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Agenda 

May 12, 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  

 April 14, 2016 

V. Public Comment on Items Not on the Agenda  

VI. Regular Business – Public Hearing Items  

 Lots 6&10, Block 3, CTC 1 Final PUD: A request for a 62,400 SF industrial 

building on Lots 6 and 10, Block 3, Colorado Technological Center, Filing #1. 
 Applicant: Comunale Properties (John Comunale) 
 Owner: Tech Commons, LLC 
 Representative: Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. (Dan Skeehan) 
 Case Manager: Scott Robinson, Planner II 

 305 Arthur Final PUD: A request for a 17,940 SF single story industrial flex 

building with associated site improvements on Lot 1 of the Business Center at 

CTC, Replat E. 
 Applicant and Representative: Etkin Johnson Real Estate Partners (Liz Cox) 
 Owner: EJ 305 South Arthur LLC 
 Case Manager: Lauren Trice, Planner I 

 Kestrel Final PUD Amendment: A request for an amendment to the existing 

Kestrel PUD to allow for 9 additional affordable housing units. 
 Applicant, Owner, and Representative: Boulder County Housing Authority (Norrie Boyd) 
 Case Manager: Lauren Trice, Planner I  

 A Resolution of denial for Business Center at CTC GDP Amendment: 
A request for an amendment to the Business Center at CTC general 
development plan to allow wedding/event venues.  This project received a 
recommendation of denial at the April 14, 2016 Planning Commission 
meeting.  

 Case Manager: Lauren Trice, Planner I 
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VII. Planning Commission Comments  

VIII. Staff Comments 

IX. Items Tentatively Scheduled for the regular meeting June 9, 2016: 
 

 Balfour Senior Living Plat/PUD Amendment: A request for a final Plat and 

planned unit development (PUD) to allow for a new 54-unit Assisted Living 
Community.  

 Applicant, Owner, and Representative: Balfour Senior Living (Hunter MacLeod) 
 Case Manager: Lauren Trice, Planner I  

 105 Roosevelt Minor Subdivision: A request for a minor subdivision to 

create two lots out of one at 105 Roosevelt Avenue. 
 Applicant, Owner, and Representative: Creel Kerss 
 Case Manager: Scott Robinson, Planner II 

 Business Center at CTC Rezoning: A request to rezone Lot 1, Block 3, 

Business Center at CTC from PCZD-C to PCZD-I. 
 Applicant, Owner, and Representative: Etkin Johnson (Jim Vasbinder) 
 Case Manager: Scott Robinson, Planner II 

 McCaslin Blvd Small Area Plan: A request to review a draft copy of the 
McCaslin Blvd Small Area Plan. 

 Staff member:  Scott Robinson, Planner II 

X. Adjourn  
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Meeting Minutes 

April 14, 2016 
City Hall, Council Chambers 

749 Main Street 
6:30 PM 

 
Call to Order – Pritchard called the meeting to order at 6:30 P.M.  

Roll Call was taken and the following members were present: 

Commission Members Present: Chris Pritchard, Chairman 
Cary Tengler, Vice Chairman 
Ann O’Connell, Secretary 
Steve Brauneis 
Jeff Moline 
Tom Rice 
David Hsu 

Commission Members Absent: None  
Staff Members Present:  Scott Robinson, Planner II 
     Lauren Trice, Planner I 

       Aaron DeJong, Economic Development Director 
 
Approval of Agenda: 
Moline moved and Brauneis seconded a motion to approve the April 14, 2016 agenda. Motion 
passed by voice vote.  
 
Approval of Minutes:  
Hsu mentioned corrections to vote tally from 6-0 to 6-1 for two resolutions. Brauneis moved 
and O’Connell seconded a motion to approve the March 10, 2016 minutes. Motion passed by 
voice vote. 
 
Public Comments: Items not on the Agenda  
None. 
 
Regular Business: 

 Coal Creek Station Final PUD: Resolution No. 08, Series 2016. A resolution 
recommending approval of a final subdivision plat and final planned unit development 
(PUD) to allow for the construction of 51 residential units and 29,242 square feet of 
commercial space on an approximate 11 acre parcel of the Caledonia Place and Coal 
Creek Station subdivisions.  
 Applicant and Representative: BVZ Architects (Gary Brothers) 

 Owner: Coal Creek Station Properties, LLC (Bill Arnold) 

 Case Manager: Scott Robinson, Planner II 

Conflict of Interest and Disclosure: 
None. 
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Public Notice Certification:  
Published in the Boulder Daily Camera on March 27, 2016.  Posted in City Hall, Public Library, 
Recreation Center, and the Courts and Police Building and mailed to surrounding property 
owners and property posted on March 25, 2016. 
 
Staff Report of Facts and Issues: 
Robinson presented from Power Point: 

 BACKGROUND. Located at southwest corner of South Boulder Road and Highway 42. 
It incorporates most of the land but leaves out Union Jack Liquor, Fordyce Auto Center, 
and Louisville Car Wash.  It includes the strip retail buildings, Louisville Cyclery building, 
and all vacant land. Precision Pour coffee shop is excluded because it sits on its own 
small parcel.  

 PROJECT. There are a few changes from the preliminary and mostly complies with what 
was proposed in the preliminary. The residential number and layout stays the same. The 
location of the commercial buildings stays the same. Some of the commercial buildings 
have decreased in size. Buildings A and B have shrunk by 20%. Building C has shrunk 
by 9%. Building D has reduced slightly.  

Commercial Preliminary Final Difference Change 

Building A 8,010 SF 6,430 SF -1,580 SF -20% 

Building B 11,450 SF 8,995 SF -2,455 SF -21% 

Building C 9,575 SF 8,750 SF -825 SF -9% 

Building D 5,300 SF 5,297 SF -3 SF -0.1% 

Residential Units       

Duplex 34 34 0 N/A 

Townhouse 17 17 0 N/A 

 

 ZONING. When the preliminary went through, this property was rezoned in compliance 
with the Highway 42 Revitalization Plan. The property is zoned a mix of commercial 
community (CC), mixed-use residential (MU-R), residential medium density (RM).  The 
proposal complies with the existing zoning as approved three years ago. It was 
preliminary approved in the summer of 2013. The applicant has one year to submit for 
final approval, which the applicants did in January 2014. There were issues to work out. 
It has been almost three years since preliminary approval.  

 PLAT. All residential units are proposed to be on individual lots.   
o Relocated Cannon Circle - The applicant proposes to relocate Cannon Circle 

intersection further south away from Highway 42. CDOT has approved allowance 
for signal. Applicants propose to install a signal. The intersection would be 
designed so it will function for both this property and access for Harney-Lastoka 
property.  

o Truck Only Access - Fordyce Auto Center needs truck access which is currently 
off the existing Cannon Circle. Applicants have worked with the property owner 
and CDOT to come up with a solution that will allow a right-in, right-out truck 
access, signed Truck Access Only. It will not be for customers, just trucks serving 
Fordyce Auto.  

o South Alley Improvement – Applicants propose to improve and pave the alley. It 
currently gets access from Highway 42. It will be closed off at Highway 42 and 
there will be an access onto the new Cannon Circle.  

o Front Street Connection – Issue to be worked out after preliminary is getting 
access to the new Front Street connection. The applicants were unable to work 
out a deal with the property owners so they have redesigned the alley to go 
around it. It would be a private alley for the development. Given the fact that it will 
be closed off on the east side at Highway 42 and private on the west side, the 
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City does not believe it is practical for the City to maintain it. The City is 
requesting that the alley, while still a public alley, be maintained by the HOA 
going forward.  

 PUD. The applicants are requesting 51 residential units, a density of 6.9 units per acre, 
which is less than the minimum required in the MU-R zone district under MUDDSG that 
calls for a density between 12 and 20 units per acre. The applicant is requesting a 
waiver to allow for lower density and fewer units. Staff feels this is appropriate given its 
location, its adjacency to the established Little Italy neighborhood which is of similar 
density, and it is further from the proposed future transit station. It does not have the 
same transit oriented development feel to it and the higher densities do not make as 
much sense here.   

 MU-R Waivers.   Waiver  Required Request 
Lot Coverage 40%  30%         
Front Setback 10 feet  30 feet 
Lot Line  70%  60% 

       Coverage 

 RM Waivers.    Required Requested 
   Minimum 7000 sf 2800 sf 
   lot size   

    Minimum 3500 sf 2800 sf 
    lot area per 
    unit  
    Minimum 60 feet  26 feet 
    lot width 
   
    Setback Required Requested 
    Front  25’  13’ 
    Side  7’  0’ (shared wall) 
        5’ (exterior wall) 
    Rear  25’  20’ 
    lot  35%  50% 
    coverage 

 CC Waivers.   Building D proposed as a drive-through which is allowed. 
   Waiver   Requirement Request 

Lot Coverage  30%  10% 
Hwy 42 setback 60 feet  120 feet 
Cannon Cir setback 30 feet  111 feet 
Parking  22 spaces 23 spaces 

     
    Buildings A & B 

   Waiver   Requirement Request 
Lot Coverage     
Building A  30%  25% 
Building B  30%  25% 

 

 HEIGHT. Townhomes and triplexes proposed for northwest corner will comply with 
height requirements, between two and three stories, 35-45’. 
Duplexes will be a maximum of two stories and maximum height of 35’. Zoning calls for 
minimum of two stories, 35’.  

 SIDEWALK. Sidewalk along South Boulder Road to be widened to 8’. Green space 
provided as a buffer between the commercial area and residential area. A series of 
sidewalks and trails will connect through the development. There are no bike lanes or 
dedicated bike trails proposed. This is an extension of the Downtown Old Town feel.  
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 URBAN FORM.  Buildings comply with MUDDSG for commercial buildings. For 
residential, there are no specific designs for standard single family attached dwelling 
units such as duplexes or triplexes. Floor elevations are not required in a PUD. Staff is 
comfortable with what is proposed. They are compatible with the neighborhood and 
compatible with the design standards. 

 SIGNAGE. The building signs in the commercial comply with the CDDSG. The proposal 
calls for entry monument signs, two signs at each of three entrances off South Boulder 
Road and Highway 42. Standards call for one monument sign per entrance. Staff 
recommends only one entry monument sign be allowed at each entrance instead of two. 
The sign design is compatible with the standards.  

 WAIVERS SUMMARY.  
o Decreased residential density in the MU-R district 
o Decreased minimum lot coverage in the MU-R district 
o Increased maximum front setback in the MU-R district 
o Decreased minimum front lot line coverage in the MU-R district 
o Decreased minimum lot size, lot area per unit, and lot width in the RM district 
o Decreased minimum setbacks in the RM district 
o Increased maximum lot coverage in the RM district 
o Decreased minimum lot coverage for Buildings A, B, and D in the CC district 
o Increased maximum setbacks for Building D in the CC district 
o Increased maximum parking allowance for Building D in the CC district 
o Decreased minimum height and story requirements in both MU-R and CC 

districts 
 
Staff Recommendations: 
Staff recommends Planning Commission move to approve Resolution No. 08, Series 2016, 
recommending approval of the final plat and final PUD with the following conditions: 

1. The southernmost alley will be maintained by the HOA. 
2. Satisfy the comments in the Louisville Fire Protection District memo dated February 18, 

2016 before City Council. 
3. Comply with Public Works comments in April 6, 2016 memo before recordation. 
4. Change the rear setback requirement to 20 feet, with an exception of seven feet allowed 

for the properties adjacent to the realigned alley. Modify the side setback to state the 
standard is five feet, except zero may be allowed for buildings that straddle lot lines. 

5. Limit the number of monument signs to three. 
6. Add a note to the PUD that the residential buildings will comply with the design 

standards and guidelines in section 10 of the MUDDSG to the maximum extent 
practicable. 

  
Commission Questions of Staff:  
Hsu asks about BVSD assessment. Was that done with the preliminary? 
Robinson says with the preliminary, Staff sent it to BVSD who sent a letter back saying they 
can serve it. At the time, it was rezoned and is now zoned residential. The applicant is not 
requesting any increase in the number of units. If there is no increase in residential over what 
was allowed, we do not re-refer it to BVSD at final. With more interest and concern about 
schools, if this had been resubmitted, we would have re-referred it. I have traded emails with 
Glen Segrue from BVSD this week and he did not bring up any additional concerns about this 
proposal.  
Rice says what is being proposed here is considerably less dense than what would have been 
allowed.  
Robinson says yes, the minimum density in the zoning is 12 units per acre and the maximum is 
20 units per acre. This proposal is coming in at 7 units an acre. 
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Rice says they are a little more than half of what the minimum is. The same is true for the 
commercial space. 
Robinson says yes, because of the lot coverage waivers and because they are only doing one 
story instead of two stories, the commercial square footage is less. 
Rice says top to bottom, the whole development is far less dense than would have been 
allowed. In some instances, it is asking to go below what the minimum is. Those who would 
suggest that we only approve high density projects might take a look at this one.  
Tengler says relative to the question Rice just asked, we usually don’t see requests to put more 
parking in. We are typically dealing with the opposite side of the spectrum; we want more 
density and fewer parking spaces. What are the over-riding considerations when you are 
looking at reductions? What is the impact to the overall City Plan when that happens?  
Robinson says the intent of the MUDDSG and the zoning for the Highway 42 revitalization area 
was to create a dense mixed-use environment. This is what has been approved in the core area 
with DELO. This further north development somewhat disconnected from DELO is much closer 
to major arterials of South Boulder Road and Highway 42. It makes sense that this is more auto-
oriented than DELO and the lower density is more compatible with the Little Italy neighborhood. 
When we put in the maximum standards, it was intended to be part of the dense mixed-use 
neighborhood. Now that its visitors will be coming from the major arterials, allowing a little extra 
parking makes sense. We look at the location and the surrounding development to see if it 
makes sense here. We put these blanket rules in place. The reason we have the PUD process 
is to address these specific concerns of “does this proposal make sense in this location?” Do 
these waivers make sense? Since we have worked on this proposal for over three years, given 
its location, the proposal makes sense. 
Brauneis asks about truck only access. It appears to be a really creative solution to an issue 
that didn’t have any other options. It strikes me as odd. I’m not aware of any other situation like 
this. Are there any concerns surrounding it? 
Robinson says we worked this through with our Public Works department and with CDOT.  
CDOT wanted to move the signal south to get more spacing from the existing signal at South 
Boulder Road and to line it up with the Harney-Lastoka entrance. There are existing properties 
that need to be served, so the truck only access is a creative solution to serve the Fordyce 
property and get the signal in the location we want it. It is not the ideal solution but it is the best 
one we have at this point.  
Brauneis asks about the sixth condition. Why would we have to do something like this at this 
point in time? Why can’t we be reassured that we will get what we think we’re looking for? 
Robinson says generally, when we get a PUD for a single family development, we may get a 
cut sheet with some concept drawings of what the houses will look like. We don’t get elevations 
for residential. We see four-sided elevations with commercial developments. We are not asking 
for a detailed elevation for residential because it is not our normal operation. We want to put this 
note in the PUD so we are sure that as we review the building permits, if and when other 
adjacent properties develop in the future, and when people want to make changes to their 
houses and duplexes, we have this note that directs us to look at these standards and make 
sure, if applicable, we are applying these standards. The design standards are intended for 
multifamily residential buildings such as DELO. A lot of the design standards don’t make sense 
for a duplex.  
Brauneis says when we talk about compatibility with Little Italy, to me compatibility means 
variability. My hunch is we are never going to get that out of this, even with an application of the 
guidelines. I wonder if there is enough there to insure we get a product that feels the way we 
want it to feel.  
Robinson says given the concept drawings included in the PUD, and the standards in the 
MUDDSG, it is a new development and they will be built at the same time. There will not be the 
eclectic nature you get in Old Town and Little Italy. 
 
Applicant Presentation:  
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Gary Brothers, BVZ Architects, 3445 Penrose Place, Boulder, CO 
The owners, Bill Arnold and Wade Arnold, are here with us. I want to thank Scott for his 
presentation because it was very well done. I want to thank the Planning Staff for helping us 
move this project forward. We bumped up to several issues through the process, none being 
any tougher than dealing with the railroad right-a-ways that run down the alley that were 
negotiated. Our goal is to continue to provide a positive extension of the existing neighborhood 
onto our site, and to create a viable addition to the community in the commercial and residential 
areas. I want to talk a little bit about the number of waivers we have asked for, not them 
specifically but in general. The waiver process allows us to fine-tune this project so that it slips 
in between what the design guidelines allows us to do, and for us to be able to horseshoe the 
residential project into the Little Italy and community to the south. Most of our waivers are in 
reduction of requirements. The parking increase on the commercial property is one space. We 
laid out the parking to try and maximize it and still allow for berming of the site where we had 
any kind of headlight exposure to the neighborhoods. It has a pretty significant amount of 
berming between the community residential area and that commercial piece. With the location 
of that site, we don’t get the advantage of bleed over parking from other activities not filled 
during the day. This commercial activity is really a stand-alone site and other parking in different 
off hours would be able to fulfill any needs for the restaurant activity just isn’t there. These are 
the items I want to address.  
 
Commission Questions of Applicant: 
Moline asks how would you explain to the community the density reductions and waivers.  
Brothers says if we use the density, even the minimum of the density required, you would be 
adding the same percentage of units along the front or for the areas of the units that are larger. 
You’d essentially go to more of a rowhouse look where you have four or five connected 
together. It really creates a wall against the north of the property. The neighbors have been 
great and at every contact with them, they are surprised we are asking for reduced density. 
They support it wholeheartedly. We are able to make this development work because of the 
history with the land and the economy of the land over time. We don’t need to maximize the site 
to make it financially viable.  
Rice asks about the six conditions that are being recommended by Staff. Are those all 
acceptable to you? 
Brothers says I have reviewed the sixth condition to see what we would have to do to comply.  
That is our intention. We want to bring the porches to the front of the house and have balconies 
and dormers to delineate the house fronts. The advantage of a duplex development is that you 
get more of a finished feel on all sides of the houses as you move through with spaces in 
between. A lot of the requirements on the sixth condition is you break up the faces of the units. 
A lot of those requirements don’t apply to us because they start kicking in when you have ten 
units in a row. We only have two.  
Hsu asks about Building A and Building B having one story in the commercial area. Why are 
they only one story and not two stories? 
Brothers says the owner comes from a history of commercial real estate operation. His 
evaluation is that he’s willing to put a one story building on the site and eliminate the office 
function that would typically be found above it. I think that approach for this site may be currently 
maturing, given what has happened in the area. At the time we started this and laid out the 
concept, it really wasn’t economically something the owner wanted. We are not looking to 
maximize the square footage of the sites. 
 
Public Comment: 
Danna Hinz, 1030 East South Boulder Road, Louisville, CO  
I have two requests. The two concerns I have are our little building had two parking spots in the 
original plants. I have noticed those are gone now. There is no utility easement. Currently, my 
utilities are hooked to the blue building and there is no utility easement under the ditch for us to 
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get new utilities. I want to make sure we are not forgotten about when the utilities go in. I don’t 
want the coffee shop and my tenant cut off.  
Robinson says the parking spots are included. There is a note on the plans that says “provide 
reserved parking signage for northwest building.” Danna and I spoke earlier this week and we 
will insure they are able to get their utilities. The detail to be worked out is where the utilities will 
go.  
Moline says when I look at the plat, it is unclear to me that your property is not considered part 
of the rest of this. Can you discuss that? 
Hinz says we just own the building; we don’t own the land around it. I’m a little owner. I am not 
financially involved with what they are doing. 
Robinson says the building exists on the land under the building. It is separate ownership and 
is not included in this proposal. 
 
