
 

 
Citizen Information 

If you wish to speak at the City Council meeting, please fill out a sign-up card and present it to the City Clerk.  
 
Persons with disabilities planning to attend the meeting who need sign language interpretation, assisted listening systems, Braille, 
taped material, or special transportation, should contact the City Manager’s Office at 303 335-4533. A forty-eight-hour notice is 
requested. 

 
City of Louisville 

City Council     749 Main Street     Louisville CO 80027 

303.335.4536 (phone)     303.335.4550 (fax)     www.LouisvilleCO.gov 

 City Council 

Agenda 

Tuesday, February 5, 2019 
City Hall 

749 Main Street 
7:00 PM 

 
 

Note: The time frames assigned to agenda items are estimates for guidance only. 
Agenda items may be heard earlier or later than the listed time slot. 

 

1. CALL TO ORDER 

2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

3. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

4. PUBLIC COMMENTS ON ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA 
Council requests that public comments be limited to 3 minutes. When several people wish to speak on the same position on 
a given item, Council requests they select a spokesperson to state that position. 

5. CONSENT AGENDA 
The following items on the City Council Agenda are considered routine by the City Manager and shall be approved, adopted, 
accepted, etc., by motion of the City Council and roll call vote unless the Mayor or a City Council person specifically 
requests that such item be considered under “Regular Business.” In such an event the item shall be removed from the 
“Consent Agenda” and Council action taken separately on said item in the order appearing on the Agenda. Those items so 
approved under the heading “Consent Agenda” will appear in the Council Minutes in their proper order. 

A. Approval of Bills 
B. Approval of Minutes: January 15, 2019; January 22, 2019 
C. Approval of a Sole Source Agreement with Spronk Water Engineers for 2019 

Water Rights Administration 
D. Approval of Agreement with 9557 Paradise Lane for Water Service 
E. Approval of Sole Source Purchase of Qwiksalt from Compass Mineral 
F. Approval of Waste Disposal Agreement with Front Range Landfill Services 
G. Approval of 2019 Fuel Purchase 
H. Approval of Purchase of 2019 International 7400 Dump Truck 
I. Approval of 2019 Sole Source On-Call Geographic Information System and 

Asset Management System Support Services Contract with Invision GIS, LLC 
J. Approval of Summer Meeting Schedule 
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K. Approval of March 12 as a Special Meeting and Cancellation of March 26 
Study Session 

6. COUNCIL INFORMATIONAL COMMENTS ON PERTINENT ITEMS 
NOT ON THE AGENDA (Council general comments are scheduled at the end of the Agenda.) 

7. CITY MANAGER’S REPORT 

8. REGULAR BUSINESS 

A. PROCLAMATION DECLARING FEBRUARY 5, 2019 CINDY 
DOMENICO DAY 

 Presentation 

 Public Comments (Please limit to three minutes each) 

 Council Questions & Comments 

 Action 

 
B. LIFE IN LOUISVILLE PHOTOGRAPHY CONTEST AWARDS 

 Presentation 

 Public Comments (Please limit to three minutes each) 

 Council Questions & Comments 

 Action 

 
C. DISCUSSION/DIRECTION/ACTION – FINAL MCCASLIN 

PARCEL O DEVELOPMENT STUDY AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

 Council Presentation 

 Public Comments (Please limit to three minutes each) 

 Council Questions & Comments 

 Action 

 
D. ORDINANCE NO. 1769, SERIES 2019 – AN ORDINANCE 

AMENDING TITLES 5 AND 17 OF THE LOUISVILLE 
MUNICIPAL CODE CONCERNING MEDICAL AND RETAIL 
MARIJUANA BUSINESSES – 2ND READING, PUBLIC 
HEARING (advertised Daily Camera 1/13/19) 

 Mayor Opens Public Hearing 

 Staff Presentation 

 Public Comments (Please limit to three minutes each) 

 Council Questions & Comments 

 Additional Public Comments 

 Mayor Closes Public Hearing 

 Action 

 

7:10 – 7:20 PM 

7:30 – 8:30 PM 

7:20 – 7:30 PM 

8:30 – 9:30 PM 
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E. ORDINANCE NO. 1770, SERIES 2019 – AN ORDINANCE 
AMENDING TITLE 17 OF THE LOUISVILLE MUNICIPAL 
CODE REGARDING LOT COVERAGE STANDARDS FOR THE 
RESIDENTIAL ESTATE ZONE DISTRICT – 2ND READING, 
PUBLIC HEARING (advertised Daily Camera 1/13/19) 

 Mayor Opens Public Hearing 

 Staff Presentation 

 Public Comments (Please limit to three minutes each) 

 Council Questions & Comments 

 Additional Public Comments 

 Mayor Closes Public Hearing 

 Action 

 
9. CITY ATTORNEY’S REPORT 

10. COUNCIL COMMENTS, COMMITTEE REPORTS, AND 
IDENTIFICATION OF FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS 

11. ADJOURNMENT 

9:30 – 9:45 PM 



01/17/2019 11:07    |City of Louisville, CO                            |P      1
kreaged             | DETAIL INVOICE LIST                              |apwarrnt

    CASH ACCOUNT: 001000   101001               WARRANT:   123118D  12/31/2018

VENDOR VENDOR NAME                    PURPOSE                             AMOUNT________________________________________________________________________________

  5754 BNSF RAILWAY COMPANY           South Street Underpass            1,611.05
  5754 BNSF RAILWAY COMPANY           South Street Underpass            3,863.70

 14621 CHAD ROOT                      EXPENSE REPORT 11/13-12/5            79.57
 14621 CHAD ROOT                      EXPENSE REPORT                      167.86

 14242 H2 DEVELOPMENT SERVICES LLC    SOUTH ST UNDERPASS FENCE         24,128.00

  2475 HILL PETROLEUM                 UNLEADED & BIODIESEL FUEL         4,899.88
  2475 HILL PETROLEUM                 2018 OIL                          2,005.47

 14697 ISAIAS HUIZAR                  EXPENSE REPORT 12/26-12/3            55.05

  3370 PETTY CASH - JILL SIEWERT      PETTY CASH LIBRARY                   89.32

 10005 SAI TEAM SPORTS                STAFF UNIFORMS RSC                2,112.50

 11094 WESTERN DISPOSAL SERVICES      DEC 18 CITY TRASH SERVICE         2,576.27

  3875 XCEL ENERGY                    DEC 18 FLASHERS                       5.76
  3875 XCEL ENERGY                    DEC 18 METERED LIGHTS               538.46
  3875 XCEL ENERGY                    DEC 18 NON-METERED LIGHTS        84,769.01================================================================================
               14 INVOICES                      WARRANT TOTAL         126,901.90================================================================================



01/17/2019 12:05    |City of Louisville, CO                            |P      1
kreaged             | DETAIL INVOICE LIST                              |apwarrnt

    CASH ACCOUNT: 001000   101001               WARRANT:   011719   01/17/2019

VENDOR VENDOR NAME                    PURPOSE                             AMOUNT________________________________________________________________________________

  1205 COLORADO DEPT OF REVENUE       4Q 2018 SALES TAX ACCT 01         2,041.61

  5255 FAMILY SUPPORT REGISTRY        Payroll Run 1 - Warrant 0           544.18

 14697 ISAIAS HUIZAR                  EXPENSE REPORT 1/2-1/3/19            34.80

 99999 JOSEPH DIGIOVANNI              REFUND RETURNED ACH PP01,           223.07

 14655 PREMIER MEMBERS CREDIT UNION   Payroll Run 1 - Warrant 0           444.19

 12043 WTS COLORADO                   2019 WTS PARTNERING AGENC           250.00================================================================================
                6 INVOICES                      WARRANT TOTAL           3,537.85================================================================================



01/24/2019 14:09    |City of Louisville, CO                            |P      1
kreaged             | DETAIL INVOICE LIST                              |apwarrnt

    CASH ACCOUNT: 001000   101001               WARRANT:   123118E  01/24/2019

VENDOR VENDOR NAME                    PURPOSE                             AMOUNT________________________________________________________________________________

 14719 INTECONNEX INC                 SECURITY IMPROVEMENTS CH          8,148.82
 14719 INTECONNEX INC                 SECURITY IMPROVEMENTS CH          1,798.47

 11094 WESTERN DISPOSAL SERVICES      DEC 18 RESIDENTIAL TRASH        124,361.23================================================================================
                3 INVOICES                      WARRANT TOTAL         134,308.52================================================================================



01/24/2019 14:15    |City of Louisville, CO                            |P      1
kreaged             | DETAIL INVOICE LIST                              |apwarrnt

    CASH ACCOUNT: 001000   101001               WARRANT:   012419   01/24/2019

VENDOR VENDOR NAME                    PURPOSE                             AMOUNT________________________________________________________________________________

  1115 COLONIAL INSURANCE             #9711888 JAN 19 EMPLOYEE            173.68

 11298 DELTA DENTAL OF COLORADO       #007562-0000 FEB 19 EMPLO        13,687.02

 14716 DESKS INCORPORATED             HR WORKSTATION DEPOSIT            2,099.28

  6455 KAISER PERMANENTE              05920-01-16 FEB 19 EMPLOY       143,539.20

  7735 LINCOLN FINANCIAL GROUP        000010008470 FEB 19 LTD P         3,744.01
  7735 LINCOLN FINANCIAL GROUP        000010008469 FEB 19 LIFE/         7,205.10

