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Planning Commission

Agenda

September 8, 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
[I. Roll Call
lll.  Approval of Agenda
IV.  Approval of Minutes
» July 14, 2016
» August 11, 2016
V. Public Comment on Items Not on the Agenda
VI.  Regular Business — Public Hearing Items

» McCaslin Marketplace Easement Vacation: A request to vacate a utility

easement at 944 W Dillon Road.
= Applicant and Owner: McCaslin Retail, LLC (Scott Reichenberg)
= Representative: Sanitas Group, LLC (Curtis Stevens)
= Case Manager: Rob Zuccaro, Director of Planning and Building Safety

» Delo Lofts Final Plat/PUD/SRU: A request for a final Plat and planned unit
development (PUD) and special review use (SRU) to allow for eight live/work
units and 33 apartment units in the Hwy 42 Revitalization Area. Continue to
10/13/2016

= Applicant: Delo East, LLC (Justin McClure)
Owner: Boom, LLC (Elizabeth Law-Evans)

= Representative: RMCS, Inc (Justin McClure)
= Case Manager: Scott Robinson, Planner Il

» Centennial Pavilions Final Plat: A request for a re-plat of Centennial

Pavilions Filing No. 1 to create three separate legal lots. Continue to 10/13/2016
= Applicant and Representative: NexGen Properties (Sean Sjodin)
= Owner: NexGen Properties, Walorado Partners LLC, Centennial Pavillion Lofts Owner’s Association
= Case Manager: Lauren Trice, Planner |
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Regular Business — Commission Action

>

Balfour Senior Living Plat/PUD Amendment Resolution of Denial: A
request for a final Plat and planned unit development (PUD) to allow for a new
54-unit Assisted Living Community. Continued from July 14, 2016

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

Planning Commission Comments

Staff Comments

>

Elect new Vice Chair and Secretary

Items Tentatively Scheduled for the regular meeting October 13, 2016:

>

197 S 104" PUD Amendment: A request for an amendment to a final
planned unit development (PUD) to construct a 6,352 SF addition at 197 S 104"
Street, Lot 3A, Block 4, Business Center at CTC Replat F.

= Applicant and Representative: JM Associates, Inc (Jerry Moore)
= Owner: CTC Commercial |, LLC (Steve Meyers)
= Case Manager: Scott Robinson, Planner Il

Crystal Springs SRU: A request for a special review use (SRU) to allow a tap

room at 600 Main Street.
= Applicant and Representative: Crystal Springs Brewing Company, LLC (Tom Horst)
= Owner: Martin and Karen Achtermann
= Case Manager: Rob Zuccaro, Planning and Building Safety Director

Foundry Replat: A request for a special review use (SRU) to allow a tap room

at 600 Main Street.

= Applicant and Representative: RMCS Inc (Justin McClure)
= Owner: RMCS LLC
= Case Manager: Scott Robinson, Planner II

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 |

North End Block 15 PUD amendment: A request for a special review use
(SRU) to allow a tap room at 600 Main Street.

= Applicant, Owner, and Representative: Ridgeline Development Corp (Chad Kipfer)
= Case Manager: Scott Robinson, Planner I

Adjourn
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Call to Order — Tengler called the meeting to order at 6:

Commission Members Present:;

Commission Members Absent:

Staff Members Present: X ir. ning & Building Safety

Regular Busine
> Balfour Se
resolution rece
to allow for a 54

2.

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

g Plat/PUD Amendment: Resolution 14, Series 2016. A
ending approval of a Planned Unit Development (PUD) and final plat
-unit assisted living community on Lots 2 and 3 of Louisville Plaza Filing

Conflict of Interest and Disclosure:
None.

Public Notice Certification:

City of Louisville
Department of Planning and Building Safety
749 Main Street  Louisville CO 80027
303.335.4592 (phone)  303.335.4550 (fax)  www.LouisvilleCO.gov
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Published in the Boulder Daily Camera on June 3, 2016. Posted in City Hall, Public Library,
Recreation Center, and the Courts and Police Building on June 3, 2016. Mailed to surrounding
property owners and property posted on June 5, 2016.

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

LOCATION

+ 1800 & 1870 Plaza Drive, 2.01 acres

» Balfour Senior Living to the west, office space to the northwest, Hecla Open Space to

the north, North End Development to the east, detention pondo the south

BACKGROUND

» Louisville Plaza Filing No. 2 platted in 1991 Part of Louisyille Plaza GDP

* Zoned Planned Community Zone District — Commercial’(P-C)

» Two lots— Hecla Casino (moved in 1991) and Residential structure (built 1979)
REQUEST

» 3-story, 54-unit assisted living community

+ 14,400 SF residences and amenities: wellness center, salon, etc.

e 1,200 SF administrative office

* Interior courtyard

* Preservation of Hecla Mine historic element
REPLAT

» Property was platted as two lotg'as part of the Louisville Plaza Filing No. 2 subdivision

* Replat to combine Lots 2 and 3

+ Establishes drainage easement and publiGiaccess easement for interpretive sign
GENERAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN

» Louisville Plaza GDP_allows nursing and rest homes
PUBLIC LAND DEDICATON

» Louisville PlazagFiling No.2 subdivision (1991) dedicated 40% of the land as Public

Land Dedication
+ Based on previeus PLD, nofadditional PLD'is required

SITE PLAN
* U-shaped building
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+ 2 driveways off of Plaza Drive
* Internal courtyard
» Driveway along north side
* 47% open space, CDDSG requires 30%
SETBACKS
Parking Setback
* CDDSG requires 15 feet
* Six compact car spaces extend 5 feet into setback
Side setback
* CDDSG requires 10 feet
* Fire access/turnaround extend 10 feet into setback/landscape
Accessory structure setback
* CDDSG does not have requirement
* LMC front yard 35’
* Accessory structure has 26’ front yard setback
PARKING
* LMC - 1 space/3 beds for Residential — Hom
* 56 beds requires 19 parking spaces
* LMC -1 space/300 SF of office
» 1,200 SF of office requires 4 spaces
* Project requires 23 spaces

» 2-story covered entry along Plaza
* Formal courtyard

e« Combination of r cleresto
+ Craftsman styl

HEIGHT

* CDDSG limits building height to 35 feet

* Proposed structure 3 stories, up to 52 feet in height

+ 2 stories along Plaza Drive

» Applicant redesigned end of east wing to be 2 stories
LANDSCAPE

*  Woody shrubs, perennials, and lavender

» Screen parking areas
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* Fence and trail connection per City’s Open Space standards
SIGNS

* 2 monument signs — one at each entrance per CDDSG

* V-shaped monument sign with site name

+ Balfour tree logo on small shed

SETBACKS WAIVERS

» Accessory structure front yard setback 35 feet to 26 feet

» Parking setback along Plaza Drive from 15 feet to 10 feet

» Side yard setback for fire access (solution development with Public Works and Louisville
Fire District)

HEIGHT WAIVER

+ Extend portion of structure beyond the 35 foot height requirement to a maximum of 52
feet

» Staff is concerned about building massing and privacyand recommends a condition of
approval that mature landscaping be installed at thedime of eonstruction

FISCAL IMPACT

* Model estimates a cumulative net positive fiscal'impact +$296,000 on, the City over a 20-

year period
HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
The Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) held a meeting am April 18, 2016 and had the
following comments:

» Every effort should be made to preserve the histori€ structure at 1800 Plaza Drive by
moving it to another location. The,Commission placed a stay of 180 days on the
demolition request.

» The preservation of the “historic ‘element” associated with,the Hecla Mine is an
appropriate way to honor the historyof the areau

The HPC expressed concern.about the height of the structure, but felt that it made sense at that
location and the views acr0ss Hecla Lake to'the smountains.

Staff Recommendations:
Staff recommends approval of the gequested Planned Unit Development and final Plat with the
following conditions:

1. Prior to the City Coungil hearing, the applicant shall incorporate a minimum of six mature
tre€s into the,overalllandscape plan on‘the east and northeast side of the site. The
trees will be'a mix of deciduous and evergreen trees which will provide a mature
landscape buffer and appropriate transition to the surrounding public open space and
single family residential neighberhood

Commission Questions of Staiff:

Rice says the'issues we have before us are the three setback waivers. It is no secret that the
real controversy hasyto de with the height waiver. We are being asked to change the zoning
height of 35" and movefit to 52’, which is a 17’ increase. What is the standard | have as a
Commissioner to decide whether this waiver in height restriction is allowed under the code?
Trice says there is clear language in Section 17.20.120 which lists all criteria to review for any
type of waiver request. The criteria Staff felt were maost appropriate to apply to this situation
were the criterion of appropriateness to the surrounding area and the criterion looking at bulk. It
relates to whether this fits to this particular site. Does the spirit and intent of these criteria
continue to match this particular project?

Rice says as | understand it, we have facilities to the west of this proposed development that
are 50’ in height.

Trice says they are at least 50’, and some of them are taller.

Rice asks how did we get there?

Trice says the applicant went through the same waiver request process.
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Rice says on those properties, long before | was on the PC, would have also required a waiver
to get to that 50’ height. The PC apparently granted it, recommended it, and was approved by
City Council.

Moline says there was a lot of discussion about mature landscaping being incorporated into the
site. Was there any review of the existing landscaping since there is a lot of vegetation on the
site. Has there been discussion about preserving some of the existing trees to be part of that
mature landscaping?

Trice says initially, it was thought it would not be possible, but | will defer to the applicant’s
presentation. They have been working on an alternative plan.

Hsu asks if there is a commonly accepted definition of mature trees?

Trice says we have been working with DTJ’s landscape architect and@ur City Landscape
Architect to find a way to define it. We want to make sure it is possible and works on this site.
We don’t have a clear definition agreed upon at this point. We willwork on that before Council.
Hsu asks can we add a condition where a tree is a certain minimal height. We don’t want a
short mature tree that is 100 years old. We want somethingghat canbleck views.

Trice says this will be part of the applicant’s presentations

Hsu says regarding the other Balfour facilities that aredover 50’ in height,"dosthose border any
residential or two story develops or noncommercial properties?

Trice says no.

O’Connell asks who owns the property directly t@ the southeast'of this, heading towards South
Boulder Road, the plot between the auto parts store and thisgoroposed development. Is there
anything that can be done to that? Is it an entire empty. plot?

Trice says it is a regional detention ponghcreated with the Louisville Plaza development.
Tengler says this is about a 50% increase imheight waiver; which seems fairly aggressive. Can
you comment on the 50+ tall buildings to the west?,Any idea“of what those waivers were?
Trice says | don’t know what the waivers'were. The.CDBSG was inplace at that time, so they
would have had the 35’ height limit. | don’t’ know how these waivers were requested.

Zuccaro reads waiver criteria for 17.28.110.

All requirements applicable to the‘underlying zoning district or districts in which the property is
located as set forth id this title and in adopted cityadevelopment design standards and
guidelines, including, but not limited o, lot area, Ioticoverage, lot width, height, setbacks,
parking, signage and buffers, shall applyste.planned unit developments. In the event of conflict
between any such requirements, the mostirestrietive requirement shall take precedence and
shall applyd However, any such requirements may be waived or modified through the approval
process‘of the plannedunit develepment if the spirit and intent of the development plan criteria
contained in_section 17:28:120 are met and the city council finds that the development plan
containSyareas allocated fQr usable*@pen space in common park area in excess of public use
dedication requirements orthat the medification or waiver is warranted by the design and
amenities cerporated in the development plan, and the needs of residents for usable or
functional open space and huffer areas can be met.

The criteria that are most relative in Section 17.28.120 are:
1. An appropriate relationship to the surrounding area;
2. Privacy in terms of the needs of individuals, families and neighbors;

Applicant Presentation:
Michael Schonbrun, 1331 Hecla Drive, Louisville, CO; 10200 Niwot Road, Longmont, CO

| am the founder and president of Balfour Senior Living. | started Balfour in 1997, building the
first community Balfour Retirement Community (BRC) at 1855 Plaza Drive. | borrowed money
from friends to begin the project and signed personally for the loan to build it. BRC opened in
1999. It housed and continues to house 61 assisted living units, 76 skilled nursing beds, and
initially a 10 bed hospice wing. Our headquarters have been and continue to be anchored in


https://www.municode.com/library/co/louisville/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT17ZO_CH17.28PLUNDE_S17.28.120CRDEPL

Planning Commission
Meeting Minutes

July 14, 2016

Page 6 of 33

Louisville since the beginning of the company. | live nearby in the community and neighborhood
with my wife and business partner, and our two sons.

When | first came before the Louisville Planning Commission in 1997 to seek approval of the
BRC project, Louisville had no senior living facilities at all. In fact, if you look at the transcripts of
those first hearings in 1997 before the Planning Commission and City Council, there were
vigorous debates as to whether Louisville even wanted a community for seniors. Abundant
concerns were raised about ambulance noise, the appropriateness of a senior living community
in a place with citizens as active as Louisville, and overbuilding in general. Skepticism was
expressed by the then mayor and others on both the PC and Council. Today’s controversy and
resistance among some is nothing new for us. Ultimately, we did get approval and moved ahead
with three other communities in Louisville. In the instance of the BRC, the then City leaders
finally came to realize that a vibrant healthy city needed to take care of their seniors. In many
instances, the homes those seniors were vacating would become available to people moving
into the city with growing families who needed the space that a single family homes provided.
The traffic generated by the first community and subsequent'ones provedito be exceedingly
light and the property’s quiet activities never created asiuisance to the neighboring businesses
and residences.

Tonight, we will have several residents come up‘and offer their@xperiences of livingyat Balfour,
and express their desire to see a new, state of the artiassisted-living community built near their
current home at Balfour. It would provide them with a‘superiorfiving experience than is possible
to offer in our nearly 20 year old buildin@yat BRC.

Today, Balfour has four of its five communitiesiin keuisville. Of the five senior living communities
in Louisville, four are Balfour and one by a different.company. Three of those communities, two
independent living and one assisted and nursing care, wereall developed ground up by Balfour
and are on parcels totaling 12 acres in the Alvenuds Park subdivision adjacent to North End.
They were developed in 1997 to 1999, 2003 te 2005, and 2007 to 2009. A fourth Balfour
community, one on McCaslin Blvd, was purchased out of bankruptcy after its developer, a
nationally publicly traded company; went bust. Balfeur turned that project around in under one
year.

At this point, | thinkit.might'be helpful if | provided a few definitions of terms. Staff thought it
might bé useful. There are four categories of commonly lumped together terms of “senior
housing.” The first is active,adult@and this is essentially an apartment building that has age
restrictions on who can live there. Itisitypically 55 years old which is the federal law. These are
properties that have virtually no services at all, probably have a building maintenance person,
and a leasmgiagent. They have about 15-20% stairways, hallways, and very little open space.
The second type,from no services to in depth services is independent living. Balfour has two
buildings, the Lodge and the Residences. These are unlicensed buildings with neither the
federal government nerdhe state licensing them. There is no medical or nursing care provided
by the owner. Thereis an array of services and amenities such as table service dining, fithess
activities, transportation, assembly rooms, and housekeeping. Typically, they come with one or
two meals per day included. Common areas in these buildings are typically 30-40%, non-
rentable space. The third type which is most pertinent to what is before you this evening is
assisted living. This is licensed by the state but with no federal oversight. It has around-the-
clock coverage by a caregiver. In our case, that is always a nurse or health professional. In a lot
of buildings, it may be a nurse’s assistant. There is a high ratio of staff to residents, three meals
a day, and a full range of amenities because the residents usually have some form of mobility
challenges. As a result, common areas typically represent 40-50% of the space because it is
important that folks get out of their apartments and have activities and spaces to go. Unlike the
independent living folks, assisted living folks do not get out and about. Virtually, nobody in
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assisted living has a car. It is not a flat-out prohibition but almost no one has a car. Then fourth
type is skilled nursing which we have in the BRC but it is not relevant to this building. The
federal government and state government inspections are very rigorous. There are three meals
per day and around the clock registered nurse coverage.

The project we are proposing tonight is for 54 units of assisted living only. A community of this
type has a lot of common space (40-50%). | think we are close to 50% in this building. The
typical age of the residents in our communities is somewhere from low 80s to 100. There is not
much age differential between folks in independent living, assisted living, and skilled nursing; it
tends to be a matter of their health status. Among the four communities now operating in
Louisville, Balfour employs 350 people and provides housing and services for approximately
400 seniors. The average age across this continuum is 86 years oldt Over the years, in our 190
units of independent living, 62 units of assisted, 84 units of skilled, and 52 units of memory care
and until very recently, the in-patient unit of the TRU hospice which was a tenant in our BRC
building, we estimate that we have cared for between 3,000@nd 4,000'seniors. Half of these
were already living in Louisville and the environs. Interestingly, Colorado is quite unique in this
fashion. Half of our residents come from out-of-state bécause their adult ehildren and
grandchildren and some cases great grandchildren.are living here and they'move. Colorado is
not thought of as a mecca for retirement such asArizona or south Florida. In factpbecause so
many transplants come here and love the lifestyle, when it getsdo,the moment whenythey are no
longer comfortable having Mom or Dad living alonetn'the oldébig house, they bring"Mom or Dad
out here rather than move back to Peoria or wherever. [tisfimportant to note that a good
number of our residents come from ma@est backgrounds; they have been frugal and saved.
They have equity out of their homes cauplediwith Social Security. There is a prevailing image
that everyone is terrifically well-to-do at'a Balfour eemmmunity.“That is simply not the case.

The communities we developed in Louisville have won numerous design and landscaping
awards including the American Institute of Architects, Colorado Chapter, the West Coast
Builders Association, and the Colorado Landscape Contractors. | mention this because it is a
relevant aspect. Wegdake great pride in the design,of our buildings, both the exterior and
landscaping, and the interior functionality and use. We are proud of the Balfour brand and the
sense of pride our senigrs, have @boutiwhere they'live. We happen to believe, but have no proof,
that the quality of the Balfour egommunities:maypin,Some small way, have contributed to
Louisville’s'nationalreputation for being the best'small city in the country to live in. As a good
corporate citizen, we note thatwe,pay our fair share of property taxes every year. In the tax year
of 2045, we paid over $381,000 in real estate over the four communities. For the last three
years; that total exceeds $1 million“Imaddition, over the years, we have supported numerous
local charities and causes ineluding, but not limited to, the Monarch High School Scholarship
Fund, Louisville Heat Relief Dinner, Louisville Senior Dinner, Louisville Street Faire, Louisville
Labor Day Parade where the Balfour float has been frequent winner, TRU Hospice Annual Gala,
the Parkinson Associationsthe Rockies Support Group, and The WISE Program with Louisville
elementary school'students involving a cross generational pen pal program. For the last three
years, we have harboreda family of ducks that come every year to our courtyard. The
Greenwood Wildlife Center looks after them and then escorts them out when they reach a
certain level. It is a coyote-proof all enclosed courtyard.

In short, during its 17 years of operation, Balfour has made what we believe is a significant
contribution to the quality of life in Louisville; caring for a vulnerable population helping families
reunite, bringing recognition and honor to its city, participating heavily in its civic life, bringing
memorable models of architecture and landscaping to Louisville’s northern gateway entrance,
and contributing significantly to the City’s treasury.
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As you have heard from Staff, Balfour appears tonight to present our plan for our first new
assisted living community in Louisville in over 18 years. Our one and only assisted living
community is Balfour Retirement Community and is nearly 20 years old; it has floorplans and
common spaces that might have been leading edge when they were designed in 1996, but in
today’s modern world, are more than a little anachronistic. We have been spending mightily to
renovate that building, but there are limits to what you can do, because once the bones of the
building have been set (small apartments, low ceiling heights, inadequate outdoor living
spaces). Yet we are still able to operate the assisted living wing of that BRC building with 61
units at over 90%. In the meantime, new assisted living communities are being built, several in
the last year, such as the Morningstar project on South Boulder Road, the Landmark community
that will be opening up shortly, and the Affinity project in Lafayette. We,feel we have a need to
stay competitive. We also believe that a certain number of units need to be built for the project
to be economically feasible. We have a significant number of fixed €osts, not the least of which
stem from State of Colorado regulations which are appropriatefand un-waivable. They are
necessary due to the frail nature of many of our assisted living residents. We feel, given market
rents and competition and the fixed costs of operating a guality assisted living community with
the amenities found in our other award winning communities, we need to‘have that number of
units. We have taken a lot of time, as you will see inf@@ moment, to try to figure eut how to
address that. We believe that we have accommodated many, if not all, of the coneerns of the
neighbors while still designing a building that works functionally@nd financially. We understand
the concerns of the neighbors, most of who have been,in theif homes less than two years. They
should have been aware of a building coming onto this Site’given its long time PCZD zoning.
Their concerns arise out of a request faha waiver of the“height standard. | will leave it to Dave
Williams of DTJ to discuss the design in moreydetail and address the building’s heights, the
budget, and what we believe to be negligible impaet,on the views,from Hecla and from most, if
not all, of the North End community.

Let me make a few pointsd@about heights and waivers in the Alvenus Park and North End
neighborhoods of Louisville: The BRE was approved in 1997, built in 1998, and opened in 1999,
and was granted a heéight waiver of/9.5’. The highest part of the building was 44.5’. For the
Lodge, approved in“2003 and opened in 2004, atheight waiver of 20’ was granted and the top of
that building was 55’. Fonthe Residencesyapprovediin 2007 and opened in late 2008, a height
waiver of 24’ was granted anddthe highest pointief.that building is 59’. All of those buildings were
subject tothe 35" height limitation that applied to"Alvenus Park and to North End. We went
throughtthis waiver process eachitime and always got approval, both from the PC and City
Coungil. In short, | submit that this entire neighborhood in Louisville has long had a history of
waivers from the height limitations originally imposed on it. In fact, one of the Markel projects to
the east'sought and received a waiverto exceed the height limitation applicable to that project.
All of this should not be overly surprising given that this has been a neighborhood in some
transition, one whose purposes and uses has been transformed from mining to cowboy rodeos
to a shopping center that still operates to a hew residential neighborhood made up of single
family duplexes, candeminiums, and apartments for singles, empty nesters, and senior housing.
DTJ Design was our architect for the Lodge project which has garnered a great number of
awards and spawned a’lot of imitations around the state.

David Williams, DTJ Design, 3101 Iris Street, Boulder, CO

I am a principal with DTJ Design. We are the architects and landscape architects for the new
proposed assisted living community. Some associates are with me who will be available to help
answer questions you may have. | will move through this presentation and try not repeat what
Michael and Lauren said. | will elaborate on previous questions.

SITE LOCATION: Regarding one of the taller buildings adjacent to single family residential, the
Lodge is at 55" and is adjacent to the south of a future phase of North End. Those residents do
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not live there yet, but this building predates it. This is a location where a building is adjacent to
residential. The Balfour Retirement Community is the oldest building and is located directly
across Plaza Drive from the proposed project. The Lodge at Balfour is the building you are most
familiar with along 95" Street. It has the cottages that back up to the street with the larger
building behind. The Residences are directly to the south of Hecla Drive and is the newest of
the three buildings and part of the overall Balfour campus. Our proposed Balfour at Lavender
Farms will finish out the Balfour campus in this part of Louisville.

SITE PLAN: It is a U-shaped building with the courtyard oriented to the south, connecting to the
detention pond and open space directly to the south. The building is located generally in the
middle of the overall site. It exceeds the required minimum setbacks by quite a bit in each case.
The arrival zone is off two spots on Plaza Drive with a drop off locatioms, We have guest parking
along the front part of the building and then staff parking and overflew guest parking in the rear.
We do not anticipate the residents of this community to have vehicles. One criterion in locating
the building on this site is the existing mine shaft of the old Hegla Mine. We will put a new cap
on the existing mine, but we are not allowed to build any vertical structure or construction over
it. This is a constraint we have to work with in terms of loeating building on, this site.

HISTORIC ELEMENT: The historic element is down infthe corner and therewill be access for
the public. We believe this element was part of the system to bring coal cars.up,and down out of
the mine.

FLOOR PLAN: The main plan has a lobby and ¢lub,room. Balfeur,tends to havea reom called
the Jockey Club which will have an outdoor porch, 'sokesidents will have a front porch
associated with their environment. The dining room will have access directly to the courtyard on
the south side. On the first floor, the resident wing is on'the northeast side. The administrative
and other amenity functions are in the'‘'south wing.

SETBACK: The front yard setback is 20" andthexguidelines askfor 15’ along Plaza Drive
based on it being a local street versus a collector streety\We have 10’ setbacks required on all
other sides. The building is placed generallyin the middle ofithe site. The front is about 53.5’
back from the property lin€. On the,south side,itds about 21-23%and it is the two ends of these
wings. This is double the minimum requirement for setback. On the north and northeast side,
with a 10’ setback requirement, the|building setback ranges anywhere from 31’ up to 80’ which
is 3 to 8 times the required minimum Setback. | don't have an exhibit that speaks to the north-
west setback, but it is'in the neighborhood,of 40’ whieh is up to 4 times what the minimum
requirement would be. Part efd¢he important partief the criteria for locating the building was
getting thessite circulation emergency access ready for the Fire Department. We want to make
sure they are satisfied with our aecess points. They can use either entrance off Plaza Drive.
There is a lane in front'of the driveway so that the larger vehicles can get past without doing
underithe porta cochere ta drive totheyback. There is a variance request to pave to the property
line to that'the fire trucks can back up:

SECOND ANB THIRD FLOOR PLANS: The second floor is the bulk of our resident lodging.
There are two elevators. The third floor is contained to the middle of the building. The east end
has been moved back so it'steps down on that end. Assisted living residents tend to be less
mobile than those'in indépendent living. We want to reduce the amount of travel distance from a
resident’s apartmentto the main amenities such as the dining room. Keeping the travel
distances as short as we can is an important consideration.

We have a material sample board. The accessory building which we call a character building
was inspired by the idea of an old ice house or smoke house that accompanied a historic farm.
This is an iconic element as part of the entrance to the community.
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Roof height above 35 feet

AT N

M e SR s s g e =
Perspective view of

ed structure from Sweet Clover Lane residences

ELEVATIONS: The west elevation which faces Plaza Drive shows a blue line indicating the 35’
height standard. We have a variety of materials and variety of heights and gable elements to
focus in on the farmhouse type of character. The upper peak of that portion of the building
extends beyond the 35’ in this case and the roof monitor. On the south elevation, you remember
from the site plan that this two-story leg of the wing and this two-story leg of this wing is the only
part to come close to the south property line. The bigger part of the building is 75’ to 80’ back
from south line in the northern wing of the building. The east side (we have been working with
Staff) to step the southeast corner down so it is a two-story height. There is a little portion of it
exceeding the 35’. The northern part of the building is where the bulk of the mass occur which



Planning Commission
Meeting Minutes

July 14, 2016

Page 11 of 33

again, more towards the center of the site in the overall scheme. Two diagrams were included in
the application. One diagram speaks to roof height over 45’ and areas in darker gray are above
45, recognizing that the sloping roofs will incrementally go down. The only part of the building
that hits the 52’ limit that we are asking for is the little chunk which is generally on the northwest
portion of the building. In the area where there are third story of the residences, that ridgeline is
at 49'6” and slopes down to 45’. Our roof monitor over the west side is at 44’8”. The balance of
this going down to the 35’ which comes at the eave line of the third floor portion of the building,
these areas of the west wing that get to 40’ and a piece of the southeastern corner that
achieves 40'. | want everybody to understand that this is not a 52’ high building, ground to roof,
in all places. A very limited piece gets to that place.

e ]
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VICINTY MAP
HEIGHT WAIVER

s before; the Lodge, the Residences, the
under construction will request a height
build the balance closer to South Boulder

some perspective views of our proposed project from
north side of Hecla Lake. You can see the line of the

intersection of the e south side of Hecla Lake at the eastern end looking west. The
view shows an inserte " high building mass with a flat roof. The next view is our building as
currently designed. Even in our tallest building, there are still tree tops that poke above that. At
Staff’'s suggestion, by stepping down this east end, it actually has less impact from this
particular vantage point than a 35’ building would be at this location. We are using this based on
the footprint and location of the building that we have currently proposed, which is well inside
the minimum setbacks allowed in this particular location. Here is the view from the fence line of
one of the residences immediately adjacent to the site looking directly to the west from the east.
This is the photo we took and you can see through the fairly dense collection of cottonwoods.
The middle photo shows the building at a 35" height. The third photo shows it as currently
designed. By my eye, what we have currently proposed has less impact than a 35’ tall building
in that location. Since then, we have been in dialogue with Staff about an idea of mature
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landscaping versus not. We agree that we will have a solid proposal prepared before City
Council, but I will show you where we are headed at this moment. In addition to the mature
trees that Staff has recommended, we are looking at trying to preserve the existing vegetation
down at the corner of the site with the collection of cottonwoods. We think if we reconfigure the
drainage there a little bit, we can leave a significant area of that corner undisturbed. I’'m showing
a photo of trees with the leaves more leafed out. You can’t really see the existing house behind
this screen of existing vegetation. The middle photo shows proposed locations for mature
landscaping with a hint of what the building will be. We believe you won’t really see it because
of the density of this if we are able to preserve the existing trees. The lower photo is more of a
winter view where we would see the building ghosted in behind the fairly dense tree cover along
with these new trees planted along the edge. We are looking at a combination of evergreen
trees, probably Ponderosa pines, along with a deciduous tree our lafdscape architect can
speak to in more detail later. It is a crimson spire oak which works well in our western climate
but it has a leaf structure that goes down to the bottom, not just a canopy on top. This particular
form of oak tends to hold on to its leaves all winter long. This is an added benefit to using this
tree. You can see in this sketch a line of evergreens thatave will plant an the north side. There
are existing Russian olive trees along that edge and Staff has asked us te remove those
because they are considered an invasive species and replace them with theselevergreens.
SHADOWS ON TRAILS

Another comment we’ve heard about is impact of the sun and shade from the building. We
looked at it from the winter solstice, at three times during theday. Even on a long shadow day,
the shadows from the building never make it to the trailsalt'will get better in the spring, summer,
and fall. Because of its location near théeenter of the site and the way the building is
articulated, we will not have any shade or'shadow problems on the trails in the open space.
LANDSCAPING

We are trying to work through the drainage scheme to get to the'detention pond and not disturb
any of the area that is green. Anything from the linedo the prepertyline, we will leave alone with
the exception of hand-carting in and planting a\ceuple of evergreens and oaks. In addition to
where the evergreens are on the north side where Staff asked us to plant, we are suggesting
some very tall perennialgrasses that will stay in place throughout the winter. The scheme for
the site itself is that'wejare trying ta play up the netion of this being a lavender farm, which has
some therapeutic qualities. We are setting,it up in‘'such a way that the patterns of the grasses
and the lavender will createithé appearance thatthe building and parking lot were inserted into
these rows'of lavender. We'think this will be a terrific amenity, not only for the residents but for
anyonegsurroundingthesite.

We are available for questions on anytopic.
Emails and materials board entered into record:

Rice makes a metion and HSu seconds to enter emails and materials board into the record.
Motion passes by voice vote.

Commission Questions of Applicant:

Moline says do you look at designing a building that met all the constraints on site and what
that looked like. If you did that, why did you choose to go in the direction you've gone?
Williams says we did not explore options that would do that for a couple of reasons. We had a
fairly limited area of where we could fit this building based on the constraints we had, especially
around the mine itself. There was a character and level of quality precedent with the other
communities at Balfour that drove us in that direction. We knew that getting a height exception
had occurred with the other three communities. This is the next extension of a fairly successful
campus and we felt the qualities that this community would bring forward would be on par with
the others, and would receive similar consideration for that height variance.
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Schonbrun says Balfour views itself as being on the leading edge nationally in senior housing,
not simply warehousing folks, putting them in a box, feeding them the same meat and potatoes
meals, and having ordinary and cheaper products. We have this balance between affordable
rents and expense, but trying to anticipate the needs of seniors. As we enter the era of the baby
boomers and the Eisenhower generation who are the current residents, they will become more
particular. As a business matter, they are going to expect that.

Moline says regarding the mine shaft you mentioned, the only constraint you had was avoiding
that particular area which will be capped. There are no other subsidence issues. Obviously, you
have looked at it from a geotechnical perspective.

Williams says we had on-site drilling all the way down to the old mine workings, and all of those
have collapsed which is good news for us on this site. The primary constraints for locating the
building were the shaft itself and making sure we get that drive for the emergency vehicles in
front of the porte cochere. They don’t want to drive underneath itdo access the back of the site.
Moline asks about the need for a setback for the six compactparking spaces. Does it tie into
the need for the fire lane?

Williams says we could push the building back further and get those spaees out of the setback
in front, but that puts the building further to the east. Itpinches the back sidey There is a single
row of parking with the drive lane. | am not confidentwe can get all of the parking we need on
the back side without encroaching in the rear setback. We are dealing with mitigation of that and
make them compact spaces. Having spaces up front is importantifor visitors so theyphave
convenient access to the building. We have a series of,walls@long the rows of lavender which
we think will take away any kind of appearance that these(ars are facing directly on the street.
Moline asks if the fire regulations requifeythe two accesses. Could you have a single access for
fire access purposes and would that allow:youto do things-'differently?

Williams says based on our experience with athencommunitiesimuch like this, having more
than one access point into a site is typicallyrequired. We just did itt/and we didn’t ask the
guestion of whether it would be okay to not have it. ANe do ithas a normal course of business.
We could talk with the fireddepartment and seeiifthey are willing'to look at another alternative.
Rice says | think it is n@ secret that the main controversy is the height waiver being requested.
My questions are geared toward understanding the justification for that. If we went with the 35’
limit, can you build a three story building there?

Williams says it would be,tight and berassignificantlydifferent level of quality and finish in terms
of its appearance. The floontodfloor heights would,hrave to be reduced to allow that to happen.
As Michael'mentioned, there is definitely a trend-at trying to get higher ceiling heights in these
residences because‘people expect it when they are paying the kind of rent they are paying for
these'places. It would alsoyrequire that we go to a flat roof. | don’t think we could get these
pitched reofs inside of a 38" limit. It'would be a flat roof box with some articulation horizontally. It
would be adefinitely different project entirely.

Rice says‘heeause of this need to not have people walk a great distance to get to the elevator
or the common facilities, is that why you build vertically as opposed to going out? | appreciate
the graphics you prepareddhat show the areas of where the roof exceeds the 35'. It shows me
what I’'m looking atiiniterms of the waiver being requested. How much of this over 35’ is driven
by the fact that we’re'going with sloped roofs?

Williams says that is the major driver of all of this. 35’ in a three story portion of the building
comes just under where the eave line of the sloping roof. If we had a flat roof there, there might
not be a need for the height waiver. Where the two story section is, we might be able to
incorporate some sloping roofs. You are exactly right; the place where we get above 35’ is
where the roofs begin their slope.

Rice says | was able to divine from looking at this is that if you take those ceiling heights and
make them higher, then put the sloped roofs on, that's when we get the need to go over the 35'.
Schonbrun says in speaking about the ceiling height issues. The assisted living apartments in
this building will be a good deal larger than what we have in our first building, but they are still
small. They will be 500 sf or 600 sf. The experience in our other buildings is when you get to
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more volume and height, there is a sense of much more comfort and living space. The roof
issue is an esthetic one. Balfour has a certain brand and expectation. We think it has benefited
not only the company but Louisville itself in having some outstanding architecture on our
campus. The issue of the heights of the apartments themselves is essential in terms of
providing that kind of living experience. | suppose the PC has to decide whether the subjective
experience of the residents in our senior living communities is of equal or greater importance
than of the handful of folks who are concerned about whatever the impact is on your views. That
is a balancing of the equities.

Rice asks how many units are on the third floor?

Williams says seventeen.

Rice asks Williams to put the slide up with the perspective of the mature landscaping as it
currently exists, leafed out. The top pane is the trees there now. How tall are those trees?
Williams says he doesn’t know but with the building behind it beifig more than 35’ at that peak,
admittedly back from where those trees are, they must be north of 20’ and maybe taller.

Rice says when | look at that, it looks like it would completely coverthe,building. The building is
52’. Is it because we are looking up? These look like pretty good-sized trees.

Williams says when you have a screen that is closer 10 you, the things further back will be
obscured. Knowing this was a significant topic, this s why we are trying to preserve as many of
those as we possibly can at that corner.

Schonbrun says | just walked around today, getting, ready for tonight. | wish | had taken a laser
measurement. The trees are quite tall, well in excess of 30’-40". 'was right underneath.
Tengler asks about a slide that intrigued me. | think it'is theé issue of perspective. In the bottom
slide, it looks as though the height of th@building is significantly low, but | think that would be on
the back side of the property from thatview.

Williams says that is the eastern cornerwhere, imeur earliest submittal, there were actually
units on the third floor at that corner. In warking with Staff, we haveypulled some back so it is
basically a two-story portion of the building'atithat end of theywing,“and then you see the gable
and roof.

Tengler says it appears to cut down on the up front massing.

Hsu says we received @ number oficomments that there has been limited community outreach.
Can you speak of what,outreach yau have had with,the neighboring community?

