
 
City of Louisville 

Department of Planning and Building Safety         
 749 Main Street         Louisville CO 80027  

303.335.4592 (phone)     303.335.4550 (fax)     www.louisvilleco.gov 
 

 
Planning Commission 

Agenda 
January 14, 2016 

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.   

 
I. Call to Order 
II. Roll Call 

III. Approval of Agenda  
IV. Approval of Minutes  

 December 10, 2015  
V. Public Comment on Items Not on the Agenda  

VI. Regular Business – Public Hearing Items  
 824 South Street Final PUD: Resolution of Denial 

 Applicant/Owner: Ronda Grossi 
 Representative: Erik Hartronft, Architect 
 Staff member:  Scott Robinson, Planner II 

 
 1104 Garfield Minor Subdivision: a request of a replat to subdivide a 

single 20,569 SF lot into two separate lots in the Residential Low (RL) 
zone district, located at 1104 Garfield Avenue, Lot 102, Parkwood Minor 
Subdivision.  Case #15-036- FS 

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

 
 Centennial Peaks PUD Amendment: A request for an amendment to the 

Louisville Psychiatric Hospital PUD to allow for a 12,560 SF addition to the 
existing hospital and parking expansion.  Case #15-038-FP 

 Applicant: Boulder Associates, Inc. 
 Owner: Avista Adventist Hospital 
 Representative: Universal Health Services, Inc. 
 Staff member:  Lauren Trice, Planner I 
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 Land Use Modification: A request recommending City Council adopt an 
ordinance Amending title 17 of the Louisville Municipal Code (LMC) to add 
health or athletic clubs, spas, dance studios and fitness studios as a listed 
use group and specifying in which zone districts these uses may be 
developed.  Case #15-045-LMC 

 Staff member:  Troy Russ, Director of Planning and Building Safety 
 

VII. Planning Commission Comments  
VIII. Staff Comments 

 Open Government & Ethics Pamphlet – 2016 Edition 
 Public notice update 

o City Hall, 749 Main Street 
o Library, 951 Spruce Street 
o Recreation/Senior Center, 900 Via Appia 
o Police Department/Municipal Court, 992 Via Appia 
o City Web Site: www.LouisvilleCO.gov 

 2016 Meeting dates 
 Elect Chair and Vice Chair 

IX. Items Tentatively Scheduled for the regular meeting February 11, 2016: 
 
 North End Market PUD/GDP Amendment: A request for a final Planned 

Unit Development (PUD) and General Development Plan (GDP) 
amendment to allow 40,000 SF of commercial and 65 dwelling units.  
Case #15-037-FP/ZN 

 Applicant/Owner/Representative: Markel Homes  
 Staff member:  Scott Robinson, Planner II 

 
 South Boulder Road Small Area Plan: A request to review a draft copy 

of the South Boulder Road Small Area Plan.   
 Staff member:  Scott Robinson, Planner II 

 
X. Adjourn  

http://www.louisvilleco.gov/
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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.   
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Tengler asks which were mandatory and which were to be specifically followed? 
Leary says if you look at the introduction to the Design Handbook for Downtown, there is a 
description of what the words mean. It starts out with the imperative. When the imperative 
“should” is used, those are mandatory. If it is a suggestion or the word “shall” is used, that would 
not be considered imperative. A second thing that 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 



Planning Commission 
Meeting Minutes 

December 10, 2015 
Page 15 of 29 

 
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. 

 

 

   
 
 
 
 

 
 

Spruce Street Le
e 

St
re

et
 

 
 



Planning Commission 
Meeting Minutes 

December 10, 2015 
Page 25 of 29 

 

 
 
 

• 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: 
 
 
 

 

 
C 

B 

A 

 

Lot 2 

Lot 1 
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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 



Planning Commission 
Meeting Minutes 

December 10, 2015 
Page 28 of 29 

 
 
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.   



 

 
 
 
 

Memorandum 
 
Date:  January 14, 2016 
To:  Planning Commission 
From:  Planning Division  
Subject: Case No. 15-032-FP/UR 824 South St Resolution 
 
 
Attached is the draft resolution recommending denial of the 824 South St 
application as requested by Planning Commission during the November 12, 2015 
meeting.  This item was continued from the December 10, 2015 meeting at the 
applicant’s request. 
 
The resolution enumerates the reasons Planning Commission denied the 
application, as staff heard them at the meeting.  Staff requests that Planning 
Commission make any necessary changes so the resolution accurately reflects 
the Commission’s reasons for denial, and pass the resolution. 
 
Attachment – Draft Resolution 
 

 

Department of Planning and Building Safety 
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RESOLUTION NO. 35 

SERIES 2015 
 

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 

  
 WHEREAS, there has been submitted to the Louisville Planning Commission an 
application for approval of a final planned unit development (PUD) and special review 
use (SRU) to allow 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, Lot 1, Block 5, Louisville Old Town; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the subject property is zoned Commercial Community (CC); and 
 

 WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a properly noticed public hearing on 
November 12, 2015, where evidence and testimony were entered into the record, 
including without limitation the application and supporting materials, the Louisville 
Planning Commission Staff Report dated November 12, 2015 and all attachments 
included with such staff report, the City Comprehensive Plan, the Downtown Framework 
Plan, the Downtown Design Handbook, the City zoning ordinance set forth in title 17 of 
the Louisville Municipal Code, and additional written statements and other documents, 
as well as testimony from the staff and applicant; and 

 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission by this Resolution desires to set forth its 

findings, conclusions and ruling with respect to the application. 
 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE 
CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COLORADO:  
 
 Section 1. The foregoing recitals are incorporated herein. 
 
 Section 2. Based on the testimony of the witnesses and the documents and 
other evidence made a part of the record of the hearing before the Planning 
Commission, the Planning Commission finds as follows: 
 
  a. The application is for a final 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.  The property is owned by Ronda L Grassi and 
Nancy L Welch.  The applicant is Hartronft Associates PC. 
 
 b. The property that is the subject of the application is zoned Commercial 
Community (CC) and is located in Downtown Louisville as defined in Section 17.08.113 
of the Louisville Municipal Code (LMC). 
 
 c. The project proposed by the application shall comply with Section 
17.12.040, Yard and Bulk requirements and the Design Handbook for Downtown 
Louisville per Section 17.16.280. 
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 d. The project proposed by the application is requesting waivers from the 
bulk and dimension standards established in Section 17.12.040. 
 
 e. The decision criteria that apply to the applicant’s proposed final planned 
unit development are set forth in Chapter 17.28 of the Louisville Municipal Code, and 
primarily in Section 17.28.120 of that Chapter. 
 
 f. Section 17.28.110. allows waiver or modifications of standards “ if the 
spirit and intent of the development plan criteria contained in section 17.28.120 are met 
and the city council finds that the development plan contains areas allocated for usable 
open space in common park area in excess of public use dedication requirements or 
that the modification or waiver is warranted by the design and amenities incorporated in 
the development plan, and the needs of residents for usable or functional open space 
and buffer areas can be met.” 
  
 Section 3. Based on the foregoing findings and the evidence and testimony 
presented at the hearing, the Planning Commission hereby concludes that the 
application should be denied for the following reasons: 
 
 a. The project proposed by the application does not meet criteria A.1, A.8, 
A.9, A.11, B.1, B.15, C.1, and C.2 of Section 17.28.120 of the LMC.  In particular, the 
Planning Commission concludes that the proposed PUD is not compatible with 
surrounding designs and neighborhoods, and does not promote harmonious transitions 
and scale in character in areas of different planned uses.    
 
 Section 4. In accordance with the above findings and conclusions, and based 
upon the evidence and testimony presented at the hearing, the Planning Commission of 
the City of Louisville hereby denies the application for approval of a final planned unit 
development (PUD) and special review use (SRU) for the redevelopment of a 7,709 
square foot property within Downtown Louisville.  The redevelopment includes the 
addition of approximately 6,800 sq.ft. of commercial space and one residential unit, and 
based on the foregoing denial of the final PUD, the SRU is denied.  
 
 
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 14th day of January, 2016. 

 
By: ______________________________ 

Chris Pritchard, Chairman 
Planning Commission 

Attest: _____________________________ 
 Ann O’Connell, Secretary 
 Planning Commission 
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ITEM: Case #15-036-FS, 1104 Garfield. 
 
PLANNER: Sean McCartney, Principal Planner 
 
APPLICANT:  Cyla Simon Realty, LLC. 

Contact:  Eliot Marshall 
1019 Topaz Street 
Superior, CO  80027 

 
OWNER:  Same 
 
EXISTING ZONING:  Residential Low (RL) 
 
LOCATION: Northeast corner of Garfield Street and Short Street, Lot 102, 

Parkwood Minor Subdivision 
 
TOTAL SITE AREA: 20,569 SF 
 
REQUEST:  Approval of Resolution No. 3, Series 2016, a resolution 

recommending approval of a replat to subdivide a single 
20,569 SF lot into two separate lots in the Residential Low (RL) 
zone district, located at 1104 Garfield Avenue, Lot 102, 
Parkwood Minor Subdivision. 
 

VICINITY MAP:  
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BACKGROUND: 
The owner of 1104 Garfield Street, Cyla Simon Realty LLC, is requesting a minor 
subdivision plat to allow the subdivision of one 20,569 SF lot into two separate lots 
measuring 11,035 SF (Lot 102A) and 9,534 SF (Lot 102B).  The property is located 
within the Residential Low (RL) district which requires a minimum of 7,000 SF per lot.  
The density permitted is one unit per 7,000 SF. 
 
A 2,213 SF one-story single family home is currently located on the property. The 
subdivision request ensures the existing structure complies with the applicable setbacks 
if the request is approved.   
 
PROPOSAL: 
The minor subdivision request would divide a single 20,569 SF lot into two smaller lots.  
Lot 102A, if approved, would continue to be oriented toward Garfield Street, while Lot 
102B would orient towards Short Street.   The existing one-story single family home 
would be located on Lot 102A, and would comply with setbacks, while the proposed Lot 
102B would be vacant. 
 

 
 

Lot 102A 
11,035 SF 

Lot 102B 
9,534 SF 
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The site is located on the northeast corner of Garfield Street and Short Street within the 
Parkwood Minor Subdivision.  Lot 102 is the largest lot located within the eastern 
portion of the Parkwood Minor Subdivision.  The average lot size for the immediate 25 
lots in the Parkwood Minor Subdivision is 8,600 SF.  It is the second largest property 
within the entire Parkwood Minor Subdivision: 

 
The largest lot in the highlighted area above is 11,340 SF and the smallest lot is 7,033 
SF. Below is an analysis of the adjacent properties.  The average lot size of the 
adjacent lots is 11,850 SF. 
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Label # Lot # Subdivision Address Lot 
Area 
(SF) 

1 102 Parkwood Minor 1104 Garfield 20,569 

2 103 Parkwood Minor 1152 Garfield 10,542 
3 104 Parkwood Minor 1196 Garfield 11,707 
4 105 Parkwood Minor 1193 Garfield 9,753 
5 106 Parkwood Minor 289 Short Pl. 10,885 
6 101 Parkwood Minor 294 Short Pl. 12,830 
7  12 McKinley Park 316 McKinley Park 17,617 
8  1 McKinley Park 295 McKinley Park 18,606 
9  1-3 

Blk 5 
Capitol Hill 1101 Lincoln Ave 10,477 

10 4-6 
Blk 5 

Capitol Hill 1117 Lincoln Ave 10,096 

11  7-8 
Blk 5 

Capitol Hill 1121 Lincoln Ave 6,686 

12  9-12 
Blk 5 

Capitol Hill 1127 Lincoln Ave 13,321 

13 10-12 
Blk 4 

Capitol Hill 1041 Lincoln Ave 9,687 

Average    11,850 
 

Note:  The subject property is bolded and not included in the average size 
calculation. 

 
Staff believes the proposed subdivision creates two lots which would comply more with 
the immediate neighborhoods of Parkwood and Capitol Hill than the current lot size. 
 
MINOR SUBDIVISION PLAT 
SECTION 16.12.110 – Minor Subdivision Procedure 
Section 16.12.110, of the Louisville Municipal Code (LMC), establishes the review 
procedures for a Minor Subdivision.  The section states, “a subdivision application 
meeting one or more of the following criteria shall be eligible for review as a minor 
subdivision: 
 

1. The subdivision contains solely residential use and results in not more than four 
dwelling units;  

2. The subdivision is a replat of an approved final subdivision plat which does not 
increase the number of lots or increase density, and which does not result in a 
material change in the extent, location, or type of public improvements, 
easements, arrangement of streets open space or utilities; 

3. The subdivision results in no more than two lots; each lot is adjacent  and has 
access to an accepted and maintained public street; the improvements required 
by chapter 16.20 (streets and utilities) are already in existence and available to 
serve each lot; each lot will meet the requirements of the city’s zoning regulations 
without the necessity for a variance; no variance has been granted within the 
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three previous years to any lot; and, no part of the subdivision has been 
approved within three years prior to the date of the submission of the minor 
subdivision plat; 

4. The subdivision is of a lot, previously created by an approved final subdivision 
plat, which is split or subdivided into not more than two lots and the lots created 
by the split comply with the applicable dimensional requirements of the city’s 
zoning regulations.” 