 99999 RAY CHANG                      UTILITY REFUND 544 RIDGEV            50.97
 99999 PENNY SELLECK, RPR             COURT TRANSCRIPTS                    24.00

  8442 VISION SERVICE PLAN            12 059727-0001 FEB 19 EMP         2,866.38================================================================================
                9 INVOICES                      WARRANT TOTAL         173,389.64================================================================================



01/31/2019 11:39    |City of Louisville, CO                            |P      1
kreaged             | DETAIL INVOICE LIST                              |apwarrnt

    CASH ACCOUNT: 001000   101001               WARRANT:   123118F  12/31/2018

VENDOR VENDOR NAME                    PURPOSE                             AMOUNT________________________________________________________________________________

  1006 ALL CURRENT ELECTRIC INC       Building Inspection Consu         7,794.21

   640 BOULDER COUNTY                 4THQ 2018 HMM PROGRAM            13,006.00
   640 BOULDER COUNTY                 ACCIDENT WASTE DISPOSAL             537.60

 13344 BROWN HILL ENGINEERING & CONTR WTP SCADA                         1,830.00
 13344 BROWN HILL ENGINEERING & CONTR WTP SCADA                         3,703.00

 13200 CABLE TELEVISION LABORATORIES  BUSINESS ASSISTANCE REBAT         3,627.21

 11162 CENTENNIAL VALLEY PROPERTIES V Water Main Improvements          32,672.64

 14722 CENTRO INC                     BASIN VALVES NWTP                 1,446.12

 14592 CF LESSEE LOB                  CEC SOLAR LEASE #1133             3,791.34

 13964 CHANDLER ASSET MANAGEMENT      DEC 18 INVESTMENT FEES            2,248.37

  2220 CHEMTRADE CHEMICALS US LLC     Alum Sulfate for SWTP             4,063.88
  2220 CHEMTRADE CHEMICALS US LLC     Alum Sulfate for NWTP             4,061.23

 14678 COLORADO AVIAN RESEARCH & REHA EXTRACT BIRD RSC                    200.00

 10916 COLORADO CODE CONSULTING LLC   Plan Review                         100.00

 14639 COOPERATIVE PERSONNEL SERVICES LIBRARY DIRECTOR RECRUITI            43.77

 14545 ELEANOR LLC                    BUSINESS ASSISTANCE REBAT         3,696.76

 14574 EUROFINS EATON ANALYTICAL LLC  LAB ANALYSIS FEES WTP               540.00
 14574 EUROFINS EATON ANALYTICAL LLC  LAB ANALYSIS FEES WTP               540.00

 14606 FEHR AND PEERS                 SBR Feasibility Study             8,990.24

 13615 FELSBURG HOLT & ULLEVIG INC    Quiet Zone Design and CM          1,145.73
 13615 FELSBURG HOLT & ULLEVIG INC    Dillon Quiet Zone Design          8,257.42

  6847 GENERAL AIR SERVICE & SUPPLY   CYLINDER RENTAL OPS                  80.60

 13069 GLACIER CONSTRUCTION CO INC    WTP Design Build Project            944.29
 13069 GLACIER CONSTRUCTION CO INC    WTP Design Build Project         47,937.00

 14676 GLIDE PADDLESPORTS LLC         Glide Fitmat Paddle Board         5,750.00

 14492 GROUP 14 ENGINEERING PBC       Commissioning Services RS         2,675.00

 14176 IMS INFRASTRUCTURE MANAGEMENT  2018 Pavement Management          4,673.75

 10772 INTEGRATED SAFETY SERVICES LLC FIRE EXTINGUISHER INSPECT            46.75
 10772 INTEGRATED SAFETY SERVICES LLC FIRE EXTINGUISHER INSPECT             4.25



01/31/2019 11:39    |City of Louisville, CO                            |P      2
kreaged             | DETAIL INVOICE LIST                              |apwarrnt

    CASH ACCOUNT: 001000   101001               WARRANT:   123118F  12/31/2018

VENDOR VENDOR NAME                    PURPOSE                             AMOUNT________________________________________________________________________________

 10772 INTEGRATED SAFETY SERVICES LLC FIRE SYSTEM INSPECTION CS           280.00
 10772 INTEGRATED SAFETY SERVICES LLC FIRE SYSTEM INSPECTION CS           468.00
 10772 INTEGRATED SAFETY SERVICES LLC FIRE EXTINGUISHER INSPECT            17.00
 10772 INTEGRATED SAFETY SERVICES LLC FIRE EXTINGUISHER INSPECT           132.06
 10772 INTEGRATED SAFETY SERVICES LLC FIRE EXTINGUISHER INSPECT            25.50
 10772 INTEGRATED SAFETY SERVICES LLC FIRE SYSTEM INSPECTION PC           620.00
 10772 INTEGRATED SAFETY SERVICES LLC FIRE EXTINGUISHER INSPECT           146.44
 10772 INTEGRATED SAFETY SERVICES LLC FIRE EXTINGUISHER INSPECT            34.00
 10772 INTEGRATED SAFETY SERVICES LLC FIRE EXTINGUISHER INSPECT           198.32
 10772 INTEGRATED SAFETY SERVICES LLC FIRE EXTINGUISHER INSPECT            29.06
 10772 INTEGRATED SAFETY SERVICES LLC FIRE ALARM INSPECTION MUS           349.00
 10772 INTEGRATED SAFETY SERVICES LLC FIRE EXTINGUISHER INSPECT             8.50
 10772 INTEGRATED SAFETY SERVICES LLC FIRE EXTINGUISHER INSPECT             4.25
 10772 INTEGRATED SAFETY SERVICES LLC FIRE EXTINGUISHER INSPECT           129.50
 10772 INTEGRATED SAFETY SERVICES LLC FIRE SYSTEM INSPECTION LI           810.00
 10772 INTEGRATED SAFETY SERVICES LLC FIRE EXTINGUISHER INSPECT           279.63
 10772 INTEGRATED SAFETY SERVICES LLC FIRE SYSTEM INSPECTION CH           493.00
 10772 INTEGRATED SAFETY SERVICES LLC FIRE ALARM INSPECTION CS            308.00

  8045 INTERNATIONAL CODE COUNCIL INC 2018 CODE COMMENTARY              1,200.56

 13778 INVISION GIS LLC               GIS & AM Implementation S        18,165.00

  9087 LORIS AND ASSOCIATES INC       SH 42 Underpass Design           13,272.50

  3285 MEURER RESEARCH INC            SCWTP Tube Settler Replac        16,007.00

 13565 MOTT MACDONALD LLC             SCWTP Disinfection Design         9,600.00

 11261 OFFICESCAPES                   FF&E RSC EXPANSION                  539.29
 11261 OFFICESCAPES                   FF&E DESIGN HOURS                 1,500.00
 11261 OFFICESCAPES                   FF&E RSC EXPANSION                3,780.19
 11261 OFFICESCAPES                   FF&E RSC EXPANSION               49,564.86
 11261 OFFICESCAPES                   FF&E RSC EXPANSION               39,973.70

 99999 HEATHER KEATING                EXPENSE REPORT 12/10-12/1            38.15
 99999 TRISTAN BURM                   EXPENSE REPORT 10/6-10/9/            62.13

 13927 PEARL IZUMI USA INC            BUSINESS ASSISTANCE REBAT           620.36

 14554 PERKINS + WILL INC             RSC EXPANSION DESIGN SERV        11,807.39

 14078 RANGE SERVANT AMERICA INC      FREIGHT                              22.09

 14561 RUSSELL + MILLS STUDIOS INC    UPDATE GUIDELINES & SIGN          7,482.50

  4160 SAFE SYSTEMS INC               ALARM BATTERIES MUS                 162.14

 14449 SECURITY INSTALL SOLUTIONS INC Security Upgrades - HZ Pu        22,632.96
 14449 SECURITY INSTALL SOLUTIONS INC Security Upgrades                   805.84



01/31/2019 11:39    |City of Louisville, CO                            |P      3
kreaged             | DETAIL INVOICE LIST                              |apwarrnt

    CASH ACCOUNT: 001000   101001               WARRANT:   123118F  12/31/2018

VENDOR VENDOR NAME                    PURPOSE                             AMOUNT________________________________________________________________________________

 14449 SECURITY INSTALL SOLUTIONS INC Security Upgrades                 3,018.13
 14449 SECURITY INSTALL SOLUTIONS INC Security Upgrades                 2,458.37

  5369 SGS NORTH AMERICA INC          LAB ANALYSIS FEES IPP             1,177.00
  5369 SGS NORTH AMERICA INC          LAB ANALYSIS FEES IPP               578.50
  5369 SGS NORTH AMERICA INC          LAB ANALYSIS FEES IPP               419.50
  5369 SGS NORTH AMERICA INC          LAB ANALYSIS FEES IPP               419.50
  5369 SGS NORTH AMERICA INC          LAB ANALYSIS FEES IPP               623.50
  5369 SGS NORTH AMERICA INC          LAB ANALYSIS FEES IPP             1,433.50
  5369 SGS NORTH AMERICA INC          LAB ANALYSIS FEES IPP                54.50
  5369 SGS NORTH AMERICA INC          LAB ANALYSIS FEES IPP               548.50
  5369 SGS NORTH AMERICA INC          LAB ANALYSIS FEES IPP               256.50
  5369 SGS NORTH AMERICA INC          LAB ANALYSIS FEES IPP               256.50