Schonbrun chose nottodhave an all-eemmunity hands meeting. There have been discussions
with our development vice president, Hunter Mekeod, on an ad hoc basis. Our belief is that our
public heafing is befere the Louisville Planning" Commission. We have had enough experience
in otherprojects to know.that falks really prefer status quo. To begin to move to the least
common denominator of the projectithat nobody would find offensive and that they could all live
with was, frankly, not anything we desired. We thought by working with the Staff and by having
the occasional conversation were suffiCient. | stand by that. To get quality buildings, it’s like the
discussion‘abeut the designof the camel by a committee. We think we need to work with quality
architects wha understand our functions best, the issue of the length of hallways, the height of
the building, all'of those issues, and the constraint that the site had with the mine openings. We
spent a lot of time'studying where all the pathways would be. We have probably underestimated
or understated the constraints this site has had. For years, it has been a bit of an eyesore, even
during the period we have owned it. It would seem to us that this was such a huge improvement
both for the neighborhood and for the city at large that working with the Staff and coming before
the PC and soon City Council would be sufficient. | own that one.

Hsu says with regard to the mature landscaping and the trees, you mention there will be a more
“flushed out” proposal to present at City Council. Do you think there will be a height requirement
for those trees? How will you define mature trees?

Williams says that is a great question. As Lauren mentioned, our landscape architect has been
in direct dialogue with the City’s landscape architect and we can get the City forester involved
as well. There is a point where relocating or finding trees that are above a certain height will be
challenging and then to assure their survivability. Once trees get established, it is very difficult to
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relocate them. You need to find nursery that has big trees. Without consulting our landscape
architect, my memory is that we can certainly get evergreens in the 12-15’ high range without
too much effort. They might not be available in Colorado. The oak trees are certainly going to be
in that same neighborhood.

Hsu asks about the neighboring Balfour properties. They all have waivers for going over the 35’
maximum. Did any of those have accommodations like the eastern side where you tried to go
below 35" and the rest of it was above?

Schonbrun says with the exception of the cottages which line 95" Street as part of the Lodge
building, every other building that has been built in the Alvenus Park subdivision has been well
above 35'.

Williams says other than maybe one little corner of the Lodge, they alhgo to three stories or, in
two cases, four stories all around the building. There is no steppingdown to speak of in those
other locations.

Tengler says there are 350 current employees at Balfour. What do you anticipate the new
building will bring?

Schonbrun says the total number of employees there will probably be'35:, The daytime shift is
obviously the largest. We would expect 20 or so at that'point. The evening shift is probably 15.
The overnight shift is probably 5 to 8. In terms of parking, there is a transition period where we
think the number spots we have will be sufficient€ven during the overlap in the change in shifts.

Public Comment:

Natasha Bond, 1841 Sweet Clover Lane, Louisville, CO

I am one of the properties that backs upite the planned development. | am here to express
some significant concerns about the PUDapplication. In the words of the great Dr. Seuss, | am
the Lorax and | am here to speak for the trees:Weyhave heard aylot this evening about trees. As
you may be aware, adjacent to the planned\development are two large, very old cottonwoods in
the drainage area. The area.is,also inhabited\by a sdrprisingularge range of wildlife. The cotton-
woods are shallow-rooteddrees and accordingitosthe University of California, Berkeley, there is
an anticipated requiredgroot protection zone of 2-3'times the diameter of the canopy of those
trees in order to adeguately protect/their longstanding livelihood from construction. | do not
believe that the current,development has allowed for that zoning and gives them enough space.
We have heard this evening of the plamite,preserve the existing smaller cottonwoods (when |
say smaller, | do think they are‘more like'25’ tall)palong the north and east side of the
developments. Those additionally will require the'same root protection zone. | did not see that
on the plans presented'this evening. Therefore, | propose that the planned construction is not
proteCting the trees. It is merely leaving them there to be damaged and later removed. If Balfour
genuinely intends to protect those trees, | suggest they give them the space they need
biologicallys,We have also heard a lotthis evening about the plan for mature planting. Again,
according to the University of California, Berkeley, and substantiated by the website of
SaveaTree.comwhich is a well-established industry organization, a mature tree is one over 10
years of age and having a6’ diameter trunk. There are a couple of problems with mature
planting. Firstly, maturedrees do not transplant well. It is extremely difficult to uproot, move, and
replant a tree of that'size without disturbing their root ball. To the extent, Save A Tree says “the
transplanting of mature'trees causes growth retardation in the majority of cases, often affecting
tree growth for up to 20 years”. It means that if we do plant trees of 12’ to 15’ height, it could
well be two generations before those trees are actually screening the property in the way we
have seen in the images. This brings me to my final point which is that of privacy. | actually think
the Louisville City Council does an excellent job of treading the balance between allowing the
area to develop and grow and maintaining a very rural feel. The privacy of my home, access to
the very peaceful trails around Hecla, the unimpeded views of the Flatirons, and the
convenience of living in a city such as Louisville and the neighborhood is something | put a huge
value on. The planned Balfour building will significantly impact the privacy of my home and
those of my neighbors. As | shown with the lack of planting and the lack of the proper protection
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of the existing tree growth, the upper two stories of the planned Balfour residence will have
virtually unimpeded views into my home, my garden, and that of my neighbors. I'd like you to
take that into account. | think this is further exacerbated by Balfour choosing to place the
majority of the three story structure on the north and east of the plot, furthest from their own
campus and furthest from the major thoroughfare. | draw your attention to the City Code that
was mentioned earlier, 17.28.120. | submit to you that the Balfour plan does not meet the spirit
and intent of the code in the following ways:
1. In Section 4, for functional open space and preservation of the natural features including
trees
2. In Section 6, in the maintenance of privacy in terms of the needs of individuals, families,
and neighbors
3. In Section 10, in terms of landscaping of total site in terms of purpose, such a screening,
suitability, and the effect on the neighborhood.
| have been very surprised at the lack of outreach into the community, by Balfour and their lack
of willingness to have open dialogue with the community. | am stunnedito learn this evening that
they have not attempted to design within the limits of theseight restrictions. | am, therefore,
asking you to reject the planned application and refusefthe height waiverin erder to give us, the
community, an opportunity to work with Balfour to d@ an appropriate senior fiving facility on that
site.
Pamela Forcey, 1331 Hecla Drive, Louisville, CQ
I have lived at the Lodge in independent living very‘happily for almost 12 years. At some point, |
may realize | have to go to assisted living. If so, it would be very encouraging to think that |
could go to a new state-of-the-art buildifig,and stay in this cemmunity. | hope it can go forward.
Shirley Asche, 1855 Plaza Drive, #1002, Louisville, CO
Like Pamela before me who has been at Balfour ascouple more months than I, unlike where she
has always lived at the Lodge, my husbandand | wentinto one ‘of the Cottages (we were one of
the first tenants there). He left. me in 2010 and | hadfto leavexfor a couple of years. | came back
and asked to be at the Lodge. | am,now down atthe Villa in‘the assisted living. | can honestly
say that | have slept around. When | knew | was going to have to go into assisted living, there
was a brand new fagility' much nearer to where'my daughter lives. | thought as much as | hated
to leave Balfour, this weuld be mugh more convenient for my family. It was a new facility and
everything sounded just great onfpapermbhe second\day | was there, my daughter wanted me
to move out, and | kept sayings “Oh no, it'‘can’t be,this bad.” It wasn’t like Balfour. | lasted two
months and | pleaded to let'me back into Balfour. | like Michael’s idea of what he wants to do. |
would really like to see this new assisted building go through. The thought behind it and the
emational output behind it.cannot be, overstated. | really mean that. Unfortunately, | would love
to go'past three minutes, ut,| will bewto your rule.
Kerrie Merkel, 1849 Sweet Clover Lane, Louisville, CO
I want to thank you for your work and service and for the opportunity to speak before you. | am
here tonight t@ address my personal concerns regarding the proposed Balfour development. |
live in one of the houses that will be directly behind the proposed building on the south side. In
fact, some of the pictures you saw are from my fence line. We bought our house because it
backs to the open space and to Hecla Lake. We also knew that when we bought our house, the
land just to the north of 'us would be developed some day. What we didn’t expect was that the
future development would ignore existing building guidelines, specifically the 35’ height limit. |
am not against change or development. In fact, | have been on the other side of this myself
when we built our Montessori School in Erie. What | am against is a waiver of a requirement for
a PUD without any concern for the greater public. My concerns echo those of my neighbors who
will be speaking and | feel that the justifications for the height waiver are weak. | do not see any
benefit to the common good. It is unclear to me how interrupting mountain views with a three
story building benefits the greater public. | do not understand how a private courtyard or what is
considered open space or a handful of mature trees which has yet to be defined or a 20’
connection path to City trails really benefits the general public. | would argue that given the
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choice, the public would rather keep their mountain views, see a building built within
development guidelines surrounded by existing mature trees, and continue to enjoy the nature
preserve that is Hecla Lake. Granting a waiver for a local business to stay competitive certainly
does not fit within the spirit of the guidelines. On a personal level, | am extremely concerned
about the landscaping that is proposed to be around this building. This land is currently very
densely populated with mature trees. On the south edge of the property which is essentially just
over the fence of my backyard, there is a line of mature cottonwood trees that we have been
talking about. | want to make note that those trees are 35’ tall. These already existing trees
would really help to provide much needed privacy from the proposed building as well as help to
screen any new lighting or headlights of cars driving in the parking lot that will soon be shining in
my bedroom window. | am pleased to hear about the latest landscapegdevelopments. | wish this
would have been communicated with us and we could have had conversations about it. | urge
you to require that these trees be included in the development plan. As | said before, | am not
against business development. In fact, | love the idea of having senier citizens as my neighbors.
I love the conversations | currently have with them when | walk aroundthe lake. | would have
appreciated the opportunity to work with Balfour prior to this point in timealn fact, | am confident
that a common ground can be found if we are given time to’ work together, However, the lack of
outreach thus far is disheartening. | ask that you pleasetake these concerns as, well as my
neighbors and reject the application for the PUD at this time.

Moline says the applicant has portrayed some of the height neegds in order to makeithe
buildings more architecturally pleasing. What are yaunthoughts? Would you rather see that 35’
high cap with the building has a flat roof or something‘that@xtends above and has a little more
architectural perspective to it?

K. Merkel says of course, | want to keep theimountain views and | love what they’ve done so far
in efforts. | know they have been working with*Staff,to lower the end of the building that is right
outside my back door. | am super grateful for that."But'hdon’t understand why the highest points
of those buildings can’t be pushed to the front towards Plaza,Drive'and to keep it away from the
residents, the single family homeswould be'mere ideal.

Tim Merkel, 1849 Sweét Clover Lane, Louisville, CO

First, I'd like to thankfyou for all the hard work and, the long nights and all that the Staff and
Commission do. We have already seen you make great progress on this project without us
getting involved. | am excited by.all therdevelopmentithat is happening in and around our
neighborhood, and | lookforward to having senior,Citizens as our neighbors. It beats the heck
out of a frat house.We lovethe senior citizens but that is not what this is about. We always
expected this property te be developed. However, | do not support Balfour’s current plans and
this application. Specifically, | amopposed to the height waiver to would allow the building that
is 50% higher than the CDDSG allowsyand 50% higher than any other building adjacent to
Hecla Lakex | want to make that distinetion. We have been talking about the residences, but
there are thousands of people who use Hecla Lake Trail who will be negatively impacted by this.
I think that is'more important at this point than the residential impact. Sloped roofs, interesting
architecture, and trees won'’t disguise the fact that this building does not have an appropriate
relationship to the'surrodnding area which is one of the criteria in Section 28.28.120. The
applicant’s primary justification for a height waiver is that the plan contains 47% open space;
however, this number is very misleading. Over 9,000 sf of the open space is contained with an
inner courtyard that is not visible from Plaza Drive on the west, Hecla Lake on the north, or the
North End community on the east. The only people who will benefit from this inner courtyard are
the future Balfour residents. If you remove this 9,000 sf courtyard from the open space
calculation, the new number is reduced to within 7% of what the CDDSG requires. This is hardly
enough justification for disregarding the CDDSG and the character surrounding the lake and the
community. If these plans are approved, the beauty of Hecla Lake will be diminished simply so
that Balfour can lease a handful of additional units that have a view of Hecla Lake and the
mountains. | would jump at the opportunity to collaborate with the developer; however, there has
been no proactive communication with me or my neighbors. In order to give the developer
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proper time to work the community, | ask that you reject this application and the associated
height waiver.

Gayle Parker, 1310 E. Hecla Drive, Louisville, CO

Thank you for the opportunity of giving my opinions about the additional construction. | moved
into Balfour Senior Living the first of July, 2014. For the five years prior to that, | lived in Virginia
and South Carolina. During that five year period, | visited 13 different retirement communities,
also in California and Colorado. | had an opportunity to come to Colorado because my daughter
lives here and | wanted to be near her. It was a privilege when | first visited Balfour because |
had visited all those other places and there was nothing like Balfour. It is far superior and | am
so glad that | moved here. | welcome the opportunity to respond in any way. | will say it is a real
pleasure to live in Balfour Senior Living.

Ruth Heyvaert, 1331 E Hecla Drive, #318, Louisville, CO

I am so lucky to be at Balfour. | moved in right after they openeddip. We had looked around the
metro area to find something so | could be close to my daughter. \We,had also looked in Arizona
where we were. We moved into Balfour sight unseen of oug@partmentalt was under
construction and we were here in February and moved into Balfour in ' September. Balfour is
wonderful. The food is exceptional. We have over 3004@ctivities a month.<This is something that
Louisville should be so proud of. | do hope that theysfind a way to build the new,assisted living.
Georg Tritschler, 1833 Sweet Clover Lane, Louisville, CO

I am in favor of a senior living facility. | am not against it but | waht,to express my‘@bjection
against the height. It is definitely a concern. It is a hature paradise on Hecla Lake. There are
owls nesting every year and a lot of people from the community come out there. | cannot picture
a building with that height fitting in that@rea. | am a little"bit disappointed that nobody reached
out and worked with us. | think we are‘alk epen,to work with:Balfour. | am also a little concerned
about the traffic because if | look at the Streets‘along the existing\Balfour, they seem pretty full. |
don’t buy into that there is no cost. | thinkiitis some:coneern. | am very concerned about the
existing landscape. | had a hard time seeing the plans on the,screen. | don’t think a nature
paradise is easy to rebuild; SOt iISlssomething te e considered as well as putting in a provision
in the plan. The heightiS something hdefinitely abject to.

Roz Squires, 1331 Hecla Drive #204, Louisville, €O

| live at the Balfour."l have lived here for six years on a permanent basis. My daughter, Laura,
has lived in Louisville Tor 80 years. Sheilived over'in the Harper Lake division, McStain division,
so | have been visiting for almest 30 years. When,| ' moved to Balfour permanently, the North
End was just starting., | remember visiting some epen houses there at the top end of the street. |
do remember the drainage diteh and that Hecla Lake was dry. There was no water there at all. |
walked around that lake, In 6 years)l've grown a little bit older and I'm a little more fragile. Now,
I can'walk with a walker around the'lake. At some point in time, | would expect that | would need
assistediiving. The BRC assisted living is very nice but it is 20 years old. It is good enough, but
we need a‘brand new one. I'would like the state of the art. | see myself, hopefully, living well
and fully and"needing additional help. | urge you to give this approval and for me to have it in the
campus. This is‘oux,.campus. This is our home. This is where we live.

Lorna Cohill, 1331 E: Hecla Drive, Louisville, CO

| am one of the onesprivileged to live at Balfour Senior Living. | have been there 7 years. Itis a
real privilege for us to be there and live in Louisville. | don’t honestly understand all the details of
the height and what it will do to the people that live around it. | do know that Michael will do all
that he can to make it pleasant for everybody. He has done that where we are, and | think he
will continue to do so. | would love to see it go up.

Kate Ripley, 1763 Sweet Clover Lane, Louisville, CO

My issue really has nothing to do with Balfour. | think it is a great community and it sounds like it
is a lovely place to live. Senior citizens, as Tim said, are much better than a frat house in our
backyard. The height waiver is definitely where my issue comes in. Given that we live in a pretty
modern neighborhood in the North End, if they were to take into account the fact that they are
surrounded by modern style homes, it would play a big part in some of their architectural design
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elements versus a farm. | do wish as a person who lives in the neighborhood, | would have
been consulted in some respect as to the height or told about the development. We knew it was
going to be developed; we just didn’'t know it was going to be so tall. With the trees and the
paths and things that go around it, it would be so much nicer to be able to see the mountains
clearly without the rooflines. It would be interesting if they could move the taller parts of the
building to Plaza Drive. For these reasons, | request that you reject the application for the PUD
and the height waiver.

Mark Cathcart, 1763 Sweet Clover Lane, Louisville, CO

The first perspective we were shown was presented as the north. Everyone knows that the
mountains are west of Louisville; therefore, the perspective could only be from the east.
Secondly, none of the height variances that were granted to the existing Balfour properties were
granted to adjacent existing residential properties. The new ones indhe area being built now are
over height buildings. Thank you for letting me speak tonight. | live immediately south of the
subject application. This is my first time in front of you. | am not an expert or professional in
planning law as it applies in Colorado, so excuse me if | have misunderstood the intent of any
legal aspect of this application. As far as | am aware, thegooint as you wellknow about planning
and zoning regulations is that the community through itS officers and electedyofficials decide is
certain growth and development restrictions are negéssary for public benefit. 'was surprised to
find this application coming as a planned unit deyélopment or PUD. It is essentially a single
building with a single use on two relatively small*plats which dodiet themselves make a sub-
district. This seems to be simply an end around the‘eommunity agreed regulations, 'specifically
the height restrictions entirely for commercial benefit. | have listened to the application and the
Board and | am not convinced that this@pplication has met the required burden of proof for
approval and waivers for the planning restrictiens. As we heard from the applicant’s architect,
there are no unique circumstances for the\propertysor generalconditions of the neighborhood
that would require approval. The City is notin dire needhof this typeof property or
accommodation for the site. The applicant didn’t speakta demand-"Granting a height waiver will
adversely affect the propefty and the locality by allowing the“building to be much more visible
from the open space and the adjacent lake trails. The land can yield a reasonable return without
approval and waivers. The owner knew the zoning and planning restrictions when acquiring the
property. No hardship has been taken by an owneror prior owner that would warrant a waiver or
approval of this PUD. In short, thére seems.to be no special circumstances that would warrant
approval. There also seem te e numerous otherways the property can be developed without
waivers. 'd like to submit for the record five pictures which you should have in your packet that
were takentoday. Ifthesheightwaiver is granted, the proposed building will be visible from the
eastgnorth, and south sides of the public open space and trails, and will interrupt the views of
the Flatirons. It will overlogk'the singlexfamily residential homes. | believe this is inconsistent
with the'primary intention of the City of Louisville’s own design standards and guidelines to
maintain and enhance property values within Louisville. I'd like to ask that you reject this
application and the associated height waiver.

Brian Topping, 1550 White Violet Way, Louisville, CO

| appreciate all the'workéyou have done on this. From what we’ve seen and from where it started
and where it's at now, | was actually a little bit surprised and impressed with some of the
progress on this. That said, | came with a written document. To your point, Mr. Tengler, | don’t
want to repeat what my neighbors have already said. | do want to know some of the meta-
issues | have noticed in watching this session today. We haven’t been consulted or contacted at
all through this process, and | feel basic contempt for the neighborhood, as well as some of
these people have only lived there a year. This is really upsetting after spending a lot of money
to move into this rather nice location; to have a gentleman who lives up in Niwot say, “well, you
guys don’t really matter, we are going to build this anyway, and we don’t accept your camel by
committee.” | felt it was a little contemptuous. Could we build this in Niwot? | think that is a really
good observation that may be fine for everybody. Sorry for my snarkiness on this but it was a
difficult investment to get in here, and | am behind the commercial development of Louisville. It
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is a very vibrant and promising community that will continue to be so regardless of the outcome
of this, but for the purposes of this request, | really request that you reject this waiver and the
PUD attached to it until we can get more time to work with Balfour, get these things ironed out,
and get a good understanding between the community and Balfour itself.

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

| didn’t really think | was going to need a second medical opinion, but since Dr. Seuss was
introduced, the thing that flashed through my brain was Spock. The needs of the many outweigh
the needs of the few. In essence, that is what you are juggling tonight. | am 66 years old. We
just had our last goodbye to my mother-in-law two weeks ago. | am very aware that my time is
coming and | will say this, for the 20 years that Balfour has been there, every time we drive by,
we say a little prayer and hope that we can afford it when we need it. Jathink that when | look at
the needs of an aging community, my neighbors, and my friends wh@ have aging parents that
may need to relocate, the need for a continuum of care proposediby this unit is demonstrative. |
was concerned about the height. | am less concerned now that' | see,how diverse height
variances are and how few come to the highest request. Had this beema 54’ monolithic building,
| would have different views on this. | am also intrigued and rememberithat when the North End
builds out, it will be building its final units adjacent to 54° high buildings that are part of the
original Balfour development. On balance, when | look at the needs of the cammunity as a
whole, while | understand the concerns of the neighbors to the east, | am in suppert of this
project. | am always struck, when | come to these meetings, byd#esidential communities newer
than mine (built in the early 1980s) make many of the'same arguments from newer residents
against something new next to them that were made beferé their houses were built. We hear
the same things over and over. On balanee, | support this project and urge you to do the same. |
would make one final note. | think “maturetrees” is a bad definition. It is almost undefinable.
What | do think is, if that condition is going\to be pait of your approval, it be something like
“vegetation and trees as large as feasible? with the“sighyoff from'the,City Landscaper and City
Forester, and with their expertise and guidanece. How big is really feasible and valuable in
planning the largest lands¢aping we can do there? Thank you very much for your time.

Sherry Sommer, 910 South Palisade Court, LLouisville, CO

| want to thank all the people from Sweet Clover Lane who spoke. | agree with everything they
said. They were very articulate and they care passionately about this town. | appreciate that
they have a relationship with seniors inithe area and'that they care about senior housing. | don’t
think it is a zero sum game that we are talking abeut. | am very sad for our community that it is
presentedd@s such."khe reason why Louisville is'such a great place to live is because it is a
community. It has beemwhere people can get along and where it isn’t so contentious. The way
this is being set up withQut,any cammunication to the neighbors is reprehensible. | live nowhere
near thisy\development, but wouldhe wery sad, and | know many of my neighbors would be
sad, if these waivers are granted. It seems to be a slippery slope and we care about the whole
communitydineluding the seniors and the neighbors, and we should have more compromise.

Questions to Staif and Applicant from Commission:

Moline says can youexplain the public open space aspect of the criterion that has been
discussed a number of times this evening? | think there is an misunderstanding among some
that open space needsto have a direct public benefit. Can you elaborate on how Staff used that
open space?

Trice says for those of you who are not aware, open space is defined in the CDDSG a little
differently than we typically use open space. It is anything that isn’t buildings or roadways. That
helps to specify that. There is a criterion in 17.28.120, for reviewing waivers, a reference back to
the open space.

However any such requirements may be waived or modified through the approval process of the
planned unit development if the spirit and intent of the development criteria in 17.28.120 are met
and City Council finds that the development plan contains areas allocated for usable open
space in common park area in excess of public use dedication use requirements or that the
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modification of the waiver is warranted by the design .... An amenity is incorporated in the
development of the plan and the needs of the residents for usable and functional open space as
buffer areas can be met.

Moline asks do you think when it is speaking of public benefit, does that mean the people who
would be using it on the site or is that of the general public?

Trice says | think it can be interpreted as both.

Hsu asks the applicant, in the perspective views with the development and the trees, how tall
are the trees in those graphics, the new trees?

Williams pulls up the image. We looked at what we believe is available and survivable Day
One. This is what you would see the day after they are planted. The presumption is that they will
thrive and grow larger. These are in the 12’-15’ high range as a Day One situation. We didn’t
want to overstate what the impact was going to be at the initiation of €eonstruction. | also think it
is important to note that the additional landscape, if we are successful in preserving much of
that corner, is a complement or supplement to the existing landscaping. It should be something
that will evolve overtime.

Tengler says Mr. Cathcart mentioned that one of the elevations you showed seemed to have
the wrong orientation.

Williams says if we did, we have may mislabeled semething. This is from the horth side of
Hecla Lake generally looking southwest. We are siot looking north, we are looking,west-
southwest on the north side of the lake. It may be better to say sortheast corner of the lake.
Tengler says one of the other speakers referencedisome photographs that they wanted entered
in. Can Staff put those up on the screen?

Cathcart says the photos were taken this,afternoon to give clear impressions of the
landscaping.

Photos entered into the record:
Moline makes motion to enter.slides into recerd, Rice seconds the'motion. Passed by voice
vote.

Summary and request by Staff and|/Applicant:

Staff recommends Planning Commission move t@ approve Balfour Senior Living Plat/PUD
Amendment: Resolution 14, Seriés 2026»A resolution recommending approval of a Planned
Unit Development (PUD)and final plat to“allow'fer,a 54-unit assisted living community on Lots 2
and 3 of Louisville Plaza Filing 2, with the following condition:

1. 4Prior to the City'€ouncil hearing, the applicant shall incorporate a minimum of six mature
trees into the overall landscape plan on the east and northeast side of the site. The
trees will be a mix‘of deciduous,and evergreen trees which will provide a mature
landscape buffer and appropriate transition to the surrounding public open space and
singlexfamily residential neighborhood.

Applicant hasinething to add.

Closed Public Hearing and discussion by Commission:

Hsu says this is a tough issue. In my mind, | have gone back and forth. | appreciate the work
that has gone into the development of the design. | think it looks very nice and | think the
perspective drawings show accommaodation for trying to deal with the height issues, especially
since the eastern part is adjusted for that. | appreciate the comments from the senior residents
and the general survey results from the City that show people are in favor of more senior
housing. | am particularly concerned about the lack of community outreach. While that is not
one of the criteria we have before us, | think that goes to criterion #1 and the privacy criterion
that we as Commissioners are trying to decide. We are making a judgment on whether or not
those criteria are met. It becomes particularly tough when every single neighbor coming here
today speaks out against it. | think it is often true that people are against new development
coming in, and they will come to the PC meetings and speak. | think in some cases, this is a
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little different. There hasn’t been an outreach and there is no requirement for outreach, but it
can shift the discussion and time before coming to the PC and CC. We've spent two hours
already on this, going over public comment. It is extremely difficult right now. We have two
balancing interests and both are fine, but taking the residents at their word, | think they want to
make this work. | don’t think they are saying “no” development whatsoever, which is not always
the view | see from some residents about development. | think | am going to vote against this
development. | think it is in the interest of the community and the interest of the developer and
the residents to at least discuss this a little bit. | don’t think the design is too far off what
residents may be okay with; | think that people don't like surprises. People haven’'t had time to
understand everything about it. | think that needs to be “flushed up” before PC approves.

Rice says every time we have one of these difficult circumstances where we have significant
interest on both sides of the issue, it is a truism that we won’t pleasé all'of the people all of the
time. In those cases, | always come back to the word of balancedln this case, | think the
balance tips in favor of approval of this project and there are three reasons in particular that |
would assign to that conclusion that | have reached.

1. The first and the most significant one to me is if we were goingto keep this at a 35’
height limit in this area, the time to do that wasdgnany years ago. I'think the year
assigned is 1997, so we are talking 20 yearsfago. If Louisville as a cammunity wanted
this to be a 35’ height area, that was the time to do it. We have allowed'a tremendous
amount of development in this very same area, right adjacent to it, at heights,in excess
of what is being requested through this proposal.

2. The second thing I think is important is this is netepen space. This is zoned property
that they have a right to develophAlbeit, they have asked for waivers here, but the idea
that this can be kept as open space for,the public’s‘enjeyment, is not our role at all. This
is private property zoned for developmentiithese folks have brought a very well-
conceived development plan before us.

3. The third thing I think is important iS that having seniex.,livingis a really compelling need
for this communityd This ismot only seniordiving; thisis very well-considered senior living.
I think from a cemmunity perspective is very significant.

The last thing | will say Is that | agree with Mr. Menaker that there has to be some consideration
given to a conditionthat would allow for an optimal result in terms of how we are going to do the
landscaping. There has been a lot of diseussion about “what is a mature tree” and whether we
can preserve what is there.' Semehow, we haveite, write a condition that allows some
collaboration with allthe interests, including the City Forester and City Landscape Architect to
make sure we get this done rightyl’d like to see a condition that requires there be some
additional work done on that landscaping.

O’Connell says first | will'say is that Balfour is a tremendous asset to the Louisville community.
It seemslike it is a great neighbor and'is a great place to live. | look at these plans and see a
really well-designed, beautiful building that will be functional as well. However, | look at the
criteria and this is a tremendous balancing act. | am finding myself falling on disapproval of the
height waiver. Theeriteriad am looking at in particular is criterion #1, the appropriate
relationship to the'surrodnding area and criterion #6, the privacy in terms of the needs of the
individuals, families, and neighborhoods. Some reference was made to the fact that in this area,
most of the Balfour buildings are already over 50’ high. That is true, but at the same time, they
was all put in before there were residences in place. Now we are dealing with having to apply
these criteria in a different environment which involves other new residential development. This
strip of land where this project is proposed is, from what | see, in a buffer zone. If there is a time
to transition away from the 50’ tall buildings towards the residential, this is the place to do it. The
CDDSG is there for a reason and those guidelines are there for a reason. It was determined to
be in the best interest of the community to have those limits. | think we are up against that, the
balance of making Balfour a stronger place and having a stronger community, but also looking
at the CDDSG and other guidelines and asking, is this what is best for the city overall. | am
leaning towards not approving the waiver, but | am open to hearing what the rest of the
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Commissioners have to say. | also want to say that if we are leaning towards approving it, |
agree with putting in a condition changing away from mature trees to requiring that the City
Forester be involved in the process.

Moline says | think the hearing today is a pretty good example that we have a great community.
There are great communities on both sides of the fence. We have some wonderful new
neighbors in North End and we have a wonderful community in Balfour. | don’t think we are that
far apart. | think there is some room here and we will be able to find something that will work for
everybody. | feel confident that we will be able to find a solution here. | heard the applicant
mention that they viewed this hearing as their community meeting. If we take that perspective,
we will have these kinds of serious discussions and this might be the preliminary stage of those
discussions. We might not be able to come to a resolution if this is thegirst of those public
meetings. You might want to consider some collaboration with the néighborhood before and
perhaps, you could work some of these things out beforehand. Ifgfou'look at this as your first
public meeting, maybe you don’t end up with the resolution. | also am in agreement with some
of my fellow Commissioners in that | think the height here dees need to,be considered. | am not
ready to approve the proposal here. | would consider some waiver in the future for a
development that respected the neighbors. The reason’l can say that is because those initial
buildings in Balfour are taller in a part of town wherefthe adjacency to residences is either
minimal and doesn’t exist. They back up to King Sooper’s Plaza area or back up to residences
on some of the earlier phases that have an openispace buffer fifst, and then back up to
residences in the North End. There is some rationale fer thosé other portions of Balfour being
taller but | am not sure that this same rationale existsfonthis particular facility. It backs to a little
open space buffer between this new Balfeur proposal and the existing North End development.
There is a little slice of city open space inthere. | think we might be able to please everyone in
the end. | think we can come to a resolution that will work for‘everyone.

O’Connell says | want to address the comments aboutithe collaboration with the community. |
am in total agreement with the developers in sayingdthat thiSyis a proper public forum. This is
your chance to be heard.AThere is'no requirement that any developer collaborate with
communities. We encodrage it and it's great, and it might avoid long meetings like this. This is
the opportunity and is why we have public notice and all the other rules surrounding open
discussion and open forum. | don’tithink in any way,we have any right to penalize the developer
because of not communieating with theseemmunity. hthink it is an eye opener to see what
happens when you don'tjyouget an outrage. ltirubs me the wrong way and it is influencing the
way | feel40 learn that there:was no attempt to adhere to the CDDSG prior to coming here. The
rules aré in'place and we are dealing with a completely different environment and context with
this development than we were in the previous and initial Balfour developments. There should
have'heen some attempt'or something,brought forward that is an attempt to adhere to those
guidelines.\Without that, it makes me ‘even less inclined to approve this.

Tengler saysilike the rest ofithe Commissioners, | am pulled in both directions on this. Michael
and David, | think you did an @amazing job putting this project together. | think it is a terrific
design and | thinkit,is unbelievably thoughtful. The only thing | would say is that | am inclined to
go along with my fellow/Commissioners in terms of the height of the building near the new
residential; it is the thing that troubles me the most. | am not fussed at all about the fact that
there is another structure on this property over 35'. | think that bell has been rung and you can’t
un-ring it. | do wish there had been a little more collaboration with some of the neighbors to
figure out if there was another way to address the size that you are looking for with the 55’ new
residences. Build it more toward the existing Balfour structures rather than the new residential. |
am also cognizant of the fact that Commissioner Pritchard and Commissioner Brauneis are
not here. With as much ambivalence we have about this, and what appears to be leaning
toward a “no” vote, | am going to suggest one of two things to my fellow Commissioners. Either
a “no” vote with some recommendations to the developer in terms of what we can do to bring
this back next month or continue this. | think a “no” vote would be a more appropriate way to
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push this forward, give it back to the developer, and ask that they reconsider based on some of
the feedback from the neighbors. | put it back to the four of you and ask your thoughts on that.
Rice says with regard to the suggestion of a continuance, it would not allow the other two
Commissioners to participate. We'd have to have a new hearing because they aren’t here. It
doesn’t expand the base of the Commissioners who could continue it. | think we should make a
motion and have a vote this evening. | would make a motion, but | know | don’t have a second. |
am having some trouble coming up with language for the condition with regard to the
landscaping.

Zuccaro says | would say that even the way it is written now, the expectation is that they would
work with Staff which includes the City Forester and the City’s Landscape Architect. Simply
adding that for clarification to the motion would be fine. We have struggled with that concept of
what a “mature tree” is, trying to balance survivability, and having adhriving tree versus what
mature is. We are trying to rely on their landscape expert and the(City’s landscape expert.
Having that collaboration specified in the motion would be theqmost appropriate way.

Rice says the way the condition is now written, it speaks toghe incorporation of new mature
trees. | think what we are looking for is that and, in additien, working to‘preserve what is there.
Hsu says it seems that if we are leaning toward a “no’4vote, | am not certaimwhy we need to
worry about the condition.

Rice says if | am making a motion, | want one that | will vote for.

Motion made by Hsu to approve Balfour Senior Living Plat/PUD Amendment: Resolution
14, Series 2016. A resolution recommending approval ofia Planned Unit Development (PUD)
and final plat to allow for a 54-unit assisted living community. on Lots 2 and 3 of Louisville Plaza
Filing 2. , with the following condition:

1. Prior to the City Council hearing;ithe applicant shall incorporate a minimum of six mature
trees into the overall landscape planion the‘eastand northeast side of the site. The
trees will be a mix of deciduous and evergreén treesiwhich'will provide a mature
landscape buffer and appropriate transition to the surrounding public open space and
single family residential neighborhood:

No second. Resolution dies.

Motion made by Rice 10 approvedBalfournSenior Living Plat/PUD Amendment: Resolution
14, Series 2016. A resolutionsecommending approval of a Planned Unit Development (PUD)
and final plat to allow.for a 54-unit assisted living'community on Lots 2 and 3 of Louisville Plaza
Filing 24, with the following condition:
1¢ Prior to the City"Council hearing, the applicant shall incorporate a minimum of six mature
trees into the overall landscape,plan on the east and northeast side of the site. The
trees will be a mix of deciduous and evergreen trees which will provide a mature
landscape buffer and appropriate transition to the surrounding public open space and
singlefamily residential neighborhood; that the applicant and the City work
collaboratively to preserve as much as feasible of the existing landscaping.
seconded by Moline.»Rall call vote.

Name Vote
Chris Pritchard n/a
Cary Tengler No
Ann O’Connell No
Jeff Moline No
Steve Brauneis n/a
Tom Rice Yes
David Hsu No
Motion passed/failed: | Fail

Motion fails 4-1.
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Commission directs Staff to bring forth a Resolution of Denial at the August 11, 2016. Motion
made by O’Connell, seconded by Moline. Roll call vote.

Name Vote
Chris Pritchard n/a
Cary Tengler Yes
Ann O’Connell Yes
Jeff Moline Yes
Steve Brauneis n/a
Tom Rice Yes
David Hsu Yes
Motion passed/failed: | Pass

Motion passes 5-0.
Break from 9:00 to 9:15 pm. Reconvene.

» MccCaslin Blvd Small Area Plan: A request to reyiew a draft egpy of the McCaslin Blvd
Small Area Plan. Continued from June 23, 2016

. Staff member: Scott Robinson, Planner Il

Motion made by Rice to move the McCaslin Blvd Small Area Plan to the August 11, 2016
Planning Commission meeting seconded by O’Connell. Passéd by voice vote.

» 824 South Street Final PUD: Resolution 18, Series 2016. A resolution recommending
approval of a Planned Unit Development (PUD) and Special Review Use (SRU) to allow

for the remodel of the existing house, and outdoor sales,at 824 South Street.
e Applicant and Representative: Hartronft'Associates (ErikyHartronft)

e  Owner: Ronda Grassi and Nancy Welch

e  Case Manager: Scott Robinson, Planner Il

Conflict of Interest and Disclosure:
None.

Public Notice Certification:

Published in the Boulder Baily Camera engdune 16, 2016. Posted in City Hall, Public Library,
Recreation Center, and the €ourts and Police Building and mailed to surrounding property
owners and propertyspostedion. June 26, 2016.