Doug Harper, 1160 South Boulder Road, Louisville, CO 
I am the owner of Union Jack Liquor. I want to thank Bill and Wade because this development 
has been a long time coming. The field really needs some work. The one question I have is 
about the access from the building they will build on South Boulder Road. We have access to 
Cannon Circle and have had since the development of our building. Can I get some clarification 
if that access will be maintained on the east side?  
Robinson says the access is shown on the PUD connecting to the Union Jack property. There 
is a note that says “allow for access”.  
 
Gordon Fordyce, Fordyce Auto Center, 1655 Cannon Circle, Louisville, CO 
I own Fordyce Auto Center. I spoke with the Fire Marshall about Cannon Circle and asked if it 
would be narrowed or maintain the same width. He said it would be the same width. Is it being 
narrowed? I want to ask about the truck-only access. At the last meeting, I asked about it and 
then we had another meeting away from the group. They assured me it was more token than 
legitimately “trucks only”. After 26 years of traffic history, everybody will be breaking that 
violation. I asked who would monitor it, and they said it was the City’s jurisdiction and criteria to 
monitor it. I am asking again if these are the same conditions. Will it be tongue and cheek? Is it 
there for the state’s liability or an actual sign to keep cars off that site? 
Robinson says it will be signed Truck Access Only. We will not have the police sitting out there. 
We hope that people will obey traffic direction. We have worked with Public Works and CDOT 
and they are all comfortable with this. It is not the ideal solution but it is the best one we have 
right now.  
Brauneis asks Robinson to describe CDOT’s perspective on it. What is it about this little sign 
that makes it legal? 
Robinson says CDOT’s goal is generally to reduce the number of accesses on their highways 
(number of curb cuts). This is actually increasing it. Currently, Cannon Circle has one access, 
and the Trucks Only will increase it to two. To the extent possible, they want to limit the number 
of cars going in and out of the old access. They are comfortable with the sign and it will meet 
their standards. The goal of the sign is to encourage cars to use the signalized intersection 
instead of this access.  
Tengler asks if the sign is meant to be a suggestion as opposed to a restriction. Is it a ticket-
able offense?  
Robinson says I don’t know the details of traffic law, but it will be a traffic control sign. I don’t 
know what the penalty would be for violating it.  
Pritchard says the curb cut is there and we are going to allow truck traffic. I understand your 
point because the Fordyce business has been there as long as I have lived in this community. 
How do you break a habit after 26 years? Are we setting ourselves up for an enforcement issue 
that is not our strong suit? Other than wanting to minimize car traffic, is there any reason to 
have it as a right-in and a right-out?  
Robinson says I think to get CDOT’s blessing, we need the sign.  
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Fordyce says my understanding from the last meeting is the sign is for the purpose of liability 
for the State. If there is an accident there, they can stand on the law saying you shouldn’t have. 
I didn’t get an impression that it would be an issue of cars coming in and out. I understand they 
don’t want more than we have had in past history. I think exit would probably be easier from the 
stop sign than through the other exit points because you don’t worry about staging yourself 
through the traffic. I am asking if the City understands that there will be cars coming in and out. 
We can tell them that the exit plan is fine. If the City is as comfortable with this understanding as 
I am, it is doable. I do need to know about the narrowing because we have semi-trucks coming 
in and out to deliver our cargo. If you narrow it, you have caused a problem. You are trying to 
get a semi in a narrower street than it is meant for, and the traffic will be more dangerous.  
Robinson says the width of the current road is about 35’ curb to curb. The proposed access 
would be about 25’ curb to curb, a reduction of 10’. The applicant has done turning templates. 
We can ask the applicant if they have any concerns about trucks being able to make the turn.  
Fordyce says I am congenial to go forward with this with my understanding from the Fire 
Department. If you are taking 10’ off and you have a 52’ semi coming in, you are asking for 
congestion. I know the Fire Marshall wants to keep it for Fire Department access. I cannot 
speak for him other than what I was told from him.  It is in your hands.  
Pritchard asks regarding follow-up we expected from the Fire Department, did they talk about 
limitations and mobility of their rigs getting through that area? I want to confirm it. I can see 
some logistical problems when you are taking 10’ off with these rigs. I have to agree with Mr. 
Fordyce in regard to it.  
Robinson says there were a couple areas where they wanted more information from the turning 
templates. I don’t think this was one of them. The other issue was where the fire hydrants were 
located. There doesn’t appear to be anything specific about it in the notes from the Fire 
Department.  
Pritchard says we may want to make a notation on it.  
Fordyce says after the reduced entry, the width is back to 35’. Whether it is parking lot or 
something else, you still have the same width. I don’t see the advantage in narrowing it. What 
are they losing by the 10’?  
Robinson says it would take out some of their storm detention area. There is drainage and 
detention between Highway 42 and the parking lot. If you move the curb 10’ to the south, you 
lose 10’ of that drainage area.  
Fordyce asks how much of a berm do they need. I don’t know the City’s criteria for building 
these things.  
Pritchard says we now know the concern. Let’s go back to Staff and then listen to the applicant 
who can address it.  
 
Michael Menaker, 1827 West Choke Cherry Drive, Louisville, CO 
I have been sitting in this chamber on a regular basis for over a decade, and only Mr. Pritchard, 
Bob Tofte, and I have been doing this long enough to remember when the MUDDSG was 
drafted. We have worked on this project as a City for over 15 years. It is wonderful to see it 
come to fruition. In all the meetings I have sat through in this Chamber, I have never seen a 
project come forward that was less dense, lower, smaller, had more green space, increased 
commercial, added new retail, and provided better access than the Code required. It is unique 
and commendable. I know there are people in the community that don’t want to see another 
home built ever anywhere. I get that. But people have property rights too. Given the situation  
we are in, I think the Arnolds should be commended. We are adding 51 units that can’t be 150 
people the way these are configured in a town of 20,000 people. The design is good, the 
benefits to the City are huge, and I couldn’t be in more support of this project. The business 
neighbors are satisfied. A couple of comments about comments. Regarding condition #6, I 
would say to Commissioner Brauneis that it is a provision to allow common sense to prevail. 
That is a small town value. What we are talking about is legislating taste. We have people who 
know the Code and the Arnold family has been working on this project literally for 15 years. I 
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think we can let reasonable people come to reasonable solutions, and be comfortable that 
everybody knows what is at stake here. We will be happy with the outcome. As an aside, we get 
hate mail all the time. When new stuff goes into old neighborhoods, we actually get the 
appearance of things being built over a wide variety of time. It doesn’t matter what you do, 
somebody not going to be happy. The one story commercial interestingly enough matches what 
is directly across the street next to Alfalfa’s, so it is compatible with the street scape. If memory 
serves me, it is the preferred design that came out of the architectural surveys that were part of 
the South Boulder Road Small Area Plan. It is not always economically viable to do a one story 
commercial building. In this case, we have an opportunity where community desires and 
commercial reality align, so it is to be reinforced and commended, not discouraged. Finally, as 
always, I am generally in favor of experimenting with sign code which no one likes, and I would 
encourage you to have discussion and consider allowing the additional monument signs that 
have been reduced in the staff report. I get where staff is coming from, and code is code. But 
nobody really thinks the code works particularly well either. When it comes to commercial 
signage, in an area that has an opportunity to add real vitality commercially to the area, I would 
suggest that you consider at least allowing the applicant’s request for a sign variance and 
allowing double monuments at the entrance and provide visibility in both directions on a pretty 
busy and divided wide street. I urge you to support this and look forward to seeing it go forward 
with your unanimous approval to City Council.  
Robert Tofte, 1417 Courtesy Road, Louisville, CO 
I am a member of the Revitalization Commission and as such, I am thrilled to see this 
development move forward. I also live about one block south of this development. My only 
concern is in the Little Italy neighborhood, there are about 30 houses. You do not have the 
ability to turn north at Griffith Street if the Highway 42 plan moves forward. To get north from 
Little Italy and from parts of DELO (such as the townhouses that face Griffith Street), you have 
to cross the railroad tracks at Griffith and go in front of the middle school on Main Street to 
South Boulder Road, or you go south on Main Street to Pine Street to Highway 42. I think we 
need to look at the traffic that will be generated, not just from the development, but also the 
developments to the south of Coal Creek Station. I read in the presentation literature that the 
bicycle access and foot traffic access would be able to happen on a quiet street, but we are 
concerned with north-south connectivity to Downtown from Steel Ranch and anything farther 
north. We are waiting for the underpass which may or may not happen. We need to make sure 
there is as much connectivity across South Boulder Road as we can get.  
 
Summary and request by Staff and Applicant:  
Robinson says Staff is comfortable with the design of the access and thinks the overall 
development is compatible with the neighborhood and the waivers are appropriate. Staff 
recommends the Planning Commission approve Coal Creek Station, Resolution 08, Series 
2016, with the six conditions noted in the Staff Report.  
 
Brothers says there are two issues. One is the issue that the Fire Department wanted us to 
clarify where their turning radius is. We have identified specifically their large truck traffic, how 
they clear, and how they use the streets. We gave them a turning radius template. There was 
some misunderstanding of some of the width of the template. We have since talked to the Fire 
Marshall and we are meeting with him to make sure that all of the access points he wants are 
addressed on the plans. He was concerned about the ends of the trucks and the wheel traffic, 
and whether the ends of the trucks would track the way he would like them to track. We are 
working with him to make sure we meet all of his requirements. Right now, we are not aware 
there is anything that needs to be adjusted on the plan. The throat of the turn being discussed, 
where the existing street width is, was “neck down” as per CDOT’s suggestion of how wide they 
wanted that street to be. The street present right now is set up for parking on both sides. When 
you neck the street down to the 25’, you are essentially eliminating parking on one side. When 
Fordyce brings a semi in currently, they go over and clear the street because they have control 
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over all the cars on that street. They have easy access to that. What we have now is that we 
have eliminated parking on the north side of that site so that Fordyce can actually drive his 
trucks from that driveway to the south, and get a line to back into the lot. It makes it a lot easier 
than what it is there right now. Currently, he has to pull straight into the street and then get his 
trailer jacked into his drive. We have made it easier for truck traffic itself as far as the alignment 
goes. I will work with the owner there so we can template it for him. He can show his drivers 
coming in what it best works.  
 
Closed Public Hearing and discussion by Commission:  
Hsu says thanks to Staff and the Applicant for the presentations. I have not been doing this very 
long, but I am surprised to see things come in with lower density and shorter than normal. That 
seems to go with the general feel of the community and granting waivers for that issue does not 
seem to be a big deal. I am concerned about the reduction in the street. I am not sure who the 
appropriate person or body is who can give us more direction on this. Is the Fire Department the 
right body since we are talking about semis and their fire engines. CDOT seems to be 
concerned about other issues not related to access. I don’t know if Public Works is the right 
body or perhaps Mr. Fordyce can work it out with the applicant. I feel like I need a little more 
information on whether 25’ versus 35’ is indeed a real issue.  
Rice says I am in support of the proposal. I am impressed with the overall design and I think it is 
very well conceived. I am happy with the way it transitions from the existing residential area to 
the south. I think we have medium to low density housing just to the north that then transitions 
into commercial. For those few people who pay attention to what happens in these proceedings, 
they know that I am the one who usually is concerned about having too much density of 
residential. I am very pleased with this and it is a great design. Mr. Menaker’s comments that 
he is surprised because he has not seen anything like this with reductions, I think this is terrific. 
You should be applauded for this. Chairman Pritchard, in regard to this truck access issue, can 
we fashion a condition to assure that Mr. Fordyce will have adequate access with his trucks 
and to make sure that the design of that road facilitates it? We don’t want to hold up the project, 
but we want to make sure that the current use can continue to occur.  
Pritchard asks Rice to work on some verbiage on that?  
O’Connell says I am in favor of the project. I think it is well thought through and the exceptions 
that have been requested seem appropriate for the design and location. We had some thoughts 
on condition #6. I was trying to think through a different way of wording it, and I think it is the 
best we will get. I can’t think of anything else to do with it. I live in a duplex and I am excited to 
see that this is being brought further into Louisville. There are very few duplexes anywhere and 
for us, it has worked as a fantastic living arrangement. I would be in favor of a condition 
regarding working this out for Fordyce. 
Tengler says I agree 100% with everything Ann said. I want to thank the Arnolds for having 
shown such restraint in this, and not pushing the boundaries as much as we see in some other 
projects.  
Brauneis says when we look at the big picture of what it is, boundary to boundary and 
adjacencies, it is a great project. There is a time when we need to discuss the minutia and we 
look at any number of issues. I am comfortable with this as is.  
Moline says I am in support for many of the reasons people have already stated. I think what 
impresses me the most is the way you have interacted with your neighbors on a number of 
different sides and way that your proposal responds to the streets, the neighbors to the south, to 
Comp Plan, and to the South Boulder Road Small Area Plan. I am encouraged by that. My 
suggestion on the condition for the road width is to see if there is a way we could shoehorn 
something and add it on to the third condition. From my perspective, I think the Public Works 
Department is the appropriate department to work this out with the applicant and other people.  
Pritchard says I am in support of this project. I look at the conditions and some of them are just 
housekeeping. I am pleased with the waivers because they work to the benefit of the community 
as a collective whole. It makes it a better project. There is one issue that we did not talk about 
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and that would be the question of the monument signage. The rules are what they are, so many 
monument signs based upon your entrance. I have not heard a compelling argument to change 
that. The applicant is aware of it. I want to make sure we are comfortable with condition #5. We 
will be looking at a 7th condition added in regard to the turning issue for semis going into the 
Fordyce property. I support this.  
 
Motion made by O’Connell to approve Coal Creek Station Final PUD: Resolution No. 08, 
Series 2016. A resolution recommending approval of a final subdivision plat and final planned 
unit development (PUD) to allow for the construction of 51 residential units and 29,242 square 
feet of commercial space on an approximate 11 acre parcel of the Caledonia Place and Coal 
Creek Station subdivisions.  

1. The southernmost alley will be maintained by the HOA. 
2. Satisfy the comments in the Louisville Fire Protection District memo dated February 18, 

2016 before City Council. 
3. Comply with Public Works comments in April 7, 2016 memo before recordation. 
4. Change the rear setback requirement to 20 feet, with an exception of seven feet allowed 

for the properties adjacent to the realigned alley.  Modify the side setback to state the 
standard is five feet, except zero may be allowed for buildings that straddle lot lines. 

5. Limit the number of monument signs to three. 
6. Add a note to the PUD that the residential buildings will comply with the design 

standards and guidelines in section 10 of the MUDDSG to the maximum extent 
practicable. 

7. That applicant assure that the Truck Only entrance off of Highway 42 is designed so as 
to permit adequate access for trucks servicing the existing use at 1655 Cannon Circle, 
Louisville, CO. 

 
Seconded by Brauneis. Roll call vote.  
 

Name  Vote 

  

Chris Pritchard Yes 

Cary Tengler Yes 

Ann O’Connell Yes 

Jeff Moline   Yes 

Steve Brauneis Yes 

Tom Rice  Yes 

David Hsu Yes 

Motion passed/failed:  Pass 

 

Motion passes 7-0.  

 Business Center at CTC GDP Amendment: Resolution No. 09, Series 2016. A 
resolution recommending approval of an amendment to Lots 11 & 12, Block 1 of the 
Business Center at CTC General Development Plan to allow for a wedding event center 
on Lot 12.  
 Applicant and Representative: Mark Danielson 
 Owner: EJ Louisville Land LLC 
 Case Manager: Lauren Trice, Planner I 

Conflict of Interest and Disclosure: 
None. 
 
Public Notice Certification:  
Published in the Boulder Daily Camera on March 23, 2016. Posted in City Hall, Public Library, 
Recreation Center, and the Courts and Police Building and mailed to surrounding property 
owners and property posted on March 27, 2016. 
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Staff Report of Facts and Issues: 
Trice presented from Power Point: 

 Applicant not present.  

 Located in NW corner of Colorado Technology Center along Taylor Avenue 

 Lots 11 &12, Block 1, Business Center at CTC General Development Plan 

 10.77 acres, zoned PCZD-I (Planned Community Zoned District Industrial) 

 Not a request for rezoning but a request to change the sub area for Lots 11 & 12, Block 
1 and expand the list of allowed uses. It would match allowed uses on Lot 1-5, Block 1. 

 Current Allowed Uses: 
o “Area to be used only for office, industrial, or research/office and corporate uses.” 

 Proposed Allowed Uses: 
o “Area to be used only for office, industrial, or research/office and corporate uses.  

 The following uses are uses by Special Review…:  
o Restaurants, indoor eating and drinking establishments, outdoor dining and other 

food service uses including but not limited to: delicatessens, catering facilities, 
banquet rooms, meeting rooms, and 

o Medical and dental clinics and financial institutions, and  
o Studios for professional work or teaching of any form of fine arts, photography, 

music, drama or dance…”  

 If approved, the applicant intends to proceed with a PUD and SRU application for the 
proposed wedding/event center on Lot 12. 

Staff has analyzed the request.   

 17.72.060 
A broader list of allowed uses will not “affect an increase in the permitted gross density 
of dwelling units or result in a change in character of the overall development plan”.  

 2013 Comprehensive Plan 
The Colorado Technology Center (CTC) is a Special District which includes “a mix of 
industrial, office, and research and development facilities”. The addition of catering and 
banquet facilities, along with other listed uses, has the potential to benefit the whole 
CTC.    

 City of Louisville Zoning Map 
Retaining the PCZD-I zoning and expanding the allowed uses will be consistent with the 
properties to the south and east.  The additional uses will be evaluated through a 
Special Review Use, on a case by case basis, for their compatibility with the surrounding 
neighborhood.  

 
Staff Recommendations: 
Staff recommends Planning Commission move to approve Resolution 09, Series 2016, a 
request for an amendment to Lots 11 & 12, Block 1 of the Business Center at CTC General 
Development Plan to allow for a Wedding Event Center on Lot 12.  
   
Commission Questions of Staff:  
Tengler asks if there is any reason why we would not look at the adjoining block to the right and 
do the same consideration. Regarding the lot to the north and east of this block, are we likely to 
get a similar request from it? 
Trice says we could, but we chose to add Lot 11 is because it is a vacant lot. The lot to the 
north and east is Lockheed Martin and Pearl Izumi.  
Hsu asks about the property to the south and east that is colored orange. What are the allowed 
uses of the orange? Is that land all built out? Can I get a list of allowed uses on the orange and 
how it is different from purple and green? 
Trice says it has a different list of uses. I would need to pull out the GDP to list it all. Most of the 
orange colored land is built out. I believe the green which includes Lockheed Martin and Pearl 
Izumi is the most restrictive. The orange area is area to be industrial CTC, city or other 
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applicable industrial guidelines still apply as in effect from time to time. SRU to privilege required 
for any use identified in the LMC as a use by special review in the city’s industrial zone district.  
Pritchard says it is light research and development, industrial. The SRU gives them the 
flexibility to come to the PC to ask for an exception to that.  
Rice asks to understand procedurally, all we are doing tonight is acting on a request to amend 
the GDP to allow this use. Anything further than that has to come back for the detailed review. 
Trice says the applicant is planning to return with a wedding event center that would have its 
own PUD and SRU. 
O’Connell says it appears that there is a residence that it directly to the west of this lot. Were 
they notified of this? 
Trice says there is a portion of the area that is part of unincorporated Boulder county. The 
residents were notified. 
 