 14482 SM & RC STRUCTURAL ENGINEERS I Louisville Pipeline Contr        20,961.00

 13399 SUSTAINABLE TRAFFIC SOLUTIONS  Dillon Signal Design             10,961.00

 14724 TEBO PARTNERSHIP LLLP          HISTORIC ASSESSMENT 809 M         6,000.00

 13426 UNIQUE MANAGEMENT SERVICES INC COLLECTION SERVICES                 134.25
 13426 UNIQUE MANAGEMENT SERVICES INC COLLECTION SERVICES                 187.95

  4380 VIA MOBILITY SERVICES          SENIOR TRANSPORTATION             2,262.50

 14373 WEIFIELD GROUP CONTRACTING INC VALVE CONDUIT AND WIRING          1,940.38

 14253 WELLS, ANDERSON & RACE LLC     NOV 18 LEGAL SERVICES             8,339.86
 14253 WELLS, ANDERSON & RACE LLC     DEC 18 LEGAL SERVICES             8,828.14================================================================================
               87 INVOICES                      WARRANT TOTAL         436,835.16================================================================================



01/31/2019 11:43    |City of Louisville, CO                            |P      1
kreaged             | DETAIL INVOICE LIST                              |apwarrnt

    CASH ACCOUNT: 001000   101001               WARRANT:   020519   02/05/2019

VENDOR VENDOR NAME                    PURPOSE                             AMOUNT________________________________________________________________________________

 14121 ACUSHNET COMPANY               Resale Merchandise                  334.17

 12890 ADAMSON POLICE PRODUCTS        UNIFORMS & EQUIPMENT RAIN           852.30

 13818 ARROWHEAD AWARDS INC           NAME BADGES LCC                      44.00

 13748 ASSOC FOR COMMUNITY LIVING IN  2019 NON-PROFIT GRANT AWA         1,000.00

   480 AV-TECH ELECTRONICS INC        PARTS UNIT 3208                     284.80

 14372 BANG THE TABLE USA LLC         2019Engagement HQ Platfor         9,600.00

 11605 BOBCAT OF THE ROCKIES LLC      DIAMOND BLADE                       371.69

 14029 BOULDER COUNTY CULTIVATE       2019 NON-PROFIT GRANT AWA         2,000.00

 13749 BOULDER COUNTY LEGAL SERVICES  2019 NON-PROFIT GRANT AWA           600.00

 13344 BROWN HILL ENGINEERING & CONTR SCADA REPAIR WTP                  1,170.00

 14403 CALLAWAY GOLF                  Resale Merchandise                  103.76

   935 CENTENNIAL PRINTING CO         JAN 19 UTILITY BILL INSER           600.00

 10773 CENTRIC ELEVATOR CORP          JAN 19 ELEVATOR MAINT CH            299.11
 10773 CENTRIC ELEVATOR CORP          JAN 19 ELEVATOR MAINT RSC           293.64
 10773 CENTRIC ELEVATOR CORP          JAN 19 ELEVATOR MAINT LIB           499.62
 10773 CENTRIC ELEVATOR CORP          JAN 19 ELEVATOR MAINT PC            274.42

  1005 CHEMATOX LABORATORY INC        DRUG SCREENS                        711.00

  4785 CINTAS CORPORATION #66         UNIFORM RENTAL WWTP                  46.39
  4785 CINTAS CORPORATION #66         UNIFORM RENTAL WWTP                  46.39
  4785 CINTAS CORPORATION #66         UNIFORM RENTAL WWTP                  46.39
  4785 CINTAS CORPORATION #66         UNIFORM RENTAL WTP                  179.95
  4785 CINTAS CORPORATION #66         UNIFORM RENTAL WTP                  173.83
  4785 CINTAS CORPORATION #66         UNIFORM RENTAL WTP                  168.16

  6451 CLINICA FAMILY HEALTH SERVICES 2019 NON-PROFIT GRANT AWA         5,400.00

   194 COAL CREEK MEALS ON WHEELS     2019 NON-PROFIT GRANT AWA         2,500.00

 10056 COLORADO DOORWAYS INC          DOOR REPAIR HARPER PUMP S           232.00

 11353 COLORADO LIBRARY CONSORTIUM    LYNDA.COM                         4,644.54
 11353 COLORADO LIBRARY CONSORTIUM    FLC MEMBERSHIP AND NOVELI        39,836.68

 12182 COLORADO STORMWATER COUNCIL    2019 CSC DUES                       500.00

  5519 COMMUNITY FOOD SHARE           2019 NON-PROFIT GRANT AWA         2,500.00



01/31/2019 11:43    |City of Louisville, CO                            |P      2
kreaged             | DETAIL INVOICE LIST                              |apwarrnt

    CASH ACCOUNT: 001000   101001               WARRANT:   020519   02/05/2019

VENDOR VENDOR NAME                    PURPOSE                             AMOUNT________________________________________________________________________________

 10606 COMMUTING SOLUTIONS            2019 ESRI ARCONLINE SUBSC           125.00

 13370 CRIBARI LAW FIRM, PC           JAN 19 PROSECUTING ATTORN         3,208.50

  6452 DENTAL AID INC                 2019 NON-PROFIT GRANT AWA         2,000.00

 10474 EDDIE ROSE                     CUPID DANCE DJ SERVICE              200.00

  1915 EXQUISITE ENTERPRISES INC      NAMEPLATES HPC                       12.40

 13536 EYDIE CADY                     FACE PAINTING RSC GRAND O           180.00

  1960 FARMERS RESERVOIR & IRRIGATION 2019 BULL CROSSING ASSESS           449.28
  1960 FARMERS RESERVOIR & IRRIGATION BULL CROSSING STOCK TRANS           100.00

  1960 FARMERS RESERVOIR & IRRIGATION 2019 FRICO ASSESSMENT            12,043.33

 14720 GAIL MCKEAGUE                  CONTRACTOR FEES 12195-1           1,008.00

 10722 GALE/CENGAGE LEARNING          ELECTRONIC DATABASE               5,079.62
 10722 GALE/CENGAGE LEARNING          ELECTRONIC DATABASE                 300.00

  2310 GRAINGER                       BATTERY OP RETROFIT KIT M           589.89
  2310 GRAINGER                       EMERGENCY LIGHTS LIB                515.52
  2310 GRAINGER                       HVAC FILTERS CH                     129.84
  2310 GRAINGER                       PIPE JACKET CH                       22.46
  2310 GRAINGER                       ELECTRICAL PARTS MUS                 87.74

  2405 HACH COMPANY                   LAB SUPPLIES WTP                    384.39

 14717 HYDRO INTERNATIONAL            GRIT REMOVAL PANEL UPGRAD         2,445.00

 13751 IMAGINE DEVELOPMENT DISABILITI 2019 NON-PROFIT GRANT AWA         1,000.00

 11357 IMPACT ON EDUCATION            2019 NON-PROFIT GRANT AWA         2,000.00

 10772 INTEGRATED SAFETY SERVICES LLC FIRE EXTINGUISHERS CS               244.26

 14204 INTERCAMBIO UNITING COMMUNITIE 2019 NON-PROFIT GRANT AWA           500.00

  8045 INTERNATIONAL CODE COUNCIL INC 2018 IEBC COMMENTARY                 88.00

 13836 JO MATTOON ASSOCIATES          COACHING PROCESS                  1,875.00

 14723 MAIN STREET MOVERS INC         DELIVER EQUIPMENT NWTP              332.00

  1141 MEDORA CORPORATION             Solar Bee Service Program         5,000.00

  6168 MOTION & FLOW CONTROL PRODUCTS PARTS UNIT 3208                     221.15



01/31/2019 11:43    |City of Louisville, CO                            |P      3
kreaged             | DETAIL INVOICE LIST                              |apwarrnt

    CASH ACCOUNT: 001000   101001               WARRANT:   020519   02/05/2019

VENDOR VENDOR NAME                    PURPOSE                             AMOUNT________________________________________________________________________________

 11599 MOUNTAIN STATES LIGHTING LLC   Street Light Globe                  396.25

  3630 NORTH STAR WINDOW CLEANING     WINDOW CLEANING LIB               2,260.00
  3630 NORTH STAR WINDOW CLEANING     WINDOW CLEANING CS                  265.00
  3630 NORTH STAR WINDOW CLEANING     WINDOW CLEANING MUS                  55.00
  3630 NORTH STAR WINDOW CLEANING     WINDOW CLEANING CH                  380.00

  6427 NORTHERN COLO WATER CONSERVANC 2019 WG VAR USBR CARRIAGE        13,169.00
  6427 NORTHERN COLO WATER CONSERVANC WINDY GAP FIRMING PROJECT       315,000.00

 14648 OCCUPATIONAL HEALTH CENTERS OF DOT PHYSICAL                         65.00

 99999 KARINA COKER                   ACTIVITY REFUND                      24.00
 99999 DEE SIMMS                      ACTIVITY REFUND                      43.00
 99999 CHRIS DEBOER                   ACTIVITY REFUND                      60.00
 99999 ROOF MASTERS OF COLORADO LLC   PERMIT REFUND 303 FAIRFIE           536.86
 99999 ASPEN CONTRACTING              PERMIT REFUND 752 NIGHTHA           118.12
 99999 ADVANCED EXTERIORS INC         PERMIT REFUND 112 BUCHANA           342.14
 99999 MIKE MILLER                    ACTIVITY REFUND                      75.00
 99999 ANIL PUVVADI                   ACTIVITY REFUND                     100.00