StaffilReport of Facts and Issues:
Robinson presented from Pewer Point:

e Thisyproject came before the Planning Commission in November 2015 and
recommended denial of the initial application. The applicant has redesigned the proposal
with a'new design.

o Staff requests thatdPC'look at this as a new proposal, not in comparison to the
November proposal.

LOCATION

e 824 South Street, southwest corner of South Street and Main Street.

e Existing residential house on the west end of the lot, set back from Main Street.
PROPOSED SITE PLAN

o Keep existing house on west side, remove existing garage

e Build new two story commercial structure on east portion of lot

¢ Buildings would be up against each other on south end with a small courtyard separating
them further north.
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STANDARDS
e Property governed by the Commercial Community Zone District, Design Handbook for
Downtown Louisville, and the Downtown Framework'Plan. This gives us the yard and
bulk standards, height, floor area ratia.
e Complies with all yard and bulk standards, reguired setbacks, maximum allowed height,
number of stories, allowed maximumifloor area ratie
It does not comply with parking
Maximum allowed 35" height

N/A 7,510 F
N/A 1,126 SF
8,636 SF
1.3 1.15
N/A 5,006 SF
N/A 67%
2Spaces 2 spaces
9Spaces 3 Spaces
35 35

2 2
Setbacks |

o 7

o v

o o
20 21"



Planning Commission
Meeting Minutes

July 14, 2016

Page 27 of 33

SCALE: 1" = 10'-0"
PARKING ’
o Proposed five parking spaces at the back of the rty, inclu
o With ADA access in ROW
11 spaces required
5 spaces provided
6 spaces fee-in-lieu = $21,600
With ADA access on property
11 spaces required
4 spaces provided
o 7 spaces fee-in-lieu = $25,
ARCHITECTURE

ne ADA space

O O O O O O

Northeast corner of building, broken up i S mmercial building,
appearance of false facade fagi i ad structure along South Street.
Building looks like small ether i one'l

v

MATERIALS
Siding or composite material that looks like siding compatible with Design Handbook for
Downtown Louisville. Staff feels this design complies with the Design Handbook for Downtown
Louisville.
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Proposal to remove isti use will remain.

Five crite order for a Special Review Use to be approved. Staff Report
lists them andifi i ia have been met and recommends approval of the SRU.

Staff recommends g Commission move to approve 824 South Street Final PUD:
Resolution 18, Seri 016. A resolution recommending approval of a Planned Unit
Development (PUD) and Special Review Use (SRU) to allow for the remodel of the existing
house, and outdoor sales at 824 South Street.
with two conditions:

1. The access area for the handicap parking space shall be moved on to the property

2. The items outlined in the Public Works memo dated June 23, 2016 shall be satisfied

before recordation of the PUD.

Email entered into record:

Moline makes motion to enter email into the record, Hsu seconds the motion. Motion passed by

voice vote.
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Commission Questions of Staff:

Moline asks about parking issue and the money the applicant can contribute into the City
parking fund. How does that translate into creating more parking and City parking issues?
Robinson says the money can go towards acquiring parking elsewhere in downtown which the
City is actively pursuing. The property at the corner of Elma and Front has recently been paved
and is public parking. Once the South Street Underpass is finished (it is under construction now
with BNSF), the City has acquired land on the other side for public parking.

Rice says am | correct that there is no waiver being sought.

Robinson says no waiver is being sought; just a request to pay parking fee-in-lieu instead of
providing parking.

Rice says the controversy is whether we make them pay for six or seven parking spaces. The
Special Review Use is for the outdoor dining. If memory serves mie right, what caused the
proposal to be denied last time was the waivers being sought.

Applicant Presentation:

Eric Hartronft, 950 Spruce Street, Suite 2A, Louisvillef CO

Not all of you were here when we presented in November. As was pointed outythe last proposal
looked at a 35’ building, but there were three stori€s. The transition area of Downtown Louisville
guidelines states that buildings should be no more than two stories, 35’. We are coming back
with a two story building that does not exceed 35’. The,area that'is up to 35’ is a small area for a
stair tower to get to the roof. The building as you see'itis)lower than 35. The gables are
probably 32’ to 33'.

The site is across the street from the Louisville‘Museum and is adifferent part of town than
other areas that are more active. One thing about this area fronra retail standpoint is that some
businesses have suffered in_the northern part of thef900:bloek because of the lack of foot traffic.
How do we make downtown as vibrant as we can? Rhonda“and Nancy have come forward with
this site because it is adkeystone piece for downtown to welcome people in. It is a gateway, not
only from the Main Street traffic driving south but also from the new traffic coming through the
underpass. It is at aicressroads and is an important, piece.

Design Drivers

o Significant Gatewayto Downtown
Address the earner — framynorth Main Street and east
Provide rich pedestrian experience
Opportunities for outdoor diningyand “hang out”
Accommodate owner’s\business
Provide,opportunity for hew Main Street business
Maintain the existing house if possible
Relate to'surrounding residential and commercial
Respect Old“Toewn and Downtown Design Guidelines

We have eliminated the third floor where Rhonda and Nancy wanted to live. Without the third
floor, we cannot accommodate the loft. They will continue to use the residence on site as a
rental property. We looked at the possibility of taking down the existing house on the property,
but there are reasons to leave it. It helps to transition into the neighborhood from the site. The
Historic Preservation aspect of the house is important. It is not our most historic residence in
town, but it is a piece of our historic fabric. When you look at Old Town, this house fits in. It has
some unique character. The owners have decided it is desirable to keep the house instead of
putting more parking there.
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Proposed Site Plan

The previous version had a larger courtyard between the residence and the building. Part of the
feedback we had was that the building previously was pretty close to the property line on the
east side, so we pushed the building back. It caused us to lose a functional courtyard, so it is
now just an entryway to get to a stair and back door of the existing residence. It shifted the open
space to Main Street, so now we have a lot of more space adjacent to the public sidewalk.
Where the property line is, there is a porch element that comes out from the building. That is in
line with the existing building to the south, and then back another 6’ from that is the actual
building line. We pushed the building back quite a ways from the property line.

In the previous version, you can see how much closer the building was,to the property line. It did
give us a really nice courtyard but again, in responding to the comments that we heard from the
neighbors and neighboring business, we felt it was cutting off their visual access to Main Street.
We are able to create a better site plan that will be friendlier todhe neighbors by pushing that
back. One of the things happening in either version is that we have ‘eliminated a curb cut that
used to come back to the garage. There is another parallel parking spaceithat gets created on
the site here. We don’t get credit for this space, but it is one more space downtown. Regarding
parking in the back, we try to find as many parking spaces as we can. Land‘in Bowntown
Louisville is a precious resource and we have to dse it as well as we can. | am-allfor mixing
public and private uses if we can conserve land."One of the things,we have done‘@mother
properties is to actually utilize sidewalks for the loading, areas'for handicapped space. My mom
had a stroke seven years ago and we bought one of thesefvans with a ramp that comes out the
side. It sticks out about 3-4’ and often,ae, will park in one of these parallel parking spaces, put
the ramp out onto the sidewalk, she gets outpand then the'ramp goes in. For about 2 minutes,
the ramp is out and then it's gone. It works, quite well functionallyybecause we do it all the time.
In terms of conserving land downtown, we felt this'wasia,good place to do it. You have
approved a similar situation on 945 Front Street, where theyare also utilizing a public sidewalk
for part of their loading area. To meet the ADArequirements; you need a space that is 8 wide.
The ramps and platforms that come out of vans don’t take that space, but that gives you room to
maneuver. On 945 Efont, | think it only comes about halfway out into the sidewalk. The problem
here is we can’t really push the parking down.

On the front, there is a space created between'the, property line, the public sidewalk, and the
building. ltds very ample forioutdoor seating. We have tried to activate the public realm along
the sidewalk. We think this building will be a good addition to Downtown. It doesn’t take a lot of
roomfto create activity along the'edges of buildings and we think this can be another really vital
place’Downtown that will'add to what everybody loves about Downtown now.

We talked"about the architectural concept of trying to use the traditional western storefront, false
front fagade architecture, updated for a historic context. We have a small gable element that
runs down South Street togelate to the gable roof on the house, splitting up the longer facade
with another false front element with the porch. We are trying to create these things with the
architecture. The guidelines talk about the type of fenestration, windows, and doors and we
comply with that as well as the building form itself.

The garage is being removed so additional parking is available off the alley.

On South Street, we have almost wide enough “curb to curb” to do angled parking. We would
have to widen it just a little more to get the required clearances for firetrucks. But we think it is
worth looking into and perhaps some of the parking money that goes into the fund can go to
angled parking. It creates quite a few new spaces Downtown if it can be done. We have noticed
that the lot behind the museum seems to be under-utilized. | don’t think a lot of people know it is
there. Having a new building here will get utilization of our parking. If you went through
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Planning’s parking study, utilization is the key. Not just creating more spaces, but getting people
to where the parking is and getting the parking where the people are. We think this project does
that.

The only thing we’d like to ask tonight is if you could see your way to modify the condition to add
the following: the access area for the handicapped parking space shall be moved onto the
property if the City determines in the future that the access area unduly restricts the public
sidewalk after the project is completed and in use. It is just about striping at that point. If we go
ahead and do it the way we’ve planned it, we can try it out. If it becomes a problem, then we will
eliminate a space, pay the fee, and move on down the road. Anytime we can get even one more
parking space Downtown, we think that is a benefit. Paying the fee is_ not an issue; it is about
having more parking spaces adjacent to this building. If we can make it work, that would be
great.

Commission Questions of Applicant:

Hsu says regarding the parking spaces, are those going4o be customer parking or completely
open to the public?

Hartronft says the way the parking regulations work; we have this one dwelling, unit on site
which is the existing house. We have to provide two parking spaces for that house. Those two
spaces will have to be reserved for the residents. The other thre@spaces are probably going to
be “private” in terms of the people going to the store and thedenants in the building'wanting their
customers to be able to park there. They will probably‘put4p signs as you see in some of the
lots Downtown, for customer parking only:

Commission Questions of Staff:

Tengler asks about letter submitted from Emily Kean which asks about enforced 2-hour parking
for both employees and customers which would reqguire the 'employees to find alternate parking,
but to keep parking turnover.

Robinson says it is feaSible and Staff would have to look at the parking study done two years
ago. Generally, my recollection is there is less parking demand in the north part of Downtown
and generally more‘availability with'angled parking on South Street east of Main Street. The
museum parking lot oftemis not fall asswell. From Qur, studies and our perspective, there is no
need for enforced 2-hourparking on South Stréets It is enforced on Main Street which is all 2-
hour. If this becomes,an issue, that is an easy change to make.

Tengler says relative to,the angled parking that Eric mentioned, is that feasible and something
Staffdhas fooked at?

Robinson says it is something that'Public Works has looked at. It hasn’t gone forward at this
point. | dont remember exactly why itthasn’t happened and it may be that it is not quite wide
enough to'aceommodate it. AS demand increases, it is something that will likely be revisited.
Rice asks what Staff’s respanse to Eric’'s proposed modified condition.

Robinson says‘our, preference is still for the condition as presented in the Staff Report. If you
want to go with themedified condition, | don’t think it will be an undue burden. Our preference is
still for moving the aceess onto the property.

Rice asks what the difference is with 945 Front Street?

Robinson says the space doesn’t extend as far off the property and it doesn’t extend onto the
sidewalk so the entire width of the sidewalk is still purely sidewalk, and then there is an area of
pavers between the sidewalk and the property line that is to be used for ADA access.

Rice says in that case, they are actually on the public property for their ADA access, but the
difference is it isn’t on the paved sidewalk.

Hsu says regarding the proposed modification, if we found there is an undue burden later on,
would the applicant still be required to pay the fee afterwards?

Robinson says if we end up having to remove a space to move it on there, they would have to
pay the fee at that point. The applicant said he is okay with that.
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Public Comment:

Michael Menaker, 1827 Choke Cherry Drive, Louisville, CO

Very quickly on the parking. There are plans to redo the parking lot at South Street to the east
when the South Street Gateway Underpass under the railroad tracks opens. That street went
one way for those with short memories when we built the new library. It was a construction
mitigation design issue. It was really supposed to be reversed once the library was built. We
have been challenged to get that to execute. We are promised that it will go back to a two-way
street with parking on both sides of the street, probably still angled, when the Gateway is done.
That opens up a lot of parking because those spaces are rarely full during the day because they
are not apparently assessable. There is also some consideration about redoing South Street to
the west to provide more parking with angled parking, but also to putin‘a bike corridor that will
connect to existing bikeways in the City. When you look at it all infmass, add to that the newly
acquired paved parking and the recently announced acquisition by the City of Blue Parrot’s
parking lot which now, once again, reopens a discussion oéstructuredparking on land that the
City controls. | see no reason to be overly concerned about the parking impacts on the least
busy end of Downtown corridor. | am intrigued and supportive of the outd@ondining which | think
will provide a restaurant anchor and allow traffic to flow, Compared to where this project was
before, this new design answers many of the concerns this Commission had. Even in its
previous incarnation, | am reminded there was tremendous suppert from the neighbers and
business community. The Chamber was here in force:and other business owners up and down
the street were here in force. Eric did this to answer the height modifications in that dwelling unit
on the top. | see no reason for you to pkapprove this unanimously.

Summary and request by Staff and Applicant:
Staff recommends Planning Commission'meve to approeve 824 South Street Final PUD:
Resolution 18, Series 2016. Aresolution reecommending approval of a Planned Unit
Development (PUD) and Special Review Use (SRU) 1o allowforthe remodel of the existing
house, and outdoor salés at 824 South Street:,
with two conditions:

1. The access area for the handicap parking space shall be moved on to the property

2. The items outlined in the Publiep\\/orks memo dated June 23, 2016 shall be satisfied

before recordation ofithie PUD.

Applicant has nothing to add.

Closed Public Hearing and.discussien by Commission:

Rice'says the only issue in my mind isshow we deal with the handicapped parking spot. | have
listenedto both sides of the discussion and | find both of them to have merit and | haven’t
decided which,way to go.

Hsu says | agree with what Iom said. That area, | agree, is easier to park on. It is on the north
side and usually, you can find parking pretty easily a block or so away. | don’t know which way
that swings the consideration, whether having more parking available means that we should
move the handicapped space. We could take away one parking space as one way to read it. If
this becomes a more thriving part of Downtown, then maybe we do need more parking in that
area.

O’Connell says because | am not sure, | am in favor of the way Eric proposes it. If it turns out to
be a nightmare, then we can always come back and make them change it.

Moline says | agree with Ann on this. | am compelled by the things Eric mentioned. | think it is
great to have a space that can have some dual uses, be it sidewalk but also be used for ADA
access when that occasionally happens. It seems like a great way to get another parking space
right Downtown where people are going to want it. | am in support of the applicant’s proposed
modified condition. | think the building will be a great asset to Main Street. | think you have done
a wonderful job.
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Tengler says | am excited about it. We are all in agreement that this is a good project. | applaud
the effort of Eric. | feel a lot better about this project because | was one who really felt like it was
too much. It was more of a barrier than a gateway. | like what you have done, pushing it off the
sidewalk and maintaining the outdoor dining. | appreciate the work you have done to bring this
back. I'd like to go with the amendment to the condition that Eric has proposed.

Motion made by O’Connell to approve 824 South St Final PUD: Resolution 18, Series 2016.
A solution recommending approval of a Planned Unit Development (PUD) and Special Review
Use (SRU) to allow for the remodel of the existing house, and outdoor sales at 824 South Street
with two conditions, #1 being modified:

1. The access area for the handicap parking space shall be moved on to the property if the
City determines in the future that the access area undulygrestricts the public sidewalk
after the project is completed and in use.

2. The items outlined in the Public Works memo dateddJune)23, 2016 shall be satisfied
before recordation of the PUD.

Seconded by Rice. Roll call vote.

Name Vote
Chris Pritchard n/a
Cary Tengler Yes
Ann O’Connell Yes
Jeff Moline Yes
Steve Brauneis n/a
Tom Rice Yes
David Hsu Yes
Motion passed/failed: | Pass

Motion passes 6-0.
Planning Commission Cemmenis: None.

Staff Comments:
Next month, we willhave the two items that were continued tonight, Balfour Resolution of Denial
and McCaslin Blvd SmalhArea Plan. €eatennial Pavilions has been pushed to September.

Iltems TentativelyasScheduled for the regularmeeting: August 11, 2016

> Delo Lofts Final Plat/PUD/SRU: A request for a final Plat and planned unit
development (PUD) and'special review use (SRU) to allow for eight live/work units and
33 apartment units in,the Hwy42 Revitalization Area.
e Y Applicant: Delo East, LLC,(Justin MeClure)
e _ Owner: Boom, LLC (Elizabeth Law-Evans)
. Representative: RMCS [ In¢ (Justin McClure)
e  Case Manager: Scott Robinson, Planner Il

» CentennialPaviliohs Final Plat: A request for a re-plat of Centennial Pavilions Filing
No. 1 to create, three separate legal lots. September

«_Applicant and Representative: NexGen Properties (Sean Sjodin)

o Owner: NexGen Properties, Walorado Partners LLC, Centennial Pavilion Lofts Owner’s Association
e Case Manager: Lauren Trice, Planner |

» RUPES PUD: A request for a Planned Unit Development for 30,000 SF office and

manufacturing building.
e Applicant and Representative: Rupes USA (Don Blake)
e Owner: George Cavanaugh
e Case Manager: Scott Robinson, Planner Il

Adjourn:
Moline made motion to adjourn, O’Connell seconded. Tengler adjourned meeting at 9:53 P.M.
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Planning Commission

Meeting Minutes
August 11, 2016
City Hall, Council Chambers
749 Main Street
6:30 PM

Call to Order — Pritchard called the meeting to order at 6:28 PM.

Roll Call was taken and the following members werefpresent:
Commission Members Present: ChrisgPritchard, Chair
Ann O’Connell, Secretary
Steve Brauneis

David Hsu
Tom Rice
Commission Members Absent: Jeff Moline
Staff Members Present: RobyZuccaro, Dit. of Planning and Building Safety

Scott'Robinson, Planner Il

Susie Bye, Minutes Secretary
Approval of Agenda:
Brauneis moved and RiCe seconded a motion to approve the August 11, 2016 agenda. Motion
passed by voice votes

Approval of Minutes:
No quorum of Commission members fromyprevious meeting so July 14, 2016 minutes not
approved. Continued to"September 8, 2016 meeting.

Public)Comments:ltems not'onithe Agenda
Nong.

RegularBusiness:
> RUPRES PUD: Resolution No. 19, Series 2016. A resolution recommending approval of
a final\planned unit development (PUD) to construct a 30,000 square foot industrial/
manufacturing building with associated site improvements on Lots 11 & 12, Block 3,
CTC Filing L.
e  Applicant and‘Representative: Rupes USA (Don Blake)

. Owner: George Cavanaugh
. Case Manager: Scott Robinson, Planner Il

Conflict of Interest and Disclosure:
None.

Public Notice Certification:

Published in the Boulder Daily Camera on July 24, 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 July 22, 2016.

City of Louisville
Department of Planning and Building Safety
749 Main Street  Louisville CO 80027
303.335.4592 (phone) 303.335.4550 (fax) www.LouisvilleCO.gov
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Staff Report of Facts and Issues:
Robinson presented from Power Point:
LOCATION
e Located on Taylor Avenue at the intersection of Boxelder Street in the CTC
Property zoned Industrial (1)
Required to follow the IDDSG
25% landscape coverage, minimum required in the IDDSG
Two access points off Taylor. North access will line up with Boxelder intersection. South
access leads to Taylor Street.
e Main entrance at southeast corner with sidewalk access
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PROP, BULDING

PARKING V
e 68 parking spaces required under IDDSG
e 64 parking spaces provided
o 4 deferred parking spaces in back; will block off a portion of the loading dock
e Given proposed use and applicant’s projected employee counts, the 64 spaces should

be adequate to provide for the intended use. If, in the future, the use of the building
changes, Staff will re-evaluate the parking.

ARCHITECTURE
o Approximately 34’ tall, less than the 40’ maximum height allowed in IDDSG
e Tilt-up concrete and board-formed concrete
e Variation of materials and articulation in height and setback
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o Meets design requirements of the IDDSG
SIGNS

¢ No signs requested but future signage must comply with IDDSG

Staff Recommendations:

Staff recommends Planning Commission move to approve RUPES PUD: Resolution No. 19,
Series 2016. A resolution recommending approval of a final planned unit development (PUD) to
construct a 30,000 square foot industrial/ manufacturing building with associated site
improvements on Lots 11 & 12, Block 3, CTC Filing 1.

Commission Questions of Staff:
None.

Applicant Presentation:

Casey Adragna, Intergroup Architects, 2000 W. Littleton Blvd, Littletony,CO

Rupes is an Italian company out of Milan, Italy. This is a80,000 sf manufacturing office with
10,000 sf of office. They want to put an emphasis on désigh and not look'like,an empty box. It
was hice working with Rupes to try and create a pleasing atmosphere to the'exterior and for
their employees.

Steve Hartel, Rupes USA, Director of Manufacturing

Italian manufacturer of small detail equipment such‘asicar palishers, aircraft polishers, etc. They
were founded in 1947 and are privately held. They purchased Cyclo Toolmakers, Inc. in 2015
which was a Colorado-based manufacturer of detail equipment founded in 1953. Now jointly, we
are manufacturing both types of polishers anéyplan doing it‘here in Louisville.

Commission Questions of Applicant:
None.

Public Comment:
None.

Summary and requestbyaStaff and Applicant:
Staff recommends approval.

CloseddPublic Hearing and diseussion by Commission:

Hsugsays this is straightforward andhthere are no waivers other than deferred parking. The
building leoks nice. Thankiyou for camplying with all guidelines because it makes our job easier.
| am votingin favor.

Brauneis in favor. O’Connell in favor.

Rice says it makes it really gasy when the applicant meets all of the design guidelines we have
created. There IS ne, substantive waiver being sought. | want comment about the robust pace of
development in the?!CRE. | think it is fantastic.

Motion made by O’Connell to approve RUPES PUD: Resolution No. 19, Series 2016. A
resolution recommending approval of a final planned unit development (PUD) to construct a
30,000 square foot industrial/ manufacturing building with associated site improvements on Lots
11 & 12, Block 3, CTC Filing 1, seconded by Brauneis. Roll call vote.

Name Vote
Chris Pritchard Yes
Ann O’Connell Yes
Jeff Moline n/a

Steve Brauneis Yes
Tom Rice Yes
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David Hsu Yes

Motion passed/failed: | Pass

Motion passes 5-0.

» Balfour Senior Living Plat/PUD Amendment: Resolution 14, Series 2016. A
resolution recommending disapproval of a planned unit development (PUD) and final
plat to allow the construction of a 54-unit assisted living community on Lots 2 and 3 of
Louisville Plaza Filing No. 2, located at 1800 and 1870 Plaza Drive.

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

No Commission quorum present from July 14, 2016 meeting. Resolution of Denial continued
to September 8, 2016 meeting.

> McCaslin Blvd Small Area Plan: Resolution 17, Series 2016. A resolution

recommending approval of the McCaslin Blvd Small Area Plan.
e  Staff Member: Scott Robinson, Planner Il

Emails entered into the record:
Rice makes motion to enter emails into the record, seconded by Hsu. Motion passed by voice
vote.

Staff Report of Facts and Issues:

Zuccaro presents from Power Point:

Good evening, Mr. Chairman, and membhers of'the Planning Ceammission. | am Robert Zuccaro
with the Planning Department for the City: Before Scott Rebinson makes the presentation, |
wanted to provide a background,and context for this review. As,you know, this is the
continuance of the initial4eviewfrom June andlgprobably should have made this introduction
back then. | do want te‘go back a little bit and talk about background and context for how this
plan was developed{ | will try to keep it brief butil think it is important to define this. Some minor
changes have been‘'made since June as well, and Scott will go over those.

The idea of creating the Small' Area Plan comes frem the City Comprehensive Plan that was
updated_ in 2013."That,plan called for the creation of these small area plans and neighborhood
plans t0 provide more specific recemmendations for areas of the City that needed a deeper
review, vision, and definition of whatithe City’s goals were. The McCaslin Blvd area that you see
up on‘theyslide is one of these areas dentified. This is, in effect, an extension of that Comp Plan
effort; to'take a more detailed look at a very important area of the City.

The Small Area Plan has a 20 year time horizon. It is intended to provide a vision and policy
direction for how'this areafshould be maintained and developed over this time. It is intended to
define how the area should feel and function, insure it continues to be a desirable commercial
core for the City, and'eontinue to make significant contributions to the economic sustainability of
the City. It is also important to recognize that this is not a regulatory document; this is a policy
document that provides policy guidance to the City. There is a lot of follow-up that needs to take
place in order to implement this plan once it is approved. It defines both public and private
improvements in the area. In reality, what this can lead to are changes to the municipal code,
zoning, and the creation of design regulations. These are all the types of things that are called
for from the plan. It also provides guidance for City Capital Improvement Expenditures in the
short, medium, and long term. These are in the plan as well and this is just guidance. Every
year, Staff works with the City Manager and City Council on refining these priorities. It helps to
provide guidance to developers and Staff working with developers on both private and public
infrastructure that comes out of these developments and development reviews you see on a
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regular basis. It also helps the City apply for grant funding and provides the context for regional
planning. Despite the 20 year horizon of the analysis in the plan, it is only intended to reflect the
community’s current desires but with an eye to the future. It is a living document and needs to
be reviewed, reconsidered, and updated on a regular basis. Even though this has been a
process going on for several years, it is ongoing vision. We are trying to encapsulate the
community’s current vision and desires for the City. This may be different five years from now
and we need to look at this on a regular basis as we move forward once a plan does get
adopted. | did want to go over the vision, core values, and core principles that the Comp Plan
and the Small Area Plan are based on. It is important to provide the context for what you are
reviewing tonight.

Vision Statement

Established in 1878, the City of Louisville is an inclusive, family-friendly community that
manages its continued growth by blending a forward-thinking @utlook with a small-town
atmosphere which engages its citizenry and provides a walkable community form that enables
social interaction. The City strives to preserve and enhanee the high quality of life it offers to
those who live, work, and spend time in the communitys Louisville retains‘€éonnections to the
City’s modest mining and agricultural beginnings while eontinuing to transforminto one of the
most livable, innovative, and economically diversé communities in the United States. The
structure and operation of the City will ensure anigpen and responsive government which
integrates regional cooperation and citizen volunteerism with@ broad range of high-quality and
cost-effective services.

Everything in this Plan should be a reflectionef this vision."Qut,of the Comp Plan, there were
also fourteen Core Community Values. Here are Seme of the values | wish to highlight.

Core Community Values

The following Core Community Malues are. the foundation upon which the Citysef Louisville will make decisions and
achieve the Community’s vision.

We Value...

A Sense of Communityf. . . where residents, property ownerss, business owners, and visitors feel a connection to
Louisville and to each otherpand where the City’s character, physical form and accessible government contribute to a
citizenry that is actively invelved in the decision-making processito meet their individual and collective needs.

Our Livable Small Town Feel . . where the'City’s sizepscale, and land use mixture and government’s high-quality
customer servicerenecourage personal and commerciakinteractions.

How is thé community.designed? Is the government friendly and accessible?

A Healthy, Vibrant, and Sustainable Ecenomy . . . where the City understands and appreciates the trust our
residents, property owners, and business owners place in it when they invest in Louisville, and where the City is
committedyto a strong and supportive business)climate which fosters a healthy and vibrant local and regional
economy-foritoday and for the future.

Is this a place supportive of business investments? These are things we are trying to

accomplish with.the Comp Plan and Small Area Plan.

A Connection to'the\City’s Heritage . . . where the City recognizes, values, and encourages the promotion and
preservation of our history and€ultural heritage, particularly our mining and agricultural past.

Sustainable Practicesifonthe Economy, Community, and the Environment . . . where we challenge our
government, residents, praperty owners, and our business owners to be innovative with sustainable practices so the
needs of today are met without compromising the needs of future generations.

Unique Commercial Areas and Distinctive Neighborhoods . . . where the City is committed to recognizing the
diversity of Louisville’s commercial areas and neighborhoods by establishing customized policies and tools to ensure
that each maintains its individual character, economic vitality, and livable structure.

A Balanced Transportation System . . . where the City desires to make motorists, transit customers, bicyclists and
pedestrians of all ages and abilities partners in mobility, and where the City intends to create and maintain a
multimodal transportation system to ensure that each user can move in ways that contribute to the economic
prosperity, public health, and exceptional quality of life in the City.

Are we providing mobility for all ages and abilities and modes of transportation?

Families and Individuals . . . where the City accommodates the needs of all individuals in all stages of life through
our parks, trails, and roadway design, our City services, and City regulations to ensure they provide an environment
which accommodates individual mobility needs, quality of life goals, and housing options.
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Integrated Open Space and Trail Networks . . . where the City appreciates, manages and preserves the natural
environment for community benefit, including its ecological diversity, its outstanding views, clear-cut boundaries, and
the interconnected, integrated trail network which makes all parts of the City accessible.

Are we creating connections and improving mobility and access?

Safe Neighborhoods . . . where the City ensures our policies and actions maintain safe, thriving and livable
neighborhoods so residents of all ages experience a strong sense of community and personal security.

Ecological Diversity . . . where the City, through its management of parks and open space and its development and
landscape regulations, promotes biodiversity by ensuring a healthy and resilient natural environment, robust plant life
and diverse habitats.

Excellence in Education and Lifelong learning . . . where the City allocates the appropriate resources to our library
services and cultural assets and where the City actively participates with our regional partners to foster the region’s
educational excellence and create a culture of lifelong learning within the City and Boulder County.

Civic Participation and Volunteerism . . . where the City engages, empowers, and gncourages its citizens to think
creatively, to volunteer and to participate in community discussions and decisions through open dialogue, respectful
discussions, and responsive action.

Open, Efficient and Fiscally Responsible Government . . . where the City government is approachable,
transparent, and ethical, and our management of fiscal resources is accountable; trustworthy, and prudent.

As we move into the Small Area Plan process, all of the Mision and Core Values were analyzed.
There was extensive public input in the public processiwith the Comp Plan. We included that
with the Small Area Plan and the purpose of that isdefining the Vision as it relates to the
McCaslin Blvd Small Area Plan context. The Vision and those Core Values were translated into
some very important principles rather than Core'Values, but they are functioning mueh in the
same way. On page 15 of the plan, there is a section that states “what needs improvement.”
Based on the Vision and Core Values of the Comp Plan, what'needs improvement in this area?

What Needs Most Improvement:
* Sense of Community
* Sustainability — Economy/Community/Environment
* Unigue Commercial Areas/Distinctive Neighiorhoods

What came out of the public processwas a sense of community and sustainability.
Sustainability means‘economic community and‘environmental sustainability. These are all
connected concepts. You can’t haye one withoutithe other; a unique commercial area with
distinctive neighborhoodsy, These were'the,things that, through the public input process, were
determined to .need improvement for the ' MeCaslin,Blvd area. This led into the Principles for the
plan. These needs and principles were reviewed by the PC and CC and it has been about one
year sigce that happened. Thiswas an important check-in during the planning process to make
suredve were going in the right direetion.

Six Principles
+ Development to Meet Fiscal and Economic Goals

» Encourage Desired Uses/Facilitate Redevelopment of Vacant Buildings

» Improve‘Connectivity and Accessibility

« Enhance Bieyelefand Pedestrian Connections

« Create Public'and Private Gathering Spaces

» Create Design Regulations that Reflect Community Vision and Promote Creative Design

These are the principles this plan is based on. As you are reviewing the plan this evening, my
recommendation is to keep the Vision, the Core Values of the Comp Plan, the Needs, and the
Principles of the Small Area Plan in mind. We can ask ourselves, are we achieving what the
Vision, Core Values, Needs, and Principles outlined through the planned elements? This
evening, Staff is looking for community input and feedback from the Commission on the content
on this draft plan with the idea of ultimately recommending a version of this plan to City Council.
Some areas of the plan likely still need discussion and final direction before moving on to City
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Council. We are looking forward to having that conversation this evening with the Commission
and the public.

Hsu says | have a question about how this is implemented. If CC passes the Small Area Plan
basically the way it is, can you chart out what that means to the community, the Planning
Department, and the City in the next six months to a year?

Zuccaro says at the end of the plan, there is an implementation table that points out the time
frame for these items. Some of the short term items would be looking at new ordinances and
regulations for the area to reflect the land use plan and creation of design guidelines. There is
also some infrastructure that would come in the early stages and recommended as Capital
Improvements.

Robinson presents from Power Point.
Here is a quick recap of what was presented at the June 23, 20
Plan came out of the Comprehensive Plan and is intended to

eting. The Small Area
velopment in the corridor.

Study Area

You will see some re ings in this presentation which are not specifically proposed. This is
not something the City is going to build. This is to give an idea of, if and when the property
owners decide they want to redevelop these properties, what these design guidelines would call
for and what it would look like. The City is not planning on tearing down any businesses or
rebuilding anything.

Project Schedule

February 2015 — Kick-off Meeting

August 2015 — Walkability Audit/Placemaking Workshop #1
November 2015 — Placemaking Workshop #2

February 2016 — Placemaking Workshop #3
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o Three Development scenarios
o Urban design elements
o Roadway improvements

Plan Outline

e Introduction

Process

Context Principles

The Plan

Implementation

We will focus on the Plan Section.
Community Design Principles
e Improve McCaslin
o Safer and more pleasant street to use for all
o Clear distinction between street and drlveways
o Buildings that face the street and are acces
e Connect residents to amenities
o Safer and simpler east/west connectio
o Improvements to Cherry/Centennial
o Additional green fingers connecting to
e Smaller Blocks
o Facilitate incremental develg pment W|th S
o Create transportation optio
o Eliminate confusion betwee
Development Types
° imi is i 2 ently. Larger

Center-C i i it stop. Higher density, more walkable and
i ' etween office and retail and allowing

instead of consistent street wall

o g spaces
e Edge
o Cluster buildings
o Green fingers
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Urban Design Plan

11 Urban Design Plan
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Even if Orange is appr ) if & he property owner wants to redevelop, it would go
through a re-zoning . i ( in and evict these businesses, and then
build apartments. Tf i [ gh Special Review Use (SRU). It must be

the city-wide Community Survey done every
s asked about residential in the McCaslin Blvd area. It

It is something we have seen throughout the plan process; the
divided opi llow residential, what type of residential, where to allow it, and if
i sidential is to be allowed in the McCaslin area, should it be
development. In the draft plan, it allows residential through re-
zoning and SRU, bt adjacent to the existing residential. It does not allow it in the Colony
Square area. If PC and CC want to see it there, Staff can re-evaluate it. Staff wanted to present
a draft that is consistent with the adopted Comp Plan and the direction received three years ago
when it was adopted.
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Parcel O, the former Sam’s Club Area
Figure 24: Level of Support for Housing Options for Former Sam's Club Area

Most of the land zoned for residential uses in Louisville has been built out, In the former Sam's Club shopping
area residential development is currently not allowed. If this area was to redevelop with retail and offices, to
what extent would you support or oppose including any of the following types of housing?

M Strongly support B Somewhat support 8 Somewhat oppose

M Strongly oppose

Senior housing (apartments, condos,
townhomes)

Multifamily housing (apartments, condos,
townhomes)

Subsidized housing tapartments, condes,
townhomes)

o% 25% 0% 75% 100%

US 36/ McCaslin area/ Colony SquanélMovie Theater"BRT Station
Figure 25: Level of Support for Housing Options for US36/McCaslin Area

In the area near the US36/McCaslin transit/bus station residential development is currently not allowed. If this
area was to redevelop with retail and offices, to what extent would you support or oppose including any of the
following types of housing?

mSuongly support  mSomewhat support  ® Somewhat oppose  ® Strongly oppose

Senior housing (apartments, condos,
townhomes)

Multifamily housing (apartments, condos,
townhomes)

Subsidized housing (apartments, condos,
townhomes)

o% 2556 50% 75% 100%



Planning Commission
Meeting Minutes
August 11, 2016

Page 11 of 29

Street Improvement Plan
The plan has not changed since the June meeting.
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Roadway Improvement Plan
The plan has not changed since the June meeting.
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Building Height Plan
This is the biggest change you will see si
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Urban Design Elements — Center

Renderings have not changed since the June meeting. There is nothing stopping property
owners from re-developing now. They would go through the PUD process. The current zoning
allows three stories. In reducing some of the allowed height within the corridor, we are reducing
the total amount of allowed development. We are not looking to make anybody re-develop at
this point.