Staff believes this request complies with three of the four above criteria (compliant 
criteria shown in italics) and is therefore eligible for a minor subdivision review. 
 
SUBDIVISION DESIGN STANDARDS 
The subdivision design standards of property in Louisville are regulated by Title 16 of 
the Louisville Municipal Code.  Since this is a minor subdivision request with no public 
right-of-way or public easements, staff reviewed the application against the criteria 
established in Sections 16.16.010 (General design and construction standards) and 
16.16.060 (Lots).  
 
Section 16.16.010 – General design and construction standards 
This section of the code applies seven general design criteria regarding the 
compatibility and functionality of the site.  Staff believes the first criterion “Subdivision 
design must conform to the purposes of this title and be consistent with the city's 
comprehensive plan”, is the only applicable criterion to a minor subdivision where no 
public right-of-way or easements are involved.  
 
The 2013 Comprehensive Plan identifies this area of town as “Urban Neighborhood” 
which is consistent with the City zoning code (Section 17.12.010) definition of the 
Residential Low (RL) Density – “The residential low density R-L district is comprised of 
typical urban density single-family residential areas.”   
 
The Comprehensive Plan also identifies three applicable Core Values for Planning 
Commission’s consideration: 
 
 Our Livable Small Town Feel . . . where the City’s size, scale, and land use 
 mixture and  government’s high-quality customer service encourage personal 
 and commercial interactions. 
 
 A Sense of Community . . . where residents, property owners, business owners, 
 and visitors feel a connection to Louisville and to each other, and where the 
 City’s character, physical form and accessible government contribute to a 
 citizenry that is actively involved in the decision- making process to meet their 
 individual and collective needs. 
 
 Safe Neighborhoods . . . where the City ensures our policies and actions 
 maintain safe, thriving and livable neighborhoods so residents of all ages 
 experience a strong sense of community and personal security. 
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Staff believes the scale of development is a good indicator of compatibility with the 
above core values and this minor subdivision request is consistent with the spirit and 
intent of the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Section 16.16.060 - Lots 
Lot requirements are as follows: 
 

A. Lots shall meet all applicable zoning requirements. 
B. Each lot shall have vehicular access to a public street. 
C. The maximum depth of all residential lots shall not exceed 2½ times the width 

thereof. For all other lots, the depth shall not exceed three times the width. 
D. The minimum lot frontage, as measured along the front lot lines shall be 50 feet, 

except for lots abutting a cul-de-sac, in which case such lot frontage may be 
reduced to 35 feet. 

E. Double-frontage, reverse-frontage, and reverse-corner lots shall be prohibited 
except where essential to provide separation from arterial streets or from 
incompatible land uses. A planting screen easement of at least ten feet in width, 
across which there shall be no vehicular right of access, may be required along 
the lot line of lots abutting such traffic artery or other incompatible use. 

F. Side lot lines shall be substantially at right angles or radial to street lines. 
G. The minimum average lot area for subdivisions of land within an SF-R zone 

district shall be 2½ acres; the minimum average lot size for subdivisions of land 
within an R-RR zone district shall be five acres. 

The proposed minor subdivision complies with all of the above criteria. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends Planning Commission approve of Resolution No. 3, Series 2016, a 
resolution recommending approval of a replat to subdivide a single 20,569 SF lot into 
two separate lots in the Residential Low (RL) zone district, located at 1104 Garfield 
Avenue, Lot 102, Parkwood Minor Subdivision, with no conditions.   
 
The Planning Commission may approve (with or without conditions), continue, or deny 
the applicant’s request for minor subdivision approval.   
 
ATTACHMENT(S): 

1. Resolution No. 3, Series 2016 
2. Application documents 
3. Final Plat 

 



RESOLUTION NO. 3 
 SERIES 2016 

 
A RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING APPROVAL OF A REPLAT TO SUBDIVIDE A 
SINGLE 20,569 SF LOT INTO TWO SEPARATE LOTS IN THE RESIDENTIAL LOW 

(RL) ZONE DISTRICT, LOCATED AT 1104 GARFIELD AVENUE, LOT 102, 
PARKWOOD MINOR SUBDIVISION. 

 
WHEREAS, there has been submitted to the Louisville Planning Commission an  
application for approval of a replat to subdivide a single 20,569 SF lot into two separate 
lots in the Residential Low (RL) zone district, located at 1104 Garfield Avenue, Lot 102, 
Parkwood Minor Subdivision; 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 held a duly noticed public hearing on the 
application on January 14, 2016 where evidence and testimony were entered into the 
record, including without limitation the findings in the Louisville Planning Commission 
Staff Reports dated January 14, 2016; and 
 

WHEREAS, based on the evidence and testimony in the record, the Planning 
Commission finds that the application complies with the Louisville zoning and 
subdivision regulations and other applicable sections of the Louisville Municipal Code 
and should be approved, without condition; 
 
 NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Planning Commission of the 
City of Louisville, Colorado does hereby recommend approval of a replat to subdivide a 
single 20,569 SF lot into two separate lots in the Residential Low (RL) zone district, 
located at 1104 Garfield Avenue, Lot 102, Parkwood Minor Subdivision, without 
condition: 

 
PASSED AND ADOPTED this___ day of January, 2016. 
 

By: ______________________________ 
Chris Pritchard, Chairman 
Planning Commission 

 
Attest: _____________________________ 
 Ann O’Connell, Secretary 
 Planning Commission 

 









4860 Robb Street, Suite 206
Wheat Ridge, CO  80033
Phone: 303.403.4706

2893 N. Monroe Avenue
Loveland, CO  80538
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ITEM: Case #15-038-FP, Centennial Peaks Hospital – PUD Amendment 
 
PLANNER: Lauren Trice, Planner I  
 
OWNER:  Hal Hudson, Director of Facilities 

Avista Adventist Hospital 
100 Health Park Drive 
Louisville, CO 80027 

 
APPLICANT  Stacey Root, AIA 

Boulder Associates, Inc. 
1426 Pearl Street, #300 
Boulder, CO 80302 

 
ZONING:  Planned Community Zone District – Commercial (PCZD- C) 
 
LOCATION: 100 Health Park Drive, Louisville, CO    
 
LEGAL 
DESCRIPTION:  

 
LOT 1 HEALTH PARK SUBDIVISION NO 5  

 
TOTAL AREA: 326,787 SF 
 
REQUEST:  Resolution 2, Series 2016, a resolution approving an amendment 

to the Louisville Psychiatric Hospital PUD to allow for a 12,560 SF 
addition to the existing hospital and parking expansion. 
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BACKGROUND: 
The applicant, Boulder Associates, Inc., is requesting an amendment to an existing final 
planned unit development (PUD) to allow for a 12,560 SF addition and parking lot 
expansion to the existing Centennial Peaks Hospita, a 72-bed inpatient facility. The 
subject property is located on the northwest corner of South 88th Street and Health Park 
Drive and is immediately east of Avista Adventist Hospital.  Across South 88th Street 
from the property is a senior living center, office complex and the Monarch Campus.  
 
The property is zoned Planned Community Zone District–Commercial (PCZD-C) and is 
within the Avista Adventist General Development Plan, approved by City Council on 
August 18th, 1998 with Resolution No. 45, Series 1998.  The Louisville Psychiatric 
Hospital (Health Park Filing 5, Lot 1) Planned Unit Development (PUD) was approved by 
City Council on September 8, 1987 with Resolution No. 27, Series 1987.  The PUD was 
amended through an administrative process on January 10, 2012 to allow for the height 
of the rear fence to extend to 10 feet. 
 
REQUEST  
The applicant is requesting a PUD amendment to allow for:  

• Addition of 12,560 SF to the northeast corner of the existing structure 
• Creation of a courtyard for patients 
• Expansion of parking area to the north 

 
 

 
Centennial Peaks Hospital - Current 
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Centennial Peaks Hospital - Proposed 

 
 

 
Centennial Peaks Hospital – Proposed Site Plan 
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STAFF ANALYSIS 
Site Plan 
The major change to the existing site plan would be the requested 12,560 SF addition 
and expanded parking area.  The change would not remove any of the existing structure 
and the majority of addition would fit within the existing fence line.  The proposed site 
plan also includes a fenced patient courtyard.   
 
The existing fence was extended to 10 feet in height in 2012 for security purposes.  The 
proposed site plan, fence and security plan have been reviewed by the Police 
Department.  
 
Circulation and Parking  
The site will continue to be accessed off of Health Park Drive with a proposed secondary 
entrance further north on Health Park Drive.   
 
The property currently has 109 standard parking spaces, five accessible parking spaces, 
and three bike parking spaces. The proposal includes removing seven standard parking 
spaces, adding 62 standard parking spaces, and adding four accessible parking spaces.  
 
The Louisville Municipal Code requires three parking spaces per two beds. The 
proposed building would have 104 beds and, therefore, require 156 parking spaces 
((104x3)/2). The proposal exceeds the parking requirement by 24 spaces, providing a 
total of 180 parking spaces.  The applicant has provided a parking analysis to justify the 
increase in parking spaces.   
 
The Louisville Municipal Code requires one bike parking space for every 10 automobile 
parking spaces. The proposal includes the 18 bike parking spaces near the main 
entrance.  
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Centennial Peaks Hospital – Proposed Site Plan 

 
An additional sidewalk would be added to cross the proposed parking expansion.  A 
small portion of the existing public sidewalks would be cut off by the proposed patient 
courtyard. 
 
The Public Works Department has reviewed the proposed modifications to the PUD and 
believes the modifications would not adversely affect the current drainage or circulation 
routes.   Public Works has requested minor changes to the site plan in the attached 
memo.   
 
The Louisville Fire Protection District has reviewed the site plan and believes the 
proposed site is designed appropriately for their service needs. 
 
Landscaping 
The proposal includes removing some existing landscaping in order to expand the 
building and parking.   The proposed site plan includes creating a landscaped courtyard 
for patients as well as continuing landscaping throughout the expanded parking lot, 
consistent with the surrounding area. 

Current access drive off 
of Health Park Drive 

Proposed access 
drive  

Bike Parking 
Proposed Sidewalk 
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According to the CDDSG, the minimum amount of open space for ALL commercial 
developments is 30% of the site, or 65,357.4 SF (for this specific site).  The applicant 
has proposed total site coverage of 186,884 SF or 57%.  Even with the addition, the 
project far exceeds the minimum amount of landscaped area. 
 
Building Architecture 
The proposed 12,560 SF addition picks up on design elements of the existing structure 
while creating its own character. The proposed addition is made up of three bands of 
stucco and a brick knee wall. The materials blend with the overall design of the Avista 
campus. The proposed addition would be the same height as the existing structure but 
would have a 17’ 7” tall parapet, which would be two feet higher than the existing 
structure. The mechanical screen is proposed to extend to 21’ 3”. The windows on the 
new patient rooms would be larger than the existing structure. The majority of the 
addition would be located behind a 10 foot tall privacy fence.  
 
The applicant has met the architectural requirements of the CDDSG. 
 
Signs 
The proposal does not include any additional signs.  
 
Neighborhood Impact 
The proposed building addition and parking area have been designed to have a minimal 
impact on the surrounding properties.  The majority of the proposed addition would be 
within the existing fence, therefore limiting the neighborhood impact. The applicant has 
conducted research and expanded the parking to further alleviate concerns from 
adjacent properties.   
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
Staff posted the property and mailed a public notice all properties owners within 500-feet 
of 100 Health Park Drive.  No comments have been received as of the publishing of this 
report. 
 
The applicant is conducting a neighborhood meeting on January 6, 2016 and will be able 
to provide more information at the public hearing.  
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends Planning Commission approve Resolution 2, Series 2016, a 
resolution approving an amendment to the Louisville Psychiatric Hospital PUD to allow 
for a 12,560 SF addition to the existing hospital and parking expansion with the following 
conditions: 

1. The applicant must make the changes stated in the memo from Public Works, 
dated January 4, 2016, prior to Building Permit.    