 14144 PING INC                       Resale Merchandise                  630.56
 14144 PING INC                       Resale Merchandise                  138.57
 14144 PING INC                       Resale Merchandise                   20.71
 14144 PING INC                       RETURN MERCHANDISE                 -513.00

 10951 PINNACOL ASSURANCE             WORKERS COMP DEDUCTIBLES          1,774.22

  9105 POSTMASTER                     City Newsletter Postage           3,416.00

 14200 RAMAKER & ASSOCIATES INC       CEMETERY SYSTEM SUPPORT             720.00

  4160 SAFE SYSTEMS INC               SECURITY SYSTEM MUS                 790.48
  4160 SAFE SYSTEMS INC               SECURITY SYSTEM GCM                 545.81
  4160 SAFE SYSTEMS INC               SECURITY SYSTEM AC                2,348.70
  4160 SAFE SYSTEMS INC               SECURITY SYSTEM BATTERIES            12.10

  6453 SAFEHOUSE PROGRESSIVE ALLIANCE 2019 NON-PROFIT GRANT AWA         1,500.00

  4230 SEACREST GROUP                 CHRONIC EFFLUENT BIOMONIT         1,979.00

 12234 SISTER CARMEN COMMUNITY CENTER 2019 NON-PROFIT GRANT AWA         4,000.00

 14708 STEVEN FOSTER                  STRATEGIC PLAN VIDEO              1,350.00

  1201 SUPPLYWORKS                    JANITORIAL SUPPLIES CH               93.84
  1201 SUPPLYWORKS                    JANITORIAL SUPPLIES WWTP             46.92
  1201 SUPPLYWORKS                    JANITORIAL SUPPLIES LIB              73.84



01/31/2019 11:43    |City of Louisville, CO                            |P      4
kreaged             | DETAIL INVOICE LIST                              |apwarrnt

    CASH ACCOUNT: 001000   101001               WARRANT:   020519   02/05/2019

VENDOR VENDOR NAME                    PURPOSE                             AMOUNT________________________________________________________________________________

  7917 THE AQUEOUS SOLUTION INC       POOL CHEMICALS                    1,078.78

 14663 THE JUMP ROPE GROUP LLC        CONTRACTOR FEES JUMP ROPE           403.55

  3595 THE NEW YORK TIMES             NEW YORK TIMES SUBSCRIPTI         1,114.80

  8504 TRU COMMUNITY CARE             2019 NON-PROFIT GRANT AWA         1,500.00

 13241 UNITED REPROGRAPHIC SUPPLY INC OCE PRINTER MAINT AGREEME         1,398.00

 11087 UNITED SITE SERVICES OF COLORA TOILET RENTAL CENTENNIAL            212.80
 11087 UNITED SITE SERVICES OF COLORA TOILET RENTAL CREDIT                -50.00

  6454 VOICES FOR CHILDREN CASA       2019 NON-PROFIT GRANT AWA           500.00

 14373 WEIFIELD GROUP CONTRACTING INC INSTALL BREAKER WWTP                297.50

  9511 WESTERN PAPER DISTRIBUTORS INC JANITORIAL SUPPLIES CH              232.52
  9511 WESTERN PAPER DISTRIBUTORS INC JANITORIAL SUPPLIES PC              186.82
  9511 WESTERN PAPER DISTRIBUTORS INC JANITORIAL SUPPLIES LIB             414.13
  9511 WESTERN PAPER DISTRIBUTORS INC JANITORIAL SUPPLIES RSC           1,024.70
  9511 WESTERN PAPER DISTRIBUTORS INC JANITORIAL SUPPLIES WWTP             66.36

 13985 WESTERN STATES FIRE PROTECTION FIRE MONITORING SERVICE C           720.00

 10884 WORD OF MOUTH CATERING INC     SR MEAL PROGRAM 1/14-1/25         2,578.00

 14050 YBA SHIRTS INC                 YOUTH BASKETBALL JERSEY           2,499.24================================================================================
              109 INVOICES                      WARRANT TOTAL         481,448.54================================================================================



 

 
City of Louisville 

City Council     749 Main Street     Louisville CO 80027 
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Call to Order – Mayor Muckle called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. 
 
The following members were present: 
 

City Council: Mayor Robert Muckle 
Mayor Pro Tem Jeff Lipton 
Councilmember Jay Keany 
Councilmember Chris Leh 
Councilmember Susan Loo 
Councilmember Dennis Maloney 
Councilmember Ashley Stolzmann 

 
Staff Present: Heather Balser, City Manager 

Megan Davis, Deputy City Manager 
Kevin Watson, Finance Director 
Nathan Mosely, Parks, Recreation, & Open Space Director 
Aaron DeJong, Economic Development Director 
Kurt Kowar, Public Works Director 
Rob Zuccaro, Planning & Building Safety Director 
Chris Neves, Information Technology Director 
Sharon Nemechek, Library Director 
Dave Hayes, Police Chief 
Kathleen Hix, Human Resources Director 
Emily Hogan, Assistant City Manager for Communications 

& Special Projects 
Felicity Solvoski, Planner I 
Meredyth Muth, City Clerk 

 
PRESENTATION – HISTORIC CONTEXTS REPORT 

 
Planner Solvoski stated the Preservation Master Plan sets out steps including the 
preparation of three historic contexts one each for industrial, agriculture, and 
residential/commercial.  She introduced Dr. Rebecca Schwendler who completed the 
reports. 
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Schwendler stated a historic context is a narrative for understanding a place’s history and 
identity. The historic context documents prepared for Louisville seek to provide 
information that supports City decision-making. The goals of the Historic Context Studies 
are to: 

1) Summarize historical trends in settlement and architecture; 
2) Identify architectural forms and styles that represent different time periods, 

geographic areas, industries, and ethnic groups; 
3) Identify gaps in information about architectural forms, styles, and distributions; 
4) Prioritize future documentation of buildings; 
5) Identify the architectural elements and qualities that make some buildings 

significant; and 
6) Understand the kinds of modifications that are and are not compatible with 

significant historic buildings. 
 
These include a tapestry of personal stories, historical events, architectural descriptions, 
and collective visions. The goals are to summarize historic trends, identify architectural 
styles and structural types, understand compatible modifications, identify information 
gaps, and prioritize future documentation. This will let everyone better understand the 
city’s history and historical resources and also to invest resources more wisely. 
 
Schwendler gave an overview of how the reports were researched and written and then 
reviewed each report. 
 
Residential 
 
She reviewed architectural forms in Louisville and pointed out what is common and what 
is rare. Styles show the scale in Louisville is small and working class. She reviewed how 
the town developed geographically. The report recommends documenting houses and 
housing types that are being lost and encouraging landmarking. 
 
Commercial 
 
She noted the early business types and building uses in town. She reviewed the 
architectural forms of commercial buildings noting many commercial buildings are now 
residential. Recommendations for this area include documenting more mid-twentieth 
century commercial buildings, conducting intensive architectural surveys, and 
landmarking. 
 
Agriculture/Industrial 
 
She noted there are many agricultural uses in town including silos, outbuildings, and grain 
elevators and she reviewed barn forms. She noted there is one remaining mine dump in 
town and that should be documented. She added the industrial findings of note include 
the railroad and the mines. Recommendations include documenting sites, especially the 
mine dump from the Rex No. 1 mine. 
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Schwendler stated the suggested next steps include intensive architectural surveys, 
landmarking outreach, and education. 
 
Mayor Muckle asked how the mine dump could be landmarked.  
 
Schwendler stated documentation is critical. Landmarking it in open space could draw 
attention to that part of Louisville’s history. Landmarking it would mean that if there were 
any proposed land use changes the landmark would have to be taken into consideration 
about how it would be affected. 
 
Councilmember Loo stated it appears $177,000 has been spent on documenting the 
history so far and more money spent on that would be worthwhile as stuff is disappearing 
quickly. One of the recommendations is to take photos of everything. She supports that 
as we don’t have an aggressive landmarking program to save items. 
 
Mayor Muckle agreed that would be a good use of funds.  
 

DISCUSSION/DIRECTION – 2018 IMS PAVEMENT SURVEY RESULTS 
 
Director Kowar stated this pavement process is a continuation of previous work and this is 
an update on where we are currently. Our pavement results were at 67 in 2018; we were 
a 64 in 2016. The current target is 75 with nothing under 35. He noted that some of the 
under 35 streets are still constrained by needed water and sewer upgrades. 
 
He noted of the funds we use for paving 40% is used for concrete work and 60% for the 
actual paving. He reviewed previous funding for pavement and how it is anticipated to 
affect scores. He stated the best plan is to keep a fixed cost on pavement every year and 
keep the streets rotating through the fair to excellent rankings. He reviewed budget 
alternatives to keep all streets above 35 noting the current model shows us reaching the 
75 average in 2028. 
 
Mayor Pro Tem Lipton asked if staff would be able to do anything in 2019 above what we 
already have planned. Director Kowar stated staff needs to get bids out in the next 30 
days so it would be difficult to add to the current scope at this point unless it was a really 
easy addition. Mayor Pro Tem Lipton asked if we could lock in prices for 2020 earlier. 
Director Kowar stated that could happen if staff prepared the bids early this year. Mayor 
Pro Tem Lipton suggested if there are better strategies for bidding multiple years that 
would save money we should consider them. 
 