COLONY SQUARE
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Urban design elements — Corridor
CENTURY DRIVE
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FISCAL IMPACT

Existing Development in Study Area

Retail 897,781 | Square feet
Office 1,769,692 | Square feet
Residential 277 | Units
Employees 7,993 | People
Residents 333 | People

Projected 20 year Increase over Existing

Retail 296,308 | Square feet
Office 2,223,745 | Square feet
Residential 391 | Units
Employees 8,923 | People
Residents 539 | People

_ h " 4

20 Year Cuomulative RAscal impoact

Revenuse by Fund

General Fund P47 520,000
Urban REevitalizaticon District Fund 20
Open Spoce & Parks Fund 35 584 000 '
Lottery Fund 30
Histodc Preservation Fund F2.112.000
Capiial Pojects Fund F17.741.000
Expenditures by Fund

General Fund $35.870.000
Urban Eevitalization Disfrict Fund 30
Open Spoce & Parks Fund F4826,.000
Lottery Fund 10
Histordc Preservation Fund 0
Capital Projects Fund $31.812.000
TOTAL EXPENDITURES $48.308.000
MNet Fiscal Result by Fund

Zeneral Fund $13. 4850000
Urban Eevitalization Disfrict Fund 30
Open Spoce & Parks Fond 34,959,000
Lotiery Fund 30
Historic Preservation Fund $2.112.000
Capiial Projects Fund [$14.057,000)

MHET ASCAL IMPACT $46.4670.000
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ANALYSIS FROM BOULDER VALLEY SCHOOL DISTRICT

Staff received a letter from Glen Segrue with BVSD dated July 22, 2016. They say they can
accommodate projected development in the McCaslin corridor. They are seeing significant
growth from Superior at Monarch High School, but they believe they can accommodate that and
any development in Louisville through restricting open enroliment.

“Fireside has virtually no new housing potential and could easily absorb these new students.
Monarch K-8 and Monarch High... are going to see significant growth in the next few years from
Superior, they can both likely accommodate these students by restricting the number of new
open enrollment students from outside their attendance area.”

IMPLEMENTATION
¢ Draft and adopt design standards and guidelines
e Timeline

e Cost estimates given in ranges

Commission Questions of Staff:

Rice says | have three areas | want to ask about. The first has to do with theresidential
development mostly on the southeast corner of the study area. The second thing has to do with
the transit plaza, and then the third, | want to revisit the fiscal analysis again. If we go to page 23
of the Plan, what we see is this residential area on theisouthéast corner. It is designated as
retail/office/residential. Is this what we would typically refef to as mixed use development?
Robinson says it would allow for mixed use. If the property ewners want to keep it commercial,
retail, or office, they would be allowed to de that. It would be allowed as use by right. If they
want to redevelop, they would have to go through the PUD process like any commercial
development, but they would not have to have a speciahrequestfonthe use of retail or office. If
they wanted to do residentialgit.would requirésrezoning whichydoes not allow residential. The
proposal would require anotherprocess, an SRUY; which goesithrough PC and CC.

Rice says if we look atéSsome of the emails received from citizens tonight, people are critical of
the use of the SRU &s @ means to rezone. | want to make sure | understand that. What we are
saying is that if somebedy did want to build residential on the property that is designated
retail/office/residential,‘they would first have,to go through the rezoning process. After that, they
would still have.to go throughdthe SRU process. There are no short cuts there. Can you tell me
anyplacedn Louisville,wheretwe have retail/office/residential development that is working?
Robinson says it can be,done‘a few different ways. When people here say mixed-use, they
thinkfof residential overretail. We have the eye doctor and hair salon on south Main Street that
has candes above those businesses. That is our only example and it is in downtown. Another
form of mixed use is residential next to retail such as the Alfalfa’s development, which we
consider mixed use because they are all on the same property. It has apartments about to open.
Rice says here is,my concern. I've seen this pattern develop in that we have this concept of
mixed use, and then people come back and say, we can’t make the commercial work so we’d
like to double up on thedresidential. | take a very dim view of that. To review the numbers, what |
understand is that aceording to the plan as it currently exists, we are talking about 391
additional residential units possible, but not saying we will have that many. That is the outside
limit and it is over a period of 20 years.

Robinson says that is a projection. It is how many could be built under the maximum allowed
density in the projected lifespan of the plan and at projected build-out.

Rice says that 391 units translates into 539 new residents over a 20 year period. Robinson
says based on average occupancy rates in the City.

Rice asks about the transit plaza near the Colony Square. This BRT area is part of our
Principles in the Comp Plan; to enhance the use of mass transit as part of the Plan. We have a
new transit plaza with new office workers in the new office buildings who will use it to arrive and
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leave from work. Where in our plan do we discuss how we are going to implement any of this?
How do we get people from the transit plaza to the offices?

Robinson says we are looking at improving the bicycle and pedestrian connectivity in the area,
and creating smaller blocks that are easier to walk throughout. We also have the first and final
mile plan done in conjunction with US 36 Commuting Solutions and other communities in the
corridor. It had some suggestions on getting people to and from that transit stop. One of the
things we have looked at is a bike share in conjunction with other communities.

Rice says some of these new offices might be built in the northern part of Centennial Valley.
That is not a walkable thing for most people. How do we get people there? Shouldn’t that be
part of the plan if it is a key element of what we are doing here in a Principle? Shouldn’t we be
looking at how the plan envisions moving those people from the transigplaza to their offices?
Robinson says there is the RTD 228 bus service which runs up and down McCaslin and serves
the transit stops. As we get increased density and we get more office’ workers and more people
using the bus, we can look at increasing service on the 228 forfmoreyfrequency. That is the best
option for getting service further north.

Rice says regarding the fiscal analysis on page 33, it looks like we are‘talking about adding
roughly 300,000 sf of additional retail over the 20 yeargperiod. The office space will be more
than doubled. In those offices, we will add nearly 9,000 new employees. | understand these are
projections, but then we build a fiscal analysis offdhese projected numbers. Whatwe end up
with is a net fiscal impact of just short of $7 million positive ovegthe 20 year period. How can we
more than double the office space at 300,000 sf of retail, bring in"9,000 new employees, and
only have something to the order of $300,000 per year pesitive fiscal impact?

Robinson says a lot of this is driven hy'the way office development is treated in the model,
which we are re-evaluating with the finance c¢emmittee currently. The model looks at revenue
coming from two sources, square footage of retailispace andthexnumber of residents and how
much they spend. The model does not capture office werker spending directly through office
workers. It is captured through,additional retail square footage. Currently, the area is little over-
retailed, so some of the neéw officeawould be'filling up existing retail, and providing demand for
the additional 300,000 st.

Rice says can the fiscal'model be amended to tryaand capture that. | presume this net fiscal
impact is going to increase and be/more positive, Dollars spent by these office workers has real
value if they are not residents. \We aremet,providing services.

Robinson says the model is,sét up to assumethey do use some City services such as parks
and opencspace at lunch or-after work. There 1IS'some cost attributed to new office workers but
not nearly to the extentief a resident.

O’Connell says when we lookediatithe community input on new residential, the only area where
there'was a majority of appreval was fer senior housing. Where in the plan do we deal with
senior hausing? At what pointin the residential rezones of the SRU process would that come up
to accommaodate seniors?

Robinson sayseurrently, there is nothing in the plan specific to limit housing to seniors. It could
be addressed through the 4ezoning and SRU criteria. If they are rezoned to allow residential,
there could be conditiens placed to allow for senior housing. This is one source of input and it
showed strong suppott for senior housing. We have heard a strong desire for first-time
homebuyers or young families struggling to find housing in Louisville. We are not meeting the
demand for lower income housing.

O’Connell says if we want to fine tune the type of residential, it would come up during the re-
zoning portion.

Zuccaro says that is the mechanism for doing it. If there is a desire to have a policy to promote
that, this is a good time to add that into the plan. It can turn into a guideline or a regulation that
Staff would then implement with those re-zonings and SRUSs. It is hard for the City to request or
require an amount of certain types of housing. There is no policy to support it.

Brauneis says regarding the Building Height Plan, ultimately | think it is a good neighbor policy
to try and restrict some of this along the adjacent existing residential. What type of impact would
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it have on the properties? They are currently zoned for three stories and that has the potential to
upset some existing property owners.

Robinson says the plan is reducing the allowed height in some places. It is within the City’s
power to set zoning and design guidelines. The property owners have been involved in this
planning process throughout. There is little three story development out there now and we have
not seen a strong demand for three story development. This does not totally eliminate the
possibility of three stories in the corridor, but it does create a better transition to residential
neighborhoods which is a good community value. It would make a more successful
development if and when they redevelop.

Hsu says many of the comments from citizens are basically about “small town character” and
making the McCaslin area an urban corridor rather than suburban or “small town”. Can you
speak broadly about what the plan is or is not?

Robinson says as Rob went over the broad policies and the Comp Plan which laid out the 14
Core Community Values. At the first public meeting, we had everyone look at them and identify
the ones where they felt the community was lacking and how we couldichange that. One that
received the most votes was the lack of “small town feel’sand characterimthe McCaslin area.
What that seemed to mean to people was creating friendlier development, more pedestrian
friendly, more bike friendly, and creating some community gathering spacesinithe area. Right
now, it feels like McCaslin is someplace you go te‘shop or grab lunch or see a'movie, but not
somewhere you walk around and spend time and meet people AMhile we are notirying to
recreate Downtown, we want to create something uniquely Louisville that had those same kinds
of characteristics. With the Design Guidelines, we are'trying to create a more pedestrian friendly
feel, make better connections across Me€aslin and throughout the corridor, and make it easier
to get to, easier get around, and easier to'spend time.

Hsu says the Plan tries to limit building heightsitoiwo stories.“Can you speak about what limits
the density of the building as far as area?

Robinson says we will get into that in the design guidelinesyCurrently, we limit how much can
be built through landscape’ coverage requirements. The commercial guidelines require 30% of
the site to be landscaping, and parking requirements limits how much building can be built on a
property. Those arethe main tools right now.

Hsu says Principle 2 is,about having public and private gathering spaces. There is one park in
Parcel O. Why is that specific area envisiened for'a park?

Robinson says the reasan wefare looking at that,area is because under the current plan
proposal, it would allew for residential and commercial uses. It would create greater demand for
the patk'as opposeditoracross the street which is commercial and office. If and when this
propéerty would redevelap,we wouldy,work with the property owner and developer to acquire that
land far a park, either through requiring, it as part of redeveloping or purchasing it at that time.
Hsu says hnotice in the Implementation Table, the park purchase has no cost associated with it.
It seems tobe,unrealistic.

Robinson saysiideally, when this redevelops and we work with the developer, we will have it
dedicated to the'City. What can we require a developer to do and grant to the City at that time?
How would that space,bé dealt with and maintained? Would it be privately owned with a public
access easement or dedicated to the City and owned and maintained by the Parks Department.
Hsu says when | look at this area, we have a parks area in Parcel |, the Gateway Park which is
already existing. At the last meeting, it was mentioned that it is really not a park, but more an
entry way for trails. What would it take and how can we get more parks?

Robinson says there are a few options. Instead of the City acquiring parks, the City can work
with developers to create private gathering areas as these properties redevelop. They would be
privately owned and maintained, but publicly accessible. The highest level option is to buy
property. Some of these parcels are on the Open Space acquisition priority list. They are not top
priorities, but the OSAB is tracking them. If it becomes a higher priority or the properties become
available, that is an option. It should be noted that when Centennial Valley was first developed,
the City acquired Davidson Mesa Open Space through their dedication requirement. We have
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significant public space. It's not an actively used gathering space, but it is a great amenity. One
of the main goals of the plan is how do we get people to that amenity from this area.

Hsu says you mentioned the Comp Plan states the land around the transit area be commercial
rather than residential. If we want to pursue residential, is there an option to do that?
Robinson says Staff will want direction from the PC that they think residential is appropriate
and something to be included. It can be included in your recommendation to CC and Staff will
present it. Ultimately, it is up to CC whether to include that in the plan. It may require rezoning.
Colony Square is zoned Commercial Business which already allows residential as a SRU.
Currently, it is not consistent with the adopted Comp Plan.

Public Comment:

Debbie Haseman, 247 S Lark Avenue, Louisville, CO. Submitted email’August 9, 2016.

We have lived in Louisville for 25 years. | appreciate the overview of the Mission Statement and
the Principles. What | heard concerning these guiding principleS resenated in a positive way
with me. | think those are important to remember. | think thefe are many, unanswered questions
that need attention. | do love Louisville. | love the size of Louisville thatitis now. | am concerned
about losing that, growing too big, and not being a small town anymore. With,development
comes more traffic, more congestion, and longer waits In restaurants. It is alteady harder to find
parking. It has been great to pull into a parking space, but now | have to look around more. | do
understand the need for smart development andredevelopment of areas that arelinineed of
attention and fixing up. | support green space. | appreeiate thé guestions about parks and more
landscaping along the major streets and an increase in safe bike trails and walkways. | think
careful consideration of any new retail.@mcommercial business needs to be given. | am against
increasing new residential developments anchincreasing any height of existing or new buildings.
I don’t want Louisville to become like other cities that have develeped for the sake of
developing, and have lost their special character. Please,continue te make all of the Principles
and the Mission Statement a priority in your considerations.\Rlease consider the quality of life of
the current citizens of Louisville.

Charles Haseman, 247 S Lark Avenue, Louisville, CO

Our house is right atsthe'bend of that purple area.\We have apartment buildings behind us. The
last time | spoke infront of the CC and the PC was'during the development of those buildings.
The neighbors had quite a lot of inputsimigetting the buffer we needed as homeowners, but also
accommodating some high defsity housing. | think when we moved to Louisville, we always
knew thatdthis area'was going to be developed and that infill would come at some future date. In
the 25 years | have heen livedthere, | have experienced increased traffic, more noise on
McCaslin, loud cars, and when the Eire Station was built, more siren noise. With more people
comes more congestion anchnoise.We raised two girls and they went through the schools in
Louisville. We have enjoyed our time here. | believe we are already a good city in many ways.
There is a‘quote by Voltaire, “perfection is the enemy of good”. | believe we are at “good” right
now and if we eontinue to try to find perfection, we may lose what we have right now. This
design is going to allow thrée story buildings that will impact our neighborhood. | would like to
see the plan restrict all e¢@mmercial on McCaslin to two stories. It will maintain the views we
have right now. The development in Boulder along Valmont where they have three story
buildings close to the road makes you feel like you are in a canyon. | want to emphatically state
that | would be against that. We need to keep the two story limit along McCaslin and protect the
homeowners there now. McCaslin is bordered by residential from South Boulder Road south
until we get to our neighborhood. We are looking for a buffer and | hope you keep that in mind.
Most of the people here are concerned about redevelopment. Staff stated that an owner of that
property could decide to redevelop and build a building to the three stories allowed. | think the
neighbors want that to be eliminated and not allowed. Staff mentioned the transit station. For the
residents now, the 228 bus does not really serve us. The route goes to South Boulder Road,
goes east and back to Downtown, then back around. We don’t utilize the bus. That route is for
office people who come to town from Broomfield or those going north. | work in Boulder and for
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me to use RTD from that transit station, | would have to go into Boulder and then ride out to my
job on Arapahoe Road, or catch the DASH, ride into Louisville, and then ride into Boulder. The
only RTD we can utilize is the Call N Ride. There needs to be more planning around transit. We
have been waiting for parks in our neighborhood for a long time. The closest park to us is
Fireside Elementary where my kids could go and play. The next closest one is Heritage Park on
Dillon Road. There is plenty of open space but no organized facilities except those provided
through the school district. There would have to be more park space in this plan to make this
acceptable to us. Louisville is a great place and | appreciate your service to the community.
Curtis Paxton, 383 Meeker Court, Louisville, CO

Thank you for the opportunity to speak tonight. | would like to direct the PC to the map on page
32 of the plan regarding building heights along McCaslin Blvd. There are now three versions of
this map; the one from the July meeting, the one publicly available @n the website, and the one
in your packet tonight which is not publicly available. | figured outithe map had changed
because the revision date in very tiny print of nondescript colorfin the,lower left hand corner of
the title page had changed. That is concerning to me as a resident. Why is this map changing? |
believe in the value of a document like this and in the details-First, in youx packet on pages 29-
31, there isn’t a concept of what development would look like in the northeast corner of
McCaslin and Cherry. This is exactly behind our houSe. This is an area where the plan is closest
to existing residences. Second, the plan seems te'advocate development of protections for
existing residences outside the scope. | personally believe thatthe most difficult part,of this plan
will be integrating it with existing residences, especially, alongfMeCaslin, along Cherry, and the
corner. The integration in my mind should be at least significantly matured or better finalized
prior to this commission approving thisd@raft and submitting it to CC. It is the single most
important issue surrounding the plan. More breadly, I'd like'tothighlight one note from the
McCaslin Small Area Survey Results. Those werenin the plan‘presented in July and are no
longer attached to the plan. | believe they.ate in the:meeting packet. In those survey results,
respondents preferred one and two story buildings for commercial‘use. | would urge this PC and
the planning department io take that into accountbecause it‘does not seem that residents want
three story buildings. Infthe July meeting, Commissioner Rice said it would be hard not to
approve a building extension exemption for Balfour because of the precedence of other height
exemptions that had been granteddn the immediate area. As such, | recommend that the PC
reject the McCaslin Blvd Small Afea Plamat this time,until the following updates are made
because of the precedence the plan sets-Eirstjideliberately update the map on page 32 with
realistic building height recommendations. This'may require a special meeting and community
involvement. Second, developand mature the interface plan between the McCaslin Blvd Small
AreadPlan and existing residences and protection standards for those residences adjacent to
proposed development. I'think the bigdeal here is a sense of fear in the community. | personally
fear, like.many of my neighots you are seeing here tonight, the high density large scale
Boulder-ish development immediately behind my home. The head of the planning department
assures me thatithis kind of development is not at all what is intended, but in reading the
document of the:Small Area Plan and the context of the 2013 Comp Plan, | see nothing that
explicitly speaks out against it. Until such time where | can read the plan and not feel that such
development will happen’by my home, | cannot support it.

Hsu asks with the map-as it was presented today, there is a two story buffer along existing
residential development. Does that satisfy your concerns or does it hot?

Paxton says that’s a really good question and | don’t know how to answer that. For reference,
these are presently spaced out apartment buildings. There is a lot of land between McCaslin
and these apartments. When they were built, there were deliberate setbacks from McCaslin and
the houses. Once you get to the corner which is Centennial Liquor and Rico’s Burritos and a
three story building against McCaslin, the buildings directly along the existing homes are one
story. A two story development puts it outside our bedroom windows. Developing this small
corner in the context of the larger plan has us concerned.
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Bronwyn Paxton, 383 Meeker Court, Louisville, CO

As a civil environmental engineer formerly in land development, | have significant concerns with
the proposed draft of the McCaslin Blvd Small Area Plan. | understand the necessity of the plan
in order to insure an appropriate tax base to sustain City services over the long haul. However,
from an engineering perspective, | feel there is insufficient information on the cost of public
improvements as well as fiscal impacts. From a personal perspective, | think that if
implemented, the proposed draft of the small area plan irrevocably changes the character of
Louisville. A lot of the development density and the setbacks are inconsistent with the rest of
Louisville and more consistent with an urban area, which | believe it something you have been
hearing. My next comments | need to preface as being prepared relative to the old building
height map. | am a resident of the Cherrywood neighborhood and ouraiews are afternoon sun.
The quality of life in our neighborhood would be negatively impacted. It feels like land use with
three story construction, although currently allowed by zoning, isdnconsistent with the CDDSG
for the City of Louisville. In general, | would like to see more cencrete design specifications
incorporated into the Small Area Plan and additional specifics as tohow wide the buffer to
existing residential would be. Finally, | feel that a targeted,survey of residents immediately
adjacent who would be impacted by the Small Area Plan would be really helpful. | know there
were approximately 1200 survey respondents to thefprevious survey, whichis about 5% of the
entire population of Louisville, which does not aceount for those of us who are“¢lose to this. | am
hopeful that the PC will take the comments of existing residentsfinto account moving,forward.
Anna Wyckoff, 367 Meeker Court, Louisville, CO

This 20 year vision plan is awesome. We need somethingdike this with careful planning. This is
what we are here for, to get everyone’sfweice in. My coneern is the height limitation behind the
commercial property. My backyard is right'behind the commergial piece and if built to three
stories, it will ruin the views that | have appreciatedyfor 20 years.aBesides the height limitations
my neighbors are concerned about, | am'concerned about traffic;and the increased population
on the schools. Our little Fireside ElementarySchoael is almest at full capacity and this raises
some concerns. How will the traffic,in the marning be addressed?

Barbara Knafelc, 3628 Lark Avenue, Louisville, CO

We have lived here for five years and we are not epposed to development, but the thing that is
going to impact us the most is residential in back. According to what | see on the plans, the strip
of current businesseshehind ourthomessis,planned for apartment buildings. Even if you limit it to
two stories, the noise is going«o impact all.of usy\We deal with a great deal of noise from the
businesses currently,there, from truck deliveries‘and trash trucks. If there are apartment
buildings back there;the noise isigoing to impact us tremendously. As my neighbors have all
saidgthe other thing that impactsiusiis the traffic. As Deb pointed out, parking in Louisville
currentlyis impossible. If you put in‘businesses and apartment buildings in this very small area,
there will be no parking. | love\Louisville and it's why we live here. | am disturbed by the
gentrification ©f the town. People are tearing down small houses to build McMasions, and it’s
changing the‘character of our town. If we start building these canyons of apartment buildings,
we are going tolook like Prospect and Boulder. | really don’t want that for Louisville.

Cyndi Bedell, 662WhWillow Street, Louisville, CO

I have lived on Willow Street for almost 20 years. First of all, you probably never hear this
enough, but we appreciate all your time sitting here for these late meetings and giving
respective audience to all the different opinions. | thank you for that. It occurs to me that it might
be helpful to define “small town character”. We have been hearing that but what is that? It could
be something that means something different to everybody. My opinion is low traffic. It is quiet
and not living next to Colfax Avenue or Sheridan or Federal. There are view sheds, openness,
and we know our neighbors. One of my concerns is the market for high density apartments. As
we have more rental units and lesser other types of properties, | can assume we will have more
turnover of people living in Louisville. There are studies that show a lot of turnover means less
engagement in the community. We know each other less. | don’t think we should confuse high
density with affordability. The new high density units going in behind Alfalfa are not affordable.
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The new townhouses going in at DELO are worth $150,000 more than my tiny little ranch
house. Sometimes, some of the older properties that are small detached housing may be more
affordable than all the high density that we have pressure to build. Also, what creates small
town character is the design of new buildings. For example, the Santa Fe restaurant was torn
down and a new little shopping center was built with a much larger footprint and a tall flat roof.
To me, that is not charming or representative of small town character. Easy parking is also part
of small town character. When | hear about 9,000 office workers coming to a town of 19,000, |
think to myself, “okay, it would be fantastic if we had a circulator or public transportation.” | think
we should investigate all the options. Even so, how will we handle all this density without wall-
to-wall parking or parking structures? To me, driving around a parking structure is not a “small
town” quality of life. Ease of access is “small town” quality of life. | have a question about the
CENTER development on the plan. On the image, | do not see the shovie theater or Home
Depot. Another amenity is having a small town is that it's easy to@et around in. However, we
also have amenities such as a rec center, a movie theater, and @ charming downtown. Finally, |
want to bring up the dark night sky ordinance as we look atghe design standards, especially as
we continue to develop and grow. Dark night sky actuallygprovides safer and better lighting from
the little | know about it, but also preserves some of ouf view shed. We can walk at night and
see the stars.

Sherry Sommer, 910 S Palisade Court, Louisville, CO

I live in Cherrywood, very close to this area. We'are,proposing & much bigger and busier area.
We talk about 9,000 office workers and 500 residentsaT hat js'about one-third of the Louisville
population. | agree with every comment made tonight-People have been so eloquent. | have
lived here four years and am a Colorad@ynative. | have neticed a difference in noise, pollution,
and busy-ness. My main concern is this Parcel,O. It looks'like,it stretches from Cherry to behind
Albertsons and Sam’s Club.

Robinson says Parcel O is the entire blockifrom Cherry,on the north to Dillon on the south,
Dahlia on the east to McCaslin on the west,

Sommer says a large poition of that is a drainage area andnot beautiful, but it is a green space
and almost like a park.dt has lots of trees in it Trees clean the air and mitigate noise. We take it
for granted becausedt is not very well designed, but it is a huge amount of buffer. | think it would
be sad to eliminate‘that. We are talking about adding parks, but in fact, we are eliminating a
very large green space that we couldenjey. We mayyhave to buy parks and negotiate to get
some back. That doesn’tmake any senseto mey\\e talk about small town values and knowing
one another and building community. We talk about the buildings and physical look of our town.
| really object to the'idea of SRUas a part of this process. Part of what we’re building is
community. We say thankyou toyou and you listen to us. This is what community is about ...
the people and feeling of trust. | think this SRU adds a lot of contention and a lot of unease
among people. | would ask'that we don’t add that as part of the zoning.

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

| have lived here,almost 29 years. A couple of observations. | was mapping where everybody
lived and | know the area.A/hose houses were built about 1991. The shopping center adjacent
to it was there beforei was here. It was the only shopping center in the valley. In the Centennial
Valley, we had the 7-11, the A&W, those three fingered monuments across the street, and an
empty Centennial Valley. There is no question that there have been changes. The zoning has
been in place before the houses. That doesn’t mean that | am in favor of building apartment
buildings where the shopping center is now, but | would remind the PC that the zoning has more
standing and longer tenure than the residences built adjacent to it. That zoning was well known.
What concerns me most about the conversations we’re having is summed up this way. It has
never been truer than it is now in Louisville that everybody wants progress but nobody wants
change. Yet, change happens hourly. The traffic we are experiencing on South Boulder Road
and McCaslin is not of our creation. Every traffic study and every traffic projection shows ever
increasing (up into the 60" percent as noted in the existing Comp Plan, McCaslin, South
Boulder Road, and Via Appia) trips that neither originate or end in Louisville are regional. That
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traffic is going to exist. We do have an opportunity to have some of those trips start and stop in
Louisville which | submit to you is probably better for the City. Most of that traffic is not a result
of any residential development that has occurred along those corridors, particularly near these
neighbors. It is a function of the times we live in. When | moved to Colorado, we experienced
OUT migration. The state was losing population. We are not losing population anymore. | am
concerned about locking ourselves in with an inflexible plan and a rigid vision in a changing
world. We will be relying more and more on the BRT along the US36 corridor. PC member Scott
Russell opined before he left the dais to not leverage that and build some transit-oriented
development. To leverage the only mass transit we’re going to get in Louisville would be foolish
and criminal. | urge you to build in the flexibility to allow for some TOD-oriented density in
approximation to the BRT plaza. That just makes good sense, not only,for Louisville but for
regional planning. | would think we would want to be flexible, particularly with the 20 year vision,
on what we would allow on the Sam’s Club site. | am a member of the Urban Renewal Authority.
There are things | know that | can’t talk to you about, but | cangay. this, “that isn’t a done deal.”
Our inability to plan or acknowledge the likelihood of change' left Safeway vacant for over five
years. We are approaching six years of vacancy at Sam’s, Club with no'certain end in sight. We
have 11 years of massive vacancy because we did not‘envision or allow fariinevitable change. |
would submit to you that the big boxes (Home Depot and Lowe’s) will not last ferever. Nothing
lasts forever. Look down the street at the big boxes at Flatirons. These are the‘major chain
stores that have closed in 2016: Macy’s announced\100 today;Mal-Mart, 154 USA store
closings in 2016: Sports Authority closed 460 stores; Aeropostale closed 154 stores; K-mart and
Sears closed 78; and Ralph Lauren closed 50. What Fwould urge you to consider as you adopt
this plan is building in the flexibility necéssary to accommaodate change. We have the ability to
shape it and manage it to a certain extent..The.change is gaing to happen with or without our
approval or consent, and it will happen allaround'us and affect us all. The opportunity is to
recognize that fact and build flexibility into @ur longtermyplanning decuments, not rigidity.

Questions from the Commission to.Staff:

Rice says | want to talkf@bout this'whole building height issue. There are three different things
to talk about. The first is'what exists now? The'second is how this plan, if at all, changes what
exists now. The third is,the general philosophy of what the Small Area Plan recommends with
regard to building heightissues.ANe havesheard atlot, of talk about building height on the eastern
edge of the study area. What currently exists there,and what is the building height allowed by
the zoning?

Robinson says the eurrent zoning allows a maximum building height of 35’ which can generally
accommodate three stories.

Rice'says that is what exists\today‘and, has existed for a long time. How does this Small Area
Plan change that?

Robinson‘says it would reduce the maximum height along McCaslin south and adjacent to
existing residential neighborhoods to a maximum height of two stories to be further defined
through the adoption of the'design guidelines. This map is intentionally fuzzy and we have not
defined a specific heightforwhat two stories means. We will work out more detail in the design
guidelines which is the following phase of the planning process.

Rice asks is that a matter of philosophy of the area plan, or that a matter of actually changing
zoning.

Robinson says this is a policy document, so this is gathering community input and putting it into
an adopted policy. To actually regulate the land, we have to follow through with additional
changes which are the design guidelines. It will take an additional step before we actually
change what is allowed. The first step is to adopt a policy of how we want new development in
the McCaslin corridor to interact with the existing residential areas.

Rice says right now, we have 35’ which could accommodate three stories. What we’re talking
about is including a policy statement that would allow for some of those areas to be reduced
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from that. Would that require a separate process to go through a rezoning to change that
height?

Robinson says not necessarily a rezoning. It could be done through the adoption of design
guidelines. These properties are governed by CDDSG which allows the 35’ height. The intention
is, after the adoption of this plan, to draft new design guidelines to replace the CDDSG.

Rice says that would require a separate step from the small area plan. Robinson says we will
take this step anyways.

Rice says we want this area to look like less than three stories in certain areas. | think some of
the concern we have heard tonight is that it seems to be evolving and leaves some insecurity.
They look at this drawing and from time to time, the purple fuzzy area changes. How can we
give them some assurance that we know the policy is for two stories?,

Robinson says the first version of this map had just the darker purple along McCaslin. In the
text on the side, it talks about putting in residential production stafdards. That was not reflected
on the map. We heard there was concern from residents so we wanted to make it more clear
and explicit that there would NOT be three story buildings against existing residential
neighborhoods. We added the second purple stripe adjagentto the residential neighborhoods.
Rice says what is being proposed tonight in the small area plan would resuliin a reduction of
the building height, not an increase.

Bronwyn Paxton says my question is regardingthe existing zoning regulations and the
CDDSG. In the design guidelines, there is a transition zone between existing residential and a
building of significantly taller height. Although they areyzoneddo have a capacity to go to 35’,
there would have to be a transition zone. Is that correct?

Sherry Sommer says they may allow 35, now under theexisting zoning, but if you change it to
residential, there is much more demand for residential andtit is,more likely to redevelop. If there
was a demand for three story commercial,it woulthhave redeveleped already. This is a 20 year
plan and if it is rezoned residential, this will happen‘quiekly and 1@ the outside limit of whatever
is allowed.

Hsu says a comment wasfmade that “small towndcharacter*is net really defined. | have heard
CC say everyone lovesfthat, but n@ one reallyknows what it is. Do we articulate that
somewhere or hint at what the City's view is of ¥small town character’?

Robinson says thisis what the plan document is. In the guiding principles, creating the plan is
to create the small town eharacter. Onesof.the thingsy\we heard is that it is not present in
McCaslin right now. Peoplexeally don't like the'eharacter of McCaslin so how can we change it?
The UrbanfDesign Principles are what, in goingthrough the process, we identified and the
elements needed to'create it.

Brauneis says | think oneof the'eonfusing issues has been our use of the word suburban and
urban. We think of urbanas Manhattan. We think of suburban as most of Louisville currently
including Dewntown. Can you\clarify your common usage of those two words?

Robinson‘says when we talk about urban and suburban, it is really about how the streets and
blocks are setup, and how the buildings and development relate to those streets. We consider
Downtown to betan,urban€nvironment because it is small blocks set up on a connected street
grid. The buildingsfrontdhe street and interact consistently with the street. Most of the rest of
Louisville, we would eensider suburban with larger blocks, larger streets, buildings set back
further from the street, and not as many pedestrian amenities. McCaslin is a very suburban
environment.

Brauneis says | am aware of that space behind Kohl’s which is a green space. That is a
setback requirement from the original development. The concern is that we see blocks that
represent potential future buildings and we think all the green space will disappear.

Robinson says we haven't defined what the exact design parameters are going to be. There
will still be setback requirements and there will be landscaping requirements. The area may
change and is likely to change if those buildings redevelop either under the current design
guidelines or the adopted new design guidelines. Even if this plan is adopted as it currently is,
there would still be requirements for landscaping on any new development.
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Zuccaro says to add on the relationship of the setbacks and how that needs to be defined
through new guidelines, there is a visual preference survey done through this that would inform,
to some extent, the design guidelines. There will be additional community input when we start
working on the design guidelines to refine it. We have some baseline information. There are
concepts on what creates an auto-oriented versus pedestrian-oriented scale, and what is most
comfortable depending on your use. Trying to find the right mix of setback and open space and
building height to best enhance those types of environments is what we would look at within the
context of the “small town” feeling. It doesn’t really define “small town” in the Comp Plan. | will
read it quickly, “where the City size, scale, and land use mixture and government’s high quality
customer service encourage personal and commercial interactions.” That doesn’t specifically
define it in detail, but that is what we are trying to create.

Brauneis says we had looked at some conceptual renderings of trying to develop or hoping a
builder might develop something on a more walkable scale withinfthat area. In particular, we
had looked at the area adjacent to the bus stop. What happened and,if we want to discuss that
tonight, do we have any specifics we can discuss surrounding that potential for residential or
transit-oriented development adjacent to the bus stop.

Robinson says it came up during the Comp Plan. Thefe were four differentieptions in the plan
of different levels of residential. What ended up being adopted was differentfrom what the PC
recommended. City Council went with a different@ption. If there is a desire to 1ok at it in detall
as part of this planning process (we used the Comp,Plan as a guide), we can do'seme further
study to address it.

Brauneis says it was refreshing to hear dark sky ordinance, after having discussed it for many
years.

Curtis Paxton says we pulled up the EDDSG,and for referenee, Section 4.1 was all buildings
within a proposed development should hewisuallysand physically,compatible with one another
and with existing buildings on adjacent sites. Underthéjstandards and guidelines sections, Part
A, buildings should be located,so they will not obscure desired views from existing and
proposed buildings and buildings should be locatéd to created pedestrian plazas and gathering
places. | think the cruxf where my eoncern IS if I'look at this from a development standpoint,
this looks like I am implicitly allowing two story development right up against this outside of the
context of the CDDSG.\If you look at this map outside the context of the CDDSG, this can be
completely developed'with two storiestondeveloped with three story buildings. There is no green
space inside of this map ana that Is the cause ferconcern.

Brauneisgays | think one of the concerns is with'the existing developments out there, we know
there isfa lot of undeveloped landithat is privately owned that one way or another, is going to be
builton. We don’t own thatland at this point. The concern is if we have double of the same, do
we wantimore of the same? Are weloeking for something that is a little bit different? Do we
want something that is better? Is there'the potential to get something if we continue down the
path we’re‘omwithout the Small Area Plan?

Recess at 8:23'PMy,. reconyvene at 8:27 PM.

Closed Public Hearing and Commission Discussion:

Hsu says | want to thank Charles Haseman who is not here for quoting my favorite quote which
is, don’t let perfect be the enemy of good. | love that quote and use it a lot. | view this plan in a
different light than | think he views it. | think from feedback and my own view that the McCaslin
corridor is on the side of “not good” compared to “good”. We are trying to make it good and in
doing that with the Small Area Plan, there are going to be imperfections. | think the Small Area
Plan does a good job of identifying the problems with the McCaslin corridor in trying to fix those
issues. | think people mostly agree on the Principles. | do have a suggestion for Staff to not
number them, because it seems like they are in order even though it says they are not. | thank
Staff for including the survey results. | looked through theme and was particularly interested in
how those broke down between people who wanted development and those who don’t. To a
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good approximation, | think people are voting in their own interests. | think some significant
support for development was from people who generally rent or lived here less than five years
and people in attached houses. People in support of more housing are looking for more
housing. On the flip side, people who have housing often are against new housing, or people
nearing the age of looking at senior housing are interested in that. Regarding the transit area, |
strongly believe we should have some residential development in that transit area. | think it's a
great opportunity and speaks to sustainability which is one of those CORE values of economic
sustainability. | look at how transit areas can be a great hub for development. In particular, |
think of Union Station in Denver which is really the center of downtown versus the financial
district. The other side is the balance where we don’t want too much density and too many
people moving in. We talked a little bit about the financial model. | haye talked to Staff about this
before. | am hesitant to draw any conclusions from the financial model. I'd like to see some
sensitivity analysis with regard to the assumptions used there. Iti§ hard to figure out how much
value to put in a single number without understanding how thedifferent things affect it. I'd like to
see Monte Carlo method analysis. | would like to see more gpublic gathering spaces, not just
private gathering spaces. Looking at the map, | feel the one park envisioned is too small for this
area, particularly for people on the northeastern side. ldprefer a public gathering place more than
a private gathering place because it is the community’s duty and government'sifunction to
provide for public gathering. There are a lot of comments from people regarding the transitions
between McCaslin and the residents living nearby. We are talking,about the current'status.
There are three stories allowed and those CDDSG say, that the policy is to have an"appropriate
relationship, but the language is not strong. The policy inithe Small Area Plan will improve and
protect your view shed more so than if#ve didn’t have it.“There are guidelines in addition to the
Small Area Plan. | would to hear the othereommissioners™thoughts.