ATTACHMENTS: 
1. Resolution No. 2, Series 2016 
2. Application 
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3. Letter 
4. PUD Amendment 
5. Survey 
6. Parking Analysis 
7. Louisville Psychiatric Hospital PUD 
8. Centennial Hospital GDP 
9. Memo from Public Works Dated 1/4/2016 



RESOLUTION NO. 2 
 SERIES 2016 

 
A RESOLUTION APPROVING AN AMENDMENT TO THE LOUISVILLE 

PSYCHIATRIC HOSPITAL PUD TO ALLOW FOR A 12,560 SF ADDITION TO THE 
EXISTING HOSPITAL AND PARKING EXPANSION. 

 
 WHEREAS, there has been submitted to the Louisville Planning Commission an  
application for approval of an amendment to an existing final planned unit development 
(PUD) plan to allow for a 12,560 SF addition to the existing hospital and parking 
expansion; 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 held a duly noticed public hearing on the 
application on January 14, 2016 where evidence and testimony were entered into the 
record, including without limitation the findings in the Louisville Planning Commission 
Staff Reports dated January 14, 2016; and 
 

WHEREAS, based on the evidence and testimony in the record, the Planning 
Commission finds that the application complies with the Louisville zoning and 
subdivision regulations and other applicable sections of the Louisville Municipal Code 
and should be approved, with conditions; 
 
 NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Planning Commission of the 
City of Louisville, Colorado does hereby recommend approval of an amendment to the 
Louisville Psychiatric Hospital PUD to allow for a 12,560 SF addition to the existing 
hospital and parking expansion, with the following condition: 

1. The applicant must make the changes stated in the memo from Public Works, 
dated January 4, 2016, prior to publication of February 16, 2016 City Council 
packet.    

PASSED AND ADOPTED this___ day of January, 2016. 
 

By: ______________________________ 
Chris Pritchard, Chairman 
Planning Commission 

 
Attest: _____________________________ 
 Ann O’Connell, Secretary 
 Planning Commission 
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749 Main Street   Louisville CO 80027   303.335.4592   www.louisvilleco.gov  

LAND USE APPLICATION      CASE NO. ______________ 

APPLICANT INFORMATION 
 
Firm: _____________________________________            

Contact: __________________________________ 

Address: __________________________________ 

               __________________________________                            

Mailing Address: ____________________________ 

                            ____________________________ 

Telephone: ________________________________ 

Fax: ______________________________________ 

Email: ____________________________________ 
 
OWNER INFORMATION 
 
Firm: _____________________________________            

Contact: __________________________________ 

Address: __________________________________ 

               __________________________________                            

Mailing Address: ____________________________ 

                            ____________________________ 

Telephone: ________________________________ 

Fax: ______________________________________ 

Email: ____________________________________ 
 

PROPERTY INFORMATION 
Common Address: __________________________ 
Legal Description: Lot ____________ Blk ________ 
          Subdivision ___________________________ 
Area: ___________________ Sq. Ft. 

REPRESENTATIVE INFORMATION 
 
Firm: _____________________________________            

Contact: __________________________________ 

Address: __________________________________ 

               __________________________________                            

Mailing Address: ____________________________ 

                            ____________________________ 

Telephone: ________________________________ 

Fax: ______________________________________ 

Email: ____________________________________ 
 

TYPE (S) OF APPLICATION 
 Annexation 
 Zoning 
 Preliminary Subdivision Plat 
 Final Subdivision Plat 
 Minor Subdivision Plat 
 Preliminary Planned Unit Development 

(PUD) 
 Final PUD 
 Amended PUD 
 Administrative PUD Amendment 
 Special Review Use (SRU) 
 SRU Amendment 
 SRU Administrative Review 
 Temporary Use Permit: ________________ 
 CMRS Facility: _______________________ 
 Other: (easement / right-of-way; floodplain; 

variance; vested right; 1041 permit; oil / gas 
production permit) 

 
PROJECT INFORMATION 
 
Summary: _________________________________ 

__________________________________________ 

__________________________________________ 

__________________________________________ 

__________________________________________

__________________________________________

__________________________________________

__________________________________________

__________________________________________ 

Current zoning: ______  Proposed zoning: _______ 

SIGNATURES & DATE 
Applicant: _________________________________ 

Print: _____________________________________ 

Owner: ___________________________________ 

Print: _____________________________________ 

Representative: ____________________________ 

Print: _____________________________________ 
 CITY STAFF USE ONLY  

 Fee paid: ___________________________ 
 Check number: ______________________ 
 Date Received: ______________________ 

 
 

Boulder Associates, Inc.

Stacey Root, AIA

1426 Pearl St. #300

Boulder, CO 80302

         Same

303.499.7795

303.499.7767

sroot@boulderassociates.com

Avista Adventist Hospital

 Hal Hudson, Director of Facilities

         100 Health Park Drive

         Louisville, CO  80027

         Same

303.661.2492

303.661.4300

halhudson@centura.org

              Centennial Peaks Behavioral Health

Hospital is responding to an increasing community

need to provide additional inpatient support. The

proposed project is to add 32 beds and support

services totaling 12,488 sf to the existing facility,

which is 72 beds and 52,347 sf.  The proposed new

building construction sits entirely within the existing

fence line, and the parking area expands to the

north, but still within the leased area of Lot 1.

2255 S. 88th St., Louisville 80027
      1
      Health Park FLG 5 - LO

Universal Health Services, Inc.

Kent Hedges, Regional Project Manager

UHS - Corporate Office

         367 S. Gulph Road

         King of Prussia, PA  19406

         Same

512.971.6269

none

Kent.Hedges@uhsinc.com

326,787

P-C                                  No change

W. Kent Hedges             9/25/15



 

 

Boulder Associates, Inc. 

1426 Pearl Street | Suite 300 | Boulder, Colorado 80302 | 303.499.7795 | www.boulderassociates.com 

BOULDER  ■  SACRAMENTO  ■  ORANGE  COUNTY  ■  SAN FRANCISCO  ■  DALLAS 

1 October 2015 

 

Troy Russ 

Director of Planning and Building Safety 

City of Louisville Planning Department  

749 Main St. 

Louisville, CO 80027 

 

RE:  Centennial Peaks Hospital 

Amendment to Planned Unit Development (PUD)  

Letter of Request describing the proposed expansion 

 

Dear Mr. Russ, 

 

Boulder Associates Architects, representing Centennial Peaks Hospital, is submitting the attached documentation for an 

expansion to the existing hospital located at 2255 S. 88th St. requesting an amendment to the existing Planned Unit 

Development (PUD) included with this Letter of Request. 

 

Centennial Peaks Hospital is a 72-bed inpatient behavioral health hospital located in Louisville, Colorado.  The hospital 

specializes in the treatment of adolescents and adults struggling with a behavioral health illness.  The hospital’s focus is to 

provide the highest quality of evidence based care in the patient’s community to ensure family involvement which 

positively impacts clinical outcomes.  Centennial Peaks offers a confidential, caring environment that promotes crisis 

resolution, positive self-awareness and personal growth through an intensive therapeutic structure, psychiatric and crisis 

stabilization, customized treatment plans, 24-hour nursing care, discharge planning and much more.  As a service to the 

community, Centennial Peaks also provides behavioral health assessments for Avista Adventist Hospital in Louisville.  

Centennial Peaks Hospital has proudly served the Colorado community for over 25 years.   

 

With this PUD Amendment, Centennial Peaks Hospital is proposing an expansion of the Adolescent and Adult Inpatient 

Units for the purpose of responding to the community demand for behavioral health inpatient beds.  This proposal 

requests an additional 32 beds, along with necessary patient and staff support services, to the current 72 bed facility.     

 

Due to population growth and greater awareness, behavioral health needs continue to increase in the State of Colorado. 

Law enforcement and emergency departments report a significant increase in demand for behavioral health services. 

Avista, as well as other local emergency departments, reports holding patients in their emergency departments for 

extended time periods while awaiting inpatient behavioral health bed availability.   

 

The current demand for inpatient beds is such that Centennial Peaks deflects approximately 200 patients per month from 

our community who are in need of immediate inpatient behavioral health care due to lack of bed availability; this is likely to 

increase in the coming years.  Without additional bed capacity, these patients must travel throughout the state and 

beyond to receive services, which is a barrier to family involvement during treatment. Nationally, the State of Colorado has 

the fewest per capita acute behavioral health hospital beds, according to the Status of Mental Health Care in Colorado 

report.  As the only free-standing behavioral health hospital in Boulder County, Centennial Peaks is positioned to provide 

necessary resources within our community to ensure that behavioral health needs are being met timely and locally 

whenever possible.   



 

 

1. Proposed Use: 

a. Institutional group I-2 occupancy, Type IIA construction. 

b. Hours of operation: 

i. The facility will be operational 24 hours a day 7 days a week. 

c. Parking requirements –  

i. Based on 17.20.010 (C2) of the Municipal Code, for hospitals, 3 spaces per 2 beds is 

required. Total Number of Parking Spaces Required: 156.  

ii. For further justification of our proposed parking count, see also attachment to this letter: 

Comparative Parking Analysis at UHS Behavioral Health Facilities. 

iii. CPH has negotiated for temporary construction parking at Avista Adventist Hospital. 

 

2. Design Standards: 

a. Security Fencing 

i. Existing 10’-0” fencing will remain in place except at the addition. The design of all new 

fencing will complement the existing and must be approved by City of Louisville and Avista 

Adventist Hospital if different from existing. 

b. Building Exterior Design: The proposed architectural design of the addition is consistent with the City of 

Louisville Commercial Development Design Standards and Guidelines (June 17, 1997).  Primary 

materials include brick and stucco.  Though most of the addition will be surrounded by fencing, it is 

important that it still relates to the existing hospital without copying more of the same (as requested by 

the Planning Department at our pre-application meeting).  New patient room windows are larger than 

the existing ones, with an added level of detail.  We propose a brick sill at both the connection and the 

new unit; the sill at the connection would be a blended pattern that recalls the existing, and the sill at 

the new unit would be a more uniform color matching one of the lighter colors in the blend.  The three 

proposed preliminary stucco colors are intended to create a band of architectural interest while still 

blending with all of the buildings on the overall Avista campus. 

 

3. Development Schedule: 

a. The proposed timeline is as follows: 

i. Submit application packet for PUD Amendment   October 1, 2015 

ii. Planning Commission Public Hearing    January 7, 2016 

iii. City Council Public Hearing     February 16, 2016 

iv. Construction Mobilization     April, 2016 

v. First Patient Day at New Addition    November, 2016 

 

4. We have included or addressed herein the following documents for your review based on Amendment to PUD 

submittal requirements outlined in the City of Louisville Public Hearing Application Packet: 

a. Land Use Application Form – attached. 

b. Letter of Request Describing Proposed Use – this letter. 

c. Proof of ownership Copy of Deed with Legal Description – attached. 

d. Application Fee – attached. 

e. List of property owners’ addresses within a 500 foot radius of the project – attached. 

f. Stamped and addressed Public Notice Envelopes (1 set) – included. 

g. Current Title Insurance Commitment* – follow-up if required. 



 

 

h. Mineral Interest Notification per CRS 24-65.5-103 Based on this ALTA survey dated June 24, 2009, 

there are no registered mineral interest surface rights for this piece of property.  All previous mineral 

rights are released and quitclaim. Therefore mineral rights notification is not required. – not required. 

i. Plan Sheets (15 sets): 

1. Subdivision Plat – attached, 2 applicable sheets. 

2. Development Plat – attached, 1 applicable sheets. 

4. Land / Improvement Survey – A1. 

5. Utility Plan – C-831. 

6. Grading and Drainage Plan – C-311 & C-631. 

7. Landscape Plan / Parking Plan – L-1.0. 

8. Architectural Elevations – A3. 

9. Photometric Site Lighting Plan / Fixture Cut Sheet – E1.0 & E1.1. 

10. Security Plan & Floor Plan (for City of Louisville Police Department review) – A4. 

j. 3 copies of any required reports: Drainage Report Memo – attached. 

k. Certified real estate appraisal – not required. 

l. Sign criteria and details – not required. No new signage is proposed in this submittal. 

m. Materials and color sample board** – preliminary selections shown on sheet A3. 

q. Other Documents (as determined necessary at the pre-application conference) 

i. Number 10 above, Security Plan A4, – submitted to City of Louisville Police Department. 

r. CD of all documents that can be produced electronically in PDF format. – included. 

 

*within 6 months of submittal, if needed 

**Can be submitted at Planning Council meeting 

 

Please let me know if any additional information is required or if you have any questions regarding our submittal for an 

Amendment to the PUD.  Thank you for considering this application, and we look forward to working with the City of 

Louisville to develop this much-needed behavioral health hospital expansion for our community. 