Councilmember Stolzmann asked if the language should be clarified so it is clear what the 
policy is for the streets on the lower end of the index. The current policy goal is to have no 
street under 35 and that is not clear. If we aren’t meeting that goal, staff needs to tell 
Council how much money is needed to do so. Our goal was to get to a steady state by 
2021. 
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Councilmember Stolzmann stated this new information is clear we are not meeting the 
five-year goal, it will be very expensive to do that, and we still need to address the back 
log. Councilmember Stolzmann stated Council set the numbers to make sure everyone 
has a good street. Given the new information, she feels we need to figure out a way to 
fund the program so we can reach our goal of 75 sooner than 2028. 
 
Councilmember Loo stated if there is a way to reach our goal sooner than later we should 
find more money. 
 
Mayor Muckle stated this seems a good plan so far; the bad roads are going away and 
the numbers are going in the right direction. He recommended seeing where this year’s 
bid numbers are and if they are low we should see if we can add more to it. 
 
Councilmember Maloney agreed the direction is good. He too would like to see streets 
scoring higher. We need to continue down this path and be committed. We won’t know if 
we have more money until middle of the year. Stay the course. Councilmember Keany 
agreed. 
 
Director Kowar stayed it will likely be hard to add on to contracts after bidding because of 
scheduling issues. The goal is to spend the money we have this year to get the best 
product without putting the schedule at risk. 
 
Councilmember Maloney asked when the final report will be available. Director Kowar 
stated it should be within a few weeks. Councilmember Maloney would like that info 
midyear when we know if we have more funding available. 
 
Councilmember Stolzmann stated it is frustrating this conversation was not tied to the 
budget process so we could have budgeted more money for this year. Next year this 
should be tied to the budget discussions. 
 
Councilmember Loo asked Council to not get complacent about streets in the coming 
years. Spend the money to keep the streets in good shape. 
 

UPDATE – NEIGHBORHOOD TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT 
 
Director Kowar reviewed the progress since 2016 including improvements, the media 
campaign, and the results of lower speeds in the targeted areas. Most of the areas show 
lower speed after the improvements. 
 
Councilmember Loo asked if these results will stay consistent. Director Kowar stated we 
won’t know but will do speed studies to follow this. 
 
Councilmember Leh stated these results were impressive. 
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DISCUSSION/DIRECTION – 2019 WORK PLAN 
 
Mayor Muckle stated the goal is to have a final work plan list tonight. It will then be 
prioritized at the January 29 meeting. Members reviewed each topic to determine if it 
should be kept on the list. 
 

 Transportation Master Plan – keep on list 

 South Boulder Road connectivity – keep on list 

 Paving – keep on the list and have further discussion later in the year 

 Water, sewer, and storm rates – keep on list 

 Trash hauler RFP – keep on list 
 
Mayor Muckle would like to discuss adding an item for a new trash hauler ordinance 
requiring all haulers in the City to do things such as single-stream recycling. 
 
Councilmember Loo was concerned it would take a lot of staff time. Councilmember 
Stolzmann stated of all things that affect sustainability, this may not be a priority. She 
would rather address the larger items that affect carbon emissions. We should prioritize 
our sustainability efforts as a whole. 
 
Members decided not to add this as an additional item. 
 

 Parks usage – remove from list 
 
City Manager Balser stated staff is looking for direction on how to handle commercial use 
in the parks and if the payment structure should be changed. It can be worked on by staff 
and brought back to Council and not be on the official list. 
 
Members decided to remove this item. 
 
Councilmember Stolzmann requested this item be included in the discussion of fees for 
the 2020 budget. 
 

 Walkway maintenance – remove from list 
 
Mayor Muckle asked if staff is ready to discuss this. City Manager Balser stated it is a 
carryover from 2018 and while it is not a high priority, it will need to be addressed at some 
point and staff will need some policy direction. 
 
Councilmember Leh noted this item will be very staff intensive and there is no urgency. 
We should address it when we can. Mayor Pro Tem Lipton stated it does not need to be 
on the work plan. 
 
Staff will remove this item and bring something back to Council when they need direction. 
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Mayor Pro Tem Lipton stated this is really a staff issue not a City Council work plan issue. 
City Manager Balser stated staff can continue to work on items and bring them to Council 
when and if they need direction. 
 

 Open Space/Parks enforcement – keep on list 

 Coyote run update – keep on list 

 Reserve policy – keep on list 
 
Councilmember Maloney stated this is already on the Finance Committee work plan and 
they will bring a recommendation to Council. 
 
Mayor Muckle wants to add “open space management” as an item. He wants an 
assessment of what the needs are for open space; what the resources are; what do we 
need to have in the budget for optimal management. Mayor Pro Tem Lipton would like 
this information but feels this is a staff priority, not a Council work plan issue. Others 
agreed we need a maintenance and management plan, and to add it to the list. 
 

 Medians and landscaping – keep on list 
 
Councilmember Stolzmann stated Council will need some recommendations on what is 
needed and what the priorities should be. City Manager Balser stated staff and PPLAB 
will provide those. 
 

 Rec center fees – keep on list 

 Golf assessment/fees – keep on list  

 Senior services update – keep on list 
 
Deputy City Manager Davis stated the Area Council on Aging is working on a report that 
will be brought to Council to review the data. 
 
Mayor Muckle asked if that conversation will include a discussion of a Senior Board.  
 
Councilmember Leh stated this update will inform that conversation and then Council will 
need to determine how to move forward. Councilmember Leh said it is a broad 
conversation of how seniors’ interests are addressed by Council. 
 
Members decided to keep it on the list. 
 

 Public art – keep on list 
 
Councilmember Stolzmann asked if the LCC can do art work on an art loan program. 
Mayor Pro Tem Lipton will bring the item to the LCC. 
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 Mj regulations – keep on list 
 Design guidelines and sign code – keep on list 

 Miners cabins – keep on list 

 Affordable housing – keep on list 

 Height calculations – keep on list 

 HPF funding – keep on list 

 Re zoning – keep on list 
 O zoning – keep on list 

 PUD review and waiver criteria – keep on list 

 Dark sky lighting – keep on list 

 McCaslin study implementation – keep on list 

 Conoco Philips – keep on list 
 

 Review BAP policies – keep on list 
 
Councilmember Maloney stated the Finance Committee could bring a recommendation. 
City Manager Balser suggested also getting feedback from the BRaD Committee. 
Members agreed. 
 

 Downtown parking – keep on list 

 LRC – keep on list 
 
City Manager Balser stated BRaD would like Council to consider a step in the 
development process at which Council can review concept plans early in the development 
process. 
 
Councilmember Stolzmann stated Council can’t assure a project will get approved 
therefore she feels there is no value in such a process. 
 
City Manager Balser stated BRaD knows that but wanted to make the recommendation. 
Councilmember Leh stated some might put money into this process just to get this input 
before the full application process just to get some initial information. The consideration of 
this would be valuable with the business community. 
 
Members decided to add “sketch plan process for design review.” 
 

 Fiscal policies – keep on list 
 
Councilmember Maloney stated this is already in process with the Finance Committee. 
 

 Regional partnerships – keep on list 

 New technology/engagement – keep on list 

 Middle mile network – keep on list 

 2020 budget – keep on list 
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 TABOR revenue options – keep on list 

 2021-22 budget process – keep on list 

 Strategic plan implementation – keep on list 
 

 Board/commission Structure & Appointment Process – keep on list 
 
Mayor Muckle would like the Council to review the mission and role of one to two boards 
per year. He would like to keep it as a manageable work item. 
 
Mayor Pro Tem Lipton stated we need to determine if we are right-sized for boards and 
commissions and if the mission of each board is still relevant to our needs going forward. 
We need to see if we need reorganization for the next 5-10 years. 
 
Councilmember Leh stated maybe this is not a project for this year. 
 
Mayor Muckle asked if this is a comprehensive review or targeted. Councilmember 
Maloney stated we need to start with a comprehensive review. 
 
Members decided to remove a more comprehensive conversation from the list for the 
priority discussion. 
 

 Polling – keep on list 
 Council salary survey – keep on list 

 Energy future collaborative – keep on list 
 
Councilmember Loo stated the Ecopass rates have dropped for Louisville. She asked if 
Council would be interested in buying the passes for employees. Staff will bring a 
recommendation. 
 
Mayor Muckle asked if all the priority initiatives from the Strategic Plan are included on 
this list. City Manager Balser stated yes all the ones that require Council action are 
included. 
 
Councilmember Leh would like to add “approval of an annual evaluation process for 
appointed officials.” Members agreed to add it. 
 
Councilmember Stolzmann stated Open Space zoning should be added. Staff noted this 
is already on the advanced agenda. Councilmember Stolzmann would also like to have 
the 2019 zoning on the list as well. 
 

ADVANCED AGENDA & IDENTIFICATION OF FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS 
 
Muth updated members on board and commission applications. Members confirmed they 
want to use the standard midyear appointment process for board and commission 
appointments. 
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Councilmember Maloney gave a short update on the City Manager evaluation process. 
 

ADJOURN 
 

Members adjourned at 9:28 pm. 
   