Applicant Presentation:  Not present. 
Commission Questions of Applicant:  Not applicable 
 
Public Comment: 
Lynda Newbold, 9750 Empire Road, Louisville, CO 
We live in one of the three unincorporated lots to the west of Lot 11. Our property is adjacent to 
Lot 11. We have lived there for 25 years. It will come as no surprise to you that we will oppose 
this project when it comes up. I understand the limited nature of what you are doing tonight. I did 
want to come forward and make a couple of comments to you. Given that this use is already 
allowed in Lots 1-5, we don’t understand the necessity of giving a variance for this on Lot 12. I 
don’t understand the necessity of changing it for Lot 11 if they intend you use Lot 12. There is 
discussion in the staff presentation about the consistency of the adjacent lots. I honestly don’t 
know if you consider the consistency with the lots that are not actually within the confines of the 
CTC, but I think it should be considered. All of those residences would be highly adversely 
impacted by such a change, even if it is not a wedding event center. We bought that property 
looking at the allowed uses as they were. We have never opposed an industrial project. The 
only time we opposed a project was the time someone wanted to build 300 houses which was 
again not within the use. I think it is disingenuous for the applicant to represent that such a 
project such as a wedding event center is going to be compliant with policy 3 consideration for a 
change in the uses in the GDP. The language of policy 3 says it should benefit on a daily basis 
the workers in the area. I know that they tack on that we’ll have a corporate banquet area. I 
don’t know the last time any of you drove through the CTC and checked who the businesses 
where out there, but I honestly don’t think that there is a big need for a corporate or event center 
like that. I think the businesses that would have such a need have their own space. I don’t see 
them paying for this expensive award winning building to just have a Christmas party. All of 
those things, when they are considered, would maybe not support doing the change in this 
location.  
Moline asks what do you think your main objections will be; length of time, noise, duration of 
events, after hours? 
Newbold says after hours, for sure. Noise, for sure. If you read the letter that the applicant has 
submitted to you and the portions of their business plan they submitted, they represented to you 
that there is a huge need for weddings. They would be throwing three weddings a week for up 
to 600 people. There would be space for 250 wedding guests and parking for 100. When you 
move next to an industrial park, you go through your head, ok fine, you understand that there 
are businesses during the day. The trade-off is you get your weekends, it is a quiet place to live, 
and not a bunch of neighbors. The noise from this will be huge. I think Boulder County might 
have a bit of a problem with that kind of a use in that area. We have been denied the ability to 
build a barn halfway between our house and the creek because it is a riparian area. We have 
been given grief about lights on our driveway not being up-pointed. I imagine their heads will 
explode if they find out there will be music all night long or even late into the night. I understand 
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you can limit it but I think there are a lot of problems there that are not being represented by the 
staff representation and materials you have been given.  
Pritchard says what I would suggest to you is this is the beginning of the process. We do not 
have something actually submitted to us at this time. Tonight’s issue is adding this particular 
type of property’s ability to be there. It does not necessarily mean it gets approved via the 
special review use. Keep involved in this process because it will be a long process. You have 
valid points which this Commission and City Council will want to hear if this moves forward.  
 
Herb Newbold, 9750 Empire Road, Louisville, CO 
Instead of speaking for a private residence, I also have a business that shares a property line, 
the Mountain View Building. I have had a chance to survey not only the people that share the 
building I’m in, but Arapahoe Roofing, and Lockheed Martin. I have talked to a number of those 
property owners. The general consensus is they too would like to see the feel of that stay the 
same. It is somewhat unusual to start mixing wedding centers next to the high voltage, high 
amperage facilities at Lockheed Martin or Bob Billet at Arapahoe Roofing where he has a lot of 
things going on out there. I think the consensus is that they’d like to keep it the industrial theme 
that it is as opposed to starting to mix things in. The other thing that I would suggest for the 
wedding center is there are areas obviously in the tech center that are more specific towards 
that. My understanding is they may even have already received a special review use that would 
allow this. Those might be better areas. I echo Lynda’s sentiment. With each new thing that 
happens, you start off having nothing, and then the bike trail, and then the bike trail extension, 
and then a push from the south. We are starting to squeeze in on all those animals. There used 
to be a herd of deer, some turkeys, and even an occasional bear, but now we see the birds and 
the coyotes and raccoons, but it has become limited.  
 
Summary and request by Staff and Applicant:  
Staff recommends approval with the acknowledgement that this will continue on for a special 
review use and PUD review.  
 
Closed Public Hearing and discussion by Commission:  
Pritchard says what we are talking about this evening is pretty straight forward. We don’t have 
an applicant coming forward although it sounds like it. There is a special review in this so we will 
get a bite of this apple. This is a little bit different. I know why they are choosing it because it has 
a better view towards the west. That is why Pearl Izumi chose their site. This is not the first time 
this has been tried. Many years ago, there was an attempt to put a restaurant out there for the 
same reason, great view. This is different than what is currently out there. It changes the 
definition of how that operates.  
Moline says I have a couple of observations. I am empathetic to the residents there and am 
also empathetic to the fact that the open space is just to the north. I am not necessarily 
convinced that these uses are compatible with this location. One thing that would help me a little 
bit would be if the entirety of those two lots didn’t have that designation, or have it more oriented 
to the street rather than on the far property lines. I still wonder if those uses are appropriate on 
the edge of the tech center. 
O’Connell says I don’t think it is worth opening the door to this discussion further. I don’t think 
we should make this change. This is not in character with what is around it and I think it would 
be too disruptive to the residents around it. I don’t see a need. I think the CTC is doing very well 
the way it is. This land will be used by someone else and it will not be a loss. 
Tengler says I think this is incompatible with the CTC for the reasons that the neighbors 
brought up for the open space issue. If you orient the wedding center toward the road, it defeats 
the purpose of putting it up there because they want the views and access to the wide open 
spaces to the west. I am opposed to this. 
Rice says, complementary to what has been said, I was troubled by the procedural aspect of 
this. It comes in to just change the GDP but then we don’t get to discuss anything else about 
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what it is they are proposing. I wonder what does this accomplish? They have this change to the 
GDP but they still have to get a SRU to do it. I don’t think we are accomplishing anything by 
approving this even if we were so inclined, which I’m not. I think if they want to do this, they 
should come in with all of it at the same time so we are not just considering changing the 
development plan or changing the GDP for a specific use.  
Moline asks staff if there is a procedural reason for there to be a separation of the two things. 
Trice says there doesn’t need to be, but the applicant chose to do it this way. They wanted that 
guarantee before they submitted with the PUD and SRU.  
Hsu says I think if there is no reason that they couldn’t present everything at one time, it seems 
that we should wait until there is an actual need. Then, we can see if it is compatible with 
residents’ concerns and the CTC feel. The prudent thing would be to wait.  
Pritchard says I am hearing there is not a lot of support, if any support, for this motion. What I 
would suggest that we do is to continue this matter and Staff draw up with a Resolution of 
Denial and bring it back for an actual vote. I think Staff has enough information from the 
Commission as to why we would deny it.  
 
Motion made by Pritchard to continue this so Staff can draw up a Resolution of Denial, 
seconded by Moline.  Motion passes by voice vote. 
 

 Accessory Structure Setback LMC Amendment, Resolution No. 10, Series 2016. A 
resolution recommending approval of an ordinance amending Section 17.16.030 of the 
Louisville Municipal Code regarding accessory uses.  
 Staff member:  Lauren Trice, Planner I 

 
Conflict of Interest and Disclosure:  None. 
 
Public Notice Certification:  
Posted in City Hall, Public Library, Recreation Center, Courts and Police Building, and City 
Web-Site on April 8, 2016.  
 
Staff Report of Facts and Issues: 
Trice presented from Power Point: 

 PURPOSE.  To reduce the setback requirements for smaller accessory structures such 
as storage sheds and play structures in residential zone districts. If approved, this 
ordinance would permit accessory structures that are less than 120 square feet to be 
located three feet from a side or rear property line in all residential zone districts. 

Area/Zone District Front 
Setback 

(feet) 

Interior 
Side 

Setback 
(feet) 

Side 
Street 

Setback 
(feet) 

Rear 
Setback 

(feet) 

Old Town Overlay District 35 3 8-15* 0-3** 

Residential Restricted Rural (R-RR) 50 20 40 10 

Single Family Rural (SF-R) 50 20 40 10 

Single Family Estate (SF-E) 50 15 40 10 

Residential Rural (R-R) 50 15 40 10 

Residential Estate (R-E) 40 5 30 10 

Residential Low Density (RL) 35 5 25 10 

Single Family –Low Density (SF-LD) 50 15 40 10 

Single Family –Medium Density (SF-
MD) 

40 10 30 10 

Single Family –High Density (SF-HD) 35 5 25 10 

Residential Medium Density (RM) 35 5 25 10 

Residential High Density (RH) 35 5 25 10 
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 PROPOSED CHANGE 
o Under 120 SF 
o Already do not require a building permit, have no fees associated with them 
o 3’ setbacks from both rear and side property line 
o Discontinue shed & play structure location permits 

 EASEMENTS 
o Structures shall not limit access to public facilities 
o Structures places in private easement but of consent of easement owner 
o Easement holders shall have not liability for cost of relocated items in easement 
o Structures shall not be on permanent foundations in easement 

Staff Recommendations: 
Staff recommends Planning Commission move to approve Accessory Structure Setback LMC 
Amendment, Resolution No. 10, Series 2016 recommending approval of an ordinance 
amending Section 17.16.030 of the Louisville Municipal Code regarding accessory uses. 
 
Email entered to record:   
Motion made by O’Connell to enter email from Kathy Barnes, dated April 13, 2016, into the 
record, seconded by Brauneis. Passed by voice vote. 
 
Commission Questions of Staff:  
Rice says my experience is that these kinds of proposals have a background. What is the 
background on this one? 
Trice says we don’t get very many shed and play structure location permits. You also see that 
many people have sheds that are closer to their property lines than the 5’ and 10’. It has come 
up with citizens, not only being frustrated but also not complying with the current regulations. 
Rice says we have people to do it despite the fact that it violates the Code, and then the 
neighbors complain about it? 
Trice says not necessarily. In some situations, in the email you received, it was a neighbor 
complaining about their neighbor’s shed.  
Rice asks what would be the procedure now. Suppose I had a shed that I wanted to put within 
3’. Is there a way I can do that? Can apply for a variance? Who hears a variance? How many of 
those have we had? I am searching for the need for this change in the Code.  
Trice says you would have to get a variance. They would go to the Board of Adjustment.  
Robinson says we had one last year or two years ago for a shed. We don’t get a lot of them 
mostly because it costs about $700 to apply for a variance. People are not willing to do that for a 
120 square foot shed.  
Trice says it comes up with people being frustrated with the idea of putting a shed in the middle 
of their yard. It seems natural that they would put it closer to their property line.  
Pritchard says we are talking about a difference of 7’ and 2’  
Hsu says what happens if my neighbor has a shed that is violating either current regulations or 
with the ordinance change. What can I do to get that changed? Does the City do anything to 
enforce that after the fact?  
Trice says it is complaint-based so if neighbors complain, we do write a letter to the property 
owner, informing them that they are violating those setbacks, and that they need to be brought 
into compliance.  
Tengler asks if anyone has ever done it. Is it a toothless threat? 
Robinson says we have had a couple where the property owners had to move the shed to 
comply after we received complaints.  
Brauneis says other than the thought that people don’t like to have their sheds in the middle of 
their property, it doesn’t mean that neighbors want to have it on their property line. So I 
appreciate that there are a lot of nonconforming sheds out there and if people haven’t 
complained, that’s fantastic.  
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Trice says it does hurt the people who are following the rules.  
Brauneis says it gives them the opportunity to move it because they are not on a permanent 
foundation anyway.  
Moline asks how did Staff come up with the 3’. 
Trice says 3’ would allow for the separation between two buildings. If there were two sheds on 
adjacent properties, it would allow for the building separation that is required in the building 
code.  
 
Public Comment: 
Tom Davinroy, 518 W. Sycamore Circle, Louisville, CO 
I live on a property that is on the northwest corner of the Warembourg Open Space. I am 
strongly opposed to changing the ordinance. It might make sense in the more tightly packed 
residential area or here in Old Town where there are smaller properties. The generating event 
that brought this to my attention was someone put a shed up along the Warembourg Open 
Space. It is within their property but it is clearly within 3’ of their property line. It makes for a 
tremendous visual impact and obstruction to open space and parks properties in the City if 
people are allowed to do that. 120 square feet does not account for any height or length. 120 
square feet could be 30’ long and 4’ wide and 16’ tall. This is not addressed by the City Code. I 
think that if the setbacks do need to be addressed, then it has to be done in much more 
thoughtful manner with location of where it might be applied, the height of the shed, and 
protecting view sheds of the neighbors, whether that be for in a residential area, parks, open 
space, playgrounds, and school properties. Existing view sheds are pretty important for home 
values and people’s quality of life. Another thing is this violates a visual amenity in that a 10’ 
shed only 3’ from a property line has a very steep visual angle from up on the property line. If 
you maintain a 10’ setback with a 10’ tall average shed, that is about a 45 degree angle. That is 
what our mountains are typically. It is a natural angle and it appeals to the eye. Many of my 
neighbors along Sycamore Circle are also vigorously opposed to changing the setback and 
would like to have our neighbors adhere to the current setback rules.  
 
Michael Menaker, 1827 West Choke Cherry Drive, Louisville, CO 
I too am strongly opposed to this change. This violates the “one man’s ceiling is another man’s 
floor” school of good neighbors. A 120 square foot shed which is 50% bigger than we allow in 
my HOA with no height restrictions is a pretty big structure when it is in your face. It is intrusive.  
It is unfair. The intent of this ordinance change seems to reward bad behavior. In terms of the 
question, has anybody ever complained and has anything ever been done, in our subdivision 
we had a guy who actually poured a concrete pad in the dark. I was on the Architectural Review 
Committee at the time and the neighbor called me and asked, “what can we do?” I called City 
Hall and talked to the Building Department and they said, “Let’s see if they pulled a permit.”  
They did not pull a permit. The City came out and the guy had to jackhammer out the concrete 
and the neighbor’s privacy was preserved. When you put a 120 square foot shed which is a big 
Tuff shed that close to somebody else’s property, it is no longer about the property rights of the 
guy with the shed. It is about the property rights of the neighbor. This is bad policy. What I would 
encourage instead is an informational flyer that went out and encouraged people that if they had 
a problem, let the City know and ask for help. To institutionalize bad behavior and guerilla 
warfare of neighbors, hoping that they are going to mau-mau somebody and not going to 
complain because they don’t want to go to that step, I think this is wrong. I see no reason to 
change it and think it is a bad idea. All of those comments are multiplied when it’s a jungle gym 
or a play set, one of those things that has lots of screaming little kids 3’ from someone else’s 
property line. We had one clearly pop in the back of my neighbor’s back yard so we talked about 
it before they put it up. I was glad to see that kid get off the jungle gym and into a car. If it was 3’ 
from my property line, we would have had another conversation. Think about the rights of the 
neighbors in these cases. My view is this really infringes on good neighborly behavior and 
institutionalizes bad behavior.  
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Summary and request by Staff and Applicant:  
Staff recommends approval.  
 
Closed Public Hearing and discussion by Commission:  
Pritchard says I am not in favor of making any change and see no reason to support this.  
Moline says I am not in favor of changing this. I think zoning issues that get resolved on a 
complaint basis works for a town like Louisville.  
Brauneis says I am not in favor. 
Tengler says I am not in favor the way it is currently written.  
O’Connell says I am opposed. I think it is a situation where it leaves an adjoining neighbor the 
opportunity to complain if someone is blocking their view. If it is not blocking their view and no 
one cares, then let it go.  
Rice says regardless of how I feel about sheds or jungle gyms, we have a Code and 
theoretically, there was a rational basis for the decisions that were made when it was passed. I 
am not hearing any compelling reason to change it. I oppose it.  
Hsu says I am against this. As far as property rights go, a neighbor could build a 5’ fence right 
on the property line and that would block views. That might be worse than a shed because a 
shed only blocks part of the view. One suggestion I might have is to encourage people to follow 
the variance procedure. Maybe we can lower the rate to apply for a variance in front of the 
Board of Adjustments for these small structures. $700 seems like a lot of money for a shed or 
play structure.  
Robinson says because this is a legislative item, the PC can vote to deny it. 
 
Motion made by Pritchard to deny Accessory Structure Setback LMC Amendment, 
Resolution No. 10, Series 2016. A resolution recommending approval of an ordinance 
amending Section 17.16.030 of the Louisville Municipal Code regarding accessory uses, 
seconded by Moline. Resolution denied by voice vote.  
 
Planning Commission Comments: 
Pritchard asks if the items tentatively scheduled for the regular meeting, May 12, 2016, are on 
track. 
Robinson says the McCaslin Small Area Plan will not be presented.   
Pritchard asks when will the McCaslin Small Area Plan be presented. 
Robinson says at the June 9th meeting. 
Pritchard says I will not be present at the June meeting. I see three people shaking their heads 
as well.  Can Staff please send out an email notice asking about attendance for the May 12th 
meeting?  
Hsu asks when the new Planning Director starts. 
Robinson says Monday, April 25.  
 
Staff Comments: 
Trice says the ribbon cutting for our new landmarked buildings is on Saturday, May 7.  All PC 
members are welcome to attend.  
 
Items Tentatively Scheduled for the regular meeting:  May 12, 2016: 
 

 Kestrel Final PUD Amendment: A request for an amendment to the existing Kestrel 

PUD to allow for 9 additional affordable housing units. 
 Applicant, Owner, and Representative: Boulder County Housing Authority (Norrie Boyd) 
 Case Manager: Lauren Trice, Planner I  

 305 Arthur Final PUD: A request for a 17,940 SF single story industrial flex building 
with associated site improvements on Lot 1 of the Business Center at CTC, Replat E. 
 Applicant and Representative: Etkin Johnson Real Estate Partners (Liz Cox) 
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 Owner: EJ 305 South Arthur LLC 
 Case Manager: Lauren Trice, Planner I 

 Lots 6&10, Block 3, CTC 1 Final PUD: A request for a 62,400 SF industrial building on 
Lots 6 and 10, Block 3, Colorado Technological Center, Filing #1. 
 Applicant: Comunale Properties (John Comunale) 
 Owner: Tech Commons, LLC 
 Representative: Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. (Dan Skeehan) 
 Case Manager: Scott Robinson, Planner II 

 McCaslin Blvd Small Area Plan: A request to review a draft copy of the McCaslin Blvd 
Small Area Plan. 
 Staff Member:  Scott Robinson, Planner II 

Adjourn: 
Moline made motion to adjourn, O’Connell seconded. Pritchard adjourned meeting at 8:30 
P.M.   
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ITEM: Case #16-006-FP, Lots 6 & 10, Block 3, CTC 1 
 
PLANNER: Scott Robinson, Planner II 

Lauren Trice, Planner I 
 
APPLICANT:  Comunale Properties 

John Comunale 
1855 South Pearl Street, Suite 20 
Denver, CO 80210 

 
OWNER:  Tech Commons, LLC 

357 S McCaslin Blvd, #200 
Louisville, CO 80027 

 
REPRESENTATIVE:  Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc 

Dan Skeehan 
4582 South Ulster Street, Suite 1500 
Denver, CO 80237 

 
EXISTING ZONING:  Industrial (I) 
 
LOCATION: Lots 6 & 10, Block 3, CTC Filing 1 Subdivision 
 
TOTAL SITE AREA: 218,691 square feet  (5.02 acres) 
 
REQUEST:  Approval of Resolution No. 11, Series 2016, a resolution 

recommending approval of a final Planned Unit Development 
(PUD) to construct a 62,400 square foot single story 
industrial/flex building with associated site improvements on 
Lots 6 & 10, Block 3, CTC Filing 1. 

VICINITY MAP:  
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PROPOSAL: 
 
The applicant, Comunale Properties, is requesting approval of a final Planned Unit 
Development (PUD) to allow for the construction of a 62,400 square foot industrial flex 
building.   The site is located in the Colorado Technology Center (CTC) between Pierce 
Avenue and Taylor Avenue, south of Cherry Street on Lots 6 and 10, Block 3, of the 
CTC Filing 1 subdivision.  The property is zoned Industrial (I) and is subject to the 
Industrial Development Design Standards and Guidelines (IDDSG). 
 