 

Sincerely,  

 

Boulder Associates, Inc.      

Stacey Root, AIA | Senior Associate  
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Approved  this ___ day of ____________,  20___
by the City Council of the City of Louisville, Colorado.
Resolution No. _______, Series _______

____________________
 Mayor Signature

____________________
 City Clerk Signature

(COUNTY OF BOULDER, STATE OF COLORADO)
I hereby certify that this instrument was filed in my office at _______ o’clock, ____.
M., this _____ day of ____________ , 20___, and is recorded in Plan File
_____________ ,  Fee __________ paid. ______________ Film No.
_____________________  Reception.

__________________________
Clerk & Recorder

__________________________
Deputy

By signing this PUD, the owner acknowledges  and accepts all the requirements and
intent set  forth in this PUD. Witness my/our hand(s)  seal(s) this ___ day of
____________, 20___.                                (Notary Seal)

________________________
Owner Name and Signature

__________________
Notary Name (print)

 __________________
Notary Signature

Approved  this ___ day of ____________,  20___ by the Planning Commission of the
City  of Louisville, Colorado.  Resolution No. _______, Series _______

OWNER
AVISTA ADVENTIST HOSPITAL
100 HEALTH PARK DRIVE
LOUISVILLE, CO 80027
PHONE: 303.661.2492
HAL HUDSON, DIR. OF FACILITIES

CONTRACTOR
GE JOHNSON
5613 DTC PKWY., SUITE 450
GREENWOOD VILLAGE, CO 80111
PHONE: 303.221.1249
SCOTT BONNER, PROJECT MANAGER

TENANT
CENTENNIAL PEAKS HOSPITAL
2255 S 88TH ST.
LOUISVILLE, CO 80027
PHONE: 303.666.2079
JOHN GUENTHER, DIR. OF FACILITIES

MEP ENGINEER
CCRD PARTNERS
6400 S. FIDDLERS GREEN, SUITE 1150
GREENWOOD VILLAGE, CO 80111
PHONE: 303.694.4755
JON GRANT, PE, LC

STRUCTURAL ENGINEER
S.A. MIRO
4582 S. ULSTER ST. PKWY. , SUITE 300
DENVER, CO 80237
PHONE: 303.741.3737
DAVID MITCHELL, PE

ARCHITECT
BOULDER ASSOCIATES, INC.
1426 PEARL ST, STE 300
BOULDER, CO 80302
PHONE:  303.499.7795
STACEY ROOT, AIA

LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT
DESIGN CONCEPTS
211 N. PUBLIC RD., SUITE 200
LAFAYETTE, CO 80026
PHONE: 303.664.5301
SHANEN WEBER, PLA, ASLA, REFP

CIVIL ENGINEER
S.A. MIRO
4582 S. ULSTER ST. PKWY. , SUITE 300
DENVER, CO 80237
PHONE: 303.741.3737
JASON CARR, PE

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

THE ADDITION OF 32 INPATIENT BEDS AND SUPPORT SERVICES TOTALING 12,560 SF
TO THE EXISTING FACILITY, WHICH IS 72 BEDS AND 52,347 SF. 1‐STORY BEHAVORIAL
HEALTH UNIT TO AN EXISTING 1‐STORY BEHAVORIAL HEALTH UNIT. THE ADDITION IS
NOT DESIGNED FOR SURGERY.

THE NEW BUILDING CONSTRUCTION SITS ENTIRELY WITHIN THE EXISTING FENCE
LINE, WHILE ADDING FENCED COURTYARDS TO THE NORTH AND EXPANDING THE
PARKING AREA TO THE NORTH, YET STILL WITHIN THE CURRENTLY LEASED AREA OF
LOT 1.

LEGAL DESCRIPTION:

LOT 1, HEALTH PARK SUBDIVISION FILING NO. 5, LYING IN THE NE 1/4 OF SECTION
19, T1S, R69W OF THE 6TH PM, TOWN OF LOUISVILLE, COUNTY OF BOULDER, STATE
OF COLORADO

LOT SIZE:

326,787 SF

EXISTING ZONING:

P‐C (NO CHANGE)

DESIGN STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES:

2012 INTERNATIONAL BUILDING CODE AND RELATED CODES
2010 FGI GUIDELINES FOR DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION OF HEALTH CARE FACILITIES

OCCUPANCY TYPE & TYPE OF CONSTRUCTION:

INSTITUTIONAL GROUP I‐2
IIA

FLOOR TO FLOOR HEIGHTS:
TOP OF ROOF STRUCTURE EXISTING: 16'‐10" 
TOP OF ROOF STRUCTURE EXISTING @ GYM: 24'‐0" 
TOP OF ROOF STRUCTURE OF ADDITION: 17'‐7" MAX.
FIRST FLOOR ELEVATION TO MATCH EXISTING

SITE COVERAGE CALCULATIONS:

EXISTING GROSS FLOOR AREA: 52,347 SF
AREA OF ADDITION: 12,560 SF
TOTAL AREA: 64,907 SF

EXISTING PARKING AREA: 50,009 SF
NEW PARKING AREA: 24,930 SF
TOTAL AREA: 74,939 SF

SITE AREA: 326,787 SF
BUILDING & PARKING AREA: 139,846 SF
BUILDING & PARKING AREA: 43 %
OPEN SPACE (INCL. SIDEWALKS) 57%

CURRENT PARKING:
(E) SPACES ‐ STANDARD =    116
(E) SPACES ‐ ACCESSIBLE =       5
TOTAL = 121

PARKING EXPANSION:
(E) SPACES ‐ STANDARD =     109 (7 LOST)
(E) SPACES ‐ ACCESSIBLE =      5
(N) SPACES ‐ STANDARD =       62 
(N) SPACES ‐ ACCESSIBLE =        4
TOTAL = 180

BICYCLE EXPANSION
(E) SPACES = 3(LOST)
(N) sPACES = 18
TOTAL= 18

PLANTING REQUIREMENTS:

WE HAVE MET THE PARKING AND LANDSCAPE REQUIREMENTS BY PROVIDING 1
TREE EVERY 40 LINEAL FEET FOR PARKWAYS AND MEDIANS.  WE HAVE ALSO KEPT
TRUE TO THE ORIGINAL DESIGN INTENT AND PLANTINGS TO ENSURE ONE COHESIVE
SITE.  PARKING ISLANDS HAVE BEEN PLANTED WITH AT LEAST 1 TREE FOR EVERY 8
SPACES AND GROUND COVER IN THE FORM OF LOW GROW FRAGRANT SUMACS.
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S1

S2

S3

S4

S5

S6

LUMINAIRE SCHEDULE
TYPE DESCRIPTION

DESCRIPTION:

LAMP(S):

BALLAST(S):

VOLTAGE:

INSTALLATION:

MANF:

DESCRIPTION:

LAMP(S):

BALLAST(S):

VOLTAGE:

INSTALLATION:

MANF:

DESCRIPTION:

LAMP(S):

BALLAST(S):

VOLTAGE:

INSTALLATION:

MANF:

DESCRIPTION:

LAMP(S):

BALLAST(S):

VOLTAGE:

INSTALLATION:

MANF:

DESCRIPTION:

LAMP(S):

BALLAST(S):

VOLTAGE:

INSTALLATION:

MANF:

DESCRIPTION:

LAMP(S):

BALLAST(S):

VOLTAGE:

INSTALLATION:

MANF:

SINGLE HEAD LED SITE FIXTURE, ALUMINUM HOUSING CONSTRUCTION, POWDER COAT FINISH, 1 LED

ARRAY, 4000K, 1A DRIVE CURRENT, TYPE 4 FORWARD THROW DISTRIBUTION WITH FULL CUTOFF OPTICS.

FINISH AS SELECTED BY ARCHITECT.

5400LM LED MIN - 4000K - 1 LED ARRAY - 56W

INTEGRAL DRIVER

277V

11'-6" POLE ON 6" CONCRETE BASE POLE, 12'-0" TOTAL MOUNTING HEIGHT

MCGRAW-EDISON #GLEON-AE-01-LED-E1-T4FT-*

SINGLE HEAD LED SITE FIXTURE, ALUMINUM HOUSING CONSTRUCTION, POWDER COAT FINISH, 2 LED

ARRAYS, 4000K, 1A DRIVE CURRENT, TYPE II DISTRIBUTION WITH FULL CUTOFF OPTICS AND HOUSE

SIDE SHEILD. FINISH AS SELECTED BY ARCHITECT.

8600LM LED MIN- 4000K - 2 LED ARRAY - 107W

INTEGRAL DRIVER

277V

22'-0" POLE ON 2'-0" CONCRETE BASE POLE, 24'-0" TOTAL MOUNTING HEIGHT

MCGRAW-EDISON #GLEON-AE-02-LED-E1-SL2-*-HSS

SINGLE HEAD LED SITE FIXTURE, ALUMINUM HOUSING CONSTRUCTION, POWDER COAT FINISH, 3 LED

ARRAYS, 4000K, 1A DRIVE CURRENT, TYPE IV FORWARD THROW DISTRIBUTION WITH FULL CUTOFF

OPTICS. FINISH AS SELECTED BY ARCHITECT.

15,700LM LED MIN - 4000K - 3 LED ARRAY - 157W

INTEGRAL DRIVER

277V

22'-0" POLE ON 2'-0" CONCRETE BASE POLE, 24'-0" TOTAL MOUNTING HEIGHT

MCGRAW-EDISON #GLEON-AE-03-LED-E1-T4FT-*

LED WALL SCONCE, ALUMINUM HOUSING, POWDER COAT FINISH, 21 LED LIGHT BAR, 4000K, 350MA DRIVE

CURRENT, TYPE II DISTRIBUTION WITH FULL CUTOFF OPTICS. FINISH AS SELECTED BY ARCHITECT.

5400LM LED MIN- 4000K - 120 LED ARRAY - 47W

INTEGRAL DRIVER

277V

SURFACE MOUNT - WALL - 8' AFG

MCGRAW-EDISON #IST-E02-LED-E1-BL2-*

LED WALL SCONCE, ALUMINUM HOUSING, POWDER COAT FINISH, 21 LED LIGHT BAR, 4000K, 350MA DRIVE

CURRENT, TYPE IV DISTRIBUTION WITH FULL CUTOFF OPTICS. FINISH AS SELECTED BY ARCHITECT.

2600LM LED MIN- 4000K - 42 LED ARRAY - 25W

INTEGRAL DRIVER

277V

SURFACE MOUNT - WALL - 14' AFG

MCGRAW-EDISON #IST-E01-LED-E1-BL4-*

LED WALL SCONCE, ALUMINUM HOUSING, POWDER COAT FINISH, 21 LED LIGHT BAR, 4000K, 350MA DRIVE

CURRENT, TYPE IV DISTRIBUTION WITH FULL CUTOFF OPTICS. FINISH AS SELECTED BY ARCHITECT.

5200LM LED MIN- 4000K - 42 LED ARRAY - 47W

INTEGRAL DRIVER

277V

SURFACE MOUNT - WALL - 14' AFG

MCGRAW-EDISON #IST-E02-LED-E1-BL4-*
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COMPARATIVE PARKING ANALYSIS AT UHS BEHAVIORAL HEALTH FACILITIES

ANALYSIS OF FACILITIES WITH OUTPATIENT BUT NOT ECT

Facility                                                  Name & Number Existing 

Beds

Added 

Beds

Total 

Beds

City State Existing 

Parking 

New 

Parking

Total 

Parking

Spaces /     

Bed

FGI Yes    

or No

Remarks ECT Outpatient

Suncoast Behavioral (531) 60 4 64 Bradenton FL 103 0 103 1.61 Yes Conversion no yes

The Vines (600) 98 0 98 Ocala FL 159 0 159 1.62 Yes Bed Conversion no yes

University Behavioral (598) 102 0 102 Orlando FL 141 0 141 1.38 Yes Intake Addition no yes

Holly Hill 0 80 80 Raleigh NC 0 84 84 1.05 New Hospital no yes

344 403 84 487 1.42

344 1.42

ANALYSIS OF SIMILAR FACILITIES WITH BOTH OUTPATIENT & ECT

Facility                                                  Name & Number Existing 

Beds

Added 

Beds

Total 

Beds

City State Existing 

Parking 

New 

Parking

Total 

Parking

Spaces /     

Bed

FGI Yes    

or No

Remarks ECT Outpatient

Central Florida Behavioral (325) 126 48 174 Orlando FL 171 60 231 1.33 Yes County reg & PHP yes yes

Windmoor Behavioral (608) 120 24 144 Clearwater FL 172 0 172 1.19 Yes Hosp up to 200 beds yes yes

Anchor (253) 94 16 110 Atlanta GA 131 0 131 1.19 Yes Addition yes yes

Peachford (253) 204 20 224 Atlanta GA 254 0 254 1.13 Yes
Req. 2 beds /space includes MOB 

and Conf Center in total yes yes

Carolina Center (259) 130 0 130 Greer SC 230 0 230 1.77 No includes 64 PHP yes yes

782 958 60 1018 1.30

782 1.30

Number of BH Beds in case study sample Average number of spaces/bed

Number of BH Beds in case study sample Average number of spaces/bed



UHS CENTENNIAL PEAKS PROPOSAL (BOTH OUTPATIENT & ECT)

Facility                                                  Name & Number Existing 

Beds

Added 

Beds

Total 

Beds

City State Existing 

Parking 

New 

Parking

Total 

Parking

Spaces /     

Bed

FGI Yes    

or No

Remarks ECT Outpatient

Centennial Peaks - Current State 72 72 Louisville CO 120 120 1.67 Yes

Current state is often a full 

parking lot with additonal cars 

parked on grass and occassional 

overflow at Avista. yes yes

Centennial Peaks - Proposed 72 32 104 Louisville CO 118 62 180 1.73 Yes

City of Louisville code requires 3 

spaces per 2 beds (156 spaces).  