 
       ________________________ 
            Robert P. Muckle, Mayor  
 
________________________   
Meredyth Muth, City Clerk  
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Call to Order – Mayor Muckle called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. 
 
Roll Call was taken and the following members were present: 
 

City Council: Mayor Robert Muckle 
Councilmember Jay Keany 
Councilmember Susan Loo 
Councilmember Dennis Maloney 
Councilmember Ashley Stolzmann 

 
Absent: Mayor Pro Tem Jeff Lipton 
 Councilmember Chris Leh 

 
Staff Present: Heather Balser, City Manager 

Megan Davis, Deputy City Manager 
Aaron DeJong, Economic Development Director 
Kurt Kowar, Public Works Director 
Rob Zuccaro, Planning & Building Safety Director 
Lisa Ritchie, Senior Planner 
Meredyth Muth, City Clerk 

 
 Others Present: Kathleen Kelly, City Attorney 
 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 
All rose for the pledge of allegiance. 
 

APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
 
Mayor Muckle called for changes to the agenda and hearing none; moved to approve the 
agenda; seconded by Councilmember Maloney. All in favor. 
 

PUBLIC COMMENTS ON ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA 
 
None. 
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APPROVAL OF THE CONSENT AGENDA 

 
MOTION:  Mayor Muckle moved to approve the consent agenda, seconded by 
Councilmember Maloney. All in favor. 
 

A. Approval of Bills 
B. Approval of Minutes: January 8, 2019 

 
COUNCIL INFORMATIONAL COMMENTS ON PERTINENT ITEMS NOT ON THE 

AGENDA 
 
Mayor Muckle invited everyone to the Recreation/Senior Center grand opening on 
Saturday, January 26. The facility will be free all day with a variety of activity 
demonstrations. 
 

CITY MANAGER’S REPORT 
 
City Manager Balser also invited everyone to the grand opening. 
 

REGULAR BUSINESS 

 
DISCUSSION/DIRECTION – DOWNTOWN PARKING  

STRUCTURE CONCEPTUAL DESIGN 
 
Mayor Muckle introduced the item and noted in July of 2017 the Council asked the 
Louisville Revitalization Commission (LRC) to investigate options for a parking garage 
including height, massing, and look. He noted the intention of this hearing is not to make 
a decision to build a parking structure but to look at the issues related to design of a 
structure and give feedback.  
 
Councilmember Stolzmann asked if an outcome could include directing staff to take no 
further action. Mayor Muckle stated yes. 
 
Director DeJong stated the LRC has been reviewing this and introduced Hank Dalton of 
the LRC. Dalton stated some of the conversation circulating about this item has been 
incorrect. The goal is a robust conversation about the goals, objectives, and purpose of 
the Highway 42 Revitalization Area Urban Renewal Plan adopted by City Council in 2006. 
He reviewed how we got here, noting parking in downtown can be difficult especially on a 
busy night, but added committing to a parking structure without a broad set of goals, 
would be a waste of time and money.  This structure isn’t needed so much for current 
parking issues but to encourage future development and will also need robust 
enforcement of two-hour parking.  
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Dalton noted the LRC has brought forward this conceptual design for discussion of 
location, size and cost but not design or architecture. The LRC feels increased parking 
downtown could be a catalyst for development. The LRC believes using tax increment 
financing could be used to cover a significant amount of building a parking structure. 
 
Dalton stated downtown has not seen redevelopment because construction costs are 
high, lots are small, redevelopment projects that meet zoning are not be large enough to 
achieve construction efficiencies; two and even three-story developments don’t provide 
return on investment. Properties are difficult to design to meet zoning and parking 
requirements on site. Of seven projects that have been approved, five have not been 
completed for some or all of those reasons. Most investment downtown has been the 
small expansions of existing space that do not trigger parking requirements. Payments of 
the fee in lieu have not been spent to build parking. Additional supply is one of the few 
ways to eliminate the neighborhood impacts. If Council determines a parking structure is 
needed it could be done as part of the eclectic and organic downtown development 
without conflict with the character.  
 
Andy Johnson, 922 Main Street, representing the consulting team of DAJ Design and 
Desman Design Management, noted these are conceptual and are studies to see what is 
possible in size, capacity and height within the parameters of this specific site. 
 
Johnson reviewed the parking lot in question between Main Street and Front Street. He 
reviewed design considerations including the alley, utility relocation, the Voltage land 
swap, the connection between Main and Front, the core and transition area of the 
downtown design guidelines. He noted they are presenting an east/west option and a 
north/south option and there are pros and cons of each. 
 
East/west design would have a setback from the northern buildings, entry from Front 
Street, with one floor below grade and three above. It would be a net gain of 277 spaces. 
All of the heights fall within the downtown design guidelines heights. 
 
North/south options 2 and 3. Option 3 has a 26-foot setback from Front and includes an 
additional ½ level below ground. 
 
Johnson reviewed the three option comparisons. Option one is the highest cost, option 2 
is higher above ground, option 3 raises the cost but has better massing. The team did 
look at maintenance and operation; they are largely based on the size of the structure 
with option three having the lowest overall cost in those areas. 
 
Councilmember Stolzmann noted the current lot has 101 spaces on it. She asked if more 
parking could be fit on that lot as it is not optimized. She asked how many more spaces 
could be added. Johnson stated an estimate would be perhaps 8 additional spaces. 
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Councilmember Maloney asked about the maintenance and operation costs and how it 
was calculated. Johnson stated it is from a cost per square foot basis of 50 cents per 
square foot. 
 
Public Comments 
 
Sid Vinall, 544 Leader Circle, stated he is concerned about under-utilizing of current 
parking during summer events. He noted parking on the east side of the railroad tracks 
always has parking and asked if the ball fields could be used better with an underpass or 
shuttles. He expressed concern about maintaining the attractiveness of town, the small 
town character, and the size of this building. He added the concern about climate change 
and this garage encouraging the use of fossil fuels. 
 
Mark Cathcart, 1763 Sweet Clover Lane, stated he does not support the garage. The city 
should be enabling non-car focused travel projects before doing the garage. This is a 
fossil fuel infrastructure and brings congestion. He felt there should be work to be a city 
that is not car dependent. Walking and cycling is not encouraged or easy. More and more 
residents don’t have cars. 
 
Marilee O’Conner, 104 Barbara Street, a public health epidemiologist, noted many might 
agree on the goals of the urban renewal plan, but disagree with how to get there. She felt 
there needs to be a community health needs assessment. Parking garages are 
associated with many negative health impacts. There are other way to bring people 
downtown. Parking garages are on their way out as transportation changes. She asked if 
Council goes forward they consider a parking garage with a conversion option included.  
She asked Council to not consider design requests for proposals that were not open and 
the community did not have the opportunity to comment on.  She asked Council to 
consider other options for this space.  
 
Councilmember Loo stated the request for proposal (RFP) was done in public and none 
of this has been done behind closed doors.  She wanted to correct the perception the city 
does things in secret; the public record will show there was a public process. 
 
Tom Rafferty, 945 Rex Street, stated he wants this proposal to go away and thanked 
Council for the parking improvements that have been made. Parking during Street Faire is 
better with the smaller faires. This garage is too much concrete. He asked why there was 
no Planning Commission or other meetings before this came to Council and have all of 
the parking improvements of the parking framework plan been implemented. Downtown is 
too party-like and needs to attract locals walking; need more family themes to counter 
balance all the restaurants and bars. He wanted to maintain the small town character. 
Last Saturday night he noted multiple available parking places in town. 
 
Zoey Davol, 1020 Rex, owner of Pica’s with her husband, stated she is not against re-
development and revitalization, but not for this garage. It is not in the scale, not what 
business owners are looking for, parking is under-utilized most of the time. She felt this is 
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not a sustainable or progressive strategy and does not encourage sustainability. It does 
not feel like this is the right strategy. Speaking for her husband she stated he does not 
support it as proposed and not in line with downtown character. People come downtown 
for the way it feels, not the parking. Need better selection of downtown businesses for a 
dynamic and interesting assortment. He urged don’t lose the charm of downtown and 
utilize the existing parking. 
 
John Leary, 1116 LaFarge Avenue, stated downtown is not blighted and this does not 
need to be addressed in downtown. During the past 10 years downtown has performed 
well economically.  He felt Council should reevaluate the blight determination of 2006. 
 
Rick Kron, president of the Downtown Business Association (DBA), said the Association 
Board has discussed these concepts and feel there is an emerging parking problem. As a 
result the DBA supports further research development and potential implementation of 
parking solutions that may include a parking garage in the future. The DBA feels it is 
premature to take any option off the table.  
 
Blair McBride, 940 Elm Street, felt this will take away from the charm of downtown. He 
sees open parking spots on a regular basis. Only on special event nights are the extra 
spaces needed. He felt there are plenty of parking spaces in DELO and just off of Main 
Street. 
 
Conor Seyle, 397 County Road, stated he opposes all the designs and does not see the 
need for more parking as there is much underutilized parking. If this is for future growth 
this is a bet and if it doesn’t bring more development it will be a large empty building. He 
felt long-term trends will show this is not needed. If it goes forward he urged Council to go 
back to the drawing board and address new trends for conversion. 
 
Brian Topping, 1550 White Violet Way, stated there are ways to combine density and 
charm that would make the area a destination point. These concepts are under inspired, 
they should have green space on top and they could be a way to bring people downtown. 
He suggested finding a way to add to the culture and be forward looking. 
 
