the property.
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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.

Elixinol PUD
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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

The PUD proposes minimal use of

promote harmonious transitions
and scale in character in areas of
different planned uses, and shall
contribute to a mix of styles within
the city.

features which reduce the demand Compliant water.
for water usage.
10. Landscape plans shall attempt
to reduce heating and cooling . .
demands of buildings through the The .PUD comphes with landscape
: . requirements in the IDDSG,
selection and placement of Compliant - . .
) . providing for shading of parking
landscape materials, paving, .
) and pedestrian areas.
vegetation, earth forms, walls,
fences, or other materials.
11. Proposed developments shall
be buffered from collector and
arterial streets. S_.uch buffering The PUD complies with the
may be accomplished by earthen .
. : requirements of the IDDSG and
berms, landscaping, leafing : . .
: Compliant includes adequate landscaping
patterns, and other materials. ) .
. L . and buffering from adjacent
Entrance islands defining traffic
: : streets.
patterns along with landscaping
shall be incorporated into
entrances to developments.
12. There shall be encouraged the
siting Of. lot arrangement, bqlldlng The PUD provides unshaded roof
orientation and roof orientation in :
: Compliant structures so that solar energy may
developments so as to obtain the - )
. be utilized in the future.
maximum use of solar energy for
heating.
13. The overall PUD shall provide | Not o
. . . Housing is not proposed.
a variety of housing types. applicable
14. Neighborhoods within a PUD
: . Not o
shall provide a range of housing . Housing is not proposed.
size applicable
15. Architectural design of
buildings shall be compatible in
d_e3|gn with t_he contours of the_ The PUD proposes architecture
site, compatible with surrounding hat | ivle in desi ith
designs and neighborhoods, shall . that is compatible in design wit
y Compliant the contours of the site, with

surrounding designs and
neighborhoods.
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RESOLUTION NO. 10
SERIES 2019

A RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING APPROVAL OF A REQUEST FOR A FINAL
PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD) TO ALLOW THE CONSTRUCTION OF A
NEW 22,500 SQUARE FOOT BUILDING AND ASSOCIATED SITE IMPROVEMENTS
FOR THE PROEPRTY AT 602 TAYLOR AVENUE.

WHEREAS, there has been submitted to the Louisville Planning Commission an
application for approval of a request for of a final Planned Unit Development (PUD) to
allow the construction of a new 22,500 square foot building and associated site
improvements for the property at 602 Taylor Avenue; and

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

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has considered the application at a duly
noticed public hearing on June 13, 2019, where evidence and testimony were entered
into the record, including the findings in the Louisville Planning Commission Staff Report
dated June 13, 20109.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Planning Commission of the City of
Louisville, Colorado does hereby recommend approval of a request for a final Planned
Unit Development (PUD) for the construction of a new 22,500 square foot building and
associated site improvements for the property at 602 Taylor Avenue.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 13" day of June, 2019.

By:

Steve Brauneis, Chairperson
Planning Commission

Attest:
Debra Williams, Secretary
Planning Commission
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and consulting, p.c.

March 6, 2016

City of Louisville Planning Department
749 Main Street
Louisville, CO 80027

Letter of Request — Final PUD, Lot 7, Block 4, CTC First Filing
(602 Taylor Avenue)

Elixinol, LLC is seeking approval to build a new building on the above referenced lot in the
Colorado Technological Center. Elixinol, LLC is a leader in the production of hemp products in
Europe, the U.S. and Australia. They specialize in the development of organic CBD and related
hemp products for distribution to consumers here in the U.S. They are anticipating having 35
employees at this new facility and are currently leasing approximately 10,000 s.f. in the adjacent
building at 638 Taylor. They intend to occupy both facilities.

Final PUD approval is being sought for a two story 22,500 s.f. building. The ground floor of
15,000 s.f. will house their research, production, distribution and warehouse functions. The
second floor will contain office and employee amenity areas. 45 parking spaces will be provided
(a ratio of 2 spaces per 1,000 s.f.), which is adequate to handle employees and visitors. A single
ingress/egress location is being proposed. A loading dock is proposed at the east of the building.

The building is oriented very similar to the adjacent building they are leasing next door. The
building will be 30’ tall at its highest point. Construction is to be tilt up concrete panels with interior
steel columns and bar joists. The building will have an automatic fire sprinkler system throughout.
The main entry area will have extensive storefront glazing to add some variation to the concrete
portions of the building as well as enhance the pedestrian arrival experience. Variations in
heights of the parapets will also help to differentiate parts of the building and three to four color
combinations will be used on the panels to give variety to the concrete elements. Landscaping will
play a major role in the entry area and the employee break/relaxation area just west of this entry.
The loading area is far back enough on the site to occur entirely in the private zone. The site
layout meets the setback and bulk requirements of the IDDSG adopted by the City. We also
believe the site and building design meets or exceeds all the other design criteria set forth in that
document.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me.

Sincerely,

@W

Robert Van Pelt
Architect

4141 Arapahoe Avenue, Suite 100 (303) 443-5355
Boulder, Colorado 80303 Fax (303) 444-5085



FINAL DRAINAGE REPORT
602 TAYLOR AVENUE
LOT 7, BLOCK 4
COLORADO TECHNOLOGICAL CENTER FILING 1
LOUISVILLE, COLORADO

Prepared For:
RVP Architecture, P.C.
3223 Arapahoe Avenue

Suite 220
Boulder, CO 80303

Prepared By:
Hurst and Associates, Inc.
1265 S. Public Rd. Suite B

Lafayette, CO 80026

Job Number 2515-5
March 5, 2019



I hereby certify that this report for the final drainage design of Lot 7, Block 4 of the
Colorado Technological Center, Filing 1 was prepared by me (or under my direct supervision) in
accordance with the provisions of the City of Louisville Storm Drainage Design and Technical

Criteria Manual for the owners thereof.

Dbz S W

Registered Professional Engineer
State of Colorado No. 41133
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INTRODUCTION

The intent of this drainage report is to present the drainage design of the proposed drainage facilities
of Lot 7, Block 4 of Colorado Technological Center Filing 1. The project site is located at 602 Taylor
Avenue. Also, it is located in the southwest quarter of Section 16, Township 1 South, and Range 69 West
of the Sixth Principal Meridian, City of Louisville, County of Boulder, and State of Colorado. A single
light industrial building will be built. The project site is currently vacant. Runoff from the approximate
western two-thirds of the site drains westerly to Taylor Avenue. Runoff from the approximate eastern one-
third of the site drains easterly onto the eastern adjoiner’s property. This report analyzes the impact of the

storm events only and is not intended to analyze the effects of future irrigation or groundwater conditions.

HYDROLOGIC/HYDRAULIC ANALYSIS

The drainage system was designed using a 2-year minor storm return period and a 100-year major
storm return period. The storm water runoff was determined using the Rational Method as presented in the
Urban Drainage and Flood Control District Manual. Drainage basins were defined by the proposed
grading and the locations of the proposed inlets an