This number does not align with 

current need for parking at the 

hospital: by code the current 

requirement is 108 beds, but this 

number falls short of actual 

parking need, as outlined above.  

When there are no local 

requirements for parking, FGI 

requires 1 space for each bed + 1 

space for each FTE during regular 

weekday shift.  With the growth in 

FTE count plus beds FGI 

requirement would equal 

approximately 202 spaces. The 

proposed 180 spaces 

accommodates the anticipated 

spaces needed without requiring 

overflow, minimizes the amount 

of new paving to meet demand, 

and strikes the right balance 

between local and FGI 

requirements.  This total is also 

consistent with parking at similar 

UHS facilities as outlined in this 

document. yes yes

(loss of 2 

spaces)

(# of 

spaces 

added)









   
 
    Memorandum│ Department of Public Works 

 
 
TO:  Lauren Trice, Planner II 
 
CC:  Kurt Kowar, Public Works Director 
  Craig Duffin, City Engineer 
 
FROM: Cameron Fowlkes, Civil Engineer III 
 
DATE:  January 4, 2016 
 
SUBJECT:   2nd Review - Centennial Peaks Behavioral Health – PUD Amendment (100 Health 

Park Drive) 
 
 
Public Works staff completed a review of the revised Development Application Referral for the 
subject, received on December 18, 2015 and has the following comments: 
 
PRELIMINARY DRAINAGE REVIEW 
 

1. Submit a complete revised drainage memo for review.  The resubmitted information is 
not enough for a review of the drainage calculations. Please include: 
 

a. Calculations for the existing pond. 
b. New calculations for the proposed pond (including 1 foot of freeboard). 
c. Water quality per City Criteria. 
d. What modifications to the outlet structure are required? 
e. Spillway calculations (100 year pond developed inflow). 
f. Pond sizing calculations. 
g. Remove sheet DM-01 from the PUD and include it with the drainage memo. 
h. Pipe sizing calculations. 
i. Swale calculations (Both existing swales along St. Andrews Lane). Are these 

sufficient for flows? 
 
GRADING PLAN – Sheet C-311 
 

1. Add drainage information requested.  Detention volumes release rates, etc. 
 
SIGNAGE AND STRIPING PLAN– Sheet C-421 
 

1. This sheet is not typical for a PUD.  The information can be shown on the Development 
Plan.  The GDP and existing Plat can also be removed from the set unless Planning has 
an objection. 

 
 
 



 
Lauren Trice Memo Continued 
Re:  Centennial Peaks Behavioral Health  
Page 2 of 2 
 
 
 
UTILITY PLAN – Sheet C511 
 

1. The applicant shall add labels to each water line indicating use (Private Fire Hydrant 
Lateral, Domestic Water Service, Fire Service, Irrigation Service). 

2. The applicate shall provide a separate tap for the irrigation service. This is required on 
commercial buildings. 

 
All other comment responses from the memo dated November 19, 2015 are satisfactory 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
G:\Subdivisions\Commercial\Centennial Health Park\Documents\Correspondence\Comments\2016 01 04 Centennial Pks Behavioral Comments 
2nd review.docx 
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BACKGROUND 
Section 17.12.030 of the Louisville Municipal Code (LMC) lists all of the potential land 
uses allowed in the City of Louisville, and states in which zone districts these land uses 
are expressly permitted, prohibited, or permitted through special review.  This use group 
table is referenced any time development of a new use is proposed in the City, to 
determine if it is permitted in its proposed location.     
 
Planning Staff has reviewed and processed numerous applications in recent years for 
the development of specific unique instructional fitness related businesses such as yoga 
and pilates studios, cross-fit studios, climbing gyms, and dance studios. Although these 
types of businesses are fairly common throughout the City, they are only expressly listed 
in the mixed use zone districts regulations in Section 17.14.050 of the LMC, such uses 
are not expressly listed as a use group in Section 17.12.030 (Use groups), Section 
17.72.090.B (Commercial and Office Uses Permitted), and Section 17.13.020 (Use 
Groups). 
 
Currently, staff classifies fitness related studios under Use Group #9: “Public and private 
schools (Other than items 10, 11 and 12), studios for professional work or teaching of 
any form of fine arts, photography, music, drama, dance, but not including a commercial 
gymnasium”.  Staff interprets these small scale businesses based on their unique 
instruction oriented fitness classes as private schools, not general use commercial 
gymnasiums. 
 
City Council recently directed staff to add a new use group which better represents these 
types of businesses within the LMC uses tables and determine the most appropriate 
zone districts City-wide to allow their use.  
 
Staff agrees with City Council that Use Group #9 does not accurately define these 
instructional fitness related land uses because they may be perceived as a “commercial 
gymnasium” while their specific business model is specifically similar to a private school.  
The attached ordinance is written to add a new use group (#62) that defines these types 
of uses, and specifies in which zone districts they may be allowed.    
 
 

ITEM: 15-045-LMC 
 
PLANNER: Troy Russ, AICP, Director of Planning and Building Safety 
 
APPLICANT:  City of Louisville 
 
REQUEST:  Resolution __, Series 2016, a resolution recommending City 

Council adopt an ordinance Amending title 17 of the Louisville 
Municipal Code (LMC) to add health or athletic clubs, spas, 
dance studios and fitness studios as a listed use group and 
specifying in which zone districts these uses may be developed 

 

Planning Commission 
Staff Report 

January 14, 2016 
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TITLE 17 AMENDMENTS 
Staff is recommending modifications to Title 17 of the LMC in four areas to add “health or 
athletic clubs, spas, dance studios, and fitness related studios” as uses in the land use 
code and specifying where these uses may be allowed:   
 

1) Section 17.12.030 – Use Groups 
2) Section 17.14.050 – Permitted uses within the Mixed Use Zone District 
3) Section 17.72.090 – Permitted Commercial and Office Uses in the Planned 

Community Zone District (PCZD) 
4) Section 17.13.020 – Use Groups in the AO-T zone district 

 
Section 17.12.030 – Use Groups 
Chapter 17.12 of the LMC identifies which land uses are allowed in the City, where they 
can be located, and how they may fit on a specific property.  Staff is suggesting the land 
use table in Section 17.12.030 be modified, as shown below, to add “health or athletic 
clubs, spas, dance studios, or yoga studios” as the 62nd use group. These uses would be 
permitted by right in the Commercial Neighborhood (CN), Community Commercial (CC) 
and Commercial Business Zone Districts.  The uses could be approved by Special 
Review in the Administrative Office (AO), Business Office (BO), Administrative Office 
Transitional (AO-T), and Industrial (I) zone districts.   
 
Staff is also recommending amending use group #9 to delete “dance,” from the Use 
Group description contained therein to eliminate redundancy between the two use 
groups. 
 

 
* AO-T uses are described in chapter 17.13.  
** PCZD uses are discussed in chapter 17.72. 
*** MU-R uses are discussed in chapter 17.14.  
**** OS The designated classifications of open space lands are set forth in the Open Space Master Plan approved by 
city council. Provisions regarding the use and management of open space lands are found in the Open Space Master 
Plan, Article 15 of the City Charter, and Title 4 of this Code. 
 
 
 

Use Group 

Zoning Districts 

A A
O 

B
O AOT* RR-R SFR SFE 

RR 
RE 
RL 

SFLD 
SFMD 
SFHD 

R
M 

R
H 

C
N 

C
C 

C
B I PCZ

D** 

MU 
R/CC 

*** 

OS 
**** 

22 

Public and private 
schools (Other than 
items 10, 11 and 12), 

studios for 
professional work or 
teaching of any form 

of fine arts, 
photography, music, 

drama, dance, but 
not including a 

commercial 
gymnasium 

R R R  R R R R R R R R R R R    

62 
Health or athletic 

clubs, spas, dance 
studios, fitness 

studios 
N R R  N N N N N N N Y Y Y R    
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Section 17.14.050.A: Table 1 - Permitted uses within the Mixed Use Zone District 
Staff is recommending to amend Table 1 in Section 17.14.050.A of the LMC to delete the 
phrase “Health or athletic clubs, spas, dance studios, yoga studios” and insert in its place 
the phrase “Health or athletic clubs, spas, dance studios, fitness studios.” 
 
Section 17.72.090 – Uses in the Planned Community Zone District 
The Use Group Table in Section 17.12.030 defers to Section 17.72.090 B of the LMC to 
define the uses permitted in the Planned Community Zone District (PCZD).  The uses 
that may be permitted in the PCZD – Commercial District are defined Section 17.72.090 
B.  This list of uses does not include fitness studios. Staff proposes adding a 23rd item to 
that list of uses titled “health or athletic clubs, spas, dance studios, or fitness studios”. 
 
Section 17.13.020 – Use Groups in the AO-T zone district 
The Use Group Table in Section 17.12.030 defers to Section 17.13.020 of the LMC to 
define the uses permitted in the Administrative Office Transitional (AO-T) zone district. 
This list of uses does not include uses fitness studios either. Staff proposes adding a 
new item “D” to that list of uses titled “health or athletic clubs, spas, dance studios, or 
fitness studios”. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT 
Amending the LMC to health or athletic clubs, spas, dance studios, or fitness studios to 
the list of uses that may be permitted throughout the City will have no discernable fiscal 
impact on the City.  These uses already operate legally in the City.  The proposed action 
will only clarify where they are permitted and likely simplify their development review 
process.  
 
RECOMMENDATION 
a resolution recommending City Council adopt an ordinance Amending title 17 of the 
Louisville Municipal Code (LMC) to add health or athletic clubs, spas, dance studios and 
fitness studios as a listed use group and specifying in which zone districts these uses 
may be developed. 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 

1. Resolution XX, Series 2016; 
2. Draft Ordinance No. __, Series 2016 
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RESOLUTION NO. XX 
 SERIES 2016 

 
A RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING APPROVAL OF AN ORDINANCE AMENDING 
TITLE 17 OF THE LOUISVILLE MUNICIPAL CODE TO ADD HEALTH OR ATHLETIC 
CLUBS, SPAS, DANCE STUDIOS AND YOGA STUDIOS AS ALLOWABLE USES IN 
THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE AND SPECIFYING IN WHICH ZONE DISTRICTS THESE 
USES MAY BE DEVELOPED 
 
 WHEREAS, the City of Louisville is a Colorado home rule municipal corporation 
duly organized and existing under laws of the State of Colorado and the City Charter; 
and 

WHEREAS, health or athletic clubs, spas, dance studios, and fitness studios are 
located within the City of Louisville and are uses the City Council desires to allow in 
certain parts of the City; and 

WHEREAS, while such uses are expressly listed in the mixed use zone districts 
regulations in Section 17.14.050 of the Louisville Municipal Code (LMC), such uses are 
not expressly listed in the other use category sections of the LMC; and  

WHEREAS, specifically, Section 17.12.030 (Use Groups), Section 17.72.090.B 
(Commercial and Office Uses Permitted), and Section 17.13.020 (Use Groups) of the 
LMC do expressly list health or athletic clubs, spas, dance studios, and fitness studios 
as uses that may be developed in the City; and  

WHEREAS; City Council desires to add a new use group titled “Health or athletic 
clubs, spas, dance studios, and fitness studios to Section 17.12.030 (Use groups), 
Section 17.72.090.B (Commercial and Office Uses Permitted), and Section 17.13.020 
(Use Groups) of the LMC, and determine where these types of uses may be permitted; 
and 

WHEREAS, based on the findings in the Louisville Planning Commission, Staff 
Report, the recommendation of City Staff, and the testimony of the witnesses and the 
documents made a part of the record of the public hearing, the Planning Commission 
finds that the proposed ordinance should be adopted in essentially the same form as 
accompanies this Resolution: 
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NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF 
THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COLORADO: 
 
 Section 1.  The Planning Commission hereby recommends adoption of the 
proposed ordinance, entitled “An Ordinance Amending Title 17 of the Louisville Municipal 
Code to add health or athletic clubs, spas, dance studios and fitness studios as a listed 
use group and specifying in which zone districts these uses may be developed.  
 