Sherry Sommer, 910 S. Palisade Ct., stated this plan is not consistent with the Hwy 42 
Urban Renewal Plan and Market Feasibility Study. She noted the goals to use most 
efficient use of resources, consistent with the goals and policies of the City and enhance 
quality of life. She felt these goals are not met with the parking garage. She expressed 
the need to put people first in urban planning  
 
Karen Tucker, 601 ½ Main, asked Council to think differently, it will be about alternative 
transportation in the future; need to look at alternatives. Make it special, make it a retail 
destination. This plan is going backwards; think forward. 
 
Jean Morgan, 1131 Spruce Street, stated she wonders if Louisville is trying to compete 
with Lafayette. We need to look at alternatives, underground parking, utilizing the sports 
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complex, utilizing the lot east of the tracks. She didn’t want tax dollars spent on this. This 
is a way to get residents to foot the bill for what developers should pay for. Future holds 
more mass transit and will be less car based. Look at alternatives to keep our small town 
character. Ms. Morgan read a note from Barb Hesson, 411 County Road, expressing her 
opposition and feeling there is too much congestion in this part of the city already from 
events and all effects will be on this neighborhood. 
 
Randy Caranci, 441 Elk Trail, Lafayette, CO stated he and his partner have offered 
underground parking on their property at the mill site to the City and it could fit the size of 
the library garage, 80-90 spaces along with 40 additional spaces along the railroad track. 
It would be super low cost with minimal disruption during construction. 
 
Sally Blair, 401 County Road, has photos showing the Sweet Cow lot is rarely full, even 
when there is plenty of adjacent street parking. There is enough parking at this location. 
Parking on residential streets is closer to where people want to go and additional parking 
won’t solve that. She doesn’t have an issue with additional square footage downtown, but 
residents shouldn’t pay for the parking. There are better uses for the money that would 
encourage foot traffic. 
 
Steve Poppitz, 1036 Walnut Street, suggested the City should invest in pedi-cabs to 
shuttle people. We are headed to a time when people won’t own cars. Think outside the 
box for new options. Don’t spend money on this, it will be a stranded asset. Plan for the 
future not the automobile. 
 
Trish Webb, 134 Cherrywood Lane, loves being able to walk and bike downtown, a 
garage does not add to that. She didn’t want to see it affect the charm. 
 
Caleb Dickson, 721 Grant Avenue, member of HPC, DBA, Chamber, and business owner 
noted there has been a lot of feedback and is hoping Council will look at other options 
and other locations. As a resident, he doesn’t want a big parking structure. As a business 
owner, he has 20 employees who can’t afford to live here and they have a problem 
finding parking during different times of day; so there are some issues. He suggested 
looking at last mile options. If we want people from other communities to come to our 
businesses we need to solve the problem. If it is built and becomes unnecessary then can 
repurpose surface lots.  
 
Michael Perkins, 229 Vulcan Street, stated his opposition to this. It does not belong in 
Louisville with our small town character. We don’t need to address parking for just a few 
times per year. There are alternatives. 
 
Cindy Bedell, 662 West Willow Street, stated she would like Council to stop this idea now. 
There are other parking options to meet our present needs. Invest in bike paths and 
alternative transportation. These proposals don’t fit in downtown. 
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Madeline Cowell, 954 Elm Street, stated she wants to learn more and see other concepts 
to know what options there are moving forward. 
 
Mayor Muckle thanked everyone for their comments. 
 
Councilmember Maloney stated there has been a misperception this process was done in 
secret. This was done in public and this is an informational item and a conceptual design. 
He noted the LRC is about urban renewal and economic stimulation and they are trying to 
find ways to deal with long term economic stimulation which is the role we ask them to 
play. He stated all email and comments from residents inform the deliberative process.  
 
Councilmember Maloney stated the gist of this topic is long term economic sustainability. 
Council needs to be looking at what will lead to economic sustainability and whether a 
parking garage is part of that. He agreed the block and scale at this location is 
incompatible with downtown and the neighborhood. 
 
Councilmember Maloney stated the parking need downtown and that there is not a huge 
problem most days; there are other opportunities to optimize parking downtown. When 
looking at the costs for building and the operating and maintenance it is very significant 
over a 20 year period. We likely won’t recover those costs from sales tax. 
 
The reason Council asked LRC to do this was to define a shared vision with the LRC for 
economic sustainability. This is one potential opportunity but there are other areas to 
invest in to help with long term sustainability. We need a better vision on what we want 
and where to invest for long term sustainability. 
 
Councilmember Stolzmann stated she supports many of the changes made in the 
downtown, but has consistently been against this for three reasons 1) compatibility, 2) 
costs and 3) short and long term needs have not been demonstrated. She felt Council 
needs to give the community peace of mind we are not continuing down this path. Council 
and LRC need to work better together to collectively move forward. Council should give 
staff direction not to spend any more time or resources on this topic. 
 
Councilmember Loo stated what we have now is more facts than we had before. Council 
asked LRC to look at this site specifically because the City owns it. Now we know using 
this site as conceptualized is not popular. She noted the costs of underground parking is 
incredibly expensive. She thinks there are a lot of misconceptions of what this was and 
where it was going. There are ways to disguise the mass and scale of the parking with 
retail. This is not about the current parking situation, but is about the future. One of the 
reasons why we aren’t categorized as “best town” any longer is the cost of housing. 
Louisville is expensive and there is a need to understand that. If one looks at studies 
about people not using cars it is in very high density areas and we don’t have that. We 
don’t have the volume for transit service but if we talk about higher density in Louisville 
residents will pack the house in opposition. 
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Councilmember Loo stated to those who wrote and accused Council of being in 
developers pockets they need to know that is not the case and not in the Louisville 
character.   
 
Councilmember Keany stated he read all the emails and saw what was posted on social 
media and noted many of the comments took him aback. To say Council is doing this for 
profit is offensive. Council constrained the LRC to the one specific location because we 
own it. Some day we may need a garage or parking facility. He agreed working together 
with the LRC is a goal. There are options and the intent of this study was to show what 
massing and scale would look like. This was not a specific design conversation. 
 
Councilmember Keany stated he heard many comments that one can drive around and 
find plenty of parking. He noted many of the employees in downtown cannot afford to live 
here and have no transit options for them. Adding more office space or multi use buildings 
bring more employees and they will need a place to park. If we want downtown to have 
viable businesses we need to have a place for them to park. This is looking down the 
road and what we want to see in the future. There is more to talk about for sure. 
 
Mayor Muckle stated what we learned is you can’t build a garage in that location people 
will be happy with. There are other options that we can spend this money on. Personally 
he was willing to put this idea aside, but noted Council can’t bind future councils to that. 
 
Councilmember Stolzmann made a motion to give staff direction not to expend any more 
resources on this and to communicate to the citizens we are not intending to build a 
parking structure at this location. Councilmember Keany seconded. 
 
Councilmember Loo asked if this was just binding this particular Council. Councilmember 
Stolzmann stated yes, this would only be the intent of this Council. Councilmember Loo 
stated her concern would be if commuter rail comes we may be foreclosing options. 
 
Mayor Muckle stated none of the current Council will be here when and if a train comes; 
future Councils can change their minds depending on the circumstances. 
 
Councilmember Keany asked if this is just for the specific location. Councilmember 
Stolzmann said yes. Councilmember Keany stated this motion would not preclude the 
City and/or LRC from doing something else if rail comes to town. 
 
Councilmember Stolzmann stated when and if rail comes there are many more 
conversations to be had. 
 
Voice vote: all in favor. 
 

DISCUSSION/DIRECTION – TRANSPORTATION MASTER PLAN UPDATE 
 
Mayor Muckle introduced the item.  
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Director Zuccaro stated TEI and EPS were hired as consultants for this item and staff 
from Planning, City Manager’s Office, Public Works and Parks have all be working on 
this. This is a check in to look at a draft data and trends report and a summary of the 
public input. This has not included a statistical survey but includes lots of public outreach 
and lots of input to help inform the policies. Staff would like Council input at this point as 
they work toward a final plan. 
 
Shaida Libhart, project manager from TEI, stated the goal is to look at long term needs of 
the city. Right now the team is developing recommendations and wants Council feedback 
before moving toward the final document. 
 
Libhart reviewed some of the high level trends including regional population growth; 
employment projections particularly on the fringe areas of town (employment is a big 
driver of transportation); demographic trends including faster population growth of those 
over 55 in the City; rising housing costs and people living further away; travel demands 
and patterns including most people working in town live elsewhere or live here and work 
elsewhere, causing more driving. 
 
Libhart noted over the last five years there have been slight decreases in driving and 
carpooling and increased transit, bike use, and working from home. Non commuting trips 
make up 60% of trips and are not work related with 31% of those less than 3 miles. Those 
shorter trips have more opportunity to be converted to other modes of transportation. 
 
Councilmember Loo asked if there is a way to figure out where those trips are occurring. 
Libhart stated this data comes from the DRCOG model with a lot of survey information but 
it probably lacks the specific granularity. Councilmember Loo would like to know more 
about where they are going, it would be helpful to know why people are making these 
trips and how do you address it.   
 
Libhart noted the implications for future transportation: 

1. With increased vehicle miles travelled (VMT), regional corridors will see 
increased demand. 

2. As cost of housing rises and as the population ages, multimodal and low-cost 
mobility options will gain more importance in the network. 