 
 
Site Plan 
The proposed site plan’s lot coverage and setbacks meet the requirements of the 
IDDSG. The proposed building foot print, parking, and driveways, if approved, would 
cover 73% of the site.  The IDDSG allows a maximum 75% lot coverage.  The 
remainder of the site would be pedestrian plazas, landscaped setback areas, and 
landscaped drainage facilities.      
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The proposed building would face north with surface parking on the north side of the 
building, while the loading area, with loading docks and trash enclosures, is proposed 
on the south side of the building.  The trash enclosures would be screened with a 
concrete wall and a painted to match the building.  The loading docks would be 
screened by wing walls and landscaping from Pierce and Taylor Avenues.  Based on 
setbacks and layouts, the proposed site plan has no waivers to the standards outlined in 
the IDDSG.   
 

 
 
Parking 
The applicant is proposing 106 parking spaces, in excess of the IDDSG requirements 
for warehouse uses. The IDDSG requires a minimum parking ratio of 1.0 parking space 
per 1,000 square feet of floor area for warehouse uses and 4.0 spaces per 1,000 
square feet of floor area for office uses.  The site provides capacity for an additional 122 
spaces should a future tenant change the mix of proposed office and warehouse uses 
within the building. 
 
The parking plan is designed for the following: 
 
Parking Plan Required Proposed Total 
Warehousing With 
Loading 

1 space per 1,000 SF 
(63 spaces) 

1.7 spaces per 1,000 SF 106 spaces 

Office Without 
Loading 

4 spaces per 1,000 SF 
(250 spaces) 

3.6 spaces per 1,000 SF 228 spaces 
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The parking plan “with loading” is designed for a building which has warehouse use and 
limited associated office uses.  The parking plan “without loading” is designed for a 
building which has ALL office use. 
 
The “office without loading” amount of 3.6 spaces per 1,000 square feet requires a 
waiver from the IDDSG.  Staff believes the waiver request is acceptable and 
recommends approval. 
 
Vehicular and Pedestrian Circulation 
There are four proposed vehicular access points to the site.  Two access points are 
requested along Pierce Avenue on the west side and two along Taylor Avenue on the 
east.  The northern entrances off each street would provide access to the main parking 
area at the front of the building.  The southern entrances would provide access to the 
loading area or deferred parking at the back of the building.  There would be no internal 
vehicular connection between the north parking lot and south loading area, instead 
relying on the two adjacent streets when needed. 
 

 
 
The site plan includes internal sidewalks to provide access from the parking areas to the 
building entrances.  There are existing sidewalks along both Pierce and Taylor.  The 
proposal includes connections from the internal walks to both sidewalks.  Benches 
would be provided near the main entrances, and employee break areas are proposed 
for the southeast and southwest corners of the building. 
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Architecture 
The majority of the proposed building would be constructed with concrete tilt up panels 
incorporating reveals and recesses in the façade and board-formed concrete accents.  
The building would be a range of neutral colors and feature aluminum canopies at the 
main entrances. 
 
The entrances would be on the north side of the building, facing the parking lot, and be 
defined by additional glazing and architectural accents.  The east and west elevations, 
facing the streets, incorporate glazing and variations in color and materials, meeting the 
IDDSG requirements for architecture on street-facing facades.      
 

 
 
A varied roof line between 32 and 36 feet is proposed for the building.  The proposed 
building height of 36 feet is below the maximum permitted height of 40 feet found in the 
IDDSG.  All roof mounted mechanical equipment would be setback a minimum of 20 
feet from the building parapet, and would be painted to match the dominant color of the 
building.   
 
Landscape Plan, Drainage and Retaining Walls 
Landscaping is proposed to screen the parking lot and the loading areas from public 
view point and provide a buffer between adjacent land uses.  The proposed landscaping 
complies with the IDDSG, except the applicant is requesting a waiver to allow native 
seeding instead of turf.  Staff supports the request because it will reduce water use 
while still meeting the aesthetic intents of the regulations.   
 
The drainage needs for the site would be served by a detention pond on the 
southwestern corner of the site.  The perimeter of the detention pond would be 
landscaped with trees and shrubs.  The proposed parking area would include 
landscaped islands separating parking bays consistent with IDDSG requirements.   
 
Signs 
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The applicant is requesting one monument sign at the northwest entrance to the 
development.  The proposed sign design complies with the IDDSG.  No specific 
building-mounted signs are proposed, so any signs would be required to comply with 
the IDDSG. 
 
Lighting 
The applicant has submitted a lighting plan which includes wall lights on the building 
and pole lighting in the parking lot.  The parking lot light poles cannot exceed 24 feet in 
height per the requirements of the IDDSG.  The proposed lighting standards meet the 
specifications of the IDDSG.   
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends Planning Commission recommend approval of Resolution No. 11, 
Series 2016, a resolution recommending approval of a Final Planned Unit Development 
to allow for the construction of a 62,400 square foot building consisting of flex 
warehouse space on Lots 6 and 10, Block 3 of the CTC Filing 1 Subdivision.  The 
Planning Commission may approve (with or without conditions), continue, or deny the 
applicant’s request for Final Planned Unit Development approval.   
 
ATTACHMENT(S): 

1. Resolution No. 11, Series 2016 
2. Application documents 
3. Final PUD  

 



 
RESOLUTION NO. 11 

SERIES 2016 
 

A RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING APPROVAL OF A FINAL PLANNED UNIT 
DEVELOPMENT (PUD) TO CONSTRUCT A 62,400 SQUARE FOOT SINGLE STORY 
INDUSTRIAL/FLEX BUILDING WITH ASSOCIATED SITE IMPROVEMENTS ON 
LOTS 6 & 10, BLOCK 3, CTC FILING 1. 
  
 WHEREAS, there has been submitted to the Louisville Planning Commission an 
application for approval of a final Planned Unit Development (PUD) to allow for the 
construction of a 62,400 square foot single story industrial/flex building with associated 
site improvements on Lots 6 & 10, Block 3, CTC Filing 1; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the City Staff has reviewed the information submitted and found 
that, subject to conditions, the application complies with the Louisville zoning and 
subdivision regulations and other applicable sections of the Louisville Municipal Code; 
and; 
 

 WHEREAS, after a duly noticed public hearing on May 12, 2016, where 
evidence and testimony were entered into the record, including the findings in the 
Louisville Planning Commission Staff Report dated May 12, 2016, the Planning 
Commission finds the PUD for Lots 6 & 10, Block 3, CTC Filing 1 should be approved. 

 
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Planning Commission of the City of 
Louisville, Colorado does hereby recommend approval of a final Planned Unit 
Development (PUD) to allow for the construction of a 62,400 square foot single story 
industrial/flex building with associated site improvements on Lots 6 & 10, Block 3, CTC 
Filing 1. 
 
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 12th day of May, 2016. 

 
 
By: ______________________________ 

Chris Pritchard, Chairman 
Planning Commission 

 
Attest: _____________________________ 
 Ann O’Connell, Secretary 
 Planning Commission 





 

February 4, 2016 
 
 
 
City of Louisville 
Scott Robinson, Planner 
749 Main Street 
Louisville, CO 80027 
303-335-4596 
scottr@louisvilleco.gov 
 
 
 
Re: Submittal Requirements: B. Letter of request describing proposed use 
 
Mr. Robinson, 
 
I am writing in regards to this project to, located at Lots 6 & 10 of CTC, to propose a new 
62,400 sf speculative flex office/warehouse building to be constructed by our firm. The 
project will consist onsite improvements including but not limited to the following:  
 

- Site improvements suchas as landscaping, asphalt parking lot, curb/gutter, site 
concrete loading docks, and retainage pond (as required by code). 

- Concrete tilt panel building enclosure, cast in place foundations and slab on 
grade, structural steel beams, columns, joist, decking, and roofing system. 

- The building is being designed to accommodate up to 5 tenants including 
building entry enhancements to accommodate such. Glass and glazing 
systems shall accentuate these locations creating architectural interest to the 
façade.  

 
The project will be design and constructed with the local and applicable codes as 
recognized by City of Louisville and strictly adhered to through the course of the project.  
 
As per the City of Louisville Industrial Development Design Standards & Guidelines, page 
12, paragraph 2.1.1D, “Buildings sites two acres to five acres are allowed two 
driveways….”  Since both Lot 6 and Lot 10 exceed two acres, are are including and 
anticipating approval to proceed to be allowed two driveways per lot. 
 
The City of Louisville parking requirements are 4 spaces/1,000 SF for Office space, 2 
spaces/1,000 SF for Manufacturing and Research and Development space, 1 space/1000 
SF for Warehouse space, and 4.5 spaces/1,000 SF for Showroom space.  Flex Buildings 
should be designed for 4 and 5 spaces/1,000 SF with a minimum of 4 spaces/1,000 SF. 
The project will be designed accordingly to meet these requirements.  



 

The project is anticipated to begin construction this summer, upon building permit release 
from City of Louisville, and shall be complete by the end of 2016, pending tenant leasing. 
The project will be constructed Monday-Saturday during this course of time and shall be 
closed to recongize Holidays. Upon completion of the building, it will operate under normal 
business hours and as required by the tenants’ business plans.  
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Mark Baird 
Senior Project Manager 
Alcorn Construction, Inc. 
mark@alcornci.com 
 



R

C
O

LO
R

A
D

O
 T

E
C

H
N

O
LO

G
IC

A
L 

C
E

N
TE

R
 L

O
TS

  6
 &

 1
0

LO
U

IS
V

IL
LE

, C
O

LO
R

AD
O

COLORADO TECHNOLOGICAL CENTER
LOTS 6 & 10

FINAL PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT
CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COUNTY OF BOULDER, STATE OF COLORADO

LOTS 6 AND 10, BLOCK 3 - COLORADO TECHNOLOGICAL CENTER FIRST FILING

LOTS 6 AND 10, BLOCK 3 - COLORADO TECHNOLOGICAL CENTER FIRST FILING
SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 16, TOWNSHIP 1 SOUTH, RANGE 69 WEST, SIXTH PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN
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PLANT LIST
QUAN. SYM. COMMON/BOTANICAL NAME SIZE REMARKS HYD.
LARGE TREES
7 GL GREENSPIRE LINDEN 2.5"  CAL. FULL CROWN, STAKED M

Tilia cordata 'Greenspire' B&B SPEC. QUALITY
8 HL SHADEMASTER HONEYLOCUST 2.5" CAL. FULL CROWN, STAKED M

Gleditsia triacanthos inermis 'Shademaster' B&B SPEC. QUALITY
8 NO NORTHERN RED OAK 2.5"  CAL. FULL CROWN, STAKED M

Quercus robur B&B SPEC. QUALITY
7 WH WESTERN HACKBERRY 2.5"  CAL. FULL CROWN, STAKED M

Quercus robur B&B SPEC. QUALITY
SMALL TREES
20 AM AMUR/GINNALA MAPLE 8' HT. FULL CROWN, STAKED L

Acer ginnala MULTI B&B SPEC, QUALITY
12 CP CHANTICLEER PEAR 2.0" CAL. FULL CROWN, STAKED M

Pyrus calleryana 'Chanticleer' B&B SPEC QUALITY
EVERGREEN TREES
4 CS COLORADO SPRUCE 8' HT. FULL CROWN, GUYED L

Picea pungens B&B SPEC. QUALITY
15 PP PINON PINE 6' HT. FULL CROWN, GUYED L

Pinus edulis B&B SPEC. QUALITY
SHRUBS

56 CP CRIMSON PYGMY BARBERRY 5 GAL. SPACING PER PLAN L
Berberis thunbergii 'Atropurpurea Nana' FULL FORM

64 GS GRO-LOW FRAGRANT SUMAC 5 GAL. SPACING PER PLAN L
Rhus aromatica 'Grow-low' FULL FORM

11 NP NEW MEXICO PRIVET 5 GAL. SPACING PER PLAN L
Forestiera neomexicana FULL FORM

52 PF ABBOTSWOOD POTENTILLA 5 GAL. SPACING PER PLAN L
Potentilla fruticosa 'Abbotswood' FULL FORM

91 PM PANCHITO MANZANITA 5 GAL. SPACING PER PLAN L
Arctostaphylos x. coloradoensis 'Panchito' FULL FORM

107 RB RABBIT BRUSH 5 GAL. SPACING PER PLAN L
Chrysothamnus nauseosus FULL FORM

55 TS THREE-LEAF SUMAC 5 GAL. SPACING PER PLAN L
Rhus trilobata FULL FORM

39 RY RED YUCCA 5 GAL. SPACING PER PLAN L
Hesperaloe parviflora FULL FORM

41 WJ PROSTRATE JUNIPER 5 GAL. SPACING PER PLAN L
Juniperus horizontalis 'Wiltonii' FULL FORM

4 WM WHITEBUD MUGO PINE 5 GAL. SPACING PER PLAN M
Pinus Mugo FULL FORM

PERENNIALS AND GRASSES
56 GA BLANKET FLOWER 1 GAL. SPACING @ 18" O.C. L

Gaillardia aristata 'Goblin' ESTABLISHED FULL FORM

16 LB LITTLE BLUESTEM GRASS 1 GAL. SPACING PER PLAN L
Schizachyrium scoparium ESTABLISHED FULL FORM

54 MG DWARF MAIDEN GRASS 1 GAL. SPACING @ 36" O.C. M
Calamagrostis acutifolia 'Karl Foerster' ESTABLISHED FULL FORM

20 PN DWARF FOUNTAIN GRASS 1 GAL. SPACING PER PLAN M
Pennisetum alopecuroides 'Hameln' ESTABLISHED FULL FORM

38 PS PAMPAS GRASS 5 GA. SPACING PER PLAN M
Erianthus ravennae ESTABLISHED FULL FORM

51 SH SUNSET HYSSOP 1 GAL. SPACING PER PLAN L
Agastache rupestris ESTABLISHED FULL FORM

LEGEND

ANGULAR GRANITE BOULDERS
(18"-60" DIAMETER)

KEN-TEX OR THERMAL GRASS SOD
OR APPROVED EQUAL (IRRIGATED)

PBSI NATIVE PRAIRIE SEED MIX
OR APPROVED EQUAL
(IRRIGATED FOR ESTABLISHMENT)

ANGULAR MTN. GRANITE ROCK MULCH

PREPARED UNDER THE DIRECT SUPERVISION OF
JONATHAN SPENCER, LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT

COLORADO REGISTRATION #111
FOR & ON BEHALF OF STERLING DESIGN ASSOCIATES, LLC

PRELIMINARY
NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION

SCALE: 1"= 30'-0"NORTH

150 30 60

NOTE
THE CITY IS NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR REPLACEMENT OF LANDSCAPE MATERIALS DAMAGED DURING MAINTENANCE, REPAIR,
REPLACEMENT OF STORM SEWER WITHIN THE 15' UTILITY AND DRAINAGE EASEMENT.
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PREPARED UNDER THE DIRECT SUPERVISION OF
JONATHAN SPENCER, LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT

COLORADO REGISTRATION #111
FOR & ON BEHALF OF STERLING DESIGN ASSOCIATES, LLC

PRELIMINARY
NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION

LANDSCAPE NOTES
1.  COORDINATION

THIS LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURAL SITE PLAN IS TO BE USED IN CONJUNCTION WITH THE CIVIL, ARCHITECTURAL, MECHANICAL,
ELECTRICAL, STRUCTURAL AND IRRIGATION PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS TO FORM COMPLETE INFORMATION REGARDING THIS SITE.

2.  COMPLIANCE
CONSTRUCTION SHALL CONFORM TO ALL APPLICABLE STATE AND LOCAL CODES.

3. GUARANTEE
ALL MATERIALS AND WORKMANSHIP SHALL BE GUARANTEED FOR ONE YEAR, FROM DATE OF FINAL ACCEPTANCE, AT NO ADDITIONAL
COST TO THE OWNER.

4.  COMPLETION AND MAINTENANCE
A. FINAL ACCEPTANCE: WITHIN TEN DAYS OF CONTRACTOR'S NOTICE THAT THE ENTIRE PROJECT IS COMPLETE, THE L.A. SHALL

REVIEW INSTALLATION. IF FINAL ACCEPTANCE IS NOT GIVEN, THE L.A. SHALL PREPARE A PUNCH LIST OF PENDING ITEMS. THE
PUNCH LIST ITEMS SHALL BE COMPLETED BY THE CONTRACTOR WITHIN TEN CALENDAR DAYS FROM DATE ISSUED. SUBSEQUENT
REVIEW AND APPROVAL SHALL SIGNIFY ACCEPTANCE.

B. MAINTENANCE: ALL LANDSCAPING SHALL BE MAINTAINED FROM INSTALLATION TO FINAL ACCEPTANCE. MAINTENANCE SHALL
INCLUDE WATERING, FERTILIZING, WEEDING, MOWING, TRIMMING, ROLLING, REGRADING, REPLANTING, DISEASE AND INSECT
PROTECTION.

5. SITE CONDITIONS
LANDSCAPE CONTRACTOR SHALL EXAMINE THE SITE CONDITIONS UNDER WHICH THE WORK IS TO BE PERFORMED AND NOTIFY THE
GENERAL CONTRACTOR IN WRITING OF UNSATISFACTORY CONDITIONS. DO NOT PROCEED UNTIL CONDITIONS ARE CORRECTED.
LANDSCAPE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR FINISHED GRADES AND POSITIVE DRAINAGE IN LANDSCAPE AREAS.

6.  DAMAGE AND CLEANING
A. CONTRACTOR SHALL REPAIR OR REPLACE ALL ITEMS DAMAGED DUE TO THIS WORK AT NO ADDITIONAL COST TO THE OWNER.
B. CONTRACTOR SHALL CLEAN ALL AREAS DUE TO THIS WORK AND PROPERLY REMOVE ALL UNUSED MATERIALS FROM SITE.

7.  RIGHT OF REJECTION
OWNER/LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT RESERVES THE RIGHT TO REJECT ANY MATERIALS AT ANY TIME.  ALL PLANT MATERIALS SHALL MEET
THE MINIMUM CURRENT "AMERICAN STANDARDS FOR NURSERY STOCK" BY THE AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF NURSERYMEN.
CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE SAMPLES, SPECS., AND OR TAGS FOR ALL MATERIALS.

8.  SOIL PREPARATION
SOD AND SHRUB BED AREAS SHALL RECEIVE SIX INCHES OF APPROVED TOPSOIL. AMEND SOIL WITH FOUR CUBIC YARDS PER
THOUSAND SQUARE FEET OF ORGANIC COMPOST. COMPOST TO HAVE A C:N RATIO BETWEEN 15:1 AND 30:1, LESS THAN 6 mmhos/cm
SALT CONTENT, A pH BETWEEN 6.5 AND 8.5, AND OVER 30% ORGANIC MATTER. APPLY 5 LBS. OF 20-10-5 GRANULAR FERTILIZER PER
THOUSAND SQ. FEET. ROTOTILL AMENDMENTS AND TOPSOIL TO A DEPTH OF SIX INCHES. VERIFY SOIL PREP SPECIFICATIONS WITH
WATER PROVIDER STANDARDS. PROVIDE EVIDENCE OF APPLICATION AS REQUIRED.  TEST SOIL IN EXISTING ASPHALT AREAS FOR
STERILANT USE.  IF STERILANTS ARE FOUND PRESENT, REMOVE ALL CONTAMINATED SOIL AND REPLACE WITH NEW TOPSOIL.

9. PLANTING
TREES AND SHRUBS SHALL BE PLANTED PER DETAILS.  STAKE AND GUY TREES PER DETAILS. TREE AND SHRUB BED LOCATIONS
SHALL BE APPROVED PRIOR TO PLANTING. BACKFILL WITH 1/3 SOIL AMENDMENT AND 2/3 SITE SOIL, THOROUGHLY MIXED.  FERTILIZE
AS RECOMMENDED WITH AGRIFORM TABLETS.