 
PASSED AND ADOPTED this ____ day of January, 2016 
 

By: ______________________________ 
Chris Pritchard, Chair 
Planning Commission 

 

Attest: _____________________________ 
 Ann O’Connell, Secretary 
 Planning Commission 
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ORDINANCE NO. __,  
SERIES 2016 

 
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING TITLE 17 OF THE LOUISVILLE MUNICIPAL CODE TO 
ADD HEALTH OR ATHLETIC CLUBS, SPAS, DANCE STUDIOS AND FITNESS 
STUDIOS AS A LISTED  USE GROUP AND SPECIFYING IN WHICH ZONE 
DISTRICTS THESE USES MAY BE DEVELOPED 
 
 WHEREAS, the City of Louisville is a Colorado home rule municipal corporation 
duly organized and existing under laws of the State of Colorado and the City Charter; 
and 

 
WHEREAS, health or athletic clubs, spas, dance studios, and fitness studios are 

located within the City of Louisville and are uses the City Council desires to allow in 
certain parts of the City; and 

 
WHEREAS, while such uses are expressly listed in the mixed use zone districts 

regulations in Section 17.14.050 of the Louisville Municipal Code (LMC), such uses are 
not expressly listed in the other use category sections of the LMC; and  

 
WHEREAS, specifically, Section 17.12.030 (Use Groups), Section 17.72.090.B 

(Commercial and Office Uses Permitted), and Section 17.13.020 (Use Groups) of the 
LMC do expressly list health or athletic clubs, spas, dance studios, and fitness studios 
as uses that may be developed in the City; and  

 
WHEREAS; City Council desires to add a new use group titled “Health or athletic 

clubs, spas, dance studios, and fitness studios to Section 17.12.030 (Use groups), 
Section 17.72.090.B (Commercial and Office Uses Permitted), and Section 17.13.020 
(Use Groups) of the LMC, and determine where these types of uses may be permitted; 
and  

 
WHEREAS, after a duly noticed public hearing held January 14, 2015, where 

evidence and testimony were entered into the record, including the Louisville Planning 
Commission Staff Report dated January 14, 2015, the Louisville Planning Commission 
has recommended the City Council adopt the amendments to the Louisville Municipal 
Code set forth in this ordinance; and 

 
WHEREAS, City Council has provided notice of a public hearing on said ordinance 

by publication as provided by law and held a public hearing as provided in said notice;   
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY 

OF LOUISVILLE, COLORADO, THAT: 
 
Section  1. The Use Group table in Section 17.12.030 of the Louisville Municipal 

Code is hereby amended by the addition of a new use group 62 to read as follows:  
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* AO-T uses are described in chapter 17.13.  
** PCZD uses are discussed in chapter 17.72. 
*** MU-R uses are discussed in chapter 17.14.  
**** OS The designated classifications of open space lands are set forth in the Open Space Master Plan approved by 
city council. Provisions regarding the use and management of open space lands are found in the Open Space Master 
Plan, Article 15 of the City Charter, and Title 4 of this Code. 

 
Section 2.  Use Group 9 within the Use Group table in Section 17.12.030 of the 

Louisville Municipal Code is hereby amended to delete “dance,” from the Use Group 
description contained therein.      

 
Section 3.  Table 1 in Section 17.14.050.A of the Louisville Municipal Code is 

hereby amended to delete the phrase “Health or athletic clubs, spas, dance studios, 
yoga studios” and insert in its place the phrase “Health or athletic clubs, spas, dance 
studios, fitness studios.” 

 
Section 4.  Section 17.72.090.B of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby 

amended by the addition of a new subsection B.23 to read as follows: 
23.  Health or athletic clubs, spas, dance studios, and fitness studios. 
 
Section 5.  Section 17.13.020 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby 

amended by the addition of a new subsection D to read as follows: 
D. Health or athletic clubs, spas, dance studios, and fitness studios. 
 
Section 6. If any portion of this ordinance is held to be invalid for any reason 

such decisions shall not affect the validity of the remaining portions of this ordinance 
The City Council hereby declares that it would have passed this ordinance and each 
part hereof irrespective of the fact that any one part be declared invalid. 

 
Section 7. The repeal or modification of any provision of the Municipal Code of 

the City of Louisville by this ordinance shall not release, extinguish, alter, modify, or 
change in whole or in part any penalty, forfeiture, or liability, either civil or criminal, 
which shall have been incurred under such provision, and each provision shall be 
treated and held as still remaining in force for the purpose of sustaining any and all 
proper actions, suits, proceedings, and prosecutions for the enforcement of the penalty, 

Use Group 

Zoning Districts 

A AO BO AOT
* RRR SFR SFE 

RR 
RE 
RL 

SFLD 
SFMD 
SFHD 

RM RH CN CC CB I PCZD
** 

MU 
R/CC 
*** 

OS 
**** 

62 

Health or 
athletic 

clubs, spas, 
dance 

studios, 
fitness 
studios 

N Y Y Y N N N N N N N Y Y Y R    
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forfeiture, or liability, as well as for the purpose of sustaining any judgment, decree, or 
order which can or may be rendered, entered, or made in such actions, suits, 
proceedings, or prosecutions. 

Section 7.  All other ordinances or portions thereof inconsistent or conflicting 
with this ordinance or any portions hereof are hereby repealed to the extent of such 
inconsistency or conflict. 

 
INTRODUCED, READ, PASSED ON FIRST READING, AND ORDERED PUBLISHED 
this xth day of XXX, 2016. 
 

______________________________ 
Robert P. Muckle, Mayor 

 
ATTEST: 
 
______________________________ 
Nancy Varra, City Clerk 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
______________________________ 
Light, Kelly, P.C. 
City Attorney 
 

PASSED AND ADOPTED ON SECOND AND FINAL READING this xxth   day 
of XXX, 2016. 
 

_____________________________ 
Robert P. Muckle, Mayor 

ATTEST: 
 
______________________________ 
Nancy Varra, City Clerk 
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Participation in Government

The City of Louisville encourages citizen involvement 
and participation in its public policy process. Th ere 

are many opportunities for citizens to be informed about 
and participate in City activities and decisions. All meetings 
of City Council, as well as meetings of appointed Boards 
and Commissions, are open to the public and include an 
opportunity for public comments on items not on the 
agenda. No action or substantive discussion on an item may 
take place unless that item has been specifi cally listed as an 
agenda item for a regular or special meeting. Some oppor-
tunities for you to participate include:

Reading and inquiring about City Council activities and 
agenda items, and attending and speaking on topics of 
interest at public meetings

City Council Meetings:
• Regular meetings are generally held on the fi rst and 
third Tuesdays of each month at 7:00 PM in the City 
Council Chambers, located on the second fl oor of City 
Hall, 749 Main Street;
• Study sessions are generally held on the second 
and fourth Tuesdays of each month at 7:00 PM in the 
Library Meeting Room, located on the fi rst fl oor of 
the Library, 951 Spruce Street;
• Regular meetings are broadcast live on Comcast 
Cable Channel 8 and copies of the meeting broadcasts 
are available on DVD in the City Manager’s Offi  ce 
beginning the morning following the meeting;
• Regular meetings are broadcast live and archived 
for viewing on the City’s website at www.Louisvil-
leCO.gov.
• Special meetings may be held occasionally on 
specifi c topics. Agendas are posted a minimum of 48 
hours prior to the meeting.

Meeting agendas for all City Council meetings, other 
than special meetings, are posted a minimum of 72 hours 
prior to the meeting at the following locations:

• City Hall, 749 Main Street
• Police Department/Municipal Court, 
     992 West Via Appia
• Recreation/Senior Center, 900 West Via Appia
• Louisville Public Library, 951 Spruce Street
• City website at www.LouisvilleCO.gov

Meeting packets with all agenda-related materials are 
available 72 hours prior to each meeting and may be found 
at these locations:

• Louisville Public Library Reference Area,
      951 Spruce Street,
• City Clerk’s Offi  ce, City Hall, 749 Main Street,
• City website at www.LouisvilleCO.gov

You may receive eNotifi cations of City Council news as 
well as meeting agendas and summaries of City Council ac-
tions. Visit the City’s website (www.LouisvilleCO.gov) and 
look for the eNotifi cation link to register.

After they are approved by the City Council, meeting 
minutes of all regular and special meetings are available 
in the City Clerk’s offi  ce and on the City’s website (www.
LouisvilleCO.gov).

Information about City activities and projects, as well as 
City Council decisions, is included in the Community Up-
date newsletter, mailed to all City residents and businesses. 
Information is also often included in the monthly utility 
bills mailed to City residents.

Communicating Directly with the Mayor and City 
Council Members

Contact information for the Mayor and City Council 
members is available at www.LouisvilleCO.gov, as well as 
at City Hall, the Louisville Public Library, and the Recre-
ation/Senior Center. You may email the Mayor and City 
Council as a group  at CityCouncil@LouisvilleCO.gov.

Mayor’s Town Meetings and City Council Ward Meet-
ings are scheduled periodically. Th ese are informal meetings 
at which all residents, points of view, and issues are wel-
come. Th ese meetings are advertised at City facilities and 
on the City’s website (www.LouisvilleCO.gov).

Mayor or City Council Elections
City Council members are elected from three Wards 

within the City and serve staggered four-year terms. Th ere 
are two Council representatives from each ward. Th e mayor 
is elected at-large and serves a four-year term. City Council 
elections are held in November of odd-numbered years. For 
information about City elections, including running for 
City Council, please contact the City Clerk’s Offi  ce, fi rst 
fl oor City Hall, 749 Main Street, or call 303.335.4571.

Serving as an Appointed Member on a City Board or 
Commission

Th e City Council makes Board and Commission ap-
pointments annually. Some of the City’s Boards and Com-
missions are advisory, others have some decision-making 
powers. Th e City Council refers questions and issues to 
these appointed offi  cials for input and advice. (Please note 
the Youth Advisory Board has a separate appointment pro-
cess.) Th e City’s Boards and Commissions are:

• Board of Adjustment
• Building Code Board of Appeals
• Cultural Council
• Golf Course Advisory Board
• Historic Preservation Commission
• Historical Commission
• Housing Authority
• Library Board of Trustees
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ings requirements found in the City’s Home Rule Charter. 
Th ese rules and practices apply to the City Council and ap-
pointed Boards and Commissions (referred to as a “public 
body” for ease of reference). Important open meetings rules 
and practices include the following:

Regular Meetings
All meetings of three or more members of a public body 

(or a quorum, whichever is fewer) are open to the public.
All meetings of public bodies must be held in public 

buildings and public facilities accessible to all members of 
the public.

All meetings must be preceded by proper notice. Agen-
das and agenda-related materials are posted at least 72 
hours in advance of the meeting at the following locations:

• City Hall, 749 Main Street
• Police Department/Municipal Court,
     992 West Via Appia
• Recreation/Senior Center, 900 West Via Appia
• Louisville Public Library, 951 Spruce Street
• On the City web site at www.LouisvilleCO.gov

Study Sessions
Study sessions are also open to the public. However, 

study sessions have a limited purpose:
• Study sessions are to obtain information and dis-
cuss matters in a less formal atmosphere;
• No preliminary or fi nal decision or action may be 
made or taken at any study session; further, full debate 
and deliberation of a matter is to be reserved for 
formal meetings; If a person believes in good faith that 
a study session is proceeding contrary to these limita-
tions, he or she may submit a written objection. Th e 
presiding offi  cer will then review the objection and 
determine how the study session should proceed.
• Like formal meetings, a written summary of each 
study session is prepared and is available on the City’s 
website.

Executive Sessions

The City Charter also sets out specifi c procedures and 
limitations on the use of executive sessions. Th ese 

rules, found in Article 5 of the Charter, are intended to 
further the City policy that the activities of City govern-
ment be conducted in public to the greatest extent feasible, 
in order to assure public participation and enhance public 
accountability. Th e City’s rules regarding executive sessions 
include the following:

Timing and Procedures
Th e City Council, and City Boards and Commissions, 

may hold an executive session only at a regular or special 
meeting.