Brauneis says | think part of the public areas‘issue,and parks.inithe larger area comes down to
how we end up shaping the whole area. [fit\stays strictly. office/retail, there is room for a little bit
of park, but not the resident base to utilize it. If youKnow.of'the pavilion in the Kohl’s parking lot,
not a lot of people use that and it is,under-utilized: Great care has to be taken in where and how
those are all situated. When | lookiatwhat we'currently have in sustainability and talk about
economic, environmeéntal community-oriented sustainability, | don’t think that is sustainable right
now and more of the same will make it even less sustainable, particularly from a community
perspective. We know'the,economic pressures will do what they do over time, and we know it
hasn’t enjoyed full occupaneyfor some time, if @ver. What | look forward to is this ongoing
process over manyyears that will improve the MeCaslin area as a whole.

O’Connell says | am encouraged,by the discussion tonight. On the mechanics of the plan, as
direction for Staff, one of the thingsi,am taking away from this is that the hypothetical concept
drawings,are causing more eonfusion than they may be worth. People are really reading this
Small AreayPlan and this is'good. The'drawings show apartments knocked down and new
buildings builty, It may be confusing. The same goes for the building height plan map which
obviously created more confusion. What we have learned is that opening the door to making
changes to the maximum height requirements appears to be what residents want. It will make it
easier for residents toymake sure there are no mega-buildings next to them. The note in the
building height plan says “these conditions and standards are to be further defined in the new
standards and guidelines for the corridor”. It will be a good opportunity to get more input from
the surrounding residents. We heard about the influx of traffic and concerns about more traffic.
What | see in the plan is some ways to mitigate the regional influx of traffic. We have some
roundabouts suggested and the creation of bike lanes versus existing lanes. We heard the
number 60% of traffic is driving through. That might cause people to change their ways of travel
to work or make it easier for residents to get around. If we leave that flexibility in this plan, which
is what we’re looking for, we can address that as these new developments come up over many
years. | agree with what Michael said about this plan needing to be a flexible document. As the
plan is written and as we’ve dug into it tonight, | am pleased with it and am good to go forward.
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Rice says | have four thoughts about this. The first has to do with the process that got us here. |
think we need to remember that this document didn’t get written yesterday. It has been a long
process with many public meetings including a series of public hearings before this body where
input was received and discussion occurred between the Commission. What we see is the
byproduct of all that. | view this as a consensus document. Is it perfect? Probably not. | don’t
agree with everything that’s in it and | doubt that anybody on this panel would say they agree
with everything. On the other hand, it stands as a consensus document and | think that
commends it to our passing it forward to CC. This is exactly what we set out to do; to create a
consensus document within our community. The second point goes back to our long discussion
where we talked about the Principles that were reviewed this evening. The Principle that |
emphasized was that the McCaslin corridor is one of the economic engines of this community.
The numbers would show that about 40% of our tax revenue comes‘from the McCaslin corridor.
It is the engine that drives our ability to provide the City services.AWithout that, we can’t provide
those services. We don’t want to do anything with this plan that detracts from that. We should
try to do something with this plan that enhances that. We have doneso,and it is important we
not lose sight of that. The third thing is that we can’t confusea general‘planning document like
this with the specific planning that happens with regardto a given project:When we talk about
design criteria, those are how we adjust the equitiesfwith regard to a specifie project being
proposed. If someone wants to put a 35’ brick wall next to some houses, it wouldprobably meet
some stiff resistance from Staff and from this group. That is notthe way we go through the
planning process. This is a general policy document; it's not an attempt to outline how we will
handle any specific project that might come before us: That is the subject of a whole different
set of proceedings. The last point is thatihpersonally oppese housing near the transit station, but
if that is something that is a matter of discussien, we shouldn’ttry to move that through this
evening. That is a major change to this documentiand | think it iSyinconsistent with the Comp
Plan. If the idea is that we want to consider housing néar. the transitstation, it means we stop
and step backwards in terms_of the process. \We’d need more,input from a lot of people and
then square that with the £omp Plan. | suppert,moving this dacument forward to CC as it is
currently drafted.

Pritchard says this is a policy document just like the Comp Plan is. Why don’t we have any
housing down by the transit center? Because CC determined that it was not something they
wanted to entertain. ThiIS'\PC made therreecommendation to do so at the last Comp Plan review
in 2013. We had addressediseme of these issues,and CC did not feel they were appropriate,
and they made the determination. | agree with Tem that if CC directs us to take it into
consideration, then'we will. This ultimately is a document for CC to implement. In terms of open
space, people don’t talk.about the Rec Center and the big parcels there. We do have some
open‘space. It may not be on the westside of McCaslin, but that is zoned light industrial and
office. Wee will have to workiwith the property owners if we want to accomplish parks. We may
have to purchase the land and if the community is interested in that, then we address it. This
plan is a flexiblexdocument and it has to be effective. We have gone over this for over a year. It
is not a perfect document.AMe have gone to the citizens and asked for input. It is time to move
on from this PC. I'think the concerns of the citizens are valid. This Plan gives us more direction
to keep the building height down to two stories. Overall, this document has been vetted and
checked for accuracy. CC will do what they feel is in the best interest of the community. In
creating the guidelines, we will have property owners and citizens and Staff involved. As it
moves forward, some of the gray areas will be clearly defined such as height. | have lived here
for 23 years and the McCaslin area has under-performed. | am in favor of moving this matter on
to CC.

Hsu asks a point of clarification. | am okay with the Plan as far as the Comp Plan issue with no
residential by the transit area. Can we pass this and then make a recommendation to CC to
revisit it?

Pritchard says if there is a consensus to do that, we can ask CC to look at this area.
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Rice says if we make a motion to approve the resolution as currently drafted, | don’t want to
cloud it with asking CC to revisit the Comp Plan. | will not vote in favor of that.

Pritchard asks Staff to inform CC that the PC would like residential reconsidered at the transit
area and the Comp Plan to be revisited.

Zuccaro says detailed minutes will be sent to CC and it will be mentioned in the Staff Report.

Motion made by Rice to approve McCaslin Blvd Small Area Plan: Resolution 17, Series
2016. A resolution recommending approval of the McCaslin Blvd Small Area Plan, seconded by
O’Connell. Roll call vote.

Name Vote
Chris Pritchard Yes
Ann O’Connell Yes
Jeff Moline n/a
Steve Brauneis Yes
Tom Rice Yes
David Hsu Yes
Motion passed/failed: | Pass

Motion passes 5-0.

Planning Commission Comments:

Cary Tengler resigned due to a residency issue. PCis\onedgmember short. He was the vice
chair. Pritchard recommends that O’Connell becomeVice Chair (from Secretary) and
Brauneis become Secretary. No discdssion,.from PC. Approved unanimously by voice vote.

Hsu asks about a replacement for Tengler.
Pritchard says the mayor can appoint someone soan with,support of CC or it could be in
December 2016 when usualiinterviewing oceurs.

Hsu asks about CDDSG and IDDSG.\Why are there no residential guidelines?

Zuccaro says the @omp Plan, in addition to calling for Small Area Plans, calls for neighborhood
level plans. Staff will'hawe discussions for PC and €C on how to proceed. It is different than
residential design guidelines for(different areas.in the’City.

Robinson sayssa,discussionithe future of residential design guidelines for neighborhoods can
be scheduledfora future meeting which it can be noticed on the agenda and Staff can prepare
for it.

Pritchard asks Staff abautwhen thexdiscussion of neighborhood guidelines might happen.
Zuccaro says it depends an the area of town. There is a sense that the Old Town and
Downtown areas might be a priority. We have not determined where we would address any type
of design guidelines outside of South Boulder Road and McCaslin Blvd. My understanding is the
residential desigmyof single family development outside of Old Town and Downtown was not
within the scope 1o be addressed in neighborhood plans.

Brauneis says within the last eight months, the number of tear downs in Old Town has created
increased concern. Zoning already restricts what can or cannot be built on personal property.

Staff Comments:
Balfour will be added to the September 8 meeting. Centennial Pavilions Final Plat will probably
be moved to the October meeting.
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Items Tentatively Scheduled for the regular meeting: September 8, 2016
» DELO Lofts Final Plat/PUD/SRU: A request for a final Plat and planned unit
development (PUD) and special review use (SRU) to allow for eight live/work units and

33 apartment units in the Hwy 42 Revitalization Area.
e  Applicant: DELO East, LLC (Justin McClure)
e  Owner: Boom, LLC (Elizabeth Law-Evans)
e  Representative: RMCS, Inc (Justin McClure)
. Case Manager: Scott Robinson, Planner Il
» Centennial Pavilions Final Plat: A request for a re-plat of Centennial Pavilions Filing

No. 1 to create three separate legal lots.
e  Applicant and Representative: NexGen Properties (Sean Sjodin)
. Owner: NexGen Properties, Walorado Partners LLC, Centennial Pavillion Lofts
. Case Manager: Lauren Trice, Planner |

» McCaslin Marketplace Easement Vacation: A request t

944 W Dillon Road.
e  Applicant and Owner: McCaslin Retail, LLC (Scott Reichenberg)
e  Representative: Sanitas Group, LLC (Curtis Stevens)

e  Case Manager: Rob Zuccaro, Director of Planning and Buildin

ner's Association

te a utility easement at

Adjourn:
Brauneis made motion to adjourn, Rice second
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ITEM:

PLANNER:
APPLICANT:

OWNER:

EXISTING ZONING:
LOCATION:

TOTAL SITE AREA:
REQUEST:

VICINITY MAP:

Case #16-021-FS, 994 W. Dillon Road/McCaslin Marketplace
Utility Easement Vacation

Robert A. Zuccaro, AICP

McCaslin Retail, LLC

Mr. Scott Reichenberg
3434 47" Street, Suite 220
Boulder, CO 80301

Same as applicant

Planned Community Zone District — Commercial (PCZD-C)
Lot 1A, Centennial Valley Parcel H, Filing 3

75,083 square feet

Approval of Resolution No. 20, Series 2016, recommending
approval of a request to vacate a utility easement on Lot 1A,
Centennial Valley Parcel H, Filing 3 (994 W. Dillon Road/McCaslin
Marketplace)




REQUEST:

The applicant, McCaslin Retall, LLC, requests that the City vacate a platted 20’-wide
utility easement on Lot 1A, Centennial Valley Parcel H, Third Filing. The subject
easement was originally dedicated as part of the Centennial Valley Parcel H, Third
Filing Final Plat, approved by the City on September 19, 1995. The property recently
redeveloped as the McCaslin Marketplace, a 12,772 square-foot retail center. The City
approved the current development through a General Development Plan (GDP)
amendment and Planned Unit Development (PUD) on July 14, 2015. The development
approval included relocating a water main to the north and east sides of the property in
order to accommodate the proposed location of the retail building over the subject
easement (see illustration below).

PARCEL H, THIRD
OWNER: 1207,

ANALYSIS:

The applicant completed the water main realignment in the Spring of 2016 and took the
water main in the subject easement off line, allowing the easement vacation to now take
place. An easement for the new water main location was recorded on August 17, 2016.



No other known utilities are located in the subject easement. Although there are no
specific review criteria for easement vacations, as long as adequate easements are
provided for a development, unused general utility easements of this kind may be
vacated at the discretion of City Council. Staff finds that the easement vacation is
consistent with the PUD approval and there are no other utilities that require the subject
easement to provide service. The Commission is being asked to make a
recommendation on the easement vacation prior to submittal of the request to City
Council.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission adopt Resolution No. 20, Series 2016,
recommending approval of a request to vacate a utility easement on Lot 1A, Centennial
Valley Parcel H, Filing 3.

ATTACHMENTS:
1. Resolution No. 20, Series 2016
2. Application Materials
3. McCaslin Marketplace Final PUD and GDP Amendment
4. August 16, 2016 Exclusive Utility Easement Deed



RESOLUTION NO. 20
SERIES 2016

A RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING APPROVAL
OF A REQUEST TO VACATE A UTILITY EASEMENT ON
LOT 1A, CENTENNIAL VALLEY PARCEL H, FILING 3

WHEREAS, the owner of Lot 1A, Centennial Valley Parcel H, Filing 3 has
submitted to the City of Louisville a request to vacate a utility easement as described in
Exhibit A to this resolution; and

WHEREAS, the utility easement to be vacated was dedicated on the Final Plat
for Centennial Valley Parcel H, Third Filing, recorded on March 7, 1996, under
Reception Number 1589632.

WHEREAS, on July 14, 2015 a Planned Unit Development was approved for
redevelopment of the property that included relocation of a water main outside of the
easement to be vacated, with a condition that following relocation of the water main a
new easement covering the location of the new water main would be recorded and
provided to the City; and

WHEREAS, the water main in the easement to be relocated has been
abandoned, the replacement water main has been constructed and a new easement
recorded and submitted to the City; and

WHEREAS, after a duly noticed public hearing on September, 8 2016, where
evidence and testimony were entered into the record, including the findings in the
Louisville Planning Commission Staff Report dated September 8, 2016, the Planning
Commission finds that easement vacation should be approved.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Planning Commission of the City of
Louisville, Colorado does hereby recommend approval of the request to vacate a utility
easement on Lot 1A, Centennial Valley Parcel H, Filing 3

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 8" day of September, 2016.

By:

Chris Pritchard, Chairman
Planning Commission

Attest:
Ann O’Connell, Secretary
Planning Commission
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EXHIBIT "A”

LOCATED IN THE SOUTH HALF QUARTER OF SECTION 18, TOWNSHIP | SOUTH,
RANGE 65 WEST OF THE 6TH PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN,
CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COUNTY OF BOULDER, STATE OF COLORADO

SHEET 1 OF 2

VACATE EXISTING 20" UTILITY EASEMENT ACROSS A PORTION OF LOT 1A CENTENMIAL VALLEY
PARCEL H, THRD FILING, RECEFTION NUMBER 1589632 DATED 3 1/9& LOCATED IN ThE
SOUTH HALF OF SECTION 18, TOWNSHI® 1 SOUTH, RANGE 89 OF THE 6TH PRINCIPAL
NERIDIAN, TTY OF LOWISVILLE, COUNTY OF BOULDER, STATE OF COLORADD, BEING MORE
PARTWCULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

CONSIDERING THE EASTERLY UNE OF LOT 1A TO BEAR SOUTH 27°41°52° WEST, A DISTANCE
OF 343,02 FEET BETWEEN A FOUND #4 REBAR WITH YELLOW FLASTIC CAP STAMPED “LS

#25379% AND A FOUND REBAS WITH YELLOW PLASTIC CAP STAMPED "LS #25379°, MiTH
ALL BEARNGS CONTAINED MEREIN RELATIVE THERETO.

COMNENGING AT THE SCUTHWESTERLY CORNER OF SAID LOT 1A, THENCE 133.02 FEET ALONG
THE ASC OF A NON—TANGENT CURVE TO THE RIGHT HAVING A RADIUS OF 1795.58 FEET, A
DELTA ANGLE OF D&M4'41" ALONG THE EASTERLY UNE CF SAID LOY 1A TO A POINT ON SAID
EASTERLY UNE. THENCE SOUTH 72'S9'37" EAST, A DISTANCE OF 33.34 FEET TO THE POINT
OF BEGINNWG; THENCE NORTH 17°30/26° EAST, A DISTANCE OF 20.00 FEET, THENCE SOUTH
T2'29°34" EAST, A DISTANCE OF 45.50 FEET: THENCE SOUTH E2"18'08" EAST, A DISTANCE
OF B2.68 FEET: THENCE NCRYH 27°41'52° EAST, A DISTANCE OF 10.25 FEET: THENCE SOUTH
S218'08" TAST, A CISTANCE OF 19.14°; THENCE SOUTH 27°41°52" WEST, A DISTANCE OF
30.23 FEET, THENCE NORTH 62718'08" WESY, A DISTANCE OF 110.03 FEET, THENCE NORTH
72'29°34" WEST, A I¥STANCE OF 43.72 FEET YO THE POINT OF BEGRNING.

SAID VACATED EASEMENT CONTAINING 3,308 SOFY. OR 0.08 ACRES, MORE OR LESS,

L, JOHN B. GUYTCN, A LAND SURVEYOR LICENSED IN THE STATE OF COLORADC, DO HEREBY
STATE FOR AND ON BEHALF OF FLATIRONS, INC., TMAT THIS PARCEL DESCRIPTION ANMD
ATTACHED EXHIBIT, BEING MADE A PART THERECF, WERE PREPARED BY ME OR UNDER MY
RESPONSISLE CHARGE AT THE REQUEST OF THE CLENT AND IS NOT INTENDED TO
S_TREPREWSENI A MONUMENTED LAND SURVEY OR SUBDIVIDE LANO IN VICLATION OF STATE

A "

JOHN 8. GUYTON
COLORADD P.L.S. $18406
CHAIRMAN /CEQ, FLATIRONS, IN

Flatirons, Inc.
DA B . BECBTT Seveping. Enprering & Geomaves
- SIPMMIER 11, 201 KIS PUS AV, STE 388
O oo BOULDER, CO 50301

2
g
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P (303) 437001
FAX) (300) 443-08%
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EXHIBIT "A”

LOCATED IN THE SOUTH HALF OF SECTION 18,
TOWNSHIP 1 SOUTH, RANGE 69 WEST OF THE 6TH PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN,
CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COUNTY OF BOULDER, STATE OF COLORADO

_ SHEET 2 OF 2

LNE | BEARING DIST,
U | M730'28°E | 20.00°
L2 | §7226°34E | 4550
L3 | SE2YE'0BE | s268
L4 | N2T41'82°E | 10.29"
LS | SE29E'08'E | 19.14°
LB | S2761a2"W | 3029
L7 | N8213'06"W | 110.0%
LB | N7229°34"w | 4372

Flatirons, Inc.

JOB NUNBER: 15-86,410
DRAWN BY: W. BECKETT
DATE: SEPTEMBER 13, 2018

Surveying, Enginvaring & Growarics

3825 RIS AVE, STE 385
BOWLDER, CO 80301

THIS IS ROT A “LAND SURVEY PLAT™ DR “MPROVEMENT SURVEY PLAT" AND THS EXHIST IS PH: (303) 443-7001
NOT WTENDED FUR PURPOSES OF TRANSITR OF TITLE OR SUBDIMSIONS OF LAND. RECORD FAX: (303) 443-9830
SHOWM MEREDN 15 BASED OM INFORVATION PROVIDED BY CUENT,

www Fyvaeinc cow
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749 Main Street ¢+ Louisville CO 80027 + 303.335.4592 + www.louisvilleco.gov

LAND USE APPLICATION

APPLICANT INFORMATION

McCaslin Retail, LLC

Firm:

Contact: _ Scott Reichenberg

Address: 3434 47th Street, Suite 220
Boulder, CO 80301

Same as above

Mailing Address:

Telephone;  303.449.2131
Fax: 303.449 8250

Email: scott@coloradogroup.com

OWNER INFORMATION

McCaslin Retail, LLC
Scott Reichenberg

Firm:

Contact;
Address:

3434 47th Streekb, Suite 220

Co 80301

Boulder,

Mailing Address: _ Same as above

Telephone: __ 303.449.2131
Fax: 303.449.8250
Email: scotticoloradogroup. com

REPRESENTATIVE INFORMATION

The Sanitas Group, LLC

Firm:

Contact: Curtis Stevens

Address: 801 Main Street, St. 210
Louisville, CO BOOQZ7

Mailing Address: _Same as above

Telephone: 120.346.1656

Fax:
Email: ©Stevens@thesanitasgroup.com

PROPERTY INFORMATION
Common Address: 994 West Dillon Rd
Legal Description: Lot ___ 1A Blk

Subdivision Centennial Valley Parcel H
Sq. Ft.

Area:

CASE NO.

TYPE (S) OF APPLICATION
Annexation

Zoning

Preliminary Subdivision Plat

Final Subdivision Plat

Minor Subdivision Plat

Preliminary Planned Unit Development
(PUD)

Final PUD

Amended PUD

Administrative PUD Amendment
Special Review Use (SRU)

SRU Amendment

SRU Administrative Review
Temporary Use Permit:
CMRS Facility:
Other: (easement / right-of-way; floodplain;
variance; vested right; 1041 permit; oil / gas
production permit)

E00000000 ODODOOOD

PROJECT INFORMATION

Summary: _Vacation of existing utility

easement accross a portion of the lot

due to relocation of water main.

Easement area to be vacated does not

impact adajacent properties and was

identiifed on the approved PUD as to he

vacated once the existing water main

was relocated.

Current zoning: _©€ __ Proposed zoning: _ €C

SIGNATURES & DATE )
Applicant: /1 lin [Geis: L Dy - ol
Print: &y ! 4/, Se e/chenhere " S/759

Owner: M (4 ;l':' e Fa. o ) "...1

_;'- L
Print: l'_q? b/, j;,ﬁ Eg,':-x;:u{,:g S/26/15

Representative:
Print:

CITY STAFF USE ONLY

O Fee paid:
O Check number:
O Date Received:

'*"‘HH'V-
#,
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Civil Engineering Solutions Group

1]June 2016

City of Louisville

Department of Planning & Building Safety
749 Main Street

Louisville, CO 80027

Attn: Lauren Trice

Re: Written Statement/Cover Letter
McCaslin Retail — 944 W. Dillon Road
Lot 1A - Centennial Valley Parcel H, Third Filing
Request for Easement Vacation

File: B1028
Dear Lauren,

On behalf of McCaslin Retail, LLC we are submitting this request for an Easement Vacation on Lot
1A, Centennial Valley Parcel H, Third Filing. The project site is located at the southeast corner of
McCaslin Blvd and Dillon Road, with Lot 1A being addressed as 994 West Dillon Road.

A PUD was recently review and approved by the City of Louisville for the McCaslin Retail
development that is currently under construction on the subject site. The approved PUD is dated
5/14/15. Associated with the recently approved PUD was a civil engineering construction
document set of the associated site improvements that was approved by the Public Works
Department on 9/29/15. As part of the approved improvements for the McCaslin Retail project
was the realignment of an existing 12” public water main running through the site. Once the 12”
water main was realigned, a portion of the existing utility easement was noted as to be vacated.
This is the portion of easement we are requesting vacation of at this time.

In the spring of 2016 the proposed 12” water main realignment was constructed and the portion of
water main in the area where the easement vacation is being requested was taken off line and
abandoned. Dedication of a new easement for the new water main alignment is currently in the
process of being dedicated through the Public Works Department.

As there is no longer an active public utility located within the subject area of existing utility
easement, we are requesting the initiation of the necessary Land Use Review process to vacate a
portion of utility easement as described in the included documents.

The owner of Lot 1A, McCaslin Retail, LLC, is serving as the applicant for this project. As discussed
during our pre-application meeting with City staff, the subject easement area does not benefit or
impact the adjacent property owners and therefore letters from the abutting property owners are
not necessary as part of this application.

The Sanitas Group, LLC 801 Main Street, Suite 210 | Louisville, CO 80027 303.981.9238



City of Louisville

Department of Planning and Building Safety
944 W. Dillon Rd Easement Vacation Submittal
Page 2 of 2

A summary of documents included with this written statement is as follows:

A - Land Use Application
B - Cover Letter (This Letter)
C - Proof of Ownership (Special Warrant Deed)
D - Application Fee
G - Current Title Commitment
[ - Supporting Plan Documents
0 (1) Final Subdivision Plat
O (4) ALTA Survey
0 (5) Utility Plans
e P - Legal Description & Exhibit for Easement Vacation
R - CD of Submittal Documents

As discussed with City staff, we will coordinate with staff on the list of property owners within 500-
feet and the public notice envelope mailing requirements. Please do not hesitate to contact me with
any questions or concerns at 720.346.1656 or email me at cstevens@thesanitasgroup.com.

Sincerely,

The Sanitas Group, LLC

=

Curtis C. Stevens, P.E., CFM
Principal/Civil Engineer

CC: Scott Reichenberg - Colorado Group
Neil Littmann - Colorado Group

The Sanitas Group, LLC 801 Main Street, Suite 210 | Louisville, CO 80027 303.981.9238
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03064190 03/17/2010 03:23 PM
RF: $6.00 DF: $70.60 Page: 1 of 1

Electronically recorded in Boulder County Colorado.

Recorded as received.

U0 AR ET—

) Date: Febr 2010
Special Warranty Deed $ 7;60 ooy 12

(Pursuant 1o 38-30-115 C.R.S.)

THIS DEED, made on February 12, 2010 by
GUARANTY BANK AND TRUST COMPANY

Grantor(s), of the County of WELD and State of COLORADO for the consideration of (3706,000,00) *** Seven Hundred Six
Thousand and 00/160 *** dollars in hand paid, heveby sells and conveys to

MCCASLIN RETAIL, LLC, A COLORADO LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY

Grantee(s), whose street address is 3434 47TH ST #220 BOULDER, CO 80301, County of BOULDER, and State of COLORADO,
the following real property in the County of Boulder, and State of Colorado, to wit:

LOT 1A, CENTENNIAL VALLEY PARCEL H, THIRD FILING, COUNTY OF BOULDER, STATE OF COLORADO.
also known by street and number as: 994 W, DILLON RD. LOUISVILLE CO 80027

with all its appurtenances and warrants the title against all persons claiming under the Grantor(s), subject to alf taxes and assessments
for the year 2010 and the matters stated in Section 13 (transfer of title) of the Contract to Buy and Sell Real Estate dated February 9,
2010, by and between the Grantor and the Grantee; (a) those specific Exceptions described by reference to recorded documents as
reflected in the Title Documents accepted by Grantee(s) in accordance with Section 8.1 (Title Review); (b) distribution utility easements
(including cable TV); (¢) those specifically described rights of third parties not shown by the public records of which Grantee(s) has
actual knowledge and which were accepted by Gramee(s) in accordance with Section 8.2 (Matters not Shown by the Public Records)
and Section 8.3 (Survey Review); (d) inclusion of the Property within any special tax district,

GUARANTY BANK AND TRUST COMPANY

M ,
BRAD SCHW. AS SENIOR VléE PRESIDENT

State of COLORADO )
; : g | é ) ss.
County of ’ R )
The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me on this day of Febraary 12, 2010 | \\\\\\\\Nl!""llf,,#
by BRAD SCHWINDT AS SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT OF GUARANTY BANK AND TRUS\@E\ MBMME'%%

%,

Notary Publié/ 1/ My Commission Explres 11/13/2013

My commission expires

Wty

\il

w
When Recorded Return 1o, MCCASLIN RETAIL, LLC, A COLORADOQ LIMITED LIABILITY CO%
3434 47TH ST #220
BOULDER, CO 80301
, . Land Title
Form 13767 07/2009 swd.odt  Special Warranty Deed (Photographic) ~ WCB0032655 19213408} AN o

.G SKL10235 BD 30641%90-2010.001



Customer Distribution

Land T:[tIE' Our Order Number: ABZ70465440.1
BT T Date: 05-26-2016

Property Address: 994 W DILLON RD, LOUISVILLE, CO 80027

For Title Assistance

KIM ZIMMERMAN

5975 GREENWOOD PLAZA BLVD
GREENWOOD VILLAGE, CO 80111
720-406-2083 (phone)
303-393-4842 (fax)
kzimmerman@Itgc.com

PLEASE CONTACT YOUR CLOSER OR CLOSER'S ASSISTANT FOR WIRE TRANSFER INSTRUCTIONS

Buyer/Borrower

MCCASLIN RETAIL LLC

Attention: SCOTT REICHENBERG OR NEIL LITTMAN
3434 47TH ST # 220

BOULDER, CO 80301
scott@coloradogroup.com,neil@coloradogroup.com
Delivered via: Electronic Mail




Land Title'

G A M o T PR

o SO T
Land Title Guarantee Company

Estimate of Title Fees

Order Number: ABZ70465440.1 Date: 05-26-2016

Property Address: 994 W DILLON RD, LOUISVILLE, CO 80027

Buyer/Borrower: MCCASLIN RETAIL, LLC, ACOLORADO LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY

Visit Land Title's website at www.ltgc.com for directions to any of our offices.

Estimate of Title Insurance Fees
ALTA Loan Policy 06-17-06 $0.00

If Land Title Guarantee Company will be closing this transaction, the fees listed above will be collected at closing.

Total $0.00

THANK YOU FOR YOUR ORDER!




ALTA COMMITMENT

Old Republic National Title Insurance Company
Schedule A

Order Number: ABZ70465440.1

Customer Ref-Loan No.:

Property Address:

994 W DILLON RD, LOUISVILLE, CO 80027
1. Effective Date:

05-23-2016 At 5:00 P.M.
2. Policy to be Issued and Proposed Insured:

"ALTA" Loan Policy 06-17-06 $0.00
Proposed Insured:
TO BE DETERMINED

3. The estate or interest in the land described or referred to in this Commitment and covered
herein is:
A FEE SIMPLE
4. Title to the estate or interest covered herein is at the effective date hereof vested in:
MCCASLIN RETAIL, LLC, ACOLORADO LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY
5. The Land referred to in this Commitment is described as follows:
LOT 1A, CENTENNIAL VALLEY PARCEL H, THIRD FILING, COUNTY OF BOULDER, STATE OF COLORADO.

Copyright 2006-2016 American Land Title Association. All Rights Reserved e

The use of this Form is restricted to ALTA licensees and ALTA members in good standing as of the date - k
of use. All other uses are prohibited. Reprinted under license from the American Land Title Association.




ALTA COMMITMENT

Old Republic National Title Insurance Company
Schedule B-1

(Requirements)

Order Number: ABZ70465440.1

The following are the requirements to be complied with:

Payment to or for the account of the grantors or mortgagors of the full consideration for the estate or
interest to be insured.

Proper instrument(s) creating the estate or interest to be insured must be executed and duly filed for
record, to-wit:

THIS COMMITMENT IS FOR INFORMATION ONLY, AND NO POLICY WILL BE ISSUED PURSUANT
HERETO.




Old Republic National Title Insurance Company
Schedule B-2

(Exceptions)

Order Number: ABZ70465440.1

The policy or policies to be issued will contain exceptions to the following unless the same are disposed of to the
satisfaction of the Company:

1.

10.

11.

12.

Any facts, rights, interests, or claims thereof, not shown by the Public Records but that could be
ascertained by an inspection of the Land or that may be asserted by persons in possession of the
Land.

Easements, liens or encumbrances, or claims thereof, not shown by the Public Records.

Any encroachment, encumbrance, violation, variation, or adverse circumstance affecting the Title
that would be disclosed by an accurate and complete land survey of the Land and not shown by the
Public Records.

Any lien, or right to a lien, for services, labor or material heretofore or hereafter furnished, imposed
by law and not shown by the Public Records.

Defects, liens, encumbrances, adverse claims or other matters, if any, created, first appearing in the
public records or attaching subsequent to the effective date hereof but prior to the date of the
proposed insured acquires of record for value the estate or interest or mortgage thereon covered by
this Commitment.

(a) Taxes or assessments that are not shown as existing liens by the records of any taxing authority
that levies taxes or assessments on real property or by the Public Records; (b) proceedings by a
public agency that may result in taxes or assessments, or notices of such proceedings, whether or
not shown by the records of such agency or by the Public Records.

(a) Unpatented mining claims; (b) reservations or exceptions in patents or in Acts authorizing the
issuance thereof; (c) water rights, claims or title to water.

EXISTING LEASES AND TENANCIES, IF ANY.

ALL MINERALS AS RESERVED IN DEED FROM THE COWDERY COMPANY RECORDED NOVEMBER
12,1952 IN BOOK 917 AT PAGE 131.

TERMS, CONDITIONS AND PROVISIONS OF ANNEXATION AGREEMENT RECORDED DECEMBER 4,
1979, UNDER RECEPTION NO. 373012 AND AMENDED BY SUPPLEMENT AND MODIFICATION TO
ANNEXATION AGREEMENT RECORDED MAY 17, 1984, UNDER RECEPTION NO. 621627 AND THE
ASSIGNMENT AND ASSUMPTION THERETO RECORDED AUGUST 29, 1984, UNDER RECEPTION NO.
643233.

TERMS, CONDITIONS AND PROVISIONS OF AMENDED AND RESTATED DEVELOPMENT
AGREEMENT RECORDED MAY 17, 1984, UNDER RECEPTION NO. 621626 AND SECOND
AMENDMENT THERETO RECORDED FEBRUARY 13, 1987, UNDER RECEPTION NO. 826993 AND
THIRD AMENDMENT RECORDED MAY 10, 1991, UNDER RECEPTION NO. 1102505 AND ASSIGNMENT
AND ASSUMPTION THERETO RECORDED AUGUST 29, 1984, UNDER RECEPTION NO. 643233 AND
FIFTH AMENDMENT RECORDED AUGUST 7, 1995 UNDER RECEPTION NO. 1537633, AND SIXTH
AMENDMENT RECORDED MARCH 27, 1996 AT RECEPTION NO. 1594651, AND INSTRUMENT
RECORDED SEPTEMBER 22, 1995 AT RECEPTION NO. 1549446.

NINTH AMENDMENT TO AMENDED AND RESTATED DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT RECORDED
SEPTEMBER 10, 2015 UNDER RECEPTION NO. 03472997.

TERMS, CONDITIONS AND PROVISIONS OF AGREEMENT RECORDED FEBRUARY 9, 1982, UNDER




Old Republic National Title Insurance Company
Schedule B-2

(Exceptions)

Order Number: ABZ70465440.1

The policy or policies to be issued will contain exceptions to the following unless the same are disposed of to the
satisfaction of the Company:

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

RECEPTION NOS. 482949, 482950, 482951, 482952, 482953 AND 482954 AND AMENDMENT THERETO
RECORDED APRIL 19, 1985, UNDER RECEPTION NO. 683686.

ASSIGNMENT OF RETAIL DEVELOPMENT RIGHTS RECORDED SEPTEMBER 22, 1995 UNDER
RECEPTION NO. 1549446.

TERMS, CONDITIONS AND PROVISIONS OF MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT RECORDED JUNE 10,
1983 UNDER RECEPTION NO. 554952.

EASEMENT AND RIGHT OF WAY FOR PIPELINE PURPOSES AS GRANTED TO NORTHERN NATURAL
GAS COMPANY BY INSTRUMENT RECORDED JANUARY 13, 1983, UNDER RECEPTION NO. 528310.

SPECIAL USE REVIEW IN CONNECTION THEREWITH RECORDED JANUARY 13, 1983 AT RECEPTION
NO. 528313, AND ASSIGNMENT OF SAID EASEMENT TO ENRON MOUNTAIN GATHERING, INC., A
DELAWARE CORPORATION, RECORDED JANUARY 8, 1996 UNDER RECEPTION NO. 1574845.

TERMS, CONDITIONS AND PROVISIONS OF CENTENNIAL VALLEY GENERAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN
RECORDED DECEMBER 19, 1983, UNDER RECEPTION NO. 593903 AND AMENDMENT THERETO
RECORDED SEPTEMBER 15, 1988, UNDER RECEPTION NO. 942355.

EASEMENTS, CONDITIONS, COVENANTS, RESTRICTIONS, RESERVATIONS AND NOTES ON THE
RECORDED PLAT OF CENTENNIAL VALLEY, PARCEL H, SECOND FILING RECORDED SEPTEMBER
22,1995 AT RECEPTION NO. 1549439.

TERMS, CONDITIONS, PROVISIONS, BURDENS AND OBLIGATIONS AS SET FORTH IN PARCEL H-
FINAL PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT CENTENNIAL VALLEY RECORDED SEPTEMBER 22, 1995
UNDER RECEPTION NO. 1549440.

TERMS, CONDITIONS, PROVISIONS, BURDENS AND OBLIGATIONS AS SET FORTH IN AGREEMENT
RECORDED SEPTEMBER 22, 1995 UNDER RECEPTION NO. 1549441.

ASSUMPTION AND RELEASE RECORDED SEPTEMBER 22, 1995 UNDER RECEPTION NO. 1549445.

TERMS, CONDITIONS, PROVISIONS, BURDENS AND OBLIGATIONS AS SET FORTH IN SUBDIVISION
AGREEMENT RECORDED SEPTEMBER 22, 1995 UNDER RECEPTION NO. 1549443.

TERMS, CONDITIONS, PROVISIONS, BURDENS, OBLIGATIONS AND EASEMENTS AS SET FORTH
AND GRANTED IN DECLARATION OF EASEMENTS, COVENANTS, CONDITIONS AND RESTRICTIONS
RECORDED SEPTEMBER 22, 1995 UNDER RECEPTION NO. 1549444,

TERMS, CONDITIONS, PROVISIONS, BURDENS, OBLIGATIONS AND EASEMENTS AS SET FORTH
AND GRANTED IN DECLARATION OF COVENANTS, RESTRICTIONS AND EASEMENTS RECORDED
SEPTEMBER 25, 1995 UNDER RECEPTION NO. 1549767 AND RE-RECORDED APRIL 16, 1996 UNDER
RECEPTION NO. 1599753.

TERMS, CONDITIONS, PROVISIONS, BURDENS, OBLIGATIONS AND EASEMENTS AS SET FORTH
AND GRANTED IN EASEMENT AGREEMENT RECORDED SEPTEMBER 25, 1995 UNDER RECEPTION
NO. 1549768.

EASEMENTS, CONDITIONS, COVENANTS, RESTRICTIONS, RESERVATIONS AND NOTES ON THE




Old Republic National Title Insurance Company
Schedule B-2

(Exceptions)

Order Number: ABZ70465440.1

The policy or policies to be issued will contain exceptions to the following unless the same are disposed of to the
satisfaction of the Company:

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

RECORDED PLAT OF CENTENNIAL VALLEY PARCEL H, THIRD FILING RECORDED MARCH 7, 1996 AT
RECEPTION NO. 1589632.