10. EDGER
INSTALL 4" ROLL-TOP RYERSON STEEL EDGING (14 GAUGE WITH GREEN FINISH) OR EQUAL.  INSTALL WITH STAKES AND SPLICERS PER
MANUFACTURER'S RECOMMENDATIONS. INSTALL BETWEEN ALL SOD OR SEEDED AREAS AND MULCHED AREAS.

11. MULCH
INSTALL 1"-2" ANGULAR MTN. GRANITE IN ALL PLANTING AREAS PLACED OVER DEWITT PRO 5 FILTER FABRIC, 3" DEEP.  PROVIDE
SHREDDED WESTERN RED CEDAR WOOD MULCH PLACED AT BASE OF ALL SHRUBS AND TREES. (SUBMIT SAMPLES)

12. MAINTENANCE
THE PROPERTY OWNER OF RECORD, THE OWNER'S AGENT OR TENANT SHALL KEEP ALL LANDSCAPING IN A WELL MAINTAINED AND
HEALTHY GROWING CONDITION.

13. IRRIGATION
THE LANDSCAPE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE TO INSTALL AN AUTOMATIC IRRIGATION SYSTEM TO INCLUDE IRRIGATION TO ALL
PROPOSED PLANT MATERIAL.  TURF AREAS SHALL BE IRRIGATED WITH SPRAY HEADS, WHILE TREES AND SHRUBS SHALL BE
IRRIGATED USING DRIP IRRIGATION.  SEEDED AREAS SHALL RECEIVE TEMPORARY IRRIGATION FOR AN ESTABLISHMENT PERIOD OF
ONE (1) YEAR.
PUBLIC WORKS SHALL INSPECT AND APPROVE THE IRRIGATION SYSTEM OPERATION WITHIN THE RIGHT OF WAY.  CONTRACTOR
SHALL ADJUST IRRIGATION HEADS AS NECESSARY TO ELIMINATE TO THE GREATEST EXTENT POSSIBLE ANY OVERSPRAY ONTO
PAVED SURFACES.

14. SEEDING
THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE TO ESTABLISH A HEALTHY, WEED FREE, STAND OF GRASS DURING THE ESTABLISHMENT
PERIOD.

PRUNE ALL DAMAGED OR DEAD WOOD IMMEDIATELY

SET SHRUB 1" HIGHER THAN THE GRADE AT WHICH IT

CONCRETE CURB OR SIDEWALK

PRIOR TO PLANTING

TWO THIRDS SITE SOIL THOROUGHLY MIXED

LOOSEN SIDES OF PLANT PIT AND ROOTBALL

ALL JUNIPER PLANTS SHOULD BE PLANTED SO TOP
OF ROOT MASS OCCURS AT FINISH GRADE OF MULCH

DIG PLANT PIT TWICE AS WIDE OR MORE AS THE

ANY BROKEN OR CRUMBLING ROOTBALL WILL BE
REJECTED. REMOVING THE CONTAINER WILL NOT BE

BACKFILL: ONE THIRD ORGANIC MATTER

AN EXCUSE FOR DAMAGED ROOTBALL

APPLY SPECIFIED MULCH 4" DEEP
OVER SPECIFIED WEED MAT.

REMOVE CONTAINER

AT WHICH TREE GREW

UNDISTURBED SUBGRADE

PRIOR TO BACKFILLING.
SLOPE SIDES OF PIT AS SHOWN.  ROUGHEN SIDES
PULL BURLAP BACK 2/3 MINIMUM
REMOVE ALL TWINE AND WIRE BASKET ENTIRELY.

INTERVALS.  RE: SPECS FOR TIMING.

AT LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT'S DIRECTION ONLY.

ANY BROKEN OR CRUMBLING ROOTBALL WILL BE

STRAND TWISTED.

FINISH GRADE

14 GAUGE GALVANIZED WIRE, DOUBLE

FORM SAUCER AROUND EDGE OF TREE PIT

SET ROOT COLLAR 3" HIGHER THAN GRADE

48" CIRCLE OF SHREDDED BARK MULCH (4" DEEP)
AROUND BASE OF TREES IN GRASS AREAS.

6' STEEL T-POST (2 MIN.) (4' EXPOSED)

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

WRAP ENTIRE SURFACE OF TRUNK TO SECOND
BRANCH WITH SPECIFIED TREE WRAP MATERIAL

12" NYLON TREE STRAP ON GUY
WIRE AND AROUND TREE TRUNK.

1/2" DIAM. WHITE PVC PIPE SECTION ON
ENTIRE LENGTH OF EACH WIRE.

SECURED AT TOP AND BOTTOM & AT 2-FT.

2 x ROOTBALL DIA.

SPECIFIED BACKFILL MIXTURE

STAKE TO EXTEND MIN. 24" INTO UNDISTURBED

EXCUSE FOR DAMAGED ROOTBALLS.

SOIL.

REJECTED. REMOVING THE WIRE WILL NOT BE AN

1SHADE TREE PLANTING
NOT TO SCALE

REMOVE STAKING AFTER ONE YEAR.

DO NOT CUT OR DAMAGE LEADER

STRAND. MIN. 3 GUY WIRES PER TREE.

RUBBER HOSE (1/2" DIA.) OR 12" NYLON

#12 GALVANIZED WIRE TWISTED DOUBLE

TREE STRAP ON GUY WIRE TO PROTECT TREE

ON EACH GUY WIRE

WHICH TREE GREW.

FINISHED GRADE

INTO UNDISTURBED SOIL, FLUSH W/GRADE
30" METAL "T" STAKE. DRIVE VERTICALLY

SET ROOTBALL 3" HIGHER THAN GRADE AT

3

UNDISTURBED SUBGRADE

REMOVE BURLAP FROM TOP 2/3 OF ROOTBALL

REMOVE WIRE COMPLETELY FROM ROOTBALL

2 x ROOTBALL DIA.

EVERGREEN TREE PLANTING
NOT TO SCALE

1/2" DIA. X 36" LONG WHITE PVC PIPE

APPLY 4" OF BARK MULCH TO THE OUTSIDE EDGE OF
SAUCER UPON PLANTING APPLY 18-24" RING OF BARK
MULCH 4" DEEP UPON COMPLETION OF SEEDING OR
SODDING

CONTAINER

LAYER

FINISHED GRADE

GREW

3'-0" MIN.

4SHRUB PLANTING
NOT TO SCALE

SEEDING.

PLANTING.

OF SAUCER UPON PLANTING

FINISHED GRADE

APPLICATION.
2 x ROOTBALL DIA.

CLUMP TREE PLANTING
NOT TO SCALE

CLUMP TREES SHALL HAVE SPECIFIED NUMBER

SPECIFIED BACKFILL MIXTURE AND FERTILIZER

OF ROOTBALL. REMOVE ALL WIRES AND NYLON

HOLE SHOULD HAVE ROUGHENED SIDES

EXCUSE FOR DAMAGED ROOTBALLS.

COMPLETION OF SEEDING OR SODDING

WOOD IMMEDIATELY PRIOR TO PLANTING.

REMOVE PRIOR TO SODDING OR IRRIGATED
WATER RING - INSTALL AT END OF PLANTING,

PLANT TREE AT GRADE WHICH IT GREW.

OF  TRUNKS.  SHRUB FORMS WILL BE REJECTED.

APPLY 18-24" RING OF BARK MULCH 4" DEEP UPON

CUT AND REMOVE BURLAP FROM TOP AND SIDES

TIES. IF TREE IS IN FIBER POT, REMOVE PRIOR TO

ANY BROKEN OR CRUMBLING ROOTBALL WILL BE
REJECTED. REMOVING THE WIRE WILL NOT BE AN

DO NOT CUT LEADER. PRUNE DAMAGED OR DEAD

PLANT ROOTBALL 2" HIGHER THAN WHICH IT GREW
(IN IRRIGATED AREAS) IN NON-IRRIGATED AREAS

APPLY 4" OF BARK MULCH TO THE OUTSIDE EDGE

2

SPECIFIED BACKFILL MIXTURE HOLE SHOULD
HAVE ROUGHENED SIDES AND FERTILIZER
APPLICATION REMOVE GUYING AFTER ONE YEAR.

NATIVE PRAIRIE SEED MIX
PBSI NATIVE PRAIRIE MIX

(29%) Blue Grama

(10%) Buffalo grass

(20%) Green Needle grass

(20%) Sideoats Grama

(20%) Western Wheatgrass

(1%) Sand Dropseed

APPLICATION RATE: 15 PLS lbs/Acre

*MIX PROVIDED BY PAWNEE BUTTES SEED INC. 1-800-782-5947

SEEDING SPECS.
SUBMIT ALL SEEDING, MULCHING, AND WATER SCHEDULE SPECIFICATIONS TO LANDSCAPE
ARCHITECT FOR FINAL APPROVAL. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE TO
ESTABLISH A HEALTHY AND WEED FREE STAND OF GRASS.

SOIL PREP: APPLY STOCKPILED TOPSOIL AND 100 LBS. OF DIAMMONIUM PHOSPHATE PER
ACRE TO AN APPROVED SUBGRADE. USE A DISK OR HARROW TO PREPARE THE SEED BED
AND COMPLETE FINISH GRADING.

SEEDING: USE A GRASS DRILL WITH A SEED AGITATOR TO ENSURE THAT THE SEED IS
DRILLED EVENLY TO A 1/2" DEPTH. HAND BROADCAST SEED AT TWICE THE RATE IN AREAS
WHERE DRILL SEEDING CANNOT BE ACCOMPLISHED.

MULCH: CRIMP HAY OR STRAW INTO THE SOIL AT 3,000 LBS. PER ACRE.

WATER: CONTRACTOR SHALL APPLY 1/2" OF WATER TO SEED AREAS, TWICE PER  WEEK,
FOR THREE WEEKS. CONTRACTOR TO SUPPLY ALL EQUIPMENT AND LABOR.

RESEED AND MULCH BARE OR ERODED AREAS AT ONE (1) MONTH INTERVALS AS
NECESSARY.
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PREPARED UNDER THE DIRECT SUPERVISION OF
JONATHAN SPENCER, LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT

COLORADO REGISTRATION #111
FOR & ON BEHALF OF STERLING DESIGN ASSOCIATES, LLC

PRELIMINARY
NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION

2PICNIC TABLE
NOT TO SCALE

BENCH
NOT TO SCALE

1

RECYCLED PLASTIC WITH METAL FRAME ENDS, MODEL CAB-824

RECYCLED PLASTIC WITH METAL FRAME ENDS, MODEL CAT-030

4ROOT BARRIER
NOT TO SCALE

3TRASH RECEPTACLE
NOT TO SCALE

STEEL FINISH, MODEL CAY-119

X

X

X

X

X

X
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LEVEL 01
0"

BC AD

CLR HEIGHT
24' - 0"

PARAPET 2
32' - 0"

PARAPET 3
36' - 0"

PARAPET 1
28' - 0"

TILT WALL PANEL,
PAINTED TYP

EXTEIOR LED
WALL PACK, TYP

TIL
T W

AL
L S

CR
EE

N
6' 

- 0
"

4' 
- 0

"

BENCH, TYP
SS BIKE
RACK,
TYP

ALUMINUM
WINDOW SYSTEM,
TYP

TUBE STEEL,
PAINTED

BOARD FORMED
CONCRETE

STONE
VANEER,
TYP

HORIZONTAL
REVEAL, TYP

VERTICAL
REVEAL, TYP

TILT WALL PANEL
JOINT, TYP

SPANDREL
GLASS, TYP

VISION GLASS,
TYP

TILT WALL PANEL,
PAINTED TYP

LEVEL 01
0"

B CA D

CLR HEIGHT
24' - 0"

PARAPET 2
32' - 0"

PARAPET 3
36' - 0"

PARAPET 1
28' - 0"

TILT WALL PANEL,
PAINTED TYP

EXTERIOR LED
WALL PACK, TYP

BENCH, TYP SS BIKE RACK, TYP HORIZONTAL
REVEAL, TYP

TIL
T W

AL
L S

CR
EE

N
6' 

- 0
"

4' 
- 0

"

BOARD FORMED
CONCRETE

SPANDREL GLASS,
TYP
STONE VANEER,
TYP

TILT WALL PANEL
JOINT, TYP

ALUMINUM
WINDOW SYSTEM,
TYP

TUBE STEEL, PAINTED
TYP

TILT WALL PANEL,
PAINTED TYP

LEVEL 01
0"

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 141

CLR HEIGHT
24' - 0"

PARAPET 2
32' - 0"

TRUCK DOCK
-4' - 0"

PARAPET 3
36' - 0"

PARAPET 1
28' - 0"

5
10

SS BIKE RACK,
BEYOND

DOCK LEVELER, TYPGALV. METAL STAIR
AND HANDRAIL,
PAINTED, TYP

3'X7' MAN DOOR,
PAINTED, TYP

PREFINISHED
METAL
DOWNSPOUT, TYP

WALL MOUNTED
LIGHT, TYP

9'X10' DOCK DOOR,
PAINTED, TYP

12'X14' DRIVE-UP
DOOR, PAINTED,
TYP

CONCRETE DRIVE
UP RAMP

SS BIKE RACK,
BEYOND

6' HIGH TILT
SCREEN
WALL,
PAINTED TYP

TILT WALL
PANEL,
PAINTED TYP

ALUM WINDOW,
TYP

TILT WALL TRASH
ENCLOSURE WITH
CORRUGATED METAL
DOORS, PAINTED TYP

6' HIGH UTLITY
TILT WALL
PANEL,
PAINTED TYP

EMERGENCY
EGRESS LIGHT, TYP

PREFINISHED METAL SCUPPER
AND DOWNSPOUT, TYP

EXTERIOR LED
WALL PACK, TYP

VERTICAL REVEAL,
TYP

HORIZONTAL
REVEAL, TYP

LEVEL 01
0"

234567891011121314 1

CLR HEIGHT
24' - 0"

PARAPET 2
32' - 0"

PARAPET 3
36' - 0"

PARAPET 1
28' - 0"

5
10

SS BIKE
RACK, TYP

SS BIKE RACK, TYP

TUBE STEEL,
PAINTED TYP

ALUMINUM
WINDOW
SYSTEM, TYP

TENANT
SIGNAGE

8' - 0"

25
' - 

0"
2' 

- 0
"

BENCHES

CONCRETE TILT
WALL PANEL,
PAINTED, TYP

ALUMINUM WINDOW
SYSTEM, TYP

VERTICAL AND
HORIZONTAL
REVEALS, TYP

TILT WALL PANEL
JOINT, TYP

BOARD FORMED
CONCRETE, TYP

TUBE STEEL,
PAINTED TYP

TUBE STEEL,
PAINTED TYP

SPANDREL GLASS,
TYP

EXTERIOR LED WALL
PACK, TYP

VERTICAL REVEAL,
TYP

HORIZONTAL
REVEAL, TYP

CONCRETE TILT WALL
PANEL, PAINTED, TYP

STONE
VANEER,
TYP

STONE
VANEER,
TYP

BOARD FORMED
CONCRETE, TYP

PREFINISHED ALUM
METAL CANOPY

TUBE STEEL,
PAINTED TYP

MATERIALS LEGEND

FIELD PAINT 1 - SW7011 NATURAL CHOICE

ACCENT PAINT 2 - SW0023 PEWTER TANKARD

ACCENT PAINT 3 - SW7048 URBANE BRONZE

BOARD FORMED CONCRETE

STONE VANEER

1" INSULATED VISION GLASS

1" INSULATED SPANDREL GLASS

PAINTED TUBE STEEL

PREFINISHED ALUMINUM CANOPY LEVEL 01
0"

BC AD

CLR HEIGHT
24' - 0"

PARAPET 2
32' - 0"

TRUCK DOCK
-4' - 0"

PARAPET 3
36' - 0"

PARAPET 1
28' - 0"

SIGHTLINE
30' - 0"

6' 
- 0

"

FUTURE 7.5 TON RTU, SIZE
TBD AND TO BE PERMITTED AT
TENANT FINISH

5' 
- 4

"
CU

RB
1' 

- 2
"

10' - 0"
SIGHTLINE

30' - 0"

6' 
- 0

"

P1 P2 P3

TILT WALL SCREEN
40' - 0"

10
' - 

0"

MECH SETBACK MIN
20' - 0"

SLOPE

36
' - 

2"

TUBE STEEL, PAINTED TYP

TUBE STEEL, PAINTED

PREFINISHED ALUM
METAL CANOPY

TUBE STEEL, PAINTED
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BUILDING
ELEVATIONS

SCALE:  1" = 20'-0"

OVERALL - EAST ELEVATION
SCALE:  1" = 20'-0"

OVERALL - WEST ELEVATION

SCALE:  1" = 20'-0"

OVERALL - SOUTH ELEVATION

SCALE:  1" = 20'-0"

OVERALL - NORTH ELEVATION

SCALE:  1" = 20'-0"
TRANSVERSE BUILDING SECTION5

NOTE:
- DOCK DOORS AND MAN DOORS PAINTED TO

MATCH ADJACENT WALL COLOR
- ALUMINUM STOREFRONT AND WINDOW FRAMES

TO BE BLACK
- TENANT SIGNAGE FOR THE BUILDING WILL NOT

EXCEED 80 SF

CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COUNTY OF BOULDER, STATE OF COLORADO
LOTS 6 AND 10, BLOCK 3 - COLORADO TECHNOLOGICAL CENTER FIRST FILING

PRELIMINARY
NOT FOR

CONSTRUCTION

SCALE:

AXONOMETRIC VIEW @ CORNER ENTRIES
SCALE:

AXONOMETRIC VIEW @ CENTER ENTRIES



SCALE:

SITE PHOTOMETRIC PLAN1
1" = 30'-0"

SCALE:

POLE BASE DETAIL   2
NONE
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Statistics

Description Symbol Avg Max Min Max/Min Avg/Min Avg/Max

Calc Zone #1 1.0 fc 17.9 fc 0.0 fc N/A N/A 0.1:1

NORTHWEST SIDEWALK 2.4 fc 7.5 fc 0.8 fc 9.4:1 3.0:1 0.3:1

SOUTHEAST SIDEWALK 1.4 fc 2.2 fc 0.8 fc 2.8:1 1.8:1 0.6:1
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ITEM: Case #16-005-FP/FS, 305 S Arthur PUD 
 
PLANNER: Lauren Trice, Planner I 
 
APPLICANT:  Etkin Johnson Real Estate Partners 

Liz Cox 
1512 Larimer Street, Suite 100 
Denver, CO 80202 

 
OWNER:  same 
 
REPRESENTATIVE:  same 
 
EXISTING ZONING:  Planned Community Zone District – Industrial (PCZD-I) 
 
LOCATION: Lot 1, Business Center at CTC  
 
TOTAL SITE AREA: 105,759 square feet  (2.38 acres) 
 
REQUEST:  Approval of Resolution No. 12, Series 2016, a resolution 

recommending approval of a final Planned Unit Development 
(PUD) for a 17,940 SF single story industrial flex building with 
associated site improvements on Lot 1 of the Business Center 
at CTC. 

VICINITY MAP:  
 

 

 

Planning Commission 
Staff Report 

May 12, 2016 
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PROPOSAL: 
The applicant, Etkin Johnson Real Estate Partners, is requesting approval of a final 
Planned Unit Development (PUD) to allow for the construction of a 17,940 square foot 
industrial flex building.   The site is located in the Colorado Technology Center (CTC) 
between South Arthur Avenue and 96th Street, on Lot 1 of the Business Center at CTC 
subdivision.  The property is zoned Planned Community Zone District - Industrial 
(PCZD-I) and is subject to the Industrial Development Design Standards and Guidelines 
(IDDSG). The property is within the Business Center at CTC General Development 
Plan. 
 