No formal action of any type, and no informal or “straw” 
vote, may occur at any executive session. Rather, formal 

• Local Licensing Authority 
• Open Space Advisory Board
• Parks & Public Landscaping Advisory Board
• Planning Commission
• Revitalization Commission
• Sustainability Advisory Board
• Youth Advisory Board

Information about boards, as well as meeting agendas 
and schedules for each board, is available on the City’s web-
site (www.LouisvilleCO.gov).

Agendas for all Board and Commission meetings are 
posted a minimum of 72 hours prior to each meeting and 
are posted at these locations:

• City Hall, 749 Main Street
• Police Department/Municipal Court,
     992 West Via Appia
• Recreation/Senior Center, 900 West Via Appia
• Louisville Public Library, 951 Spruce Street
• City web site at www.LouisvilleCO.gov

Copies of complete meeting packets containing all agen-
da-related materials are available at least 72 hours prior to 
each meeting and may be found at the following locations:

• Louisville Public Library Reference Area,
  951 Spruce Street,
• City Clerk’s Offi  ce, City Hall, 749 Main Street
• City web site at www.LouisvilleCO.gov

Planning Commission
Th e Planning Commission evaluates land use proposals 

against zoning laws and holds public hearings as outlined 
in City codes. Following a public hearing, the Commission 
recommends, through a resolution, that the City Council 
accept or reject a proposal.

• Regular Planning Commission meetings are held 
at 6:30 PM on the second Th ursday of each month. 
Overfl ow meetings are scheduled for 6:30 PM on the 
4th Th ursday of the month as needed, and occasionally 
Study Sessions are held.
• Regular meetings are broadcast live on Comcast 
Channel 8 and archived for viewing on the City’s web-
site (www.LouisvilleCO.gov).

Open Government Training
All City Council members and members of a permanent 

Board or Commission are required to participate in at least 
one City-sponsored open government-related seminar, 
workshop, or other training program at least once every two 
years.

Open Meetings

The City follows the Colorado Open Meetings Law 
(“Sunshine Law”) as well as additional open meet-
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actions, such as the adoption of a proposed policy, position, 
rule or other action, may only occur in open session.

Prior to holding an executive session, there must be a 
public announcement of the request and the legal authority 
for convening in closed session. Th ere must be a detailed 
and specifi c statement as to the topics to be discussed and 
the reasons for requesting the session.

Th e request must be approved by a supermajority (two-
thirds of the full Council, Board, or Commission). Prior 
to voting on the request, the clerk reads a statement of the 
rules pertaining to executive sessions. Once in executive 
session, the limitations on the session must be discussed 
and the propriety of the session confi rmed. If there are 
objections and/or concerns over the propriety of the session, 
those are to be resolved in open session.

Once the session is over, an announcement is made of 
any procedures that will follow from the session.

Executive sessions are recorded, with access to those 
tapes limited as provided by state law. Th ose state laws al-
low a judge to review the propriety of a session if in a court 
fi ling it is shown that there is a reasonable belief that the 
executive session went beyond its permitted scope. Execu-
tive session records are not available outside of a court 
proceeding.

Authorized Topics
For City Council, an executive session may be held only 

for discussion of the following topics:
• Matters where the information being discussed is 
required to be kept confi dential by federal or state law;
• Certain personnel matters relating to employees 
directly appointed by the Council, and other person-
nel matters only upon request of the City Manager or 
Mayor for informational purposes only;
• Consideration of water rights and real property 
acquisitions and dispositions, but only as to appraisals 
and other value estimates and strategy for the acquisi-
tion or disposition; and
• Consultation with an attorney representing the 
City with respect to pending litigation. Th is includes 
cases that are actually fi led as well as situations where 
the person requesting the executive session believes 
in good faith that a  lawsuit may result, and allows for 
discussion of settlement strategies.

Th e City’s Boards and Commissions may only hold an 
executive session for consultation with its attorney regard-
ing pending litigation.

Ethics

Ethics are the foundation of good government. Lou-
isville has adopted its own Code of Ethics, which is 

found in the City Charter and which applies to elected of-
fi cials, public body members, and employees. Th e Louisville 
Code of Ethics applies in addition to any higher standards 

in state law. Louisville’s position on ethics is perhaps best 
summarized in the following statement taken from the City 
Charter:

Th ose entrusted with positions in the City government 
must commit to adhering to the letter and spirit of the 
Code of Ethics. Only when the people are confi dent that 
those in positions of public responsibility are committed 
to high levels of ethical and moral conduct, will they 
have faith that their government is acting for the good 
of the public. Th is faith in the motives of offi  cers, public 
body members, and employees is critical for a harmoni-
ous and trusting relationship between the City govern-
ment and the people it serves.

Th e City’s Code of Ethics (Sections 5-6 though 5-17 of 
the Charter) is summarized in the following paragraphs. 
While the focus is to provide a general overview of the 
rules, it is important to note that all persons subject to the 
Code of Ethics must strive to follow both the letter and the 
spirit of the Code, so as to avoid not only actual violations, 
but public perceptions of violations. Indeed, perceptions of 
violations can have the same negative impact on public trust 
as actual violations.

Confl icts of Interest
One of the most common ethical rules visited in the local 

government arena is the “confl ict of interest rule.” While 
some technical aspects of the rule are discussed below, the 
general rule under the Code of Ethics is that if a Council, 
Board, or Commission member has an “interest” that will 
be aff ected by his or her “offi  cial action,” then there is a 
confl ict of interest and the member must:

• Disclose the confl ict, on the record and with particular-
ity;

• Not participate in the discussion;
• Leave the room; and
• Not attempt to infl uence others.

An “interest” is a pecuniary, property, or commercial 
benefi t, or any other benefi t the primary signifi cance of 
which is economic gain or the avoidance of economic loss. 
However, an “interest” does not include any matter confer-
ring similar benefi ts on all property or persons similarly 
situated. (Th erefore, a City Council member is not prohib-
ited from voting on a sales tax increase or decrease if the 
member’s only interest is that he or she, like other residents, 
will be subject to the higher or lower tax.) Additionally, an 
“interest” does not include a stock interest of less than one 
percent of the company’s outstanding shares.

Th e Code of Ethics extends the concept of prohibited 
interest to persons or entities with whom the member is 
associated. In particular, an interest of the following per-
sons and entities is also an interest of the member: relatives 
(including persons related by blood or marriage to certain 
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Other Ethics Rules of Interest
Like state law, Louisville’s Code of Ethics prohibits the 

use of non-public information for personal or private gain. 
It also prohibits acts of advantage or favoritism and, in that 
regard, prohibits special considerations, use of employee 
time for personal or private reasons, and use of City vehicles 
or equipment, except in same manner as available to any 
other person (or in manner that will substantially benefi t 
City). Th e City also has a “revolving door” rule that prohib-
its elected offi  cials from becoming City employees either 
during their time in offi  ce or for two years after leaving 
offi  ce. Th ese and other rules of conduct are found in Section 
5-9 of the Code of Ethics.

Disclosure, Enforcement, and Advisory Opinions
Th e Code of Ethics requires that those holding or run-

ning for City Council fi le a fi nancial disclosure statement 
with the City Clerk. Th e statement must include, among 
other information, the person’s employer and occupation, 
sources of income, and a list of business and property hold-
ings.

Th e Code of Ethics provides fair and certain procedures 
for its enforcement. Complaints of violations may be fi led 
with the City prosecutor; the complaint must be a detailed 
written and verifi ed statement. If the complaint is against 
an elected or appointed offi  cial, it is forwarded to an inde-
pendent judge who appoints a special, independent pros-
ecutor for purposes of investigation and appropriate action. 
If against an employee, the City prosecutor will investigate 
the complaint and take appropriate action. In all cases, the 
person who is subject to the complaint is given the oppor-
tunity to provide information concerning the complaint.

Finally, the Code allows persons who are subject to the 
Code to request an advisory opinion if they are uncertain as 
to applicability of the Code to a particular situation, or as 
to the defi nition of terms used in the Code. Such requests 
are handled by an advisory judge, selected from a panel 
of independent, disinterested judges who have agreed to 
provide their services. Th is device allows persons who are 
subject to the Code to resolve uncertainty before acting, so 
that a proper course of conduct may be identifi ed. Any per-
son who requests and acts in accordance with an advisory 
opinion issued by an advisory judge is not subject to City 
penalty, unless material facts were omitted or misstated in 
the request. Advisory opinions are posted for public inspec-
tion; the advisory judge may order a delay in posting if the 
judge determines the delay is in the City’s best interest.

Citizens are encouraged to contact the City Manager’s 
Offi  ce with any questions about the City’s Code of Ethics. 
A copy of the Code is available at the City’s website (www.
LouisvilleCO.gov) and also from the Offi  ces of the City 
Manager and City Clerk.

degrees, and others); a business in which the member is an 
offi  cer, director, employee, partner, principal, member, or 
owner; and a business in which member owns more than 
one percent of outstanding shares.

Th e concept of an interest in a business applies to profi t 
and nonprofi t corporations, and applies in situations in 
which the offi  cial action would aff ect a business competi-
tor. Additionally, an interest is deemed to continue for one 
year after the interest has ceased. Finally, “offi  cial action” 
for purposes of the confl ict of interest rule, includes not 
only legislative actions, but also administrative actions and 
“quasi-judicial” proceedings where the entity is acting like a 
judge in applying rules to the specifi c rights of individuals 
(such as a variance request or liquor license). Th us, the con-
fl ict rules apply essentially to all types of actions a member 
may take.

Contracts
In addition to its purchasing policies and other rules 

intended to secure contracts that are in the best interest 
of the City, the Code of Ethics prohibits various actions 
regarding contracts. For example, no public body member 
who has decision-making authority or infl uence over a City 
contract can have an interest in the contract, unless the 
member has complied with the disclosure and recusal rules. 
Further, members are not to appear before the City on be-
half of other entities that hold a City contract, nor are they 
to solicit or accept employment from a contracting entity if 
it is related to the member’s action on a contract with that 
entity.

Gifts and Nepotism
Th e Code of Ethics, as well as state law, regulates the 

receipt of gifts. City offi  cials and employees may not solicit 
or accept a present or future gift, favor, discount, service 
or other thing of value from a party to a City contract, or 
from a person seeking to infl uence an offi  cial action. Th ere 
is an exception for the “occasional nonpecuniary gift” of 
$15 or less, but this exception does not apply if the gift, no 
matter how small, may be associated with the offi  cial’s or 
employee’s offi  cial action, whether concerning a contract or 
some other matter. Th e gift ban also extends to independent 
contractors who may exercise offi  cial actions on behalf of 
the City.

Th e Code of Ethics also prohibits common forms of 
nepotism. For example, no offi  cer, public body member, 
or employee shall be responsible for employment matters 
concerning a relative. Nor can he or she infl uence compen-
sation paid to a relative, and a relative of a current offi  cer, 
public body member or employee cannot be hired unless 
certain personnel rules are followed.
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Other Laws on Citizen 
Participation in Government

Preceding sections of this pamphlet describe Lou-
isville’s own practices intended to further citizen 

participation in government. Th ose practices are gener-
ally intended to further dissemination of information and 
participation in the governing process. Some other laws of 
interest regarding citizen participation include:

Initiative and Referendum
Th e right to petition for municipal legislation is reserved 

to the citizens by the Colorado Constitution and the City 
Charter. An initiative is a petition for legislation brought 
directly by the citizens; a referendum is a petition brought 
by the citizens to refer to the voters a piece of legislation 
that has been approved by the City Council. In addition 
to these two petitioning procedures, the City Council may 
refer matters directly to the voters in the absence of any 
petition. Initiative and referendum petitions must con-
cern municipal legislation—as opposed to administrative 
or other non-legislative matters. By law the City Clerk is 
the offi  cial responsible for many of the activities related to 
a petition process, such as approval of the petition forms, 
review of the signed petitions, and consideration of protests 
and other matters. Th ere are minimum signature require-
ments for petitions to be moved to the ballot; in Louisville, 
an initiative petition must be signed by at least fi ve percent 
of the total number of registered electors. A referendum 
petition must be signed by at least two and one-half percent 
of the registered electors.

Public Hearings
In addition to the opportunity aff orded at each regular 

City Council meeting to comment on items not on the 
agenda, most City Council actions provide opportunity 
for public comment through a public hearing process. For 
example, the City Charter provides that a public hearing 
shall be held on every ordinance before its adoption. Th is 
includes opportunities for public comment prior to initial 
City Council discussion of the ordinance, as well as after 
Council’s initial discussion but before action. Many actions 
of the City are required to be taken by ordinance, and thus 
this device allows for citizen public hearing comments on 
matters ranging from zoning ordinances to ordinances es-
tablishing off enses that are subject to enforcement through 
the municipal court.