TERMS, CONDITIONS, PROVISIONS, BURDENS AND OBLIGATIONS AS SET FORTH IN PLANNED
UNIT DEVELOPMENT CENTENNIAL VALLEY LOT 1A PARCEL H THIRD FILING RECORDED MARCH
07, 1996 UNDER RECEPTION NO. 1589633 AND SITE PLAN RECORDED JANUARY 30, 1997 UNDER
RECEPTION NO. 1674052.

TERMS, CONDITIONS, PROVISIONS, BURDENS AND OBLIGATIONS AS SET FORTH IN
DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT BY AND BETWEEN CITY OF LOUISVILLE AND MCCASLIN RETAIL, LLC
RECORDED AUGUST 31, 2015 UNDER RECEPTION NO. 03470413.

TERMS, CONDITIONS, PROVISIONS, BURDENS AND OBLIGATIONS AS SET FORTH IN
DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT BY AND BETWEEN CITY OF LOUISVILLE AND MCCASLIN RETAIL, LLC
RECORDED SEPTEMBER 11, 2015 UNDER RECEPTION NO. 03473120.

TERMS, CONDITIONS, PROVISIONS, BURDENS AND OBLIGATIONS AS SET FORTH IN GENERAL
DEVELOPMENT PLAN CENTENNIAL VALLEY (EXHIBIT B) RECORDED SEPTEMBER 14, 2015 UNDER
RECEPTION NO. 03473445.

TERMS, CONDITIONS, PROVISIONS, BURDENS AND OBLIGATIONS AS SET FORTH IN
ADMINISTRATIVE PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT, CENTENNIAL VALLEY PARCEL H, THIRD FILING &
LOT 1A, CENTENNIAL VALLEY PARCEL H RECORDED SEPTEMBER 14, 2015 UNDER RECEPTION
NO. 03473446.

TERMS, CONDITIONS, PROVISIONS, BURDENS AND OBLIGATIONS AS SET FORTH IN FINAL PUD,
CENTENNIAL VALLEY PARCEL H, MCCASLIN MARKETPLACE (RETAIL, INC.) RECORDED
SEPTEMBER 14, 2015 UNDER RECEPTION NO. 03473447

TERMS, CONDITIONS, PROVISIONS, BURDENS, OBLIGATIONS AND EASEMENTS AS SET FORTH
AND GRANTED IN PEDESTRIAN SIDEWALK MAINTENANCE EASEMENT DEED RECORDED
SEPTEMBER 16, 2015 UNDER RECEPTION NO. 03473849.

TERMS, CONDITIONS, PROVISIONS, BURDENS AND OBLIGATIONS AS SET FORTH IN
DECLARATION OF RESTRICTIVE COVENANT RECORDED SEPTEMBER 18, 2015 UNDER
RECEPTION NO. 03474373.

DEED OF TRUST DATED SEPTEMBER 22, 2015, FROM MCCASLIN RETAIL, LLC, A COLORADO
LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY TO THE PUBLIC TRUSTEE OF BOULDER COUNTY FOR THE USE OF
HOME STATE BANK TO SECURE THE SUM OF $3,903,538.00 RECORDED SEPTEMBER 25, 2015,
UNDER RECEPTION NO. 03475751.

SAID DEED OF TRUST WAS FURTHER SECURED BY ASSIGNMENT OF RENTS RECORDED
SEPTEMBER 25, 2015, UNDER RECEPTION NO. 03475778.

DISBURSER'S NOTICE IN CONNECTION WITH SAID DEED OF TRUST WAS RECORDED SEPTEMBER
25, 2015, UNDER RECEPTION NO. 03475779.




JOINT NOTICE OF PRIVACY POLICY OF

L d Tt! LAND TITLE GUARANTEE COMPANY,

an 1 E LAND TITLE GUARANTEE COMPANY - GRAND JUNCTION,
LAND TITLE GUARANTEE COMPANY OF SUMMIT COUNTY
LAND TITLE INSURANCE CORPORATION AND

OLD REPUBLIC NATIONAL TITLE INSURANCE COMPANY

AL A MTIEE Cokumasy

— S 6T —

This Statement is provided to you as a customer of Land Title Guarantee Company and Meridian Land Title,
LLC, as agents for Land Title Insurance Corporation and Old Republic National Title Insurance Company.

We want you to know that we recognize and respect your privacy expectations and the requirements of federal
and state privacy laws. Information security is one of our highest priorities. We recognize that maintaining your
trust and confidence is the bedrock of our business. We maintain and regularly review internal and external
safeguards against unauthorized access to non-public personal information (“Personal Information").

In the course of our business, we may collect Personal Information about you from:

» applications or other forms we receive from you, including communications sent through TMX, our web-based
transaction management system;

» your transactions with, or from the services being performed by, us, our affiliates, or others;
» aconsumer reporting agency, if such information is provided to us in connection with your transaction;

and

> the public records maintained by governmental entities that we either obtain directly from those entities, or from our
affiliates and non-affiliates.

Our policies regarding the protection of the confidentiality and security of your Personal Information are as follows:
» We restrict access to all Personal Information about you to those employees who need to know that information in
order to provide products and services to you.

» We maintain physical, electronic and procedural safeguards that comply with federal standards to protect your
Personal Information from unauthorized access or intrusion.

» Employees who violate our strict policies and procedures regarding privacy are subject to disciplinary action.

» We regularly access security standards and procedures to protect against unauthorized access to Personal
Information.

WE DO NOT DISCLOSE ANY PERSONAL INFORMATION ABOUT YOU WITH ANYONE FOR ANY PURPOSE THAT IS
NOT PERMITTED BY LAW.

Consistent with applicable privacy laws, there are some situations in which Personal Information may be

disclosed. We may disclose your Personal Information when you direct or give us permission; when we are

required by law to do so, for example, if we are served a subpoena; or when we suspect fraudulent or

criminal activities. We also may disclose your Personal Information when otherwise permitted by applicable

privacy laws such as, for example, when disclosure is needed to enforce our rights arising out of any agreement, transaction or
relationship with you.

Our policy regarding dispute resolution is as follows. Any controversy or claim arising out of or relating to our privacy policy, or
the breach thereof, shall be settled by arbitration in accordance with the rules of the American Arbitration Association, and
judgment upon the award rendered by the arbitrator(s) may be entered in any court having jurisdiction thereof.




LAND TITLE GUARANTEE COMPANY
LAND TITLE GUARANTEE COMPANY - GRAND JUNCTION

Land Title

ASABRAMTER €0 AT DISCLOSURE STATEMENTS
— N TG T —

Note: Pursuant to CRS 10-11-122, notice is hereby given that:

A) The Subject real property may be located in a special taxing district.

B) A certificate of taxes due listing each taxing jurisdiction will be obtained from the county treasurer of the county in which the real
property is located or that county treasurer's authorized agent unless the proposed insured provides written instructions to the
contrary. (for an Owner's Policy of Title Insurance pertaining to a sale of residential real property)

C) The information regarding special districts and the boundaries of such districts may be obtained from the Board of County
Commissioners, the County Clerk and Recorder, or the County Assessor.

Note: Effective September 1, 1997, CRS 30-10-406 requires that all documents received for recording or filing in the clerk and recorder's
office shall contain a top margin of at least one inch and a left, right and bottom margin of at least one half of an inch. The clerk and
recorder may refuse to record or file any document that does not conform, except that, the requirement for the top margin shall not apply to
documents using forms on which space is provided for recording or filing information at the top margin of the document.

Note: Colorado Division of Insurance Regulations 3-5-1, Paragraph G of Article VII requires that "Every title entity shall be responsible for
all matters which appear of record prior to the time of recording whenever the title entity conducts the closing and is responsible for
recording or filing of legal documents resulting from the transaction which was closed". Provided that Land Title Guarantee Company
conducts the closing of the insured transaction and is responsible for recording the legal documents from the transaction, exception number
5 will not appear on the Owner's Title Policy and the Lenders Policy when issued.

Note: Affirmative mechanic's lien protection for the Owner may be available (typically by deletion of Exception no. 4 of Schedule B-2 of the
Commitment from the Owner's Policy to be issued) upon compliance with the following conditions:

A) The land described in Schedule A of this commitment must be a single family residence which includes a condominium or
townhouse unit.

B) No labor or materials have been furnished by mechanics or material-men for purposes of construction on the land described in
Schedule A of this Commitment within the past 6 months.

C) The Company must receive an appropriate affidavit indemnifying the Company against un-filed mechanic's and material-men's
liens.

D) The Company must receive payment of the appropriate premium.

E) If there has been construction, improvements or major repairs undertaken on the property to be purchased within six months prior
to the Date of the Commitment, the requirements to obtain coverage for unrecorded liens will include: disclosure of certain
construction information; financial information as to the seller, the builder and or the contractor; payment of the appropriate
premium fully executed Indemnity Agreements satisfactory to the company, and, any additional requirements as may be
necessary after an examination of the aforesaid information by the Company.

No coverage will be given under any circumstances for labor or material for which the insured has contracted for or agreed to pay.
Note: Pursuant to CRS 10-11-123, notice is hereby given:

This notice applies to owner's policy commitments disclosing that a mineral estate has been severed from the surface estate, in Schedule
B-2.

A) That there is recorded evidence that a mineral estate has been severed, leased, or otherwise conveyed from the surface estate
and that there is a substantial likelihood that a third party holds some or all interest in oil, gas, other minerals, or geothermal
energy in the property; and

B) That such mineral estate may include the right to enter and use the property without the surface owner's permission.

Note: Pursuant to CRS 10-1-128(6)(a), It is unlawful to knowingly provide false, incomplete, or misleading facts or information to an
insurance company for the purpose of defrauding or attempting to defraud the company. Penalties may include imprisonment, fines, denial
of insurance, and civil damages. Any insurance company or agent of an insurance company who knowingly provides false, incomplete, or
misleading facts or information to a policyholder or claimant for the purpose of defrauding or attempting to defraud the policyholder or
claimant with regard to a settlement or award payable from insurance proceeds shall be reported to the Colorado Division of Insurance
within the Department of Regulatory Agencies.
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SABLTITLE s, Commitment to Insure

ok * 3 ¥t
s AN N o -
. * - ALTA Commitment - 2006 Rev.
- T -
- * > -
e e % x 8 . OLD REPUBLIC NATIONAL TITLE INSURANCE COMPANY, a Minnesota corporation, (Company) for a valuable
ot % » r;" (o consideration, commits to issue its policy or policies of title insurance, as identified in Schedule A, in favor of the Proposed
T * Lol < i Insured named in Schedule A, as owner or mortgagee of the estate or interest in the land described or referred to in Schedule A,
'r, d"g? ¥ .l;d.b*-"‘ upon payment of the premiums and charges and compliance with the requirements; all subject to the provisions of Schedule A
fo, 10 AR and B and to the Conditions of this Commitment.

Pogaannt

This Commitment shall be effective only when the identity of the Proposed Insured and the amount of the policy or policies committed for have been inserted in
Schedule A by the Company. All liability and obligation under this commitment shall cease and terminate six months after the Effective Date or when the policy or
policies committed for shall issue, whichever first occurs, provided that the failure to issue such policy or policies is not the fault of the Company.

CONDITIONS AND STIPULATIONS

1. The term "mortgage"”, when used herein, shall include deed of trust, trust deed, or other security instrument.

2. Ifthe proposed Insured has or acquires actual knowledge of any defect, lien, encumbrance, adverse claim or other matter affecting the estate or
interest or mortgage thereon covered by this Commitment other than those shown in Schedule B hereof, and shall fail to disclose such knowledge to
Company in writing, the Company shall be relieved from liability for any loss or damage resulting from any act of reliance hereon to the extent the
Company is prejudiced by failure to so disclose such knowledge. If the proposed Insured shall disclose such knowledge to the Company, or if the
Company otherwise acquires actual knowledge of any such defect, lien, encumbrance, adverse claim or other matter, the Company at its option may
amend Schedule B of this Commitment accordingly, but such amendment shall not relieve the Company from liability previously incurred pursuant to
paragraph 3 of these Conditions and Stipulations.

3. Liability of the Company under this Commitment shall be only to the named proposed Insured and such parties included under the definition of
Insured in the form of policy or policies committed for and only for actual loss incurred in reliance hereon in undertaking in good faith (a) to comply
with the requirements hereof or (b) to eliminate exceptions shown in Schedule B, or (c) to acquire or create the estate or interest or mortgage thereon
covered by this Commitment. In no event shall such liability exceed the amount stated in Schedule A for the policy or policies committed for and such
liability is subject to the insuring provisions and the Conditions and Stipulations and the Exclusions from Coverage of the form of policy or policies
committed for in favor of the proposed Insured which are hereby incorporated by reference and are made a part of this Commitment except as
expressly modified herein.

4. This commitment is a contract to issue one or more title insurance policies and is not an abstract of title or a report of the condition of title. Any action
or actions or rights of action that the proposed Insured may have or may bring against the Company arising out of the status of the title to the estate or
interest or the status of the mortgage thereon covered by this Commitment must be based on and are subject to the provisions of this Commitment.

5. The policy to be issued contains an arbitration clause. All arbitrable matters when the Amount of Insurance is $2,000,000 or less shall be arbitrated at
the option of either the Company or the Insured as the exclusive remedy of the parties. You may review a copy of the arbitration rules at

www.alta.org.
STANDARD EXCEPTIONS

In addition to the matters contained in the Conditions and Stipulations and Exclusions from Coverage above referred to, this Commitment is also subject to the
following:
1. Rights or claims of parties in possession not shown by the Public Records.
2. Easements, or claims of easements, not shown by the Public Records.
3. Discrepancies, conflicts in boundary lines, shortage in area, encroachments, and any facts which a correct survey or inspection of the Land would
disclose and which are not shown by the Public Records.
4. Any lien, or right to a lien, for services, labor or material theretofore or hereafter furnished, imposed by law and not shown by the Public Records.
5. Defects, liens, encumbrances, adverse claims or other matters, if any, created, first appearing in the Public Records or attaching subsequent to the
effective date hereof but prior to the date the proposed insured acquires of record for value the estate or interest or mortgage thereon covered by this
Commitment.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, Old Republic National Title Insurance Company has caused its corporate name and seal to be affixed by its duly authorized officers on
the date shown in Schedule Ato be valid when countersigned by a validating officer or other authorized signatory.

Issued by: RLLL Vi, ., Old Republic National Title Insurance Company
Land Title Guarantee Company LTITL a Stock Company
3033 East First Avenue d;i"" ‘E‘ 4’ 400 Second Avenue South
Suite 600 B G - Minneapolis, Minnesota 55401
Denver, Colorado 80206 Py 'T ¥ 5 (612)371-1111
303-321-1880 Pl *Z*
Z e » ri;'-' - /’rﬂ?;}ﬂl;f-’%
- ek, il
37 oy B i o Prosident Eom—
- o o - AMERICAN
John E. Freyer ., X x * Nl LAND TITLE
Presiden ., o"?ﬂ i J\ﬂ‘d W = ASSOCIATION
Authorized Officer or Agent ety Secrary o
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A FINAL PLAT
FOR

CENTENNIAL |VALLEY PARCEL H, THIRD FILING

A REPLAT OF LOT 1, CENTENNIAL VALLEY, PARCEL H, SECOND FILING

LOCATED IN A PART OF THE SOUTH ONE-HALF OF

SECTION 18, T. 1S, R. 89 W., OF THE|8TH PM.
CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COUNTY OF BQULDER,

STATE OF |COLORADO

SHEET 1 OF 2
KNOW ALL MEN EY THESE| PRESENTS. THAT THE UNDERSIGNED BEING THE OWNER OF ALL|OF LOT 1, CENTENNIAL [VALLEY, -
PARCE. H, SECOND FILING LOCATED IN A PART OF THE SQUTH CNE-FALF OF BECTION 18. TOWNSHIP 1 SQUTH, RANGE iy | PLANNING COMMISSION CERTIFICATE
69 WEST, OF THE 6th PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, CITY OF LOUISVILE, COUNTY OF BGULDER, STATE OF COLORADOC. 1 — —
ik
HAS LAID 0JT, SJBDIVIDED ANC PLATTED SAID LAND AS PHR DRAWNG HEREON| CONTAINED UNDER THE NAME 8 | o oo LeLET
AND STYLE OF CENTENNI{. VALLEY PARCEL H, THRD FILNG. A SJBDIVISION OF| PART OF |THE QITY OF & weerovep s _ P oay or LA <1995 6¥ THE PLANNIG COWMISSON CF THE CITY OF LOUSWILE,
LOUISMLLE, COUNTY 07 BPULOER. SFATE OF COLOFADD, AND BY THESL FRESENTS 0D HERESY OEDICATE TO THE| & | W3
CITY O LOUISVILLE AND [HE PUBLIC, THE INGRESS-EGRESS AND FIRE LANE EASEMENTS £S SHOWN ON THE 3 =Y
ACCOMPANYING PLAT FOR| VEHICULAR, PEDESTRIAN AND EMERGENCY ACCESS FOR THE PUELIC USE THEREOF FOREVER Y L COLORADD, RESOLUTION Ne. seres ... MRS S
AND DOES FURTHER DEDIFATE O THi F THE CITY Of LOVISVILLE AND AL MUNICIFJELLY OWNED AND,/OR = ona
FRANCAISED UTILITIES AND SERVICES THOSE PORTIGNS OF $AID REAL PROPERTY WHICH ARE SO DESIGNATED AS s —\ - -
RIGH™—OF ~WAYS FOR THE CONSTRUCTION, | INSTALLATION, OPERATION, MAINTENANCE, RESAIR AN g | /A%’
REPLACEMENT FOR AL SERVICES, INCLUDING WITHOUT LMITING THE GENERALITY| OF THE HORGOING, TELEPHONE AND M £
ELECTRIC LINES, WORKS, ROLES AMD UNDERGROUND CABLES, GAS PIPEINES, WATER ZIPELINES, SANITARY SEWER 3 | CHARA \
UINES, STREZT LIGHTS, CULVERTS, HYDRANTS, DRANAGE DITCHES AND DRAINS AND ALL AFPURTENANCES THERET §
{T BEING EXPRESSLY LNDERSTODD AND ACREED BY THt UNDERSIGNED THAT AL{ EXPENSHS ANG CCSTS N E
CONSTRUCTING AND INSTA_LING SANITARY SEVER SYSTEW WORKS AND LINES, GRS SERWICE LINES, ELECTRICAL < -
SERVICE WORKS AND LINES, STORM SEWERS AND DRAINS, §REET LIGHTING, GRADING AND| LANDSCAPING, CURBS, s SECRETARY
GUTTERS, STREET PAVEMENT. SDEWALKS AND OTHER SUGH|UTILITIES AND SERVICES SHALL BE GUARANTEED AND|PAID
FOR BY ‘THE SUBDIVIDER R ARRANGEMEN™S MADE BY THE |SUBDIVIDER THEREOF WHICH ARE APPROVED BY THE RITY
RADC, AND SUCH SUMS SHALL NOT BE PAID BY THE CITY [OF LOUISVILLE, GOLORADO, AND THAT (—B0Uno4
£ OR INSTALLED WHEN ACCEFTEQ BY THE CITY OF LOUISVILE, [COLORADG, SHALL BECQME LOUTs v ITY
% WAD OTY Of LOUSWLLE, COLORARO, EXCEPT PRIVATEIROADNAY| CURBS, CUTTER a0 >] T
HED Y MUNICIPALLY FRANCHISED| UTILITIES AND, ST COMMINICATIONS, INC —_—
- one CENTERNIA] VALLEY, PARCEL H, THIRD [FLNG e
i MHEN CONSTRUCTD Of WSTALED, SHALL REUAN THE PROPCRTY O TiE 0¥ (D SHALL N BEco: = § | wrronh s 19 e o Seprems 1895 o e cnr dounce oF e ] o LoUSVLLE,
COLORADD, RESOLUTION No. 17 SERIES \F95
B B R
2% \7 —— = N - T S5
29 CENTENNIAL VALLEY, PARTEL H, fomwm - olde
£ SECOND FILING WAYOR
.4 < - .
g sase
PN 7Y CLERK
N VICINITY MAP
28 R
Py {NOT TO SCALE)
|
i WTNESS 0% HANDS AND| SCALS T 2% @0 ooy [Gebmesens | 9 CLERK AND REGORDER CERTIFICATE
&g 7
P OWNER:  HSG LOJISWLLE | AC 8Y: LA COUNTY OF BOULDER
v 2| VEN S. G A MANAGE!
ael STATE OF COLORADO
cg STATE OF (olorado ) ATTEST: "
=g . ss B
3 COURTY OF DEVeRZ— 3 BY § HEREBY| CERTHY THAT THIS|INSTRUMENT WAS FILED MITH THIS OFFICE AT l- 55 o'tLock, 1B m. Teis_ 7~ oay oF
Pk 5W( : ) Jz2 4 o ee-
b3S THE ABOVE AND FOREGOING DOCUMENT WAS ACKNOWLEDGED BEFORE ME THS 42 DA ormﬁ\[iﬂ 1036 By _ Wapch o 15 9 AND|RECORDED N PLANfFILE 0 -3(e Fn 2 H#3IY ik X
g . i
& L
o 4 - (L n
83 0000 s Ll 2 - AND B OWNER LOT 1 Fi Mo, | LY _receenion 1589 (632
€7 AS OF HSG oUISWLLE LLC
i HSG LOUISVILLE LLC
g¢ WY COUMISSION EXPIRES, (”/2/97 WINESS MY HAND AND OFFICIAL SEA. 1616 CHAMPA STREET o 2w ston
SUITE_ # 300 ~
DENVER, CO 80202 p 02 .
V.G AV AN, L
CONTA BEPUTY <
STEVEN| S. GITTELMAN
SURVEYOQRS CERTIFICATE
“HIS FINAL PLAT AND THE SURVEY ON WHICH IT WAS BASED WERE FREPARED UNDER MY DIRECT| SUPERVISION.
BEARINGY ARE BASED ON THI SOUTH UINE| OF THE SOUTHWEST| QUARTER OF SECTION 18, TORNSHIP 1 SOUTH,
RANGE 69 WEST OF THE SIXTH PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN ASSUMED |TO BEAR S 8873910 W SETWZEN FOUND
MONUMENTS AS SHOWN HEREIN.
9 ' L
7 Yy 2-19-96
PETER D.| STEGER, PROFESSIONAL LAND SURVEYOR
COLORADD REGSTRATION No. [25372
FOR AND|ON THE BEHALF OF
ADAMS—AVERY, LTD
DATE OF PREPARATION
A D A M|S - AV ERY |L T D
13 LY, 1908 jevetopnent Consuttants and Consulting Engheers
REVISED: 31 AUGUST, 1995 1350 Lowrence 5¢, Suite 670, Denvdr, CO 50204

13 FEBRUARY, 1995 303 820~4454 Fox 620-2733
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TRACT A
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OF THE SOUTH ONE-HAI
R. 69 W, OF THE 6TH
LE, COUNTY OF BOULDE

OF COLORADO

SHEET 2 OF 2

D FILING
SECOND FILING
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P M.

R,

\ i 30" DRMNAGE
b S EASEMENT | o
y } S832p'30°E
' o 47,65
: LOT 1A
: 73,117 SQ. FT. g
| I OR 1.65 ACRES 95'30,4
i Y / ;
: S 953
; 7
/ 0" LANDSCAPE SETBACK
ry ; - LINE BEARING SISTANCE
A ECEPTION No. 1549439 / $33°46'57"W ARING. C
iy 35,35’ L N17'30°26"E 20.00
!y 24 PERMANENT ACCESS & |, S L2 $72729°34"E 45.50°
' DEDICATED BY THIS FLAT\\/,' L3 $62'18'08"E 9268
\ L L4 'E 10.29°
! / 30' LANDSCAPE & UTILITY EASEMENT W ’ ” L5 € 19147
\ R 1 . 4 X /
) ECERTION No. 1549439 N K 16 S27'41°52°W 30.29°
' [ Lo / K Ly N62718'08"W 110.03"
T 20° UTILITY EASEMENT ; / 24" TEMAORARY e E—
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Le § Lo N27°41'527E 3001 |
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. N & L2 NE3'25'30"W 44.45'
& M) Al 113 N27'41°52"E 87.80"
A + L4 N27'41°52"E 166.73
& / Lis 562'59'41"E 12.00'
- ~. ; Li6 $27'41°52"W 41.12"
/ LOT 1B R 527'41'52"W 242.99'
N N / 66,598 9Q. FT. < Lia W 12.01"
. OR 1.53| ACRES ; ;
30" INGRESS/EGRESS ) 58' INGRESS /HORESS Lig E 185.74
& UTILIY EASEMENT -~ & UTILITY EASEMENT PR -
RECEPTION No. 548439 L RECEPTION No| 1549439 L20 56841387F 2095
I - L21 52118'22"W 2000 |
~ / 22 NBB'41"38"W 20.95
23 N33'35'54"W 13885’ |
NB41606"W / A=09'21"19" L24 NB2'18'03"W 20.00°
oW _i ; 00,0
48.03 , L=16.33
N6502'35
5913
N
AN ;
s INGRESf /EGRESS CURVE || CENTRAL ANGLE RADIUS LENGTH
> 28.70° TILITY EASEMENT . S p—— - —
\ - 2/ N EPTION [No. 1549439 < 35705°43 20.00 12.45
S2213 437 Wl c2 3505'43" 44.00" 26.95'
4, 6.74 c3 284214" 20.00" 10.92
Us .
LISN
TOUND #5 REBAR WITH YELLOW PLASTIC CAP
SCALE FEET ~ TTOTT STAMPED "CLC INC. LS§ 24966”
SET 4 REBAR 187 LONG WTH YELLOW PLASTIC CAP
© ° 0 50 N56°1 3,23”WJ T STAMPED LS #25379"
N 118.50
L . /‘ | @ 5 174 CORMER SiC. "8, T 15 R 69W
DATE OF PREPARATION S /l/g_‘?w UNE OF THE SW 1/4 SECTION 18 FOUND 3" BRASS CAP
13 LY, 1995 SW QORNER SEC 18, T. {5, R 69 S 83910" W A D AIM S - A E R|Y, L T D
REVISED: 31 AUGUST, 1995 FOUND 3" ALUM. CAP TDevelopment Consultants and Eun’sumng Englneers
REVISED: 13 FEBRUARY, 1996 1380 Lawrence St Sute 810, Denver, O BG204
0 e 4450 Fox 520-2733
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S DO s i ALTA/ACSM LAND TITLE SURVEY

N ik AR F SR ARG, LOT 1A, CENTENNIAL VALLEY PARCEL H, THIRD FILING, LOCATED IN A PART OF THE SOUTHWEST
AL T QUARTER OF SECTION 18, TOWNSHIP | SOUTH, RANGE 69 WEST OF THE 6TH P.M.,
STATE OF COLORADO CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COUNTY OF BOULDER, STATE OF COLORADO

SHEET 1 OF 2

TOTAL AREA = 73116 5Q FT. OR 1.68 ACRES, MORE OR LESS

Notes
JLLMG TTLE CONNMIEL COUP LT, COMTLENT NAMSEH WEBOO3I01- S, DATED LY 3. (2000 11 5,00 P s 18] EXCEPTION DOCUMENT KO 24, ™ THE ABOVE REFERENCED TIILE COMMITWENT, RECORDID S0
EMTIREL Y FELIED LUPON FOR ECORDED MFCRUATION REGARIING fGHTS- 0F - WAT. EASEMI FNCUMBRANCE R g e e R RECIPROCAL ACCESS AND CONSTRUCTION :Assmn
1S PACPARATH CF TWS SURVCE THE PROPERTY SHOMN i3, DESCBED tin 15 AL OF T PROPERTY FOR CENTENMIAL VALLEY PARCER W, SECOND FILING AND CANNOT B S0WS GRAPHICAL

SCREED # SAl CoMU TeEN’

18) EXCEFTION DOCUMENT I5 ™ THE ABOYE RLFERINGED TTLE COWMITWENT, RECORDED SEPT

25, 159% AT REC. WD u-l!?sr & APH. 1B, 1396 AT REC. WO 1509753 DESCRAES A RECPROCA

‘i“ill Dl\mih’ m UTLITY CASIMENT FOR LOT 1 OF CENTCNMIAL VALLEY PARCEL k. SECOND
T BE SHOWN GRAPHCALLY

2) ACCORDING T COLORADD LAW ¥OU WUST COMMENCE ANY LECAL ACTION BASED UPON ANY DEFECT N THIS
M\lf IlNIN M[ YEARS AFTER YOU PRST DECOVER SUCH DEFECT. W NO EVENT MAY AMY ACTION BASED
UPOH AN ECT IN TS SURVEY BF CMEWDMWMWKAN?WMMWWMWAW

Sracrani b(ﬁio-

|J'] M FU.A.U“ DOCUMENTS ARL WENTIONED N Tl ABOVE BEFERENCED TILE COMWTMENT anD
.!J TS ﬁlA.faLsu'nt.:m TTLE SURVEY waS Pﬁil’a‘ﬂﬁ; FOR THE ti':cgﬁnhi r.g:_ OF GUARANTY GANK AND TRUST, AR TC AFFECT THE SUBECT Pﬁcﬂ:m‘l’ THE FOLLOWNG LUIST CONTANS TWE TILE
Lavety ARANTLL COMSANY, WCCASLH R AND PACKARD At AL LLE Nl oy T mm CEPTION MUNEE TE BECOADLD, RECE NUMBER AND/OR BOOK AND PAGE.
suml HEREDM 540 STATIMINT OS5 uu' cx1~u T ANT USAMED O WIMOUT AN CXPRESS T H' WUNBER, DATE 0o, PION

10) AFR. 24, 1546 BOOK 777, PAGE 541 MINERAL RIGATS
STATEMINT B THE SURVETDR NAMING SAID PERSOM MIERAL SICHTS

13} FER. 21, 1951 BO0K 522, PAGE 237  COML RIDHTS

4) THIS SURVEY (6 VALID ONLY IF PRINT HAS OFMCMAL SEAL AND SIGNATURE OF SuRVETOR

BASS OF BEARINGS. SOUTH UNE OF LOT 1A BEARS WESTDZI5'W SETWEEN MONMNTS l‘i m AND

18] THE WORD “CERTIFY" &% SHOWM AND USED WERTON WMEANS AN DXPRESDON OF PROFCSSONAL
sam'a WERECN. PER TME RECORDED PLAT AT CENTENWIAL VALLEY PARCEL M, THED Full

ARDING THE. fb&\‘s OF TS SURVEY AND DOES NOT CONSTITUTE A WARRANTY OF
GUARANTEE. EXPRESSED OF INPLED.

8) ML LOCATONS FOR LINDERGROUND UTILIMES ARE SASED LPON VSBLE SURTACE EVIDENCE, MARKS FROM LTILITY
LOCKTOR SERVCL AMD MAPS BROMOED BT T AFFRCPRATE dMLrty COUPMNES A0 MUNCEALITES, | LCCATONS < 19) THL TOTAL AREA OF THE SUBLECT PROPERTY 1S 73,116 50 11 OR 1,68 ACRES, MORE O LESS
UTES. D STRUCTURES MY WARY FROM LOCATIONS SHOWN HERECH. ADGITIONAL BUED
u?ul\[s N sl-ucws MAY BE m:o\mm-m MO CECAVATIONS WERE MADE DUTNG THE 55 OF WIS a0 sl\( ﬂﬂ‘l:" PROPERTY 5 IONED: r:tl‘:). PLANMED ceuw»h JONNG RSTRICT, PER n-r\-‘or
SURVEY TO LOCATE BUSIED UTILITIES STRUCTURES.  ALL UNOCRGROUND WMSWS!BEI(IJ){OCATLOB' WW 5 RESEARCHED ON THE OITY WEBSITE ON JALY 21, 2000, THE RESTRICTIONS ARL AS
THE APPSOPRIATE AGENCY OF !l‘ll"\' COMPANY PRIOR TO ANY EXCAVANON, PURSUANT TO CRS SEC. G=15-1D3 fuﬁ ARWWII. STR(IY wrr
T) ANY FLASOM i wNOWNGLY REMOVES, ALTERS OR DEFACTS ANY PURLIC LAND SURVEY MOMUMENT AND/OR Eﬂ:“- ;«‘g l[T'
E%ﬂ;us:; ‘HN!_‘W_:‘HY OF ACCESSORY, COMMITS A CLASS Tw (2) WSOEWCANOR PURSUANT TO STATE STATUTD ::EHNMM\M?E mm\- (10 BAGk d Cusg) :‘g.n
B) THE DOSTANCE WEASUREMEMIS SHOWN HERFOM ARE 1S SURVEY FOOT, mﬂm : mwﬂ AREA BUILDINGS LESS THAN OF FOUAL TD 30,000
4 SCALL
9) T CONTOURS REPRESENTED HERECH WERE WTERFOLATED 8Y AUTODESK LAMO DESHTOR (DIGITAL TLARAN
MODELWG) RELEASE 3003 SOFTWARE DCTWEEN ACTUAL MEASURED SROT ELEVATONS. DERENDMG ON THE OISTANCE T AT SIS, Do e S ket
:m!‘RENPi;Eg:D ';FD?' ELEVATION AKD LOCAL VARIATONS IN TOPOGRAPHY, THE :MY&I! m MAY WOT BE AN AINTED SUBLECT PROPERTY i
AL TATION DF TWE STE JOPDORAPHY THE PURFDZE OF THIS TORCGRAFIIC MAF 15 TOR S
EVALUATION AND TO SHOW SURTACE DRANAGE FEATURLS  ADCHTIONAL TOPOGRASHIC .'EEN\‘AIHIE WAY BE iy M-[ WAL WO i';ﬁ-“l:‘ﬁ.[ CADINEL 0 EARTH MiVNG WORR, BULDRG CONSTRUCTION O
NECESSARY IN SPECIFIL AREAS OF DESICN. BULDING ADDITIONS. INE OF SURVE
10y xncmun FORMATION: GFS. DERIVED ELEVATION RASID ON NGS PONT CVESLOOK WIH A FusSLisHen 23) ERE WAS 4O CESERVARLE CUDENC g THE STE BEG USED A5 A SOUD WASTE UM,
TION OF 3679 34 FEET [Nl\n ﬂ} msﬁ S'ANFED OVERLDCK 1983 LOCATED &7 FEET MORTH FROM THE e
ﬂl-‘UKINl OF THE WESTBOUND L. WAY 36, M FEET NORTH FROM MICWAYT ROADCUT AND |3 FEET
2 24) THERE WAS 40 OBSERVABLE CWDENCE OF CMANCES m STREET ®OMT OF wAY LNES OF STHEET
M THE PARK ARE FOR OVERLOCH o« nﬂ-wum FOUND 1° BRASS TAD WITW SCREW ON THE WESTERLY . Bi-
PROPERTY LIE WIH A CALCLLATES ELEVATON OF Se68 78 FEET g BELTK miFs0=a O SOEWALK CONSTRUCTION OF REPARS AT TUE OF SR

| damoz
11} SUBSURF ACE. BUILDINGS, o MRE MO ¥ SHOM.  BUNDINGS AND OTHER CSTANCE: 50,13 SBECT PROPE TENDS ACROS:
IPECWUINTE O STRUCTURES ON AHCINT PROSERTES AT e  UGRE THan'Fr 9) FECT. FROM AMY.OF-THE RADR/S 19300 DELTA: =ig=13=3) T WS TR PaAPERTY LA A 1 BaTS0E Tt EASOUENT B S EmEo is
¥ LMES OF THE SUBECT PROPERTY ASE NOT NECTSSARILY o u:nc:- u;’l?" w Dﬁhrsnt”gge! T
RADATS: L ! SEWER OLES
12) FL008 IFORMATON. THE SUBLECT PRCPERTY. 1 LOCATED ®t JOWE X GNSHADID, AHEAS DETERUIED 10, B¢ COURSE: N 19-37-03 £ CESTANGE: %211 é%ﬁ;“ e g gl ey o T R e B AT
S0E THE D% AMNUAL OH, FLOCDPLAIN ACCORDING TO THE FEMA FLOOD WSURANCE BATE WA SPECFIC FIPE SVERTS AND S7ES WERE NOT CETAMARLE AT ALl LOCATIONS
cewwr\r—um wil m:cum GATED OCTOBER 4, 200E  FLODD (NFORMATION 15 suescr w0 ouwﬁ PERETER. 100224
T — T — A Th1ke3 — 27) AL PUBLIC SUEWALK CROSSES W10 THE WESTERLY SIOE OF T SUBLECT PROSERTY 4%
UAPCHECK, CLOSURE — (USES, UISTID COURSES & 00O LieTS) SHUM Y
14) THE FOLLOWNG DOCUUENTS ARE WENTIONED IN. SHE ACE REFIHENCED HE COMMNENT AND 4621, RAOR CF COURSE: 51 JAECT PRAPEATY DUTSOE SORDED EASEMEN P
CET e SUBECT PAGRORTY LT CAMOT BE SriOoH CRAPMCALLS o FOLLOWNG LIST CONTANS ToE. ITE PRECISIN 1" 90178813 TELIINES Lot N 13 : bk el 3 il
cou;uruin! EXCERTION WUWBER, DATE BECORDED, RCCERTION NUMBER AX1/0R 3008 AND SAGE
12) WOV, 12, 1052 BOOM 27, PACE 120 Hl'l'fhll NS 9. SUBXCT PR Y " 1
14) OEC 4, 1978 REC. WD 373012 ONITIONS & PROVISION OF ANNEX. AGREEWENT ) ne CT PROPERTY APPEARS 10 SHARL ACCESS M THE PROPERTY TO Tl £ag
MAT 17, 1584 REC. WO, 431827 TS A ACMEENT
ALG. 24,1584 REC, WO 642233 ASSIGNMINT & ASSUMPTICN OF ANNEX ACRETMENT
T5Y MAY 17, 1384 REC. WO 821820 TERMS, COND. & PROV. Cl' AWENDED & RESTATED
DLVELCPNENT AGREEUEN
FEB 11, 1987 REC WO B76693 SECOND AMENDM Dﬂ‘
MAT 10, 1591 THED AMENOMEY!
A, 30, 1084 AESEMEAT & AESUMPTON
aug 7,199 [9TH AUENCUENT Cartificate
MAE 23, 1558 SINTH AMENCUENT SBurveyor's
SEPT. 22, 1895 HETRUNENT 10 GLARANTY AW AND TRUST, LAND TITLE CUARANTEE COUPAMY. UCCASUN RETAIL LLE. AND
18} FER. 9, 1982 TORME, COND. & FROV. OF AGAEENTHT PACKARD AND DIERMING. LLC:
THS 15 TO CERTIY THAT THS MAP OR FLAT AND THE SURVEY OH WHICH IT 18 BRSED WERE
APR. 14, 1985 AMENEMIRT WADE UHDER MY CHRECT SUPERVSION, IN ACCORDANCE WiTH THE “WsaMUM STANOARD DETAL
SERT. 37, 1593 ASSIGNMENT OF RETAL DEVELOMWENT RIGHTS SURVEYS. TLY ESTABLSHED ANO ADOPTED BY
173 A, 10, 1983 TEAMS. COND & FROV. OF MEMDRANDUM OF AGREEME ALTA AND WSFS M 2005, AND INCLUDES ITEMS 1-6, 74, 8-10, 116, 13, 14, AND f6-18 OF
18] JAN. B. 1906 GAS PIPEUNE CASTMINT (NG SPECIFIC LOCATON N m.umn VBLE A THEREQF. PURSUANT 10 THE ACCURACY STANDAADS A5 ADOPTED BY AuTA AND 3PS
19} DEC 19, 1683 TERMS, COND f FROV. CENTINMIAL VALLEY GEWORAL AND N EFFECT N TWE DATE OF TWIS CERTIFICATION, UNDERSICHED FURTMER CERTIFES THAT 4
DEVELCEMEN | PLAN WY PROFESSIONAL OPRION. AS-mtH0 SURVETOR RCGISTERCD # THE STATE OF COLCRADD,
SEPT. 15, 1988 AMENTMENT S SURVEY DOES NOT EXCEED THAT whalH
mp SEPT 33, 1995 Tomas, CoRD. ROV, DURDENS & OBLGATHONS
22) SIPT 22 1998 5, COMD, PROV., BURDENS & OBUCATIONS
SEPT, 32, 1995 enon & AL A

23) SEPT. 22 1995
24) SEPT 20 1995
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GRAPHIC SCALE

ALTA/ACSM LAND TITLE SURVEY

LOT 1A, CENTENNIAL VALLEY PARCEL H, THIRD FILING, LOCATED IN A PART OF THE SOUTHWEST
QUARTER OF SECTION 18, TOWNSHIP 1 SOUTH, RANGE 69 WEST OF THE 6TH P.M.,
CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COUNTY OF BOULDER, STATE OF COLORADO
SHEET 2 OF 2
TOTAL AREA = 73116 5Q FT. OR 168 ACRES, MORE OR LESS
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'OWNERSHIP SIGNATURE BLoCK

By signing this PUD, the owner acknowledges
and accepts all the requirements and intent set
forth in this PUD. Witness my/our hand(s)

seal(s) this 1™ day of August 120 150
m{..(tl S s
Owner Na atire T

e el e e

LN
Notary Signature ...