 
 
Future Road 
 
The applicantion includes dedication of right-of-way for a portion of a future road 
connecting 96th Street to S. Arthur Avenue.  The feasibility of this connection was 
studied in a CTC Connectivity Study developed by Fox Tuttle Transportation Group in 
2013.  The proposed right-of-way designation in this application follows Alternative 2, 
the study’s recommended road alignment. 

Arthur Avenue 

Cherry Street 

Taylor Avenue 
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CTC Connectivity Study 
 
The dedication of the right-of-way would be conveyed through a deed of trust to the 
City.  City staff has spoken to the adjacent property owner regarding the completion of 
the road.  There is no approved final design for the future connecting road. 
 
Site Plan 
The proposed site plan’s lot coverage and setbacks meet the requirements of the 
IDDSG. The proposed building foot print, parking, and driveways, if approved, would 
cover 54.3% of the site. When the future road is constructed the lot coverage would 
increase to 66.8%. The IDDSG allows a maximum 75% lot coverage.  The remainder of 
the site would be pedestrian plazas, landscaped setback areas, and landscaped 
drainage facilities.      
 
The proposed building would be oriented towards South Arthur Avenue with the majority 
of surface parking on the southern side of the site. A secondary entrance is located on 
the east side of the property along the dedicated right-of-way for a future road. The 
loading dock and trash enclosure are located on the north side of the site.   
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The trash enclosures would be screened with a concrete wall.  The loading dock and 
trash enclosure would be screened from the future road with landscaping.  The 
applicant is requesting a waiver to the side yard setback.  The IDDSG calls for a 30 foot 
minimum setback from a local public street.  The current plan has a setback of 45 feet 
including the dedicated right-of-way.  The side yard setback with the future road would 
be reduced to 15 feet to the property line.   
 
Parking 
The applicant is proposing 72 parking spaces. The IDDSG requires a minimum parking 
ratio of 4.0 parking spaces per 1,000 square feet of floor area, meeting the IDDSG 
requirements for office.  The parking spaces include 3 accessible spaces.  
 
The applicant is proposing four bicycle parking spaces.  This meets the IDDSG 
requirement of 1 bike parking space per 20 off-street automobile parking spaces.  
 
Vehicular and Pedestrian Circulation 
There is one proposed vehicular access point to the site.  Vehicles will use this entrance 
to access the north side of the property, including the loading dock. Two additional 
access points will be added on the east side of the property when the future road is 
complete.  

Future Road 
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The site plan includes internal sidewalks to provide access from the parking areas to the 
building entrances.  There is an existing sidewalk along S. Arthur Avenue.  The 
proposal includes connections from the internal walks to the existing sidewalk.  The 
proposed sidewalk located in the future right of way would be reconfigured when the 
road is constructed. Benches would be provided near the main entrances, and 
employee break areas are proposed along the north and east sides of the building.  
 
Architecture 
The majority of the proposed building would be constructed with concrete tilt up panels 
incorporating aluminum storefront windows.  The building would be a range of grays 
with blue accents.  
 
A varied roof line between 24 and 27 feet is proposed for the building.  The proposed 
building height of 27 feet is well below the maximum permitted height of 40 feet found in 
the IDDSG.  All roof mounted mechanical equipment would be setback a minimum of 20 
feet from the building parapet, and would be painted to match the dominant color of the 
building.   
 
The main entrance on the southern corner would be accented with a parapet (27 feet) 
and blue panels.  The southern corner would have a horizontal steel canopy 
overhanging the main entrance.  The entrance along the east elevation, along the future 
road, is also accented in blue.  There is an additional blue accent along the north 

Future Access Points 

Temporary Sidewalk 
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elevation which includes glass garage doors leading to the patio.  The north elevation 
also includes a secondary entrance and loading dock.  
 

 

 
 
 
Landscape Plan, Drainage and Retaining Walls 
Landscaping is proposed to screen the parking lot and the loading areas from public 
view point and provide a buffer between adjacent land uses.  The proposed landscaping 
complies with the IDDSG.   
 
The drainage needs for the site would be served by a detention pond on the 
southeastern corner of the site.  The perimeter of the detention pond would be 
landscaped with trees and shrubs.  The loading dock and trash enclosure will be 
screened from the view of the future road. The dedicated right-of-way will be seeded 
until the future road is put in place.  
 
Signs 
The applicant is requesting two monument signs, one at the main entrance to S. Arthur 
Avenue and one to be put in place along the future road.  The second monument sign 
would not be constructed until the road is complete.  The IDDSG only allows one 
monument sign.  Therefore, the second monument sign does not comply with the 
IDDSG and would require a waiver.  
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The applicant is proposing three surface-mounted signs elevations totally 120 SF of 
signage.  The surface-mounted sign along the future road would not be installed until 
the future road is constructed. The number and square footage of these signs does not 
comply with the IDDSG. When there is more than one sign proposed per street 
frontage, the IDDSG limits surface mounted signs to a 24 character height maximum. In 
addition, each sign is not to exceed 15 SF with a total of 80 SF per building.   The 
applicant is requesting a waiver for an additional surface mounted sign, 40 additional 
square feet of signage, and all surface-mounted signs will have a maximum character 
height of 24 inches.   
 
Lighting 
The applicant has submitted a lighting plan which includes wall lights on the building 
and pole lighting in the parking lot.  The parking lot light poles cannot exceed 24 feet in 
height per the requirements of the IDDSG.  The proposed lighting standards meet the 
specifications of the IDDSG.   
 
ANALYSIS: 
The applicant is requesting the following waivers: 

1. An additional monument sign along the future road to be installed after the road 
is constructed.  

2. Three surface mounted signs, where one per street frontage is allowed, totaling 
120 SF, where 80 SF is allowed, with a maximum character height of 24 inches, 
where 18 inches is allowed.    

3. A decrease in the side-yard setback from a local public street from 30 feet to 15 
feet when the future road is constructed.  

 
LMC Section 17.28.110 allows for variances from the IDDSG requirements if additional 
public amenities are provided.  Staff finds that the requested sign waivers have a 
minimal impact on building and site design and meet the spirt and intent of the 
development plan criteria and IDDSG.  In addition, considering the dedication of the 
right-of-way, additional landscaping, and that the overall design of the building to 
exceed the requirements of the IDDSG, staff supports the additional monument sign 
and reduced side-yard setback.   
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends Planning Commission recommend approval of Resolution No. 12, 
Series 2016, a resolution recommending approval of a final Planned Unit Development 
(PUD) for a 17,940 SF single story industrial flex building with associated site 
improvements on Lot 1 of the Business Center at CTC with the following conditions:  

1. The applicant shall continue to work with Public Works Department on the items 
listed in the May 6, 2016 memo.  Each item shall be completed prior to 
recordation.    

2. The applicant shall continue to work with the Parks Department on the items 
listed in the April 29, 2016.  

3. The applicant shall clarify the location of the proposed surface mounted signs 
within the PUD application.  
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The Planning Commission may approve (with or without conditions), continue, or deny 
the applicant’s request for Final Planned Unit Development approval.   
 
ATTACHMENT(S): 

1. Resolution No. 12, Series 2016 
2. Application documents 
3. Final PUD  
4. Parks April 29, 2016 Memo 
5. Public Works May 6, 2016 Memo 
6. CTC Connectivity Study, 2013 



 
RESOLUTION NO. 12 

SERIES 2016 
 

A RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING APPROVAL OF A FINAL PLANNED UNIT 
DEVELOPMENT (PUD) FOR A 17,940 SF SINGLE STORY INDUSTRIAL FLEX 
BUILDING WITH ASSOCIATED SITE IMPROVEMENTS ON LOT 1 OF THE 
BUSINESS CENTER AT CTC. 
  
 WHEREAS, there has been submitted to the Louisville Planning Commission an 
application for approval of a final Planned Unit Development (PUD) for a 17,940 SF 
single story industrial flex building with associated site improvements on Lot 1 of the 
Business Center at CTC; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the City Staff has reviewed the information submitted and found 
that, subject to conditions, the application complies with the Louisville zoning and 
subdivision regulations and other applicable sections of the Louisville Municipal Code; 
and; 
 

 WHEREAS, after a duly noticed public hearing on May 12, 2016, where 
evidence and testimony were entered into the record, including the findings in the 
Louisville Planning Commission Staff Report dated May 12, 2016, the Planning 
Commission finds the PUD for Lot 1 of the Business Center at CTC should be approved 
with the following conditions: 

 
1. The applicant shall continue to work with Public Works Department on the items 

listed in the May 6, 2016 memo.  Each item shall be completed prior to 
recordation.    

2. The applicant shall continue to work with the Parks Department on the items 
listed in the April 29, 2016.  

3. The applicant shall clarify the location of the proposed surface mounted signs 
within the proposed PUD application.  
 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Planning Commission of the City of 
Louisville, Colorado does hereby recommend approval of a final Planned Unit 
Development (PUD) for a 17,940 SF single story industrial flex building with associated 
site improvements on Lot 1 of the Business Center at CTC with the following conditions: 
 

1. The applicant shall continue to work with Public Works Department on the items 
listed in the May 6, 2016 memo.  Each item shall be completed prior to 
recordation.    

2. The applicant shall continue to work with the Parks Department on the items 
listed in the April 29, 2016.  

3. The applicant shall clarify the location of the proposed surface mounted signs 
within the PUD application.  
 

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 12th day of May, 2016. 
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By: ______________________________ 
Chris Pritchard, Chairman 
Planning Commission 

 
Attest: _____________________________ 
 Ann O’Connell, Secretary 
 Planning Commission 





LETTER OF REQUEST – PROPOSED USE 
305 S. Arthur Avenue 

Colorado Technology Center 
Louisville, CO 

February 4, 2016 
 

Property:  Lot 1, The Business Center at CTC Replat E 
   2.38 Acres (103,762 SF) 
 
Property Owner: EJ 305 South Arthur LLC, an affiliate of applicant 
 
Zoning: Property is currently zoned P-I (Planned Industrial) and the proposed 

improvements will comply with the City of Louisville Industrial 
Development Design Standards & Guidelines (IDDSG) 

 
Building: 305 S. Arthur will be developed as a speculative real estate investment in 

pursuit of one tenant for a Build-to-Suit opportunity.  The intent is that this 
Build-to-Suit will meet the potential tenant’s requirements as stated in their 
RFP, dated September 15, 2015, as a free-standing, single-story flex/office 
building, approximately 18,000 SF (17,940 SF).  Office with a small 
warehouse component, outdoor workspace, and 14’ or greater ceilings (18’). 

 
Site: The site will offer a parking ratio of 4:1000 as well attractive hardscape and 

landscape similar to other Etkin Johnson facilities in the CTC.  Through a 
Subdivision Agreement, a 30’ ROW on the NE side of the property will be 
dedicated to the City of Louisville in anticipation of a future street 
connection and signalized intersection at 96th Avenue with the 
understanding that the land for the ROW would be donated by the property 
owner and the cost of the road and signal would be part of an agreement 
between the City of Louisville and the Colorado Technology Center 
Metropolitan District. 
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GENERAL NOTES

1. THE PROPERTY IS ZONED I-INDUSTRIAL.

2. ALL SETBACKS AND LAND USE REQUIREMENTS SHALL CONFIRM TO THE CITY OF

LOUISVILLE, COLORADO ZONING AND LAND USE REGULATIONS IN EFFECT AS OF

THE DATE OF APPROVAL OF THIS PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT BY THE CITY OF

LOUISVILLE, COLORADO.

3. EXCEPT AS AMENDED BY THIS FINAL PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT, ALL SIGNS

SHALL CONFORM TO THE INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT DESIGN STANDARDS AND

GUIDELINES.  THESE AMENDMENTS ARE:

A.  TWO FREESTANDING, GROUND MOUNTED DOUBLE FACED SIGNS

LOCATED PER THE SITE PLAN SHALL BE PERMITTED.  THE DESIGNS FOR

THESE SIGNS SHALL BE PER THE DETAIL ON SHEET 8.

B.  SURFACE MOUNTED BUILDING SIGNS SHALL NOT EXCEED 2 FEET IN

HEIGHT BY 20 FEET IN LENGTH EACH WITH A MAXIMUM OF THREE SIGNS.

TWO OF THE BUILDING SIGNS SHALL BE PERMITTED ON THE NORTH

BUILDING ELEVATION (FACING CTC BOULEVARD).  MAXIMUM SURFACE

MOUNTED BUILDING SIGNAGE AREA OF 120 SQUARE FEET IN THE

AGGREGATE.

C.  FOR BOTH MULTI TENANT AND SINGLE TENANT OCCUPANCY, THE

SURFACE MOUNTED BUILDING SIGN SHALL NOT EXCEED 24 INCHES IN

HEIGHT.

4. THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE IS NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR DAMAGE TO OR REPAIR OF

MONUMENT SIGNS DUE TO UTILITY MAINTENANCE.

5. THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE IS NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR DAMAGE TO PAVEMENT

SURFACES OR LANDSCAPING CAUSED DURING REPAIR OR MAINTENANCE

ACTIVITIES OF UTILITIES LOCATED WITHIN PUBLIC UTILITY EASEMENTS.

6. ON-STREET PARKING WILL NOT BE UTILIZED TO MEET THE PARKING

REQUIREMENTS OF THE PROJECT.

7. ALL ROOF-MOUNTED MECHANICAL, ELECTRICAL, OPTICAL AND ELECTRONIC

EQUIPMENT SHALL BE SET A MINIMUM OF 20' FROM THE BUILDING PARAPET,

AND IF VISIBLE FROM THE PUBLIC STREET ADJACENT TO THE PROPERTY, SHALL

BE PAINTED TO MATCH THE DOMINANT COLOR OF THE BUILDING.

8. ALL ROOF-MOUNTED EQUIPMENT SHALL BE EITHER (1) PAINTED A COLOR 

COMPATIBLE WITH THE DOMINANT BUILDING COLOR, IF THE BUILDING IS 

SELF-CONTAINED WITHOUT EXPOSED DUCTWORK OR PROCESS PIPING, OR (2)

SHALL BE SCREENED IF THE EQUIPMENT DOES NOT MEET THE CRITERIA 

SPECIFIED IN 1. SCREEN MATERIAL SHALL BE COMPATIBLE WITH MATERIALS

AND COLORS UTILIZED ON THE BUILDING.

9. OWNER WILL ADD ADDITIONAL HANDICAP PARKING SPACES TO THE PARKING IF

THE BUILDING IS LEASED PRIMARILY AS OFFICE SPACE.

PROJECT SUMMARY - LOT 1

TOTAL LAND AREA: 103,759 SQUARE FEET (2.38 ACRES)

BUILDING AREA: 17,940 SQUARE FEET

FAR: 0.174

BUILDING HEIGHT:

ALLOWABLE: 40.0 FEET

PROPOSED: 27 FEET

BUILDING SQUARE FOOTAGE:  17,940 S.F.

PARKING REQUIRED: 37 SPACES @ 2 SPACES PER 1000 SQUARE FEET PER INDUSTRIAL ZONING

PARKING PROVIDED:

STANDARD: 69 SPACES

HANDICAP:   3 SPACES

TOTAL: 72 SPACES (4.01 SPACES PER 1000 SQUARE FEET)

BICYCLE PARKING:  4 REQUIRED, 4 PROVIDED

LANDSCAPE COVERAGE REQUIRED: 25%

LANDSCAPE COVERAGE PROVIDED: 45.7%

MINIMUM BUILDING SETBACKS:

REQUIRED PROVIDED

FRONT: 30' - 0" 128' - 10"

SIDES: 10' - 0" 45' - 8" (EAST)

88' - 5" (WEST)

REAR: 25' - 0" 129' - 6"

MINIMUM PARKING SETBACKS:

REQUIRED PROVIDED

FRONT: 20' - 0" 48' - 0"

SIDES: 10' - 0" 10' - 6" (WEST)

43'-2" (EAST)

70' - 6" (REAR)

LEGAL DESCRIPTION (FROM TITLE COMMITMENT):

LOT 1, THE BUSINESS CENTER AT C.T.C. REPLAT E, CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COUNTY OF

BOULDER, STATE OF COLORADO, ACCORDING TO THE FINAL PLAT RECORDED NOVEMBER

29, 2005 UNDER RECEPTION NO. 2740288.

OWNERSHIP SIGNATURE BLOCK:

BY SIGNING THIS FINAL PUD, THE OWNER ACKNOWLEDGES AND ACCEPTS ALL

THE REQUIREMENTS AND INTENT SET FORTH IN THIS FINAL PUD.  WITNESS

OUR HANDS AND SEALS THIS  __________ DAY OF _____________, 20___,

OWNER:

EJ 305 SOUTH ARTHUR LLC, A COLORADO LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY

BY: ________________________________________________________________

BRUCE H. ETKIN, MANAGER

PLANNING COMMISSION CERTIFICATE:

APPROVED THIS _____ DAY OF ___________________, 20___, BY THE PLANNING

COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COLORADO.

RESOLUTION NO. _________,  SERIES _________

CITY COUNCIL CERTIFICATE:

APPROVED THIS _____ DAY OF ___________________, 20___, BY THE CITY

COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COLORADO.

RESOLUTION NO. _________,  SERIES _________

________________________

MAYOR'S SIGNATURE

________________________

CITY CLERK'S SIGNATURE                        CITY SEAL:

CLERK AND RECORDER'S CERTIFICATE:

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
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TOTAL BUILDING: 17,940 SF

72 PARKING STALLS

(4.01 SPACES / 1,000 S.F.)

SITE: 103,759 S.F. (2.38 AC)
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Memorandum 
To:  Lauren Trice, Historic Preservation Specialist  
From:  Allan Gill RLA, Parks Project Manager 
Date:  April 29, 2016 
Re: Lot 1 of the Business Center At C.T.C. Replat 305 South Arthur 

Avenue, Final Planned Unit Development 

The Parks & Recreation Department has reviewed the Lot 1 of the Business Center At C.T. C. Replat 
at 305 South Arthur Avenue; Final Planned Unit Development dated April 14, 2016 and has the 
following comments.  
 

1. Sheet 1 of 13, Cover Sheet. 
a. General note 3 A references a detail on sheet eight of the plan set; however, the detail 

is located on sheet nine. Revise the note to reference sheet nine                                                                                                                                                                                                    
9. 

 
2. Sheet 10 of 13, Landscape Plan. 

a. The plant pallet lists a quantity of seven Scarlet Oaks but only six are on the plan. 
Revise the quantity to six. 
 

3. Sheet 11 of 13, Landscape Details. 
a. Detail 3, Root Barrier Detail. More detail is needed. Include Century product 

information, model number etc. as shown in the other details. 
b. Detail 10, Landscape Notes. Note 3. Add sentence which reads ‘Irrigation Plans will 

be provided to the City for review and approval prior to installation of the irrigation 
system and system components’. 
 
 

 

   
 

PARKS & RECREATION 
 



   
 
    Memorandum│ Department of Public Works 

 
 
TO:  Lauren Trice, Planner I 
 
FROM: Craig Duffin, City Engineer 
 
DATE:  May 6, 2016  
 
SUBJECT:   Business Center at CTC Replat E, Lot 1 (305 South Arthur Ave).   
 
 
Public Works completed a review the Development Application Referral for the subject received 
on April 28, 2016 and staff comments are: 
 

1. The proposed private utilities located in the future right of way are a concern.  However 
we do not have an approved alignment for the road connection.  PW staff will work with 
the developer to determine the best utility layout that will not or minimally impact future 
right of way.  

2. Water Utility conceptual layout will require modification to address standard valve 
location requirements for private mains and accommodate future right of way. 

3. There is an existing 18” RCP storm stub from manhole to property.  The stub was 
provided as a connection to private property.  Hence, when in use the line is conveying 
private storm water.  Applicant indicated the line should be publicly maintained.  The 
stub should be privately maintained as requested. 

4. Staff requested a drainage easement for the detention pond.  Applicant indicated he 
would provide written permission.  City Attorney to determine the appropriate form 
needed. 