Additionally, federal, state, and/or local law requires 
a public hearing on a number of matters irrespective of 
whether an ordinance is involved. For example, a public 
hearing is held on the City budget, the City Comprehen-
sive Plan and similar plans, and a variety of site-specifi c or 
person-specifi c activities, such as annexations of land into 
the city, rezonings, special use permits, variances, and new 

liquor licenses. Anyone may provide comments during 
these hearings.

Public Records
Access to public records is an important aspect of citizen 

participation in government. Louisville follows the Colo-
rado Open Records Act (CORA) and the additional public 
records provisions in the City Charter. In particular, the 
Charter promotes the liberal construction of public records 
law, so as to promote the prompt disclosure of City records 
to citizens at no cost or no greater cost than the actual costs 
to the City.

Th e City Clerk is the custodian of the City’s public 
records, except for fi nancial, personnel, and police records 
which are handled, respectively, by the Finance, Human 
Resources, and Police Departments. Th e City maintains a 
public policy on access to public records, which include a 
records request form, a statement of fees, and other guide-
lines. No fee is charged for the inspection of records. No fee 
is charged for locating or making records available for copy-
ing, except in cases of voluminous requests or dated records, 
or when the time spent in locating records exceeds two 
hours. No fees are charged for the fi rst 25 copies requested 
or for electronic records.

Many records, particularly those related to agenda items 
for City Council and current Board and Commission 
meetings, are available directly on the City’s website (www.
LouisvilleCO.gov). In addition to posting agenda-related 
material, the City maintains communication fi les for the 
City Council and Planning Commission. Th ese are avail-
able for public inspection at the City Clerk’s Offi  ce, 749 
Main Street.

CORA lists the categories of public records that are not 
generally open to public inspection. Th ese include, for ex-
ample, certain personnel records and information, fi nancial 
and other information about users of city facilities, privi-
leged information, medical records, letters of reference, and 
other items listed in detail in CORA. When public records 
are not made available, the custodian will specifi cally advise 
the requestor of the reason.

Citizens are encouraged to review the City’s website 
(www.LousivilleCo.gov) for information, and to contact the 
City with any questions regarding City records.

Public Involvement Policy

Public participation is an essential element of the City’s 
representative form of government. To promote eff ec-

tive public participation City offi  cials, advisory board mem-
bers, staff  and participants should all observe the following 
guiding principles, roles and responsibilities:

Guiding Principles for Public Involvement
Inclusive not Exclusive - Everyone’s participation is 
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welcome. Anyone with a known interest in the issue will be 
identifi ed, invited and encouraged to be involved early in 
the process.

Voluntary Participation - Th e process will seek the support 
of those participants willing to invest the time necessary to 
make it work.

Purpose Driven - Th e process will be clearly linked to 
when and how decisions are made. Th ese links will be com-
municated to participants.

Time, Financial and Legal Constraints - Th e process will 
operate within an appropriate time frame and budget and 
observe existing legal and regulatory requirements.

Communication - Th e process and its progress will be 
communicated to participants and the community at-large 
using appropriate methods and technologies.

Adaptability - Th e process will be adaptable so that the 
level of public involvement is refl ective of the magnitude of 
the issue and the needs of the participants.

Access to Information -Th e process will provide partici-
pants with timely access to all relevant information in an 
understandable and user-friendly way. Education and train-
ing requirements will be considered.

Access to Decision Making - Th e process will give partici-
pants the opportunity to infl uence decision making. 

Respect for Diverse Interests - Th e process will foster 
respect for the diverse values, interests and knowledge of 
those involved.

Accountability - Th e process will refl ect that participants 
are accountable to both their constituents and to the success 
of the process.

Evaluation - Th e success and results of the process will be 
measured and evaluated.

Roles and Responsibilities - City Council
City Council is ultimately responsible to all the citizens 

of Louisville and must weigh each of its decisions accord-
ingly. Councilors are responsible to their local constituents 
under the ward system; however they must carefully con-
sider the concerns expressed by all parties. Council must 
ultimately meet the needs of the entire community—in-
cluding current and future generations—and act in the best 
interests of the City as a whole.

During its review and decision-making process, Council 
has an obligation to recognize the eff orts and activities that 
have preceded its deliberations. Council should have regard 
for the public involvement processes that have been com-
pleted in support or opposition of projects.

Roles and Responsibilities - City Staff  and Advisory 
Boards

Th e City should be designed and run to meet the needs 
and priorities of its citizens. Staff  and advisory boards must 
ensure that the Guiding Principles direct their work. In 
addition to the responsibilities established by the Guiding 

Principles, staff  and advisory boards are responsible for:
• ensuring that decisions and recommendations 
refl ect the needs and desires of the community as a 
whole;
• pursuing public involvement with a positive spirit 
because it helps clarify those needs and desires and 
also adds value to projects;
• fostering long-term relationships based on respect 
and trust in all public involvement activities;
• encouraging positive working partnerships;
• ensuring that no participant or group is marginal-
ized or ignored;
• drawing out the silent majority, the voiceless and 
the disempowered; and being familiar with a variety of 
public involvement techniques and the strengths and 
weaknesses of various approaches.

All Participants
Th e public is also accountable for the public involvement 

process and for the results it produces. All parties (includ-
ing Council, advisory boards, staff , proponents, opponents 
and the public) are responsible for: 

• working within the process in a cooperative and 
civil manner;
• focusing on real issues and not on furthering per-
sonal agendas; 
• balancing personal concerns with the needs of the 
community as a whole;
• having realistic expectations;
• participating openly, honestly and constructively, 
off ering ideas, suggestions and alternatives;
• listening carefully and actively considering every-
one’s perspectives;
• identifying their concerns and issues early in the 
process;
• providing their names and contact information if 
they want direct feedback;
• remembering that no single voice is more impor-
tant than all others, and that there are diverse opinions 
to be considered;
• making every eff ort to work within the project 
schedule and if this is not possible, discussing this with 
the proponent without delay;
• recognizing that process schedules may be con-
strained by external factors such as limited funding, 
broader project schedules or legislative requirements; 
• accepting some responsibility for keeping them-
selves aware of current issues, making others aware of 
project activities and soliciting their involvement and 
input; and
• considering that the quality of the outcome and 
how that outcome is achieved are both important.

Updated December 2015
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This pamphlet is prepared pursuant to the Home Rule Charter of 
the City of Louisville.

This is a compilation of Articles 4 and 5 of the Charter of the City 
of Louisville and is available at all times in the City Clerk’s Office, 
749 Main Street, Louisville, Colorado, and on the City’s web site at 

www.LouisvilleCO.gov. 

This pamphlet is also provided to every member of a public body 
(board or commission) at that body’s first meeting each year.



 
 
 
 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
To:   Honorable Chair and Members of the Planning Commission  
 
From:  Planning Division 
 
Subject:  Establish Official Locations for Posting of Public Notice  
 
Date:  January 14, 2016   
  
 
 
 
 
State law requires that each year every municipal board or commission establish 
the location(s) where the notice of their public meetings will be posted.  It is 
required the location be established at that body’s first regular meeting of the 
year.   
 
The City’s Home Rule Charter requires that notice of City Council meetings be 
posted in four locations. The City Attorney and City Manager’s office recommend 
that other boards and commissions follow the same public notice posting 
practice.   
 
Consistent with that recommendation, staff is recommending the Planning 
Commission establish for the year 2016 the official locations for posting of 
Planning Commission agendas as follows: 

• The Lobby of City Hall, 749 Main Street 
• The Louisville Public Library Bulletin Board, 951 Spruce Street  
• The Louisville Recreation Center, 900 West Via Appia 
• The Police / Municipal Court building, 992 Via Appia  
• The City of Louisville website, www.louisvilleco.gov  

 
Resolution No. 04, Series 2016 (attached) if adopted, would designate the above 
locations as the official locations for the 2016 posting of Planning Commission 
public meeting notice / agenda.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Planning Department 
 

749 Main Street   Louisville CO 80027   303.335.4592   www.ci.louisville.co.us 

http://www.louisvilleco.gov/


RESOLUTION NO. 04,  
SERIES 2016 

 
A RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING THAT THE FOLLOWING LOCATIONS BE 

ESTABLISHED AS THE OFFICIAL LOCATIONS FOR THE POSTING OF 
PUBLIC NOTICE OF ALL 2016 LOUISVILLE PLANNING COMMISSION 

MEETINGS 
 

• The Lobby of City Hall, 749 Main Street 
• The Louisville Public Library Bulletin Board, 951 Spruce 

Street  
• The Louisville Recreation Center, 900 West Via Appia 
• The Police / Municipal Court building, 992 Via Appia  
• The City of Louisville website, www.louisvilleco.gov  

 
 WHEREAS, Senate Bill 91-33 requires that all local public bodies 
designate a public place or places where public notice of public meetings will be 
posted, with said designation being made at the first regular meeting of that body 
in each calendar year; and  
 

WHEREAS, the City’s Home Rule Charter requires additional locations for 
the posting of public notice of City Council meetings and by extension, it is the 
recommendation of Staff that the Planning Commission adopt the same standard 
for posting of public notice of their meetings; and 

 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has reviewed the recommended 

locations for the posting of public notice and finds them to be consistent with 
State Statutes, Municipal Code and the Louisville Home Rule Charter. 

  
 
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Planning Commission of 

the City of Louisville, Colorado does hereby designate the following public places 
for the posting of notices for all public meetings of the Planning Commission in 
2016.    

• The Lobby of City Hall, 749 Main Street 
• The Louisville Public Library Bulletin Board, 951 Spruce 

Street  
• The Louisville Recreation Center, 900 West Via Appia 
• The Louisville Police / Municipal Court building, 992 Via 

Appia 
• The City of Louisville website, www.louisvilleco.gov  

 
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 14th day of January, 2016. 

 
By: _________________________ 

Chris Pritchard, Chair 
Planning Commission 

 
Attest: _____________________________ 
 Ann O’Connell, Secretary   
 Planning Commission 

http://www.l/
http://www.louisvilleco.gov/


 
 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
To:   Planning Commission Members 
 
From:  Department of Planning and Building Safety 
 
Subject:  2016 Meeting Dates  
 
Date:  January 14, 2016 
 
 
 
Regular meetings are held at 6:30 p.m. on the 2nd Thursday of every month in the 
2nd floor of City Hall, City Council Chambers.  As needed, overflow meetings will 
be held at 6:30 p.m. on the 4th Thursday of every month.  The 3rd Thursday of 
each month should be held for Study Sessions, as needed. 
 
Please note the joint Planning Commission and City Council Study Session is yet 
to be determined.  
 
 

2016 Meeting Dates 
Month Regular Overflow Study 
January 14 28 21 

February 11 25 18 
March 10 24 17 

April 14 28 21 
May 12 26 19 

June 9 23 16 
July 14 28 21 

August 11 25 18 
September  8 22 15 

October 13 27 20 
November 10 17 - 
December  8 15 - 

 

 

Department of Planning and Building Safety  
 

749 Main Street   Louisville CO 80027   303.335.4592   www.louisvilleco.gov 



 
 
 
 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
To:   Honorable Chair and Members of the Planning Commission 
 
From:  Planning Division  
 
Subject:  Election of Officers 
 
Date:  January 14, 2016 
  
 
 
The Bylaws of the Louisville Planning Commission establish the manner for 
electing officers. Article II, Section 2 established there shall be a Chair, Vice-chair 
and Secretary and that they shall be elected either  

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

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

1) Complete the election of officers with nomination during the January 14th   
meeting or 

2) Accept formal nominations and letters of interest that could then be 
considered at the February 11th meeting.  

 
If the Commission wishes to submit letters of interest or letters of nomination in 
advance of the February 11th meeting, staff could include those in your packets 
of that meeting. We would need to receive those by Monday, February 1, 2016 in 
order to forward them in your packets.  
  
 

 

Department of Planning and Building Safety 
 

749 Main Street   Louisville CO 80027   303.335.4592   www.ci.louisville.co.us 


	01.14.2016 pcagenda
	02.12 10 2015 minutes_draft
	 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 Ca...
	 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 spac...
	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 UMonument SignsU:
	 IDDSG allows one freestanding sign for each access.
	 Applicant has five accesses but is requesting 4 monument signs.
	o UWall Signs - waiverU:
	 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.
	 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 pul...
	 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
	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 fisc...
	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 impac...
	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 Comp Plan does identify this as an urban corridor.  The C...
	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 ca...
	UQuestions 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 disposa...
	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 Block...
	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
	• 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 com...
	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.
	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.
	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.
	 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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