My Commission ~ i
Expires 4 :

PLANNING COMMISSION CERTIFICATE

Approved this a_day of _sutY

20_15_by the Planning Commission of the City
of Louisville, Colorado.

Resolution No. _2¢__, Series_2015

CITY CoUNCIL CERTIFICATE
Approved this 28 day of Uty 5
2015 by the City Council of the City of
Louisvile, Colorado.

Resolution No. gg Ssﬂss 2015

“.
Cal

Mayor Slgnature A
J&l&j_ﬁmw_ 4
City Cler

Signature
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CLERK AND RECORDER CERTIFICATE o7 M
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: S iy h PEH ARCHITECTS
Ihereby certify that this instrument was filed in 1319 Spruce Street Sulle 207

myoficoat B:_odock, P M, this S
303-442-0408, fax: 303-447-1905

4oy or L2018, and s Mt 05

recorded in Plan File __———— _, Fee

D _paid._——— __FimNo. '
_0BYTBYWH)  Recepion. McCaslin Marketplace
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Louisville, Colorado 80027
Clerk & Reforder
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2012

Boulder County, CO 03473447

o S ALTA/ACSM LAND TITLE SURVEY

i VALLEY PARCEL K, THRD FLING
GITY OF LOUISVILLE
Souny OF BovisER,

ATE OF COLORADO.

),LANC, TILE GUARANTEE COUPANY, COMMITMENT NUNBER WCB0032630, DATED UANUAR' 26, 2010 AT 5:00 Pl
VAS ENTIELY RELIED UPGH FOR RECOROED INFORVATION REGAROING RGHTS- OF-WAY. EASENENTS AND
ENCUMBRANCES IN_THE PREPARATION OF THIS SUR) £ PROPERTY. SHOMN AND DESCRIBED, HEREON 15 ALL OF
S PRORERTY DESCHEE I 'SAD TITE COMMTHENT.

2) ACCORDING TO COLORADO LAW YOU MUST COMMENCE ANY LEGAL ACTION BASED UPON ANY DEFECT IN THS
URVEY WITHIN THREE YEARS AFTER YOU FIRST DISCOVER SUCH DEFECT. IN NO EVENT MAY ANY ACTION BASED
UPON WY DEFECT IN THiS SURVEY BE COMMENCED NORE THAN TEN YEARS. FROM THE DATE OF THE CERTIICATION

SHOWN. HERE

3), IS ALTA/ACSU LAND TILE SURVEY WAS PREPARED FOR THE EXCLUSIE USE OF GUNANTY BAK AND TRUST,
AND TTLE GUARANTEE. COMPANY, PACKARD AND DIERKING, LLC AND MCCASLIN RETAL, LLC. A COLORADO LMITED

LIABLITY CoMPANY, NAMED, I TiE STATVENT HEREON. - SAID STATEMENT BOES NOT BXTEND 10 ANY UWNAWED

PERSON WTHOUT AN EXPRESS STATEMENT BY THE SURVEYOR NAMING SAID PERSC

4) THIS SURVEY IS VALID ONLY IF PRINT HAS ORIGINAL SEAL AND SIGNATURE OF SURVEYOR.

5) BASIS OF BEARINGS: SOUTH LINE OF LOT 1A BEARS N6502'35"W GETWEEN MONUMENTS AS SHOWN AND
DESCRIBED HEREON. PER THE RECORDED PLAT AT CENTENMIAL VALLEY PARGEL H, THRD FILING,

6) THE LOCATIONS FOR UNDERGROUND UTILITIES ARE BASED UPON WISIBLE SURFACE EVIDENCE, MARKS FROM UTILITY.
VIDE £ JPPROPHIATE UTLITY COUPANIES MO MUNCPALTES L0CATIONS
'Y FROM LOC)

SURVEY TO LOCATE BURIED UTILITIES AND STRUCTURES. AL UNDERGROUND UTILITES MUST BE FIELD LOCATED BY
THE APPROPRIATE AGENCY OR UTILITY COMPANY PRIOR TO ANY EXCAVATION, PURSUANT TO C.RS. SEC. 8-1.5-1

7) ANY PERSON WHO KNOWNGLY REMOVES, ALTERS OR DEFACES ANY PUBLIC LAND SURVEY MONUMENT AND/OR
BOUNDARY NONUMENT OR ACCESSORY, COMMITS A CLASS TWO (2) MSDEVEANOR PURSUANT TO STATE STATUTE
CRS. SEC 18-4-508,

&) THE DISTANCE MEASUREMENTS SHOWN HEREON ARE US. SURVEY FOOT.

9) THE CONTOURS REPRESENTED HEREON WERE ITERPOLATED BY AUTODESK LMD OESKTOP (DGTAL TERRAN

MODELIG) RELEASE 2009 SOFTWARE BETVEEN, ACTUAL NEASURED SPOT ELEVATIONS.  DEPENDIG ON THE DISTANCE
FROM- A MEASLRED, SPOT ELEVATION. D LOCAL VKHATIONS I TOPOGRAPLY: THE Gon NOT BE A
AT REPRESENTATION OF T STE TOPORAPHY, T PURPOSE OF TS TOFOGRAPHIC VAP 13 FOR ST

HS AP A
EVALUATION AND_ 10 SHOW SURFAGE DRANAGE FEATURES.  ADDITONAL TOPOGRAPHIC OBSERVATIONS MAY B2
NECESSARY IN SPECIFIC AREAS OF DESIGH

10) BENCHMARK INFORMATION: GPS DERIVED ELEVATION BASED ON NGS POINT OVERLODK WITH A PUBLISHED
ELEVATION OF 567,34 FEET (NAVD 88), DISK STAMPED OVERLOOK 1985 LOCATED 67 FEET NORTH FROM THE
CENTERLNE OF THE WESTEOUND LANE OF ULS, HCHVAY 36, 16 FEET NORTH £ HIGHWAY ROADCUT AND 13 FEET

PATK AR FOR OVERLOOK. ONSITE BENCHUARK: FOUND 1" BRASS TAG WITH SCREW ON' THE WESTERLY
PROPERTY LNE Wit A CALCUATED' ELEVATION OF 545870 F

11) SUBSURFACE BULDINGS, IMPROVEMENTS OR STRUCTURES ARE NOT NECESSARILY SHOWN. BUILDINGS AND OTHER
OVEMENTS OR STRUGTURES ON ADJACENT PROPERTIES THAT ARE MORE THAN FIVE (5) FEET FROM ANY OF THE
PROPERTY LINES OF THE SUBJECT PROPERTY ARE NOT NECESSARILY SHOWN.

12) FLOOD INFORMATION: THE SUBLECT PROPERTY 15 LOGATED I 20E X UNSHADED, AREAS DETERMIED T0 62
OUTSIDE THE 0.0% ANNUAL CHANCE FLOODPLAIN ACCORDING TO THE FEMA FLOOD INSURANCE RATI
COMMONITYPAREL MO, 08013C0368 & DATED. OCTOBER 4. 2002 FLODD. INFORMATION 15 SUBJECT 0. CHANGE.

13) DATES OF FIELD WORK: JULY 15 & 21, 2008
14) THE FOLLOWING DOCUMENTS ARE MENTIONED N THE ABOVE REFERENCED TITLE COMMITMENT AND APPEAR TO
BE SH

T
AFFECT THE SUBJECT PROPERTY BUT CANNOT (OWN GRAPHICALLY. THE FOLLOWING LIST CONTAINS THE TITLE
COMMTMENT EXCEPTION NUMBER, DATE RECORDED, REGEPTION NUVGER AND/OR BOOK AND PAGE.

11) DEC. 4, 1976 N o DmDNS L PROVISON OF ANNEX. AGREEMENT
WA REC. NO. 521627 AMENDED. ANNEX.
AUG. 29,1884 REC, NO. 643233 ASSICNMENT ¢ HSSUNFTION OF ANNEX. AGREEMENT
12) MAY 17, 1986 REC. NO. 621626 TERMS, COND. & PROV. OF AMENDED & RESTATED
EVELOPMENT ACREEMENT
FEB 13,1987 REC. NO. 826993 SECOND_ AMENDMENT
MAY 10, 1981 REC. NO. 1102505 THIRD. AMENDMEN
AUG. 26, 1984 REC. NO. 843233 ASSIGNMENT & ASSUMPTION
AUG. 7,995 REC. NO.41537633 FIFTH AMENDMENT
AR 27,1996 REC. NO. 1594651 SIXTH AMENDMENT
SEPT. 22,1995 REC. NO. 149446 INSTRUMENT
13) FeB. 9, 1982 REC. NO'S 482949, TERMS, COND. & PROV. OF AGREEMENT
950, 482951, 482952
482053, 482954
APR. 19,1985 REC. NO. 683686 AMENDMENT
SEPT. 22, 1995 REC. NO. 1549446 ASSIGNMENT OF RETAIL DEVELOPMENT RIGHTS
14) JUN. 10, 1983 REC. NO. 554952 TERMS, COND. & PROV. OF MEMOTANDU OF AGrest
15) JAN. 8, 1995 REC. NO. 1574845 GAS PPELINE EASEMENT (N SPECIC LOGATION N DOCUNENT)
16) DEC. 1, 1983 REC. NO. 593803 ROV. CENTENNIAL VALLEY GENERAL
usvnuww BT
SEPT. 15,1988 REC. NO. 942355 AMENDMEN
18) SEPT. 22,1995 REC. NO. 1543440 TeRS, coND PROV., BURDENS & OBLIGATIONS
19) SEPT. 22,1995 REC. NO. 1549441 PROY; BUROENS & OSLIGATIONS
SEPT. 221995  REC. NO. 1543445 ASSUMPV\UN & RELL
20) SEPT. 22, 1895 REC. NO. 1543443 OND RO BURDENS & OBLIGATIONS
21) SEPT 22,1995 REC. NO. 1563444 mws COND. ROV BURDENS, CBLIC & ESWTS (SEE NOTE 15)
22) SEPT 25, 1995 REC. NO. 1543767 NS COND. PRov. BLRMOENS, 08U 4 FaNTS. (ot NOTE 18)
APR 16,1996 REC. NO. 1593753 RERECORDES

Depositing Certificate
SUBMITIED TO BOULDER COUNTY LAND USE FOR RECORDING ON THSS _
DAY OF 20

SHEET 1 OF 2

TOTAL AREA 73,116 SQ FT, OR 1.68 ACRES, MORE OR LESS

==L/

VICINITY MAP
(NOT TO SCALE)

ARC LENGTH: 10163 RADIUS: 71.15 OELTA: 81-50-45
COURSE: 5 63-25-30 £ DISTANCE: 169.13
COURSE: S 27-41-52 W DISTANCE: 348,02
N 650235 W DISTANGE! 5.1
ARC LENGTH: 6476 RADIUS: 193,00 DELTA: ~19-13-31
COURSE: N 84-16-06 W DISTANCE: 48.0
ARC LENGTH: 253,42 RADIUS: 179558 OELTA: 8-05-11
COURSE: N 19-37-03 E DISTANCE: 58,11
PERIETER: 1102.24
ARER: 7311
MABCHECK CLOSURE —  fgses usteD couns(s %, Co00 uns)
ERROR OF CLOSURE: re3 Mo Ste w

FRedson TS0 as s

LOT 1A, CENTENNIAL VALLEY PARCEL H, THIRD FILING, LOCATED IN A PART OF THE SOUTHWEST
UARTER OF SECTION 18, TOWNSHIP 1 SOUTH, RANGE 69 WEST OF THE 6TH P.M.,
CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COUNTY OF BOULDER, STATE OF COLORADO

Notes contd.

15) EXCEPTION DOCUMENT NO. 21, IN THE ABOVE REFERENCED TITLE COMMITMENT, RECORDED SEPT.
23, 1555 AT REC, NO. 1549444 DESCRIBES A REGIPROCAL ACCESS AND CONSTRUCTION EASEWENT
FOR CENTENNIAL VALLEY PARCEL H, SECOND FILING AND CANNOT BE SHOWN GRAPHICAL

16) EXCEPTION DOCUMENT N 22, N THE ABOVE REFERENGED TILE COUMITUENT, RECOROED SEPT.

NO. 1549767 & APR. 16, 1995 AT REC. NO. 1599753 DESCRIBES A RECIPROCAL
ShelT PATHWAY AD GHLITY EXSEUEKT FOR LOT 1 OF CENTENNIAL VALLEY PARGEL H. SECOND
FILING AND CANNOT BE SHOWN GRAPHICALLY.

17) JHE WORD “CERTEY" AS SHOWN AND USED HEREOU MEANS A EXPRESSION OF PROFESSIONAL
OINON REGARDING THE FACTS OF THIS SURVEY AND DOES NOT CONSTITUTE A WARRANTY
GUARANTEE, EXPRESSED OR IMPLIED.

18) THE TOTAL AREA OF THE SUBLECT PROPERTY IS 73,116 SO. FT. OR 1.68 ACRES, MORE OR LESS.

19) THE SUBJECT PROPERTY IS ZONED: PCZD, PLANNED COMMUNITY ZONING DISTRICT, PER CITY OF
LOUISVILLE, AS RESEARCHED ON THE CITY WEBSITE ON WULY 21, 200. THE RESTRICTIONS ARE AS

TERIAL STREET: 30 FT

COLLECTOR STREET 20 FT

INTERNAL/COMHON PROPERTY BOUNDARY: 10 FT

INTERNAL/PRIVATE DRIVEWAY (TO BACK OF CURB): 10 FT

MAXMOM BUILDING HEIGHT: 35

FLOOR SPACE AREA: BULDINGS LESS THAN OR EQUAL TO 30,000

20) THERE ARE 109 REGULAR PARKING SPACES, AND 5 HANDICAP SPACES ON THE SUBJECT
PROPERTY FOR A TOTAL OF 114 PAINTED PARKING STALLS ON THE SUBJECT PROPERTY.

21) THERE WAS NO OBSERVABLE EVIDENCE OF EARTH MOVING WORK, BUILDING CONSTRUCTION OR
BUILDING ADDITIONS AT THE TIWE OF SURVEY.

22) THERE_WAS NO OBSERVABLE EVIDENCE OF THE SITE BEING USED AS A SOLID WASTE DUMP,
SUMP' OR SANITARY LANDFILL AT THE TME OF SURVEY.

23) THERE WAS NO OBSERVABLE EVIDENCE OF CHANGES IN STREET RIHT OF WAY LINES OR STREET
OR SIDEWALK CONSTRUCTION OR REPAIRS AT TME OF SURVEY.

24) THE SO LOGATED AT THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF THE SUBLECT PROPERTY EXTENDS ACROSS
THE WESTERLY PROPERTY LINE AND IS OUTSIDE THE EASEMENT AS SHOWN HEREON.

25) ALL STORM SEWER MANHOLES AND AREA DRAIN WERE MEASURED TO THE BOTTOM OF

STRUCTURES AT FLOWLINE, "DUE 10 THE SiaPe AND CONSTRUCTION oF WAN' OF THE STRUCTURES.

SPECIFIC PIPE INVERTS AND SIZES WERE NOT OBTAINABLE AT ALL LOCATI

26) THE PUBLIC SIDEWALK CROSSES INTO THE WESTERLY SOE OF THE SUBIECT PROPERTY AS
SHOWN. HER

27) UTIUTIES EXIST ON THE SUBJECT PROPERTY OUTSIDE OF A RECORDED EASEMENT AS SHOWN
HEREON.

28) THE SUBLECT PROPERTY APPEARS TO SHARE ACCESS WITH THE PROPERTY TO THE EAST.

Surveyor's Certificate

TO GUARANTY BANK AND TRUST, LAND TITLE CUARANTEE COMPANY, PACKARD AND DIERKING,
LLC AND MCCASUN RETAIL, LLC,' A COLORADO LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY:

THIS 1S T CERTIFY THAT THIS MAP OR PLAT AND THE SURVEY ON WHICH IT IS BASED WERE
MADE UNDER MY DIRECT SUPERVISION, N ACCORDANCE WITH THE “MINIMUM_ STANDARD DETAIL
REQUREMENTS FOR ALTA/ACSM LAND TLE SURVEYS.” JONTLY ESTABLISHED AND ADOPTED BY
D . AND 16-1
RTs Ao ses

THE RELATIVE POSITIONAL ACCURACY OF THIS SURVEY DOES NOT EXCEED THAT WHICH IS
SPECIFIED THEREI.

JON 8. GUYTON
COLORADO PLS. 16: FSI JOB NO. 09-56,181
SRR & cEof FaTmons. Inc

ALTA/ACSM LAND TITLE SURVEY
PREPARED F

Guaranty Bank and Trust

Others (See Note 3)
SHEET 1 OF 2

Y | S et & Geomacs |77
ey o

. ety
T 7 0

COPYRICHT 2009~ 2010 FLATIRONS,_INC.
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GRAPHIC SCALE

(N pEET )

L ineh = 301
coNTOUR WTERVAL =

ALTA/ACSM LAND TITLE SURVEY

LOT 1A, CENTENNIAL VALLEY PARCEL H, THIRD FILING, LOCATED IN A PART OF THE SOUTHWEST
QUARTER OF SECTION 18, TOWNSHIP 1 SOUTH, RANGE 69 WEST OF THE 6TH P.M,
CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COUNTY OF BOULDER, STATE OF COLORADO
SHEET 2 OF 2
TOTAL \AREA = 73116 SQ FT, OR 1.68 ACRES, MORE OR LESS

~
i~
) T~
o,
/ T Legend
®  FOUND MONUMENT AS DESCRIBED
/s ©  FOUND BRASS TAG AS DESCRIBED
y ©  SET 45 FEBAR WITH 1 1/2" ALUMNUM CAP
FUAfiRONS. SURV 16406
B (W) AS MEASURED AT TWE OF SURVEY
T~ () CALCULATED FROM RECORD AND AS
/ NEASURED INFORMATION
. VN e PRRCEL . THIRD FIING
Vo W o ; | concrere
& uoHT poE
~ e FENCE
" - se
o BowLaRO
L Hanoicke parkiG
NO PARKING
v WATER UNE (PANTED)
N B waTeR vavE
@ water weTER
W RE HYORANT
i SANITARY SEWER LINE
©  SANTARY SEWER MANHOLE
8 ceaour

N ES
AN i

R

o
5k 5370,
i Sy
s5g AR

Yy

STORM DRAINAGE LINE
STORM DRAINAGE MANHOLE
GRATE INLET

ELECTRICAL LINE (PAINTED)

'*o N B reomoal masromer
B eecmiea riser
e X TRAFFIC LIGHT
ev— CABLE TV LINE (PAINTED)
fo— FBEROPTIC LIE (PANTED)
; T—— TELEPHONE LINE (PAINTED)
oS5 @ TELEPHONE RISER (PANTED)
OFR$ o GAS UNE (PAINTED)
i
L% B ons werer
a4 © s e ot
¢ + FINISH FLOOR ELEVATION
4 LOCATION OF BULDING HEIGHT
¢ centeRUNE
=b  nocATION oF Access
HoR HANDICAP RANP
AP REINFORCED CONCRETE PIPE
RS PLARED END SECTION
PYC POLYVINML CHLORDE
! oML 68
Oigs, ", SECALEY oF
FRSTERC NG ALTA/ACSM LAND TITLE SURVEY T
B PrcpAreD For
Guaranty Bank and Trust
Others (See Note 3)
SHEET 2 0F 2
DRAW B, ‘o Flatirrs Trc
e ows urveying, Engineerng & Geomatics
! e 3125 s A, S 100
v 23 2000 P (303 327001
FSI7708 1o . oo o sndo A
o-sa1n R WAy
COPVRIGHT 2005 2010 FLATIRONS. TRE
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I BORISE OF THE CIY

BHSTNG HOTEL SOK AND LT
POLE T0 6 RACOED

30X 30 St TLE
NEW CURD MO SOEWALK A EOGE-
OF WO WAY ORIE LAE.

(T PART 0 TS D).

NEW LGHT POTURE I
i
BISTNG FOLE, T

J

[~ PANTED STRPE DESOUATIG
DRIE LAE BN

ONE STORY RETAL
12722 §F

o S

STARS DOW 10 FLA

75

-
T oues wasoee v
T e Sy

26 PG o
f THESE 12 L0k
|

@ £\ STE PN )
" N J 1" = 20-0"

2\ _TRASH ENCLOSURE
e

1= 100"

A

51 e Tow,
S 3 9 ™
oAt I = 2
HC panG i = ¥
L BT
BOLE PG

1 BKE ARG SPOT PER (10) AUTONGBLE PARKNG SPAES
BCICLE PARKING SPOTS = 91/10 = 5.1 OR 10 GKE PAFKIG SPOTS REQURED AND PROVED

R LN
‘COUBNATON OF NEW LGHT FXTURES WOLATED ON EXSTNG LIGHT POLES AWD
N POLE-UOUNTED UGHTIG A5 SHOMN ON ST PHOTOHETR PN

e
REFER 10 L AWD LWDSCAPE FLAYS FOR WORE OETALED NFORMATIN,

ey
A FROFUSED BULDNG BNTRY
e panc

(5 o ot e

(@ P e ows

© cowir s s Toms

O N UG PR - 100 WAT LD ComH WNED 1 T s
. Guoe,

4O NEW LGHT FOLE ~ 100 WATT LED DOMMLEGHT 08 24" POLE, T,
X SING CORA Uk oL T0 B RELOOKED 15 S0,

T4 s o om0 - 10 s =)
R = RELOCATED TRAFORUER
FH = FRE HIORAT RE: OML

2 3s AP suBuTIL
m“—’# 'S P8 sioariAl
PEH ARCHITECTS
1319 Spruce Street Suite 207
Boulder, CO 80302
303-442-0408, fax: 303-447-1905
e-mail: peheinz@peharchitects.com

McCaslin Marketplace
U]

994 West Dillon Road
Louisville, Colorado 80027

ST

SITE PLAN
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UTILITY LEGEND

e sooess h PROPERTY Le ————

SElos Sek parceL exseuenr

(0T PART OF TS PUD). RGO AT
£x roces.
o sromu sever
£x ey sewen
ox waen L
X e 645 L
£x roen oone une. -

S ala P ecmon

 PROPOSED GRADE.

PRIVATE 18" RGP

| ety PROPOSED ELECTRICAL TRANSFORMER
' Lo

\ govon o roeaseo o pa.

Y < o Mg o FRoposeD G5 e

/ Bl e

£UST. ELEC
0 REMAN
PRVATE TYPE R MET
(SeE ST 0200)

/ ExsT. 6 Py \\ 2,
ROOFDRAN T0 e
B RENOVED

oy oF Louisve
REMOVED AND A N
S CONSTRUCTED OrF 3

&
I KEY NOTES
ey
AN .
8§ NEW TRASH ENCLOSURE. (@ 2" DOMESTIC WATER SERVIE.
{ NG SEE ARCH PLANS, @ 15 wen R
/ Ny s
a8 EXIST. FIRE HYDRANT @ « e servce.
T 0 2 RESer 10 TE
$§ N (@) EXTEND EXSTNG GREASE TRAP CONNECTION T0 BULDIC.
§ COORDNATE WIH FLUMBNG PLANS.
st 5" v (®) & PVC ROOFDRAN COWNECTION © 20%.
Sinaraty Seonce
0% Koo — LNE (10 6€ RewovED) (® & PvC STOR SEWER (PRVATE) © 20%
2 s seo @ 10" PYC STORM SEUER (PRIVATE) © 20%

8 PROVDE SEWER CLEANOUT WIH TRATFC RATED COVER @ 1001
INTERVALS WK, (TPICAL)
PROPOSED DRY UTUTY

A (@) NEW TRANSFORMER LOCATION.
e e BXSTING. 6 SANITARY SERVICE 0 BE REMOVED,
(10 6 ROOVED) o7 18
CENTEMNIAL vALLEY (@ PROPOSED 10" UTLITY EASEMENT FOR WATER METER
PARCEL H, THRD FILING @  ProrostD Gas wereRs.
OWNER: 120TH, LLC.

@ PROPOSED 3/4" RRIGATION SERVCE AND WETER.
@ PROPOSED 6 PVC SANITARY SEWER SERVCE © 1.0%

" SERVCE CONNECTION.

e
N o

conTacr
CURTI STEVENS, PE.

PROPOSED WATER LINE.
PROPOSED WATER VALVE.

ol PROPOSED GAS METER.
Sy PROPOSED TELEPHONE LNE

OTES.
1. THIS PLAN IS INTENDED FOR FINAL PUD AND IS NOT A
TRUCTION /BULONG PERMIT DOCUMENT.

2 PARCEL H ACCESS MPROVEMENTS ARE NOT PART OF THS.
FLAN AN AREA 1S SHOWN FOR REFERENCE ONLY.

PROPOSED TEE WITH THRUST BLOCKIG. »

PROPOSED HORIZONTAL BEND W THRUST BLockng, /Al &

PROPOSED FRE HYDRANT

PROPOSED REDUCER >

ROPOSED WATER SERVICE —@—3v

PROPOSED FRE SERVICE — = 3¢
Pve

PROPOSED SANITARY SEWER. —eee T

PROPOSED SANTARY SEWER SCRWCE..... @y

PROPOSED ELECTRICAL LINE

PROPOSED TREES.

N ropos st v INNNEEE]

FINAL PUD

one S

bl /- v

PEH ARCHITECTS
1319 Spruce Street Suite 207
Boulder, CO 80302
303-442-0408, fax: 303-447-1905
‘e-mail: peheinz@peharchitects.com

McCaslin Marketplace
P!

UD
994 West Dillon Road

e

MASTER
UTILITY PLAN
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EXIST. DAMAGED PORTION OF
WAL 70 BE REOVED. SEE
LANGSCAPE PLANS.

$ SN

5

N enoroseo s
SRS s

EXST. ACCESS To BE f
RECONSTRUCTED. CONSTRUCT
STRISERS & EXTEND.
DRAL AS NECESSARY.
Fns,

SN
RIVATE 16" RCP %
TORM AT 0.75%

o
<

Y £ = ~
/ x\\ﬁ’ ——
PRIVATE 10" PVC. = EXIST.
/ STORM AT 2.0% DETENTION
k4%

2
£0sT. cuRs LN
AN GUTTER 10 7o ~

BE REPLACED
INTO usT,
~ine & oot

| N
\
‘ 1
\ B
\
\ \

CITY OF LOUISVILLE SN TO !
REMOVED & AREA TO BE. 1

CENTENNIAL VALLEY
PARCEL_H, THIRD FILING
NEW TRASH ENCLOSURE @ 0.75% UNER: 1201, LLC.
S RS

' im 12" cure cut/
CONCRETE PAN
PROPOSED CONGRETE ALLEY.
/ SEE SECTION THIS SHEET.

S
& PROPOSED CURE
502 e

] iy s & oo

STORM AT 20%

FLUSH I
£

122" AREA MLET
GRATE=T1.65'
NV 0UT=70.15"

TS
IENT

= =
SETACCESS oy

RECONSTRUCTED ACCESS

T0°BE CONSTRUCTED AS
/| PART oF AGCESS PUD
AUENOMENT

\;‘\i‘v\i S
MASTER GRADING PLAN

1"=20-0' o_0_ o

RAMP DETAIL
TSRETS

~~ 107 68
CENTENNIAL VALLEY OF
PARCEL H, SECOND FILNG
OWNER: FIRSTIER BANK

GRADING LEGEND
PROPERTY LNE

EASEMENT

RIGHT-OF-WAY.

e rvces

PROPOSED SWALE

X WTERMEDATE CONTOUR

£ moEX conTouR.

PROPOSED INTERMEDIATE CONTOUR ——s2e—
PROPOSED INDEX CONTOUR 28—
EnsTwe sor eevinow -
PROPOSED SPOT ELEVATION e
PROPOSED GRADE. e

PROPOSED SLOPE.

DRECTION OF FLOW. —
PROPOSED STORM SEWER EEEEE.
PROPOSED CATCH CURS. [y
HGH PONT W
GRADE BREAK =
Low ponT w®
FLomNE n
EDGE OF ASPHALT e
FINSHED FLOOR ELEVATION FFaey
PROPOSED ROOF DRAN LOGATION. o

SN —— |

PROPOSED CONGRETE. AREAS.

PROPOSED TREES

[—

|
24" BT, lEASEMENT

s |

— s . I
snms/ g W

Sanitas
2

01 AN STREET
LOUSVLLE, CO
py

TYPICAL ALLEY SECTION

NoTES:
1. THIS PLAN IS INTENDED FOR FINAL PUD AND IS NOT A
CONSTRUCTION/BUILDING PERMIT DOGUMENT.

2. PARCEL H AGCESS MPROVEMENTS ARE NOT PART OF THSS
PLAN AND AREA 15 SHOWN FOR REFERENCE ONLY.

os/1s/1s ciry comuens
S0/ Suo Sotwriar
s —

PEH ARCHITECTS
1319 Spruce Street Suite 207
Boulder, CO 8030:

o

303-442-0408, fax: 303-447-1905
e-mail: peheinz@peharchitects.com

McCaslin Marketplace

PUD
904 West Dillon Road
Louisville, Colorado 80027

R
MASTER
GRADING PLAN

CURT STEVENS PE.

C200
o

FRowCT 201506
o 1091

w0 bY._ccs
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EXISTING
——— TURF TO REMAI
EW EDGING

NEW MULCH-
|

~ 12 RFC—&—-=
3 EX. HAWTHORN
~1EX. HACKBERRY

18VTC =
|- NEW MULCH

TURF TO REM,

\ 1EX. ASH .
N N 1EX. PINON L5 icH

N 1EX. ASH
1EX. ASH

N \ R
NN —
U\ EXISTING 1 MSA
RS
U TURF NEW MULCH
|

1MSA
NEW MULCH

{— 1 MSA
NEW MULCH

ol
2 EX. NEWPORT <
PLUM

NEW MULCH
=15PAH ~
UF

~8RFC -
INEW MULCH

= = NEW MULCH
PERENNIALS:
3CR

20.0° 400"

3cLs g
/ \\ NORTH
\ = SCALE

60.0'

"= 200"

NEW LANDSCAPING PLAN

THIS STREETSCAPE DESIGN COMPLIES

WITH

THE TREE COUNT ESTABLISHED

ON_THE_EXISTING APPROVED P.U.D.
DATED 7/18/1995

PLANTLIST

o anly

Irdisee

[APPROVED

TREE COUNT EXISTING P.U.D.

[EXISTING TREES TO BE REMOVED

[NEW_TREES

PROPOSED WITH THIS PLAN

THE LANDSCAPE DESIGN COMPLIES

WITH THE STANDARDS ESTABLISHED
IN_THE CDDSG:
CDDSG TREE REQUIREMENT

DESCRIPTION REQURED | PROVIDED
PERMETER ADJACENT T0

McCasiin Bivd. (273 1.4) 8 existing
Meandering sidewalk configuration: | ¢ | 10 new

1 tree per 20 11,

PERIMETER ADJACENT TO

Dilon Road (194 1.) 7 existing
Attached sidewclk configuration: L
e chod canfiguration

ioes not meet required widh)

Tires per 20 L1,

PERIMETER ADIAGENT T0

Private road (154 L1 0 existing
Attached sidewlk configuration: 8 2 new

1 tree per 20 11,

INTERIOR

PARKING LOT (87 spaces) " 2 et
T tree per 8 spases & e
PERIMETER ADJACENT TO BUILOING

25% of bulding perimeter (126 14)] 4 7
planted with smal trees

TOTAL TREES W w

LANDSCAPE KEY
FOR PLANT MATERIAL

{5
kS,
Q

©
?

&

EX

EXISTING CONIFER TREE TO REMAIN

EXISTING DECIDUOUS TREE TO REMAIN

NEW 2" CAL. DECIDUOUS SHADE TREE

NEW 1.5" CAL. DECIDUOUS ORNAMENTAL TREE

OR 8-10' MULTI-STEMMED TREE

NEW #5 DECIDUOUS SHRUB

NEW #5 EVERGREEN SHRUB

PERENNIALS

T

T per e

2GT GLEDITIA TR INERMIS
STC TILIA CORDATA GREENSPIRE
T I TOVENTOSY

5 PCA PYRUS CALLERYANA 'AUT.
1 PN PRUNS CERASIERA NEWPORT

: .
16 A ANDIFLORA .
4 OIS TRk

12 1S MISCANTHUS SINENSS ADAGIO
24 RC ROS\FLOWER CARPET WIITE
+ 91 SPIRAEA AAPONICA 'ANTHONY WAT
20 SYRINGA MEVER!