5. We asked the applicant to indicate the location of the fire department connection on the 
utility plan.  I couldn’t see it on the plan. 

6. Staff requested any deficient concrete adjacent the property be replaced as part of the 
development.  Applicant requested City repair existing deficiencies in concrete walks and 
curb.  Staff made a standard request.  This is typically either non - existent or a minor 
repair.  We can work with the applicant. 

7. The Drainage Report was scanned.  There will be minor comments. 
 



  

 
\ 
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Boulder, CO 80308-2768  
Office: 303-652-3571  
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Executive Summary 

The Fox Tuttle Transportation Group, LLC (FT) worked with the Colorado Technology 
Center Metro District (CTC), property owners adjacent to CTC, and multiple departments 
within the City of Louisville (City) joined together to prepare a feasibility study for a new 
connection from CTC to 96th Street.  This feasibility study completed the following tasks: 
 

• established a clear purpose and need statement for the proposed connection, 
  

• identified design alternatives for new connections including reconfiguration of 96th 
Street, 

 
• conducted a preliminary engineering assessment of the connection alternatives, 

 
• prepared a travel forecast for future travel demand associated with the CTC (base year 

and 2035),   
 

• evaluated the alternatives using safety, economic, and mobility performance measures, 
and 

• provided initial cost planning for the recommended alternative. 
 
As part of this process FT worked with stakeholders to evaluate the potential alternatives and 
reach consensus for a recommended design.  This included working with stakeholders at two 
workshops to review technical information, document input, and collectively rank the potential 
alternatives.  The results of the data collection and other details can be found in the feasibility 
study. 
 
The recommended alternative is to construct a new intersection on 96th Street, just north of the 
BNSF structure, that would connect to a new roadway in the northwest corner of CTC. The 
recommended alternative would be designed using state and federal design criteria.  Based on 
the results of this study it meets the objectives in the purpose and need statement and it was 
the top ranked alternative based on ten performance measures.  The recommended 
alternative should proceed with detailed engineering and fund raising.  These steps will require 
on-going collaboration between the stakeholders who participated in the study to ensure the 
project can achieve the intended purpose and need. 
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1. Purpose and Need 
 
The Colorado Technology Center Metro District (CTC), property owners adjacent to CTC, and 
multiple departments within the City of Louisville (City) to study roadway options that could 
connect CTC to one of Louisville’s major economic and transportation corridors; South 96th 
Street.   The CTC and the City worked with a technical team to identify and evaluate roadway 
alignments in the northwest area of CTC that meet current safety measures for all modes of 
travel, provide new economic development opportunities, and improve additional multimodal 
travel choices between the CTC and other destinations in the City and region.   
 
This study identifies alignment options, performance measures, and conceptual costs for new 
connections to 96th Street.  The decisions about constructing and funding the connection will 
occur at a later date.   
 
  
  

Figure 1: CTC Context Map 
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Figure 2: view of potential connection from 96th Street to CTC 
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2. Connection Analysis 
 
A. Technical and Consensus Building Process 

Staff from FT conducted multiple field visits, two stakeholder meetings, and technical 
analysis in conjunction with multiple City departments as part of this study.  The study was 
completed over a six-week period between April and May 2013.  A stakeholder committee 
provided input and strategic direction during this process.  The committee included adjacent 
property owners, CTC property owners, CTC district managers, City planning staff, and City 
engineering staff.  

The stakeholder committee held a kick-off meeting in April 2013 to prepare the project’s 
purpose and need statement (see section 1) and document existing conditions around the 
CTC.  After this meeting FT staff collected new traffic counts, speed studies and conducted 
multiple days of field analysis in the 96th Street corridor.  This work included assessment of 
the existing roadway geometries, sight distances, and accident history.  A second meeting 
with the stakeholder committee was conducted in May 2013 to review connection 
alternatives and evaluate each based on performance measures.  The details of the work 
completed during this process are provided in this section.  Additional technical information 
is available in a technical appendix.   

 

  

Figure 3: April 2013 kickoff meeting  
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B. Opportunities and Challenges Summary 

The following provides a summary of existing conditions, opportunities, and challenges in 
the northwest section of CTC near 96th Street.  This information was prepared in conjunction 
with the project stakeholders at the kick-off meeting in April 2013. 

 

 

 
  

Figure 4: Opportunities and Challenges Summary Map 

1. All alternatives should include safety analysis for all modes 
 CTC would like to explore this as a "new gateway" 
 Evaluate traffic control alternatives 

Evaluate left turn movements - specifically for RTD route 
 
2. Consider the role of deceleration lanes 
 Bridge deck has 50' of surface to consider 
 Existing bridge rail limits north bound sight distance visibility 

Consider widening bridge to allow Coal Creek Trail across BNSF 
 
3. Average accidents per year in this area on 96th Street = 1 
 Traffic signal not currently warranted  
 
4. Future traffic signal for tennis center (1/2 mile south of bridge) 

Average daily traffic on 96th Street = 20,000 
 
5. Steep down grade on west side of road 
 Steep up grade on eastside of road 

Average daily traffic on 96th Street = 15,000 

6. Future roundabout at SH 42/Lock 
    (1/4 mile north of RR bridge) 

Average daily traffic on 96th Street = 15,000 
 
7. Work with north side property owner 
 
8. Work with south side property owner 
 
9. Explore intersection reconfiguration "Y", "T", or    
    roundabout 

Work with property owners to plan intersection 
 
10. Explore Arthur Ave extension to the west to S. 96th  
     Street 
 
11. Explore Arthur Ave northwest realignment to S.  
     96th Street 
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C. Existing Traffic, Speed, and Accident Conditions 
Traffic and speed studies were conducted in April 2013 to document existing conditions on 
96th street between County Road and Highway 42.  The data was collected mid-week in April 
2013 during dry weather conditions.  Bicycle counts were not collected, but will be 
referenced from the 42 Gateway Alternatives Analysis if needed for future analysis.  

City of Louisville staff obtained accident history data from the City’s police department 
database for 96th Street between Highway 42 and Dillon Road (excluding the end 
intersections).  Accident history from 2005 to 2012 was analyzed.  There was an average of 1 
accident per year, most occurred in the vicinity of the County Road intersection, during this 
7-year time period with no documented personal injuries.       

  Figure 5: Existing traffic counts 
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D. Existing Roadway Geometry and Classification 

The existing configuration of 96th Street 
between Highway 42 and Dillon Road is a 
3-lane roadway section that has a varying 
pavement width of 44’ to 50’.  The 
narrowest pavement width (44’) is 
located on the structure over the BNSF 
railroad tracks.  Larger widths are found 
north and south of the structure with 
varying shoulders accounting for most of 
the size difference.  The motor vehicle 
travel lanes include one northbound, one 
southbound, and a center median. The 
center median is expanded at the County 
Road intersection to provide a left turn 
lane for northbound vehicles turning 
west onto County Road.   

There are shoulders on both sides of the 
travel lanes that are used by bicyclists.  
This section of 96th street is part of the 
regional on-street bike route network that 
connects Broomfield to Longmont.  There 
are no sidewalks or transit stops present in 
the corridor.   There is no RTD bus service 
in this section of 96th Street. 

The City of Louisville currently classifies 
this section of 96th Street as an Arterial 
Corridor.  Although this roadway is not 
under CDOT’s jurisdiction, the city’s 
engineering staff and FT found this section 
of 96th street most compatible with CDOT’s 
NR-B design classification.  This was due to 
the current posted speed limit, roadway 

geometry, intersection spacing, and adjacent land 
use context. 

Figure 6: Site Photographs 

Figure 7: Existing Bridge Geometry 

   8’         11’         5’       11’         8’ 
 Bike     Travel  Median  Travel     Bike 
 Lane      Lane                Lane      Lane 



 June 2013   
  page 9 
   

 

  

E. Roadway Design Alternatives  
FT staff worked with the stakeholders to identify several design alternatives for a potential 
roadway connection between the northwest area of the CTC and 96th Street.  The 
alternatives were based on the existing conditions, opportunities, and challenges 
documented in the prior section.   

The following design alternatives would connect to a new intersection at 96th street based 
on the plan shown later in this section.  The roadway connection alternatives have 
consistent right of way requirements and would meet the City’s engineering standards for 
local streets in the CTC. 

During the duration of the study six different design alternatives were considered.  Two of 
the designs were initially screened out of consideration due to economic impacts, motor 
vehicle safety, and private property impacts.  The following alternatives passed the initial 
screening and were evaluated using performance measures with the stakeholders found later 
in this document. 

  Figure 8: Property ownership and dimensions 
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Figure 9: Alternative 1 

Figure 10: Alternative 2 
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Figure 11: Alternative 3 

Figure 12: Alternative 4 
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F. Intersection Design  

The City’s engineering department and FT staff identified an intersection design that would 
work with each of the CTC roadway connection alternatives.  The new intersection is based 
on CDOT’s NR-B design standard, CDOT State Highway Access Code, and the Federal Highway 
Administration’s (FHWA) A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets.  The 
intersection design includes the necessary traffic control, sight visibility, turning 
requirements, and other safety design features recommend by both of these documents.   

This new intersection would be located just north of the BNSF structure and south of the 
Coal Creek structure.  It is located between the Sky Trail LLC (R0510563) and EJ Louisville 
(R510567) parcels to minimize property impacts.  The intersection design would incorporate 
a new left turn lane to allow vehicles to make a left turn from southbound 96th Street into 
the CTC.  The design would also allow vehicles to exit the CTC by making a left turn to head 
southbound and a right turn to head northbound.  The design would convert the existing 
shoulders into full bike lanes with proper ground markings in both directions near the 
intersection.  It would also provide acceleration and deceleration lanes for vehicles entering 
and leaving the CTC.  The southbound left turn lane is located on a grade that is similar to 
other intersection in Boulder County (South Boulder Road and 76th Street) and has storage 
for at least 10 vehicles.  The design would require new pavement on the eastside of 96th 
Street and should require minimal grading once the adjacent parcels are graded. The traffic 
control at this intersection is described in the next section.   

 

 

 

 

   

 
 

  

Figure 13: 96th Street Intersection Concept (larger figure in appendix) 
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G. Future Traffic and Intersection Analysis 

The City’s engineering and planning department collaborated with FT staff to prepare a 
traffic forecast.  The traffic forecast considers two factors.  The first consideration is the 
additional development that will occur in the CTC over the next 20 years. The additional 
development will generate additional travel demand for walking, bicycling, transit, truck, 
and motor vehicle travel.  The second consideration is the redirection of motor vehicle trips 
that will occur if the new CTC connection is constructed.  The new CTC connection has the 
potential to redirect trips from existing roadways and intersections near the CTC.  The 
following assumptions were used in this analysis:  

 

• The City’s planning department and CTC staff provided two scenarios for growth in 
the CTC over the next 22 years.  Scenario A has an additional 500,000 square feet of 
development added between 2013 and 2035.  Scenario B has 1,000,000 square feet of 
development added between 2013 and 2035.  

• The new CTC connection is forecasted to serve 17% of the CTC traffic that is bound 
for the CTC.  This would include 15% traveling to/from the north of the CTC on 96th 
Street and 2% that are traveling to/from the south on 96th Street.  This information is 
based on FT’s review of previous traffic studies completed, assumptions of regional 
traffic patterns in this area and a network connectivity analysis of the existing road 
network in the CTC.  

• The traffic associated with future CTC development is shown in Figure 14.  The trip 
generation tables for each scenario are provided in a technical appendix.  Under 
future scenarios A and B a new traffic signal is warranted.  If the intersection is 
constructed prior to the future scenarios, an additional analysis of traffic conditions 
should be completed to determine if a signal is warranted at the time of construction. 
The necessary conduit and signal pole boxes should be installed when the intersection 
is constructed to ensure the signal can be installed in the future (even if it is not 
warranted in the near term).  

• The 42 Gateway Alternatives Analysis Report identified a new roundabout at Lock 
Street and the St. Louis Parish Traffic Impact Study for the tennis center indicates a 
new traffic signal at the center entrance.  Both of these intersections would be more 
than a ¼ mile from the new intersections for the CTC connection.  
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Movement 2013 
Existing 

2035 
SCENARIO A 

2035 
SCENARIO B 

1 987 1,030 1,030 
2 0 5 10 
3 773 790 790 
4 0 45 60 
5 0 45 50 
6 0 325 390 

Movement 2013 
Existing 

2035 
SCENARIO A 

2035 
SCENARIO B 

1 509 525 525 
2 0 40 50 
3 925 850 850 
4 0 310 370 
5 0 5 10 
6 0 40 50 

Figure 15: AM peak hour trip generation 

Figure 16: PM peak hour trip generation 

Figure 14: Turn movements at new intersection 
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3. Measures of Success 
 
FT staff worked with stakeholders to evaluate the connection alternatives based on a series 
of performance measures.  The performance measures are based on details in the purpose 
and need statement and mobility goals identified in the recently adopted City of Louisville 
Comprehensive Plan Update.  The table below shows the final scoring from stakeholders for 
the four roadway alignment alternatives that passed the initial screening.

Project	
  Goals	
   Alt	
  #1	
   Alt	
  #2	
   Alt	
  #3	
   Alt	
  #4	
  
Provides	
  an	
  "entry	
  gateway"	
  to	
  CTC	
   	
  	
   	
  	
   	
  	
   	
  	
  

Minimize	
  property	
  encroachment	
  	
   	
  	
   	
  	
   	
  	
   	
  	
  

Meets	
  peer	
  design	
  standards	
   	
  	
   	
  	
   	
  	
   	
  	
  

Cost	
  of	
  new	
  intersection	
  and	
  roadway	
  connection	
   	
  	
   best	
   	
  	
   	
  	
  

Supports	
  economic	
  development	
  objectives	
  

least	
  
effective/
most	
  
impact	
  

best	
   better	
   	
  	
  

Transit	
  Access	
   	
  	
   	
  	
   	
  	
   	
  	
  
RTD	
  ease	
  of	
  access	
   best	
   	
  	
   better	
   	
  	
  

Truck	
  Access	
   	
  	
   	
  	
   	
  	
   	
  	
  
Accommodates	
  truck	
  movements	
   	
  	
   	
  	
   perception	
  

challenge	
   	
  	
  

Traffic	
  Circulation	
   	
  	
   	
  	
   	
  	
   	
  	
  
Ability	
  to	
  accommodate	
  future	
  traffic	
  volumes	
   	
  	
   better	
   best	
   	
  	
  

Private	
  Property	
  Access	
   	
  	
   	
  	
   	
  	
   	
  	
  
Private	
  property	
  encroachment	
   	
  	
   best	
   better	
   	
  	
  

Results	
  in	
  undevelopable	
  land	
   	
  	
   best	
   better	
   	
  	
  

	
   	
   	
   	
   	
  Stakeholder	
  Scoring	
   5	
   10	
   8	
   4	
  

	
   	
   	
   	
   	
  Yellow	
  Cells	
  -­‐	
  not	
  consistent	
  with	
  measure	
  
	
   	
   	
   	
  Green	
  Cells	
  -­‐	
  consistent	
  with	
  measure	
  
	
   	
   	
   	
  

Figure 17: Performance measures 
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4. Recommendation 
 
Alternative 2 with the proposed 96th Street intersection is the recommended alternative 
based on the findings of this planning and preliminary engineering study.  Alternative 2 is 
most compatible with the project’s purpose and need statement, ranked the highest based 
on the performance measures, and fits within state and federal design guidelines.  The 
following list of considerations has been prepared to support the recommendation to 
proceed with additional engineering evaluation of Alternative 2. 
 

• The new 96th Street intersection will require winter maintenance priority similar to 
other intersections in the city that have 4% grades.  
 

• The new 96th Street intersection will require a traffic signal to ensure safe and 
efficient movements to the new CTC connection.  The signal will need to be 
installed at the same time the new CTC connection is completed based on our 
projections that it is warranted when the new connection is available.  

 
• The Sky Trail, LLC and EJ Louisville, LLC property owners will need to work 

together with the CTC on a grading plan for the Alternative 2 alignment and the 
adjacent properties. 

 
• Sidewalk connections along the new CTC connection will need to integrate into the 

proposed connection to the Coal Creek Trail to the north of the new CTC 
connection along the eastside of 96th Street. 

  
• Any development approvals for the Sky Trail, LLC and EJ Louisville, LLC properties 

that are adjacent to the new intersection at Arthur Drive and the CTC connection 
should include setbacks and flexible parking requirements that allow for the 
addition of a roundabout if desired in the future (as shown in alternative 3).   

 
  

Figure 18: Recommended Alternative (larger figure in appendix) 
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5. Cost Planning 
 

The recommended alternative will require additional engineering to determine actual costs 
for grading and design elements.  The preliminary engineering completed during this study 
provides planning level information to determine preliminary costs to complete this project.  
The stakeholders who participated in this study will continue to collaborate and identify 
funding sources and agreements that allow this connection to be constructed to meet the 
project’s purpose and need statement.  
 
 

Design 
Element 

Materials 
Required Estimated Total 

96th Street 
eastside 

pavement 
installation, 

restriping travel 
lanes, and 

signage 

New road base, 
asphalt, road 

lighting, striping, 
and signage 

$100,000 

96th Street 
traffic signal 

New signal 
equipment and 

installation 
$300,000 

Alternative 2 
installation 

420’ of new 
grading, road 
base, asphalt, 

lighting, striping, 
drainage, 

sidewalks, transit 
stops, and signage 

$500,000 

Design Fees 10% $75,000 
Contingency TBD $50,000 

Estimated Total  $1,025,000 

Figure 19: Preliminary Planning Cost Estimate 



 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
  

ITEM: Case #16-004-FP, Kestrel PUD – 1st Amendment  
 
PLANNER: Robert Zuccaro, Director of Planning and Building Safety  
 
OWNER:  Boulder County Housing Authority 

2525 13th Street 
Boulder, CO 80306 

 
APPLICANT  Boulder County Housing Authority 

2525 13th Street 
Boulder, CO 80306 

 
ZONING:  Planned Community Zone District – Commercial/Residential 

(PCZD – C/ R) 
 
LOCATION: 245 North 96th Street 
 
TOTAL AREA: 13.404 acres 
 
REQUEST:  Resolution 13, Series 2016, a resolution approving an amendment 

to the Kestrel PUD to allow for nine additional residential units in 
Planning Area A 

 

Planning Commission 
Staff Report 

May 12, 2016 
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BACKGROUND: 
The property is located northwest of the South Boulder Road and Colorado State 
Highway 42 (96th Street) intersection, north of Christopher Village, east of Steel Ranch, 
South of the Davidson Highline Subdivision, and west of the Balfour Senior Living.  
 
In 2015, the City approved the voluntary annexation of “245 North 96th Street” by 
Ordinance 1679, Series 2015 and Resolution 13, 2015. The ordinance annexed the 
property while the resolution approved the terms of the annexation agreement between 
the City and the Boulder County Housing Authority.  Ordinance 1680, Series 2015 
adopted the General Development Plan (GDP) that defined the property’s zoning as 
Planned Community Zone District (PCZD) with both commercial and residential areas. 
 
The preliminary Subdivision Plat and Planned Unit Development (PUD), approved by 
Resolution 45, Series 2015, included 231 residential units and up to 18,406 sf of 
commercial development. The final Subdivision Plat and final PUD, approved by 
Resolution 89, Series 2015, allowed the development of 191 residential units and up to 
5,977 sf of commercial development, reserving three lots for future development. 
Concurrent with the final PUD approval, City Council approved an amendment to the 
GDP by Ordinance 1710, Series 2015 to increase the allowed commercial development 
from 18,406 sf to 64,468 sq. ft. and shift 13 of the 231 residential units to other planning 
areas of the GDP.  
 