15 VTC VIBURNUAI TRILOBUM COMPACTUM

L1 TOTALDECIDIOUS SRS

INFRGRIEN SHRUBS.
10 U SUNIPERLS CHINENSIS HOLDERT

5§ BCC RNIPERS SABINA CALGARY CARPET
11 MAC MAHONA AQUATOLIUN COMPACTA
S ronIvEGRENS

COMMON NAME

SIZE 120 PLANTING MATURE

SLEDLESSKY. COFFEETREE svar
HONESLOCUST soar
STERLING SLVERLINDEN s
THRNLSS, COCKS HAWTHORN 207 1 510 15228
AUTUMN BLAZE PEAR 1w wae 20a0
NEWPORT PLUM T LAy 150
AU BRILL SERMCERERRY 510 L s 15228

a
KNOCKOUT PINK SIRUB ROSE =5 L 1

T

s
HOLBERT JONIPER oL s
SCANDIA JUNIPER s ,
CALGARY CARPET ONIPER 55 L @

COMP. OREGON GRAPE HOLLY  #5

12 (LS COREOPSSLANCEOLATASTERNT:  STERNIALERCOREOPSS 91 L It
52 PP CERATOSTIGMA PLUMIAGINOIDES  PLUMBAGO. 0oL e '
56 vai 0oy i
12 SN0 SALVIA NEMOROSA MAY NIGHiT MAYNIGHT PURPLESALVA #1 L v I
nx AL
P

£HAL PuD suITAL
SRS oot
o bte > ko
PEH ARCHITECTS
1319 Spruce Street Suite 207
Boulder, CO 80302
303-442-0408, fax: 303-447-1905
e-mail: peheinz@peharchitects.com

RATURES D
A

McCaslin Marketplace

994 West Dillon Road
Louisville, Colorado 80027

1507 indng e R
e B

v j05asa-3353
for 303 ds-oous
ok marinaensgheane

e
LANDSCAPE
PLAN

L100
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N

_ PURPLE ASH TO REMAIN f\\

1N

{
L REMOVE ALL EXIST]NG
), SHRUBS, MULCH, AND
1\ EDGING

* EXISTING TURF TO
REMAIN AND TO BE

N PROTECTED DURING 1
N | CONSTRUCTION

EXISTING 8 CAL, AUTUMN
PURPLE ASHTO REMAIN

N\

N
AN
EXISTING 14 PINON L
TO REMAIN \\ ™ N
AN EXISTING 4" CAL. AUTUMN
PURPLE ASH TO REMAIN\ \

EXISTING 4" GAL AUTUMN R

. \ .

EXISTING 12' PINON —— >

TO BE REMOVED N
E 8

EXISTING 8" CAL. AUTUMN ———
PURPLE ASH TO REMAIN

NS
EXISTING 4" HACKBERRV /
TO REMAIN

EXISTING 14' PINON PINE
TO REMAIN \

2 EXISTING 4-6" CAL. PURPLE —
LEAF PLUM TO REMAIN

REMOVE RETAINING WALL . "~

CITY OF LOUISVILLE SIGN N
AND ALL ASSOCIATED SHRUBS  *
PERENNIALS, MULCH AND EDGING
IN THIS AREA. AREA GETS GRADED
FOR NEW SOD.

EXISTING 5" CAL. CRABAPPLE —-
TO BE REMOVED

REMOVE SIGN
AND ALL ASSOCIATED SHRUBS -

PERENNIALS, MULCH AND EDGING

IN THIS AREA. AREA GETS GRADED
FOR NEW PLANTING BED AND SOD

6 EXISTING AUSTRIAN F’INE\TO BE REMOVED
1 |

REMOVE 9.5' OF WALL THAT —EXISTING 5" CAL. AUTUMN PURPLE ASH TO REMAIN

EXISTING LANDSCAPING TO REMAIN AND TO BE REMOVED

| HAS BEEN DAMAGED. SAW_——
| CUT NEW EDGE STRAIGHT

AND PERPENDICULAR TO
\ | THE GROUND.

“—EXISTING 14" CAL. AUSTRIAN PINE TO REMAIN ~~~
——EXISTING 13" CAL. AUSTRIAN PINE TO REMAIN
EXISTING 5" CAL. AUSTRIAN PINE TO REMAIN
- —

EXISTING TURF TO REMAIN

REAR RIS
EXISTING 6" CAL. HACKBERRY TO REMAIN

REMOVE ALL EXISTING SHRUBS AND MULCH
~

—~

~

L0 | . ALLEXIS REES AROUND
\ \ T i o |E EXISTING BUILDING AND

INTERIOR PARKING LOT ARE|
TO BE REMOVED UNLESS  {*
THERWISE LABELED.

—

AND ALL SHRUBS'
MULCH AND EDGING _-
IN THIS AREA. AREA GETS GRADED
4| ° FOR NEW SOD -

REMOVE —

AND ALL SHRUBS
MULCH AND TREES NORTH
IN THIS AREA. AREA GETS GRADED SCALE 1" = 200"

FOR NEW PLANTING BEDS

EXISTING 6" CAL. AUTUMN PURPLE ASH TO BE REMOVED
X'STING 5" CAL. HAWTHORN TO REMAIN

\ EXISTING 4" CAL. HAWTHORN TO REMAIN

o~ EXISTING 4" CAL. HAWTHORN TO REMAIN

—
‘\‘\‘“* REMOVE RUSSIAN OLIVE, AND ALL EXISTING SHRUBS AND MULCH
| g

LAIDSCAPE NOTES
EXSTNG LADSCAPNG THAT IS 0 REAN SHAL B PROTECTED DURNG THE CONSTRUCTON PROGESS WTH
vzmmv FENCING. N CONSTRUCTION. TRAFFIC OR S OCCUR WITHN THE DRP ZONE OF TREES.
D L 5205 SEAL B BLAGED INTO N CRABE OF it B9TNG
SHo0T D NATURAL MAINER. S GRADIG FLA NGLUDED W OWL DRAVNGS
3. ALL AREAS T0 BE SODDED AND/OR RE-SODDED SHALL RECEIVE 3-5 CUBIC YARDS OF ORGANIC COMPOST PER 1000
SF. TLLED T0 A DEPTH OF 5. ALL AREAS SHALL THEN BE GRADED TO A UNFORMLY SWOOTH GRADE. COMPOST SHALL
52 VELL-ROTIED, CLEA 0F DEBIS OVR 17 N DIETER
SOD SHALL BE BLUECRASS TO WATCH EXISTNG 10 REUAN.
5300 RS Mo S SN B BAGLIED Wi A UNFORM WTUR OF 75% BCAVATED SOL AND 25%
ORGANC COUPOST. ~SEE PLANTNG DETALS ON SHEET
AL NEW PLATS SiALL BE COMPLETELY HEALTH. ULLY ROOTED N TH POT (0% BAL), WI o DEs0 o8
DISEASED STEMS, AND SHALL MEET AND EXCEED THE INIMUM STANDARD OF THE NATIONAL NURSERVW
D PN AATERAL SHAL b FLLY CUARANTED FOR & PER0D_0F ONE YEAR TROH T OATE OF SOBSTANTAL
COMPLETION
SHRUB BEDS AS SHOWN ON THE PLAN SHALL RECEIVE THE FOLLOWNG MULCH OVER LANDSCAPE FABRIC: 3" LAYER
OF SHREDDED CEDAR NATURAL COLOR WOOD MULCH, OR A 3" LAYER OF 25% 3/4" WASHED RIVER ROCK AND 75%
PONEER "HORZON COGBLE M COLEWATON OVER POROUS LAOSCE FABRIC. FIGRC SUALL B OVERLAPED 6 AT
ALL PERENNIAL AND GROUND COVER AREAS AND TREE WELLS IN SOD AREAS SHALL RECEIVE A 2' LAYER OF
RHTURAL ‘COL0R SIREDDE CEORR ADLGH W 0 FABRC. NDERLAY
9. EDGNG SHALL BE INSTALLED BETEEN ALL SHRUB BEDS AND SOD AREAS. EDGING SHALL BE JENSEN'S SALES' 14
‘GAUGE GREEN PAINTED EDGIG , ROLL TOP, 4'X10’, OR EQUIALENT.
10 AL PECNAL 00 m?uunn COVER EAS SHALL 5 PREPARED BY TULNG 2-3° oF ORCAIE COUPUST MO
PER PHOSP! THE SURFACE SHALL THEN BE GRADED TO A UNFORMLY SWOOTH G
AL SURFACE UNOSCHPNG DAMAGED AS A RESUT of MANTENANCE ACTUTES TN A PUBLC UTLITY e
AL BE THE OBUGATON OF THE PROPERTY OINER 10 FESIORE AT THER 060
CAOINETS O RANSTORMEES Sl B SOREENED Tt EPROPRIAT. PLAYT WATERAL o TeE
s WHERE FEASBLE, P WATERAL AL SUGHTLY RELOCATED T0 ACCOMPLISH SCREENING.
IF NECESSARY, SHRUB BEDS SHALL BE mmom aR NEW 5605 CREATED 10 NLUDE TRANSFORMER LOCATONS
ALL BE PLACED SO AS TO ANCE OF 30° AT WATURITY OF THE PLANTS AROUND THREE SDES
T TUANSHORUER(S) WTH . FRONT SOE 0PEN FOR ACCESS.
13. N DECIOUOUS TREE SHALL BE PLANTED WTHIN 5' OF A PUBLIC SDEWALK OR UTLITY. NO EVERGREEN TREE SHALL
BE PLANTED WITHIN 10' OF A PUBLIC SDEWALK OR UTUTY.  ANY DECDUOUS TREE PLANTED WTHN §' OF PUBLIC CURB
SHALL HAVE ROOT BARRIER INSTALLED ALONG CURB WTHIN THE DRIPLNE OF THE MATURE TREE.

TURF AREAS 0 REMAN IN A

RRGHTON NOTE
T AUTOUATIC, DUAL PROCRAMMNG, RRIATON SYSTEM COIERNG ALL PLANTS D SOD EXSTS 0

Sinl & oot 'AND EXISTING PLANTINGS  T0 REMAI

5 MODERATE Aot WATER JONES SALL EACH BE ON SEPARATE VAOES

3. SOD SHALL BE RRIGATED WITH WP ROTORS AND/OR SPRAY HEADS. SOD AND PLANTS SHALL BE ON SEPARATE

4. PLANTS IN SHRUB BEDS SHALL BE ORIP IRRICATED.
5. GROUND COVER AND PERENNIALS SHALL BE RRIGATED WTH LOW PRESSURE POP-UP HEADS.

ST

o A

. 3mmmm o s o7 e

50 40T OMMAGE R PRNE LA
R R

i o To st e o
LT et

TREE__PLANTING __ DETAL
s Gl 3

PEH ARCHITECTS
1319 Epruce Street Sults 207
Boulder,
303-442-0408, fax: S5447-1905
e-mail: peheinz@peharchitects.com

McCaslin Marketplace
PUD
994 West Dillon Road
Louisville, Colorado 80027

LANDSCAPE DETAILS AND
EXISTING LANDSCAPE INVENTORY

E=pve=n

Lo




Luminaire Schedule

90f12

0
9
T Y 0] o
2 14250 | 6138 | 2400 | 24.00 10724 14134 000
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DESIGNATED USES PLANNING
AREAS
RESIDENTIAL
SINGLE FAMLLY ADEJNQRT 15646 3.62
MULTHFAMILY NO 3729 1870
TOTAL: RESIDENTIAL 1276 681
NON-RESIDENTIAL
RETAL HLMO a1 6298 20
RESEARCH / OFFICE B CF G L 18418 36
MIXED UsE. EHM 4730 .88
TOTAL ‘NON-RESIDENTIAL 20458 31

GROSS |
BULDING |AREA

609 -

&1 -

1120 NIA
- 522,259 SF
- 2,888,400 SF
- 477,600 §F

N/A 3,888,159 §F

OPEN SPACE
OPEN SPACE PARCELS 285.01
. K2, 51-86
ARTERIAL ROADS 8046
TOTAL OPEN SAPCE 38647
SHCOOL SITE 022
TOTAL LAND. 882,00 AC.

USE FOR EAGH PARGEL ALLOWABLE UNDER DESIGNATED USES ()

PARCEL L CORPORATE USER / RETAIL / MIXED USE
PARCEL'E C F G RESEARCH / OFFICZ / RETAL
PARCEL E MIXED USE / GOMMERCIAL

EL M RETAIL / OFFICE

PARCEL O MIXED USE / RETAL

ARCEL H HOTEL / MIXED USE / RETAL
PARGEL N 0 TOWNHOUSE AND MULTHFAMILY
PARGEL ADEJN QRT  SINGLE FAMILY DETACHED
PARGEL K - Kz OPEN SPAGE
PARCEL S(- Sx OPEN SPACE

OF PERMITTED | AND USES AND DENSITIE

Owner Néme.

Expires fpe

OWNERSHIP SIGNATURE BLOCK
By signing this PUD, the owner acknowledges
and accepts all the requirements and intent set
forth in this PUD. Witness mylour hand(s)
seal(s) this 1" day of At L2018
o .jaL g

. Suber s
oary Name (prry ~ \e1o" Seal)

Notary Signature

My Commission

nd Sig

Resolution No.

PLANNING COMMISSION CERTIFICATE

Approved this_9_day of_Tuwy #
20_15 by the Planning Commission of the City
of Louisville, Colorado.

26 Series 2015

CiTY COUNCIL CERTIFICATE

Approved this 26 dayof JuLY
20_15 by the City Council of the City of
Louisville, Colorado.

oRDiNANGS

Reselution No. 1636, Series 20/5

) X

Mayor Signature

City Clert
Signature

CLERK AND RECORDER CERTIFICATE
(COUNTY OF BOULDER, STATE OF COLORADO)
| hereby certify that this instrument was filed in
my office at 3z [ _ o'clock, __P. M., this
14tay of Sptumbec 20,15, anais

recorded in Plan File . Fee
$ILOD paid. __ —— Film No,
_0341344 5 Reception

ﬁ'ﬂag #

talf
Clerk & Recorder

Deputy Z
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Electronically recorded in Boulder County Colorado. Recorded as recelvad.

EXCLUSIVE UTILITY EASEMENT DEED

THIS EASEMENT DEED is made this _}_(f‘day of { Zfﬁgﬂﬂ % , 2016 by and
between McCaslin Retail, LLC, a Colorado limited liability compand, located at ¢/o W, Scott
Reichenberg, The Colorado Group, Inc., 3434 47th Street, Suite 220, Boulder, Colorado 80301
(hereinafter "Grantor"), and the City of Louisville, a Colorado home rule municipal corporation

organized and existing under and by virtue of the laws of the State of Colorado, whose address is
749 Main Street, Louisville, Colorado, 80027 (hereinafter "Grantee"):

WITNESSETH:

THAT THE GRANTOR, for and in consideration of the sum of Ten Dollars paid to the
Gtantor by the Grantee, and other good and valuable consideration, the receipt and sufficiency of
which is hereby acknowledged, does hereby grant, bargain, sell and convey unto the Grantee a
petpetnal and exclusive utility easement for the construction, installation, operation, maintenance,
repair and replacement of water main piping and appurtenances over, on, under, across and through
the parcels as more particularly described on Exhibit A, Exhibit B and Exhibit C, attached hereto
and incorporated herein by this reference (the “Easement Area™). Grantee shall have exclusive use
and occupancy of the Easement Area for underground utilities, and no other underground utilities or
facilities shall be placed in the Easement Area without Grantee’s written consent. Grantot retains
the right to use and occupy the surface of the Easement Area for at-grade parking, landscaping
improvements other than trees, and other improvements as depicted on City-approved development
plans.

TOGETHER WITH the right of ingress and egress and all the rights and privileges as are
necessary or incidental to the reasonable and proper use of such exclusive utility easement,

GRANTOR, for itself, its heirs, successors and assigns, does covenant, grant, bargain and
agree to and with the Grantee, its successors and assigns, that at the time of the ensealing and
delivery of these presents, Grantor is well seized of the property on which the Easement above
conveyed is located, and has good, sure, perfect, absolute and indefeasible estate, in law, in fee
simple, and has good right, full power and authority to grant, bargain, sell, and convey the same in
manner and form as set forth above, and that the property is free and clear from all former and other
grants, bargaing, sales, liens, taxes, assessments, encumbrances, and restriction of whatever kind or
nature, except those of record,

IN WITNESS WHEREOPF, the Grantor has executed this instrument as of the date first
above written.

GRANTOR: MCCASLIN RETAIL, LLC,
a Colorado limited liability company

By:

W Scott Reiclénberg, Co-Manager

{00223335.50C: 1}




Boulder County, CO 03537784

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

STATE OF COLORADO )
)ss
COUNTY OF BOULDER )

The foregoing insttument was acknowledged before me this “ & day of
A‘\\a L x\: , 2016, by W. Scott Reichenberg, as Co-Manager of McCaslin Retail, LLC, a
_ Coldrado limited liability company.

Witness my hand and official seal.

My commission expires on: /lph( (3, 08

(SEAL) 7 APYAR
Notary Public I

e
RENEE MARIE SOBERING
NOTARY PUBLIC
STATE OF COLORADO
NOTARY 10 # 2044014568
MY COMMISSION EXPIRES APRIL 02, 2018
T

{00223335.00C:1) 2
WAWDOX\WCLIENTSR4200200223315.D0C
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Boulder County, CO

BY:BBECKETT FRLE:B6410=-ESHT=DESC.A.DWE DAYES/ 122016 1:55 PN

03537784

EXHIBIT "A”

LOCATED IN THE 3QUTH HALF QUARTER QF SECTION 18, TOWNSHIP } SOUTH,
RANGE 6% WEST OF THE 6§TH FRINCIPAL MERIDIAN,
CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COUNTY OF BOULDER, STATE OF COLORADQ

SHEET 1 OF 2

A 20 FOOT QITY OF LOUWISVILLE EXCLUSIVE UTWITY EASEMENT ACROSS A PORTION OF LOT 1A
CENTENNIAL VALLEY PARCEL H, THIRD FILING, RECEPTION NUMBER 1589632 DATED 3/7/98,
LOCATED IN THE SOUTH HALF OF SECTION 18, TOWNSHIP 1 SOUTH, RANGE &5 WEST OF THE
6TH FRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COUNTY OF BOULDER, STATE OF COLCRADO,
BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

CONSIDERING THE EASTERLY LINE OF LOT 1A TO BEAR SOUTH 27'41'82" WEST, A DISTANCE
CF 34B.02 FEET BETWEEN A FOUND g4 REBAR WITH YELLOW FLASTIC CAP STAMPED "LS

#25379" AND A FOUND #4 REBAR WITH YELLOW PLASTIC CAP STAMPED “LS #25379", WITH
ALL BEARINGS CONTAINED HEREIN RELATIVE THERETO.

COMMENCING AT THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF SAID 10T 1A, THENGCE SQUTH 43721"Q" WEST,
A DISTANCE OF 44.4Y FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE SOUTH 27°41'S2" WEST, A
DISTANCE OF 20.00 FEET; THENCE NORTH 62°18'08" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 186.30 FEET;
THENCE NORTH 17°30°26" EAST, A DISTANCE OF 12.04 FEET, THENCE NORTH 74'4°23" EAST,
A DISTANCE OF 11,85 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 82M8'08" EAST, A DISTANCE OF 179.82 FEET;
TO THE RPOINT OF BEGINNING.

SAID EABEMENT CONTAINING 3,721 SQFT. OR 0.09 ACRES, MORE OR LESS.

L, JOHN B GUYTON, A LAND SURVEYOR LICEMSED IN THE STAYE OF COLORADO, DO HEREBY
STATE FOR AND ON BEHALF OF FLATIRONS, INC., THAT THIS PARCEL DESCRIPTION AND
ATTAGHED EXHIBIT, BEING MADE A PART THERECF, WERE PREPARED BY ME OR UNDER MY
RESPONSIBLE CHARGE AT THE REQUEST OF THE CLIENT AND IS NOT INTENDED TO
g%z%TSENT A MOMUMENTED LAND SURVEY OR SUBDIVIDE LAND IN VOLATION OF STATE

JOHN B, GUYTOM ‘
COLORADO P.L.S, #6406 FSl JOB NO. 15-66,410
CHAIRMAN /CEO, FLATIRONS, INC.

Flatirons, Inc,

J08 NUMBER: 15-66,410 - .

DRt 3 e g
ATE MAY 12, 2016 BOULDER, CO 50309

THIZ IS HOT A "LAND SURVEY PLAT" OR “HPROVEMENT SURVEY FLAY® AND THS EXHINT IS PH (303) 443-T00

HOT [NYENDED FOR FURPOZES OF TRANSFER OF TULE CR SUBDIVISMINS OF LARD, RECCRD FAX: (303) 443~3530

TIGH SHOUWN HEREQH 15 BASED 0N MNFORMATION PROVIDED BNV CLIENT,
wwnr. Fadransbic.oon
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Boulder County, CO

03537784

EY:BBECKETT FELErES410-TSMT=-DESC.A DWE DATES /122046 1:57 P

TOWNSHIP 1 BOUTH, RANGE 69 WEST OF THE 6TH FRINCIPAL MERIDIAN,
CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COUNTY OF BOULDER, STATE CF COLORADO

J0B HUMBER: 13--56,430
DRAWN BY: Y. BECKETT
DATE: MAY 12, 2018

THIS 1S HOT A “LAND SURVEY PLAT" OR “THPROVEMENT SURVEY FLAT™ AMD THIS
HOT INVENDED FOR PURPOSES OF TRAMSFER OF TITLE DR SUENIVSIONS 0F LAMD. RECOAD FAY: (303) 443-9830
[NFORMATION SHOWN HEREON 15 PASED OM INFGRMATION FROVDED BY CLENT.

EXHIBIT "A”

LOCATED IN THE SOUTH HALF OF SECTION I8,

SHEET 2 OF 2

Flativons, Inc,
Surveying, Enginearing & Geomatioy

3826 IS AVE, STE 385
BT (5 FH: (303) #43-7001

www Fiatironsine con

40f 8




Boulder County, CO

BY:BHAAS FILE:SE410«LSMT—DESS. B.ORG DATE:S/ L4206 115 AM

03537784

EXHIBIT "B’

LOCATED IN THE $OUTH HALF OF SECTION 18, TOWNSHIP 1 SQUTH,
RANGE 69 WEST QF THE 6TH PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN,
CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COUNTY OF BOULDER, STATE OF COLORADO
SHEET 1 OF 2

A 15 FOOT CITY OF LOUISVILLE EXCLUSIVE UTIUTY EASEMENT ACROSS A PORTION OF LOT 1A
CENTENNIAL YVALLEY PARCEL H, THIRD FIUNG. RECEPTION NUMBER 1589832 DATED 3/7/G8,
LOCATED IN THE SOUTH HALF OF SECTION 18, TOWNSHIP 1 SOUTH, RANGE 8% WEST OF THE
6TH PRINCIPAL. MERIDIAN, CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COUNTY GF BOULDER, STATE OF COLORADOD,
BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

COMSIDERING THE EASTERLY LINE OF LOT 1A TO BEAR SOUTH 27°44'B2" WEST, A DISTANCE
OF 345.02 FEET BETWEEN A FOUND #4 REBAR W'TH YELLOW PLASTIC CAP STAMPED "LS
¥25379" AND A FOUND REBAR WITH YELLOW PLASTIC CAP STAMPED "% #25379", WITH
ALL BEARINGS CONTAINED HEREIN RELATIVE THERETO.

COMMENCING AT THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF SAID LOT 14, THENCE SOUTH 32°43'S8" WEST,
A DISTANCE OF 128,73 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE SOUTH 27'41'52" WEST,
A DISTANGE OF 15.00 FEET; THENCE NORTH 6217'28" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 22.67 FEET:

THENCE NORTH 2742'32" EAST, A DISTANCE OF 15.00 FEET: THENMCE SOUTH 52417'28" EAST,
A DISTANCE OF 22,67 FEETT TO THE FOINT OF BEGINMING,

SAI0 EASEMENT COMTAINING 340 SQ.FT. OR 0.007 ACRES, MORE OR LESS.

l, JOHN B. GUYTON, A LAND SURVEYOR LICENSED IN THE STATE OF COLORADD, DO HEREBY
STATE FOR AND ON BEHALF OF FLATIRONS, INC., THAT THIS PARCEL DESCRIPTION AND
ATTACHED EXHIBIT, BEING MADE A PART THERECF, WERE PREPARED BY ME OR UNDER MY
RESPONSIBLE CHARGE AT THE REQUEST OF THE CLIENT AMD S NOT RTEMDED TO
§$P¥UE$ENT A MONUMENTED LANE SURVEY OR SUBDIMIDE {LAND N VIOLATION O

JOHN B. GUYTON
COLORATDO P.LS. #156406 F5l JOB NO. 15—66,410 WY
CHARMAM/CEQ, FLATIRONS, INC, '

Flailrons, Inc.
Strveying, Engineering & Geontics

SR et
:, 3825 IS AVE, STE 386!

s W BECK
DATE: MAY 12, 2016

BOLLDER, OO 8030
THIS IS HOT A “LAND SURVEY PLAT" OR "MPROVEMENT SURVEY FLAT” AW THIS EXHIBT 15 PH: {303) #3—7001
NOT TENDED FOR PURPQSES OF TRANSFER OF TITLE OR SUBDIVISNS OF LAND.  RECORD FAR: (3033 4439810
INFCRMATION SHOWN HEREGN IS BASED ON MFORMATION FROVIDED 57 CLIENT.

Zue S,

S50f8




Boulder County, CO

EY:BHAAS FHEE6410—ESKT-DESC.B.DWE DATES 142058 10217 AW

03537784

EXHIBIT "B"

LOCATED IN THE SOUTH HALF OF SECTION 18,
TOWNSHIP 1 SOUTH, RANGE 69 WEST OF THE 6TH PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN,
CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COUNTY OF BOULDER, STATE OF COLORADO

SHEET 2 OF 2

53243 58" W
/ 136.73'
S6217°28"E
15" CITY OF LOWISVILLE

EXCLUSIVE UTLTY
EASEMENT

N 2T42'32"E.

S27°41'52"W
18.00'

IOT 1A

NE217' 28 W

LOT 1B

Flafirons, 1.
JOB NUMBER: 15-56,410 A
RN Y BT e A
) BGULDER, GO BOI01
RD"? 15 NDTEgn -I.MD SURmY PLH.T" aR Jmmwwaﬁ“é{g&ﬁgg THS BT IS PH: }505) 4437001
P CAMATIGH EHIOWM JIEREGH 15 IACHY 6N INPORTIATICH PROTED Be colenrt o FAX: (303) 443-8830

v fmtiromsincocon
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Boulder County, CO

BY-SEENNING FILE-B5410=A00TL=E5MT-DESC DWE DATE-S/29/2016 437 PM

03537784

THIE 15 NCT A "LAND SURVEY P!.M' oR 'EHPROWT SURVEY PLAT® AND THIS EXHIBIT IS
NOT INTENMDED FOR FURPOSES D
INFORMATION SHORH HEREQN 15 84950 0N NFORHNHCH PROVIDED BY TLENT,

EXHIBIT "C”

LOCATED IN THE SOUTH HALF QUARTER, OF SECTION 18, TOWNSHIP 1 SOUTH,
RANGE 69 WEST OF THE 6TH PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN,
CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COUNTY OF BOULDER, STATE OF COLORADO

SHEET 1 OF 2

A CITY OF LOUISVILLE EXCLUSIVE UTILITY EASEMENT OVER AND ACROSS A PORTION OF LOT
1A, CENTENNIAL VALLEY PARCEL H, THIRD FILNG, AS DESCRIBED IM THE RECORDS OF
BOULDER COUNTY, RECORDED ON 03/07/1998 AT RECEPTION NUKMBER 1589632, LOCATED IN
THE SOUTH HALF OF SECTION 18, TOWNSHIP® 1 SCUTH, RANGE 89 WEST OF THE &

FRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, CITY OF LOVISVILLE, COUNTY OF BOULDER, STATE OF CGLOR&DO BEING
MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

CONSIDERING THE EASTERLY LINE OF LOT 1A TO BEAR SQUTH 27°41°52" WEST. A D!STANCE
OF 348.02 FEET BETWEEN A FOUND #4 REBAR WITH YELLOW PLASTIC CAP STAMPED "LS
#25378", AT THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF LOT 1A AND A FOUND #4 REBAR WITH YELLOW
FLASTIC CAP STAMPED “LS §28379", AT THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF LOT 1A, WITH ALL
BEARINGS CONTAINED HEREIN RELATIVE THERETO.

COMMENCING AT THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF LOT 1A; THENCE ALOMG THE EASTERLY LINE
OF SAID LOT 1A, NORTH Z7°41'52" EAST, A DISTANCE OF 305.62 FEET TO THE ROINT OF
BEGINNING, THENCE DEPARTING SAID EARTERLY LINE, NORTH &2“R'OB* WEST, A DISTANCE. OF
12.00 FEET; THENGCE SOUTH 27°41°52" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 0.41 FEET: THENCE NORTH
B248'08" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 3.00 FEET: THENCE NORTH Z7°41'52" EAST, A DISTANCE OF
12.52 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 53'25'30" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 15,00 FEET TO A POINT OM
SAID EAST UNE: THENGCE SOUTH 2741'52" WEST, ALONG SAID EAST LINE, A DISTANCE OF
12 40 FEET TO THE FOINT OF BEGINNING,

SAID EASEMENT CONTAINING 185 SQFT, MORE OR LESS

l, JOHN B. GUYTON, A LAND SURVEYOR LICEMSED IN THE STATE OF COLORADO, OC HEREBY
STATE FOR AND ON BEHALF OF FLATIRONS, INC., THAT THIS PARCEL DESCRIPTION AND
ATTACHED EXHIBIT, BEING MADE A PART THERECF, WERE PREPARED BY ME OR UNDER MY
RESPONSIBLE CHARGE AT THE REQUEST OF THE CLIENT AND [S NOT INTENDEO TO
g%z%ﬁ%gm' A MONUMENTED LAND SURVEY OR SUBDIVIDE LAND (N VZOLM'IDN Sberids

JOHN B. GUYTON
COLORADD P.LS. #6406 FS JOB NO. 16—66,410
CHAIRMAN /CEOQ, FLATIRONS, INC,

F at:roa Inc.
JOB NUMBER: 16-8E,410 ng. Bngmeerag & Geomatios

DRAWN BY: W. BECKETT
DATE: 06/27/2015

t ¥ PHL (503) 443=-7001
FA¥: (303) 443-0830
sy Euronslie dom

OF TRANSFER OF TITLE OR SUBQIMSIONS OF LAND. RECOR
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Boulder County, CO

033537784

BY:BBECKEYY FILE:66410—-ADDTL-ESMT=-DESTLOWG DATE:E/28/2016 4:27 PM

lish = GOt

JOB NIRBER: 16-66,410
DRAWN BYr W, BECKETT

DATE: 06/27 /72008

EXHIBIT "C”

LOCATED IN THE SOUTH HALF OF SECTION 1§, TOWNSHIP 1 SOUTH,
RANGE 62 WEST OF THE 6§TH PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN,
CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COUNTY OF BOULDER, STATE OF COLORADO

SHEET 2 OF 2

PONT OF
BEGINNING
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MEMORANDUM
To: Planning Commission
From: Department of Planning and Building Safety

Subject: Case #16-011-FP/FS/UR, Lofts at Delo

Date: September 8, 2016

The applicant requests to continue the Lofts at Delo final plat, final planned unit
development, and special review use public hearing to the October 13, 2016
Planning Commission meeting in order to resolve outstanding issues.
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MEMORANDUM
To: Planning Commission
From: Department of Planning and Building Safety

Subject: Case #16-014-FS, Centennial Pavilions Replat

Date: September 8, 2016

The applicant requests to continue the Centennial Pavilions Replat public hearing
to the October 13, 2016 Planning Commission meeting in order to resolve
outstanding issues with Public Works.
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Memorandum
Date: September 8, 2016
To: Planning Commission
From: Planning Division

Subject: Case No. 16-009-FS/FS Balfour Senior Living PUD/Plat Resolution

Attached is the draft resolution recommending denial of the Balfour Senior Living
PUD/PIlat application as requested by Planning Commission during the July 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



RESOLUTION NO. 14
SERIES 2016

A RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING DISAPPROVAL OF A PLANNED UNIT
DEVELOPMENT (PUD) AND FINAL PLAT TO ALLOW THE CONSTRUCTION OF A
54-UNIT ASSISTED LIVING COMMUNITY ON LOTS 2 AND 3 OF LOUISVILLE
PLAZA FILING NO. 2 LOCATED AT 1800 AND 1870 PLAZA DRIVE

WHEREAS, there has been submitted to the Louisville Planning Commission an
application for approval of a Planned Unit Development (PUD) and Final Plat to allow
the construction of a 54-unit assisted living community on Lots 2 and 3 of Louisville
Plaza Filing No. 2 Subdivision located at 1800 and 1870 Plaza Drive (the “Property”);
and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a properly noticed public hearing on
July 14, 2016, where evidence and testimony were entered into the record, including
without limitation the application and supporting materials, the Louisville Planning
Commission Staff Report dated July 14, 2016 and all attachments included with such
staff report, the City Comprehensive Plan, the Commercial Development Design
Standards and Guidelines, the City zoning ordinance set forth in title 17 of the Louisville
Municipal Code, and additional written statements and other documents, as well as
testimony from the staff and applicant; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission by this Resolution desires to set forth its
findings, conclusions and ruling with respect to the application.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION
OF THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COLORADO:

Section 1. The foregoing recitals are incorporated herein.

Section 2. Based on the testimony of the witnesses and the documents and
other evidence made a part of the record of the hearing before the Planning
Commission, the Planning Commission finds as follows:

a. The application is for a Final PUD and Final Plat for the construction of a
new 54-unit assisted living facility. The applicant is Balfour Senior Living.

b. The Property is zoned Planned Community Zone District (PCZD-C ).

C. The Property is located adjacent to the North End Subdivision to the east
with single family residences directly adjacent to the Property. A trail runs along the
east side of the Property leading to the Hecla Open Space and Hecla Lake Reservoir to
the north. To the west and across Plaza Drive are additional Balfour Senior Living
facilities. A detention pond for the surrounding area is located south of the Property.



d. The project proposed by the application is a three-story, gable-roofed, U-
shaped structure that is 52 feet at its highest point. The structure is designed to be two
stories along Plaza Drive. The project would contain 14,400 square feet for residences
and amenities, including 54 dwelling units, a wellness center, kitchen, dining room,
activity rooms and salon. It would also include 1,200 square feet of administrative
offices and an interior courtyard.

e. The project proposed by the application is required to comply with the
City’s Commercial Development Design Standards and Guidelines, which set forth
design criteria and minimum standards for commercial developments, including
maximum building heights and required setbacks.

d. The project proposed by the application is requesting waivers from the
building height and setback standards in the Commercial Development Design
Standards and Guidelines as follows: a waiver to allow a building height of up to 52 feet
where 35 feet is allowed; a waiver to reduce the front yard setback for the accessory
structure from 35 feet to 26 feet; a waiver to reduce the parking setback along Plaza
Drive from 15 feet to 10 feet; and a waiver to use the 10 foot side yard setback for fire
access.

e. The decision criteria that apply to the applicant’s proposed final planned
unit development are set forth in Chapter 17.28 of the Louisville Municipal Code (LMC),
and primarily in Section 17.28.120 of that Chapter.

f. Section 17.28.110 of the LMC allows waivers or modifications of the
requirements applicable to the underlying zoning district “if the spirit and intent of the
development plan criteria contained in section 17.28.120 are met and the city council
finds that the development plan contains areas allocated for usable open space in
common park area in excess of public use dedication requirements or that the
modification or waiver is warranted by the design and amenities incorporated in the
development plan, and the needs of residents for usable or functional open space and
buffer areas can be met.”

Section 3. Based on the foregoing findings and the evidence and testimony
presented at the hearing, the Planning Commission hereby concludes that the
application should be denied for the following reasons:

a. The project proposed by the application does not meet criteria A.1, A.6,
A.8, Al1l, B.1, B.4, B.5, and B.15 of Section 17.28.120 of the LMC, and
the requested waiver to the maximum building height does not meet the
criteria for waivers in Section 17.28.110 of the LMC. In particular, the
Planning Commission concludes that: the scale of the proposed PUD is
not compatible with the adjacent single-family residential neighborhood; a
52-foot high structure impedes the privacy of the adjacent single-family
property owners; the PUD does not promote harmonious transitions and



scale in character in areas of different planned uses; and the plan fails to
preserve and incorporate existing vegetation on the Property. Further, the
Planning Commission concludes that the proffered design and amenities
incorporated into the PUD, including the proposed landscaping,
preservation of the historic mine element and Hecla mine interpretive sign,
do not warrant an increase in building height from 35 feet to 52 feet. The
requested waiver would result in a project of a scale that is not appropriate
to the surrounding area.

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 recommends disapproval of the proposed Final PUD and
Final Plat for a 54-unit assisted living community on Lots 2 and 3 of Louisville Plaza
Filing No. 2 Subdivision located at 1800 and 1870 Plaza Drive.

Attest:

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 8" day of September, 2016.

By:

Chris Pritchard, Chairman
Planning Commission

Steve Brauneis, Secretary
Planning Commission



IL‘ City._,_r Department of Planning and Building Safety
LOUISVI“E 749 Main Street ¢ Louisville CO 80027 ¢ 303.335.4592 ¢+ www.ci.louisville.co.us

COLORADO = SINCE 1878

MEMORANDUM
To: Honorable Chair and Members of the Planning Commission
From: Planning Division
Subject: Election of Officers
Date: September 8, 2016

At the August meeting the Commission voted to elect a new vice-chair and
secretary following the resignation of former Vice-Chair Tengler. Because officer
elections were not on the agenda for the August meeting, staff requests the
Commission redo the election at the September 8, 2016 meeting for which
proper notice has been provided. The Bylaws do not establish any formal
process the Commission must follow in the election of officers. The Commission
may take nominations and vote to elect officers at the September 8 meeting.
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