REQUEST  
The applicant requests a PUD amendment to allow nine additional residential units within 
Planning Area A.  The proposal would increase the overall number of allowed residential 
units within Planning Area A to 25 and increase the overall allowed number of residential 
units in all planning areas within the PUD to 200.  The GDP allows a total of 28 
residential units within 
Planning Area A and 231 units 
in all planning areas.  Four of 
the nine proposed units would 
be located on the ground floor 
of the live/work building, 
replacing the commercial area 
of this building.  The live/work 
building would also be 
modified from a two-story to 
three-story building. The 
remaining five units would be 
located within the community 
center building, which would 
be changed from a one-story 
to a two-story structure in 
order to accommodate the 
additional units.  All of the 
units would be one-bedroom.  
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STAFF ANALYSIS 
Site Plan 
There are no changes proposed to the site plan other than the addition of one parking 
space accessed from the private access drive connecting Kaylix Avenue to Hecla Drive.  
The additional units would be incorporated as an additional story above the community 
center and live/work buildings with no change to the building footprints.   
 
Circulation and Parking  
There are no changes proposed to the street network or circulation.   
 
Standard parking requirements for this zone district are found in LMC Section 17.20 for 
the residential portions of the development and the City’s Community Development 
Design Standards and Guidelines (CDDSG) for the commercial portions of the 
development.  However, the applicant received a waiver to these standards with the 
approval of the original PUD that follows the Louisville’s Mixed Use Development Design 
Standards and Guidelines (MUDDSG) with some modifications as noted below.   

 
 
A total of 31 parking spaces would be required for Planning Area 1 under the proposed 
PUD amendment.  This is the same number for Planning Area 1 that was required under 
the original PUD.  The increase in residential units and reduction in commercial space 
proposed result in no net change in the overall number of parking spaces required.  Of 
the 31 parking spaces required, 26 are proposed to be located off-street and 12 are 
proposed on street. Three off-street ADA compliant spaces are provided.  
 



Planning Commission 
Staff Report  

May 12, 2016 
 

4 
 

 
 
Building Architecture 
The yard and bulk standards contained in the proposed GDP amendment along with the 
City’s Commercial Development Design Standards and Guidelines (CDDSG) regulate 
the architectural standards for commercial properties. The City does not have 
architectural design standards for residential development applicable to this proposed 
project.  The GDP allows 2-3 stories for Planning Area A with no maximum height 
specified. The GDP states that roof forms are required to have a mix of pitched, sloped 
or flat roof types that vary in orientation in order to achieve a dynamic skyline.   
 
A stepped-back second story would be added to the community center to accommodate 
five of the nine proposed residential units.  Building height would increase from 19’-5” to 
30’-1”.  Staff finds that the community center provides varying roof surfaces and 
orientations meeting the GDP requirements for roof form.  The building includes a mix of 
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fiber cement lap siding, fiber cement ship lap siding, corrugated metal siding and 
concrete block veneer.  
 
Proposed community center elevations: 

 
Community center elevation approved with original PUD: 

 
 
A third story will be added to the work/live building to expand the number of residential 
units by four.  The new one-bedroom units will be placed on the ground floor.  Building 
height would increase only slightly from 32’-0” to 32’-8” due to a decrease in ceiling 
heights.  Staff finds that the community center provides varying roof surfaces and 
orientations meeting the GDP requirements for roof form.  The building includes a mix of 
fiber cement lap siding, fiber cement ship lap siding, corrugated metal siding, concrete 
block veneer and asphalt shingle roofing.  
 
Proposed live/work building elevation: 
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Live/work elevation approved with original PUD: 

 
 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
Staff posted the property and mailed a public notice all properties owners within 500-feet.  
No comments have been received as of the publishing of this report. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends Planning Commission approve Resolution 13, Series 2016, a 
resolution approving an amendment to the Kestrel PUD to allow for nine additional 
residential units in Planning Area A.  
 
ATTACHMENTS: 

1. Resolution No. 13, Series 2016 
2. Application 
3. Request Letter 
4. PUD Amendment 
5. Kestrel Final Planned Unit Development 
6. Takoda General Development Plan – 5th Amendment 



 
RESOLUTION NO. 13 

SERIES 2016 
 

A RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING APPROVAL OF AN AMENDMENT TO THE 
KESTREL PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD) TO ALLOW NINE ADDITIONAL 
RESIDENTAIL UNITS ON LOT 1 OF THE KESTREL SUBDIVISION 
  
 WHEREAS, there has been submitted to the Louisville Planning Commission an 
application for amendment to the Kestrel Planned Unit Development (PUD) to allow for 
nine additional residential units on Lot 1 of the Kestrel Subdivision.  
 
 WHEREAS, the City Staff has reviewed the information submitted and found that 
the application complies with the Takoda General Development Plan – 5th 
Amdendment, Louisville zoning regulations,  and other applicable sections of the 
Louisville Municipal Code; and; 
 

 WHEREAS, after a duly noticed public hearing on May 12, 2016, where 
evidence and testimony were entered into the record, including the findings in the 
Louisville Planning Commission Staff Report dated May 12, 2016, the Planning 
Commission finds the Kestrel PUD – 1st Amendment should be approved. 
 
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Planning Commission of the City of 
Louisville, Colorado does hereby recommend approval of an amendment to the Kestrel 
Planned Unit Development to allow nine additional residential units on Lot 1 of the 
Kestrel Subdivision.   
 
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 12th day of May, 2016. 

 
 
By: ______________________________ 

Chris Pritchard, Chairman 
Planning Commission 

 
Attest: _____________________________ 
 Ann O’Connell, Secretary 
 Planning Commission 









Planning Area 'A'* Planning Area 'B'* Planning Area 'C'* Planning Area 'D'*

Min. Lot Area 7,000 sf 7,000 sf 7,000 sf 7,000 sf

Min. Lot Width 60' 60' 60' 60'

Max. Lot Coverage 40% 40% 40% 40%

Min. Front Yard Setback 
(Principle Uses) See ROW Setbacks See ROW Setbacks See ROW Setbacks See ROW Setbacks

Min. Side Yard Setback 
(Principle Uses) 3' 3' 3' 3'

Min. Side Yard Setbacks 
(Accessory Uses) 3' 3' 3' 3'

Min. Rear Yard Setback 
(Principle Uses)

Parking: 5'                                                           
Building: 10'

Parking: 5'                                                           
Building: 10'

Parking: 5'                                                           
Building: 10'

Parking: 5'                                                           
Building: 10'

Min. Rear Yard Setbacks 
(Accessory Uses)

Parking: 5'                                                           
Building: 10'

Parking: 5'                                                           
Building: 10'

Parking: 5'                                                           
Building: 10'

Parking: 5'                                                           
Building: 10'

Setback from Hwy 42 
ROW

Parking: 40' min from PL (10' from ROW Easement)6                      
Building: 40' min from PL (10' from ROW Easement)6 N/A Parking: 40' min from PL (10' from ROW Easement)6                      

Building: 45' min from PL (15' from ROW Easement)6 N/A

Setback from Collector 
Street ROW

Parking: 10'                                                         
Building: 5' typical, 0' for 33% of façade                    

up to 12' max. width 2,3

Parking: 10'                                                         
Building: 5' typical, 2' for 33% of 
façade up to 12' max. width 2,3

Parking: 10'                                                         
Building: 5' typical, 2' for 33% of façade                    

up to 12' max. width 2,3

Parking: 10'                                                         
Building: 5' typical, 2' for 33% of 
façade up to 12' max. width 2,3

Setback from Local Street 
ROW

Parking: 10'                                                           
Building: 5' 3

Parking: 10'                                                           
Building: 5' 3

Parking: 10'                                                           
Building: 5' 3

Parking: 10'                                                           
Building: 5' 3

Setback From Parks and 
Open Space 0' 0' 0' 0'

Min Building Separation 6' 6' 6' 6'

Principle Uses 2-3 stories 4,5 2-3 stories / 50' max. height 1,4,5 2-3 stories 4,5 2-3 stories 4,5

Accessory Uses 30' 30' 30' 30'

6 Boulder County Housing Authority shall work with the Goodhue Ditch Company to finalize the necessary easement and setback agreements.
5  Roof forms shall have a mix of pitched, sloped, or flat roof types that vary in orientation for a dynamic skyline.
4  Third floors of multifamily buildings shall step back a minimum of 5' for a minimum of 50% of any given frontage.

Max Building Height

Building Setbacks

1  The 50' max building height accommodates the specific instance in Planning Area B where a two-three story residential building with basement level garage parking access is proposed in a location 
where the height is compatible with building height precedents on the adjacent property.
3  Stoop, steps, covered porch, awning, or sunshading elements are permitted within the 5' setback.
2  The 33% portion of the mulit-family building façade with 2' setback shall be angled and have a maximum width of 12' to maintain pedestrian mass and scale along the street front.

±13.404 Ac.
±0.41 Ac.
±1.11 Ac.
±0.82 Ac.
±0.19 Ac.
±0.63 Ac.

±10.244 Ac.

Planning Area Use Gross Area Units Commercial SF Density
Planning Area "A" PCZD-C/R ±1.82 Ac. (18%) 28 D.U. 37,897 s.f. 15.4 D.U. / Ac.
Planning Area "B" PCZD-R ±3.44 Ac. (33%) 115 D.U. - 33.4 D.U. / Ac.
Planning Area "C" PCZD-C/R ±2.85 Ac. (28%) 56 D.U. 26,571 s.f. 25 D.U. / Ac.
Planning Area "D" PCZD-R ±2.13 Ac. (21%) 32 D.U. - 15 D.U. / Ac.
TOTAL: PCZD-C/R ±10.24 Ac. (100%) 231 D.U. 64,468 s.f. 22.6 D.U. / Ac.

Development Summary
Total Gross Property Area:
CO Highway 42 Right of Way Dedication:
Collector Street Right of Way Dedication:
Local Street  Right of Way Dedication:
Ditch Easement:
Other Utility Easemenst:
Net Development Area:

City Council Signature Block 
APPROVED THIS ______ DAY OF ____________ 201___ BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE 
CITY OF LOUISVILLE, CO. RESOLUTION NO. ___________ SERIES ___________ 
 
 
________________________________________ 
MAYOR 
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CITY CLERK 
 
 
Planning Commission Certification 
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CHAIRMAN 
 
 
________________________________________ 
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Clerk & Recorder Certificate, County of Boulder, State of Colorado 
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O’CLOCK, ___.M., THIS ______ DAY OF _____________ 201___ AND IS RECORDED IN 
PLAN FILE _______ FEE; _______ PAID ________ FILM NO. _______, RECEPTION 
 
 
________________________________________ 
CLERK 
 
 
________________________________________ 
DEPUTY 
 
 
 
Ownership Signature Block 
BY SIGNING THIS PRELIMINARY PDP/PUD, THE OWNER ACKNOWLEDGES AND 
ACCEPTS ALL THE REQUIREMENTS AND INTENT SET FORTH BY THIS PDP/PUD. 
WITNESS OUR HANDS AND SEALS THIS ______ DAY OF ____________, 201___. 
 
 
________________________________________ 
OWNER - Boulder County Housing Authority 
 



Outlot / Tract
Outlot

1 0.114 City of Louisville Regional Trail City of Louisville
2 0.124 City of Louisville Regional Trail City of Louisville

3 0.413 BCHA Right of Way / Existing Goodhue Ditch Company 
Easement / Regional Trail

BCHA: landscaping and 
snow removal on sidewalk            
City of Louisville: sidewalk 

repair and replacement   
CDOT: roadway

4 0.399 BCHA Public Park BCHA

5 0.643 BCHA Common Open Space, Drainage, Ditch Maintenance 
and Water Line Easements BCHA

Tract

A 0.202 BCHA Private Drive is Private Common Open Space w/ Public 
Access and Exclusive City of Louisville Easement BCHA

B 0.251 BCHA Private Drive is Private Common Open Space w/ Public 
Access and Exclusive City of Louisville Easement BCHA

C 0.157 BCHA Private Drive is Private Common Open Space w/ Public 
Access and Exclusive City of Louisville Easement BCHA

D 0.229 BCHA Private Drive is Private Common Open Space w/ Public 
Access and Exclusive City of Louisville Easement BCHA

E 0.436 BCHA Private Drive is Private Common Open Space w/ Public 
Access and Drainage Easement BCHA

1 Specific maintenance responsibilities will be outlined in the Subdivision Agreement.

Land Summary Table

Area ± Ac. Ownership Primary Uses Maintenance1

Area A Area B Area C Area D
Unencombered 
Dedicated Land - - - 0.399 0.399 3.0%

Encumbered 
Dedicated Land - - 0.767 0.118 0.885 6.5%

Private Common 
Open Area w/ 
Public Access

0.202 0.251 0.229 0.157 0.839 21.5%

Total: 0.202 0.251 0.996 0.674 2.123 31.0%

Area (Acres)
Land Type Total (Acres)

Public Lands & Private Common Open Area Summary

% of siteTotal Site Area 13.404 Ac.

TOTAL DEDICATED PUBLIC LAND 
REQUIRED: ±1.98 Ac.

Unencumbered Dedication: ±0.399 Ac.

Encumbered Dedication: ±0.885 Ac.

TOTAL PUBLIC LAND DEDICATION: ±1.28 Ac.1

1"BCHA"will"provide"a"payment"in"lieu"of"the"remaining"0.7"Ac."In"
the"form"of"physicial"improvements"to"Outlot"1,"Outlot"2,"and"
Outlot"4.

PCZD-C/R Area (Commercial Area Only):          
Minimum Area Requirement - 12% ±1.478 Ac.

Total Dedicated Land Requirement:        
(Based on Commercial Area) ±0.18 Ac.

Public Land Dedication Requirements & Provisions

Total Dedicated Land Requirement:        
(Based on Residential Area) ±1.8 Ac.

PCZD-R Area + PCZD-C/R (Residential Area 
Only): Minimum Area Requirement - 15% ±11.926 Ac.



1"BR"unit
2"BR"unit
3"BR"unit

Public"assembly"(civic"uses)

Table"2"Notes:
Table"1"color"code:
off>street"parking
on>street"parking

Table&1

No.&of&Units Off2Street Off2Street On2Street
or&S.F.&Area Spaces Spaces Spaces

Standard ADA

1"BR"unit 19 10 2 2
2"BR"unit 6 9

3
assembly"spaces 2276"sf 2 1
staff 601"sf 2

2
5

Sub$Total 25 23 3 12 38

1"BR"unit 20 16 1
2"BR"unit 12 18 2
3"BR"unit 12 21

Guests 6
Senior"housing 71 53 2

staff 4
guests 7 2

24
Sub$Total 115 125 7 24 156

1"BR"unit 18 10 4
2"BR"unit 12 18
3"BR"unit 12 18

Guests 2 4
12

Sub$Total 42 48 4 16 68

1"BR"unit 8 6
2"BR"unit 4 6
3"BR"unit 6 6 3

Guests 3
19

Sub$Total 18 18 3 22

Grand&Total 200 214 17 74 305

Summary

214 Off>Street"Standard
17 Off>Street"ADA
74
305

Parking"Requirements

Use&Category
Amount&of&Off2Street&Parking&

Spaces&Required

Restricted"to"aged 0.75"space"per"unit"1

Additional"guest 1"space"per"8"units"3

0.75"space"per"unit"1

1.5"spaces"per"unit"1

1.5"spaces"per"unit"1

Commercial"(offices) 1"space"per"500"sf"3

1"Multifamily">"proposed"25%"reduction"to"the"code"MU>R"District"(Louisville).
2"Community"center">"proposed"50%"reduction"to"the"code"MU>R"District"(Louisville).

1"space"per"800"sf"2

Commercial"(retail) 2"space"per"300"sf"3

3"No"reduction"to"the"code"MU>R"District"(Louisville).

Uses&and&Parking&Requirements Spaces&Provided

Building&Use&/&Types&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&
and&Designated&Parking&Areas

Total&&&
Spaces&

Provided

On>street"(22"total)

On>street"(12"total)

Live/work

Guests
Community"
center
Central"mail"pick>up

Multi>family

On>street"(13"total)

Multi>family

On>street"(11"total)

Multi>family

Spaces
per&Requirements

14

31

Planning&Area&A

Planning&Area&B

Planning&Area&C

Planning&Area&D

15
18
18
6
53

3
3
2

9

6

4
9

123

14
18
18
6

56

6

On>Street
Total234

9
3

24

234

Parking&Spaces&Required Parking&Spaces&Provided









                                                                                                                                        



                                                                                                                                        



                                                                                                                                          



                                                                                                                                          



                                                                                                                                         



                                                                                                                                         



                                                                                                                                        



                                                                                                                                        



                                                                                                                                         



                                                                                                                                         



                                                                                                                                        



                                                                                                                                          



                                                                                                                                          



                                                                                                                                         



                                                                                                                                         



                                                                                                                                          



                                                                                                                                        



                                                                                                                                         



                                                                                                                                        



                                                                                                                                         



                                                                                                                                        



                                                                                                                                         



                                                                                                                                                 



                                                                                                                                           



                                                                                                                                          



                                                                                                                                         



                                                                                                                                                     



                                                                                                                                            



                                                                                                                                                               



                                                                                                                                         



 

 
 
 
 

Memorandum 
 
Date:  May 12, 2016 
To:  Planning Commission 
From:  Planning Division  
Subject: Case No. 16-001-ZN Business Center at CTC GDP Amendment  
 
 
Attached is the draft resolution recommending denial of the Business Center at 
CTC application as requested by Planning Commission during the April 14, 2016 
meeting.   
 
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 
 

749 Main Street   Louisville CO 80027   303.335.4592   www.louisvilleCO.gov 



 
RESOLUTION NO. 09 

SERIES 2016 
 

A RESOLUTION DENYING AN AMENDMENT TO LOTS 11 & 12, BLOCK 1OF THE 
BUSINESS CENTER AT CTC GENERAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN TO ALLOW FOR A 
WEDDING EVENT CENTER ON LOT 12  
  
 WHEREAS, there has been submitted to the Louisville Planning Commission an 
application for approval of an amendment to Lots 11 & 12, Block 1of the Business 
Center at CTC General Development Plan to allow for a Wedding Event Center on Lot 
12; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the subject property is zoned Commercial Community (CC); and 
 

 WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a properly noticed public hearing on 
April 14, 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 April 14, 2016 and all attachments included with such 
staff report, the City Comprehensive Plan, 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 an application for approval of an amendment to 
Lots 11 & 12, Block 1of the Business Center at CTC General Development Plan to allow 
for a Wedding Event Center on Lot 12.  The property is owned by EJ Louisville Land 
LLC. The applicant is Mark Danielson. 
 
 b. The property that is the subject of the application is zoned Planned 
Community Zone District – Industrial (P-I) and is within the Business Center at CTC 
General Development Plan.  
 
 c. The project proposed by the application shall be consistent with the 2013 
Comprehensive Plan and the City of Louisville Zoning Map.  
 
 e. The decision criteria that apply to the applicant’s proposed General 
Development Plan Amendment are set forth in Chapter 17.72 of the Louisville Municipal 
Code, and primarily in Section 17.72.060 of that Chapter. 
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 f. Section 17.72060 allows amendments to a General Development Plan 
“when such amendments will not effect an increase in the permitted gross density of 
dwelling units or result in a change in character of the overall development plan”.  
  
 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 would result in a change in the 
character of the overall development.  In particular, the Planning Commission concludes  
that the proposed GDP amendment is not compatible with the adjacent uses and would 
alter how the surrounding area operates.  
 
 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  an amendment to Lots 11 & 12, 
Block 1of the Business Center at CTC General Development Plan to allow for a 
Wedding Event Center on Lot 12. 
 
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 12th day of May, 2016. 

 
By: ______________________________ 

Chris Pritchard, Chairman 
Planning Commission 

Attest: _____________________________ 
 Ann O’Connell, Secretary 
 Planning Commission 
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