3. Linking housing to destinations or mixed-use development can help reduce 
VMT and support the City’s goals. 

4. Leveraging and building upon existing assets and infrastructure will help 
provide options for mobility and growth. 

5. Technology is rapidly changing, but ensuring people of all ages and abilities 
can understand and utilize mobility options will be important. 

 
Libhart reviewed survey information showing; 

- 83% of survey respondents drive frequently in Louisville 
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- Crossings, connectivity to destination, and protected bike lanes would most 
encourage walking/biking 

- More routes and increased frequency would encourage more transit use 
- Speeding and traffic congestion are the top issues for driving 

 
Councilmember Loo asked what access to destinations referred to.  Libhart noted trails 
and bike lanes might get them close, but better more direct access might be needed. 
There were also comments on not having destinations within a comfortable walking/biking 
distance of their home. 
 
Councilmember Loo asked about the downtown parking. Libhart noted the comments on 
parking noted difficulty parking downtown and during events with 16% of responses 
noting that as a priority. 
 
Councilmember Stolzmann stated it would be helpful to create an infographic to show 
people the average amount of time it takes to get somewhere. Louisville is not that big; 
people need to know how easy some of this is. Libhart stated there are some maps in the 
data and trends report. Councilmember Stolzmann would like a graphic that is easy to 
read for people to understand how easy it is to get around town. 
 
Libhart reviewed the top spending priorities; underpasses, commuter rail, traffic 
congestion, intersection safety, and bike lane safety. She reviewed the intersection map 
showing where people think they need safety help and/or connections. 
 
Libhart displayed an interactive map showing responses concerning a significant number 
of intersections/crossings identified as needing attention, new connections highly desired. 
 
Focus Groups Major themes: 
 -Crossings are important for safety of all ages and accessing destinations 
 -More connections to destination are needed for walking/biking 
 -Transit to CTC is a high priority 
 -People driving and biking prefer to separate bikes and vehicles where possible 
 -More funding for Via transit services and improve local transit options 
 -Education and communication is valuable for changes, new facilities, and safety 
 -Make sure recommendations are feasible and implementable   
 
Libhart reviewed the conceptual plans including the TMP goals. There is a focus on all 
ages and abilities. A network built around mobility and access for all ages and abilities 
regardless of mode and prioritizes safety, increases travel options, supports sustainability 
and is good for businesses. 
 
The conceptual plan includes prioritized street investments, a bike network that builds on 
the trails, prioritized areas for pedestrian improvements, crossings that improve safety, 
and access and enhanced local and regional transit options.  
 



City Council 
Meeting Minutes 

January 22, 2019 
Page 11 of 16 

 

Five recommendations include  
1) Network of great streets with a street plan defining types of roadways, basis for 
design improvement, and coordinating with the Comp Plan. 
2) Primary corridor enhancements; need to balance regional mobility with local 
access.  
3) Walkable Places; improve pedestrian realm, walkable destinations, and high 
traffic volumes.  
4) Bike network; expand on the trail network to connect more destinations and 
neighborhoods, closing gaps, upgrade existing facilities, improved crossings for 
bikes and pedestrians.  
5) Transit Vision long-term; transit improvements to more areas, increased 
frequency, more regional and Bus Rapid Transit options, leverage future rail 
investment. 

 
Key recommendations will include addressing issues on:  

 Highway 42 – primary function is for vehicle access, includes sidewalks but no 
bike lanes, delay most significant between Pine Street and South Boulder 
Road, needs the ability to accommodate future transit. Five lanes (four lanes 
with left turn lanes), sidewalk on west side to access destinations, off street trail 
beyond the right of way on east side leveraging open space. 

 Dillon Road corridor – Move forward with Dillon Road corridor study 
recommendations including capacity improvements around 96th Street and the 
railroad tracks, ensure ADA access is included in any improvements, enhance 
existing bike facility with signage and striping.  Extend Campus Drive to 96th 
Street to improve functioning of Dillon Road and better services schools and 
hospital. 

 South Boulder Road – Serves multiple needs for the community.  Short term 
focus includes pedestrian crossings along with congestion and access at SH42. 
Long term calls for a study for redesign of the corridor including best allocation 
of right-of-way and regional consistency for modes. 

 Via Appia – Reconfigure to prioritize multimodal access.  Safety issues at 
intersections.  

 McCaslin corridor – Overall traffic flows well, separate bikes from traffic, 
especially south of Centennial Parkway, multimodal secondary network in 
areas of redevelopment. 

 Identify Locations for Walkable Places – wide, buffered sidewalks, 
narrow/visible crossings, lighting and trees/shade, benefits include attracting 
commercial activity and generating higher retail sales and higher rents. Walk 
score downtown is 82 vs 32 for City overall. 
 

Andrew Knutson, EPS, addressed walkability. He noted office and retail rents can be 
higher in areas with walkability. By increasing walk score commercial activity increases. 
Want to create as many avenues for people to spend money; that can include large 
anchor stores within walkable centers that drive up user numbers. 
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Councilmember Loo asked how walkability can work and bring retail in a less dense area 
as Louisville tends to not want residential density. Knutson stated retail does follow 
rooftops, however total personal income also affects spending. 
 
Councilmember Loo didn’t understand how we increase the walk score when people don’t 
have something to walk to especially retail. Director Zuccaro stated stores get to choose 
where they locate and some retailers will want to be where there is a draw for customers 
and one of those factors could be great access and infrastructure. If we create a place 
where people want to be that could attract businesses as well. 
 
Councilmember Loo asked if additional streets are proposed in the McCaslin corridor. 
Director Zuccaro said there was a lot of discussion around this area and they could be 
streets, trails, access easements in the area to improve connectivity for the first and last 
mile. Knudson noted any car you can take off the system is good for the entire system 
and walkability helps in many ways.  
 
Knudson stated with this the job market, finding talent and getting them to the office with 
transit is important. Even with just commercial, it still applies and is an asset to the end 
users. 
 
Libhart stated the focus areas identified for the bike network are the powerline trail, 
downtown linkages to neighborhoods and trails, and an opportunity around Pine and Via 
Appia to activate the street. She also identified a pilot project of a Recreation Center to 
downtown urban trail. Councilmember Stolzmann noted there is already a trail that goes 
from the recreation center to near downtown.  Libhart noted that is true and it may just 
need to be enhanced.  
 
Recommended service enhancements include: 

- Call and Ride service improvements 

- Prioritize service to CTC 

- First Mile/Last Mile connections to transit 

- Improve stops and amenities at key locations 

- Restructure local service to reach more destinations 

- Faster trips on Dash 

- Plan for Rail 

Knudson noted ways to leverage external investment to realize local economic benefit.  
They see the greatest leverage in CTC potential office space and building new office 
development located within a half mile of transit. 
 
Libhart reviewed next steps: develop recommendations from conceptual to draft form, 
prioritize opportunities and investments, obtain community input and develop 
implementation plan with targets, metrics, cost estimates, and funding opportunities. They 
anticipate having a draft completed transportation master plan sometime in April.   
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Public Comments 
 
Chris Schmidt, Louisville Fire Protection District, stated they strongly oppose reducing the 
number of lanes on Via Appia as it impacts their station and the ability to maneuver large 
fire apparatus on the street. 
 
Brian Topping, 1515 White Violet Way, stated it would really benefit residents to have an 
app showing people the best way to avoid congestion and then the City getting the data 
to learn where people are coming and going to and from. 
 
Deb Fahey, 1118 West Enclave Circle, suggested a lot of our traffic is regional traffic 
cutting through town, one way to reduce the amount of drive through traffic and provide 
another option for transit would be reduce the speed limit to 25 mph on McCaslin and 
South Boulder Road.   
 
Mayor Muckle stated one thing he was hoping to see in the plan is a defined strategy for 
traffic calming in neighborhoods so we have objective strategies based on volume and 
speed.  
 
Councilmember Keany stated he would like to see the final report include a prioritized list 
of improvements and cost estimates. He would like to see safety prioritized and return on 
investment as well.  
 
Councilmember Loo asked how the data on crashes compares to national statistics. The 
consultant team noted that can be included in the report. They tend to be in the areas of 
higher congestion such as Hwy 42.  The plan will focus the recommendations on where 
they will have the most impact on safety. 
 
Councilmember Loo stated she can’t stress enough that high density will not resonate 
with the residents of Louisville. That needs to be considered in the model and the 
economics. 
 
Mayor Muckle noted this looks at all transit options and you need to plan so if an 
opportunity presents itself you have enough of a plan in place to take advantage of it.   
 
Councilmember Loo asked if Council was interested in looking at options for Via Appia or 
not, as in previous years there was no appetite for decreasing lanes on Via Appia. Mayor 
Muckle stated he is open to creative ideas for the route. Councilmember Maloney stated 
he does not support removing the lane, but there are other opportunities that should be 
considered to help pedestrians and biking. 
 
Mayor Muckle thanked staff and the consultants and noted he was looking forward to the 
next steps. 
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RESOLUTION NO. 4, SERIES 2019 – A RESOLUTION APPROVING A FINAL 
SUBDIVISION PLAT TO ADJUST THE LOT LINES OF LOTS 1A AND 2A, VACATE 

TRACT Q TAKODA SUBDIVISION, AND CREATE OUTLOT A TO BE CONVEYED TO 
THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE FOR THE PURPOSE OF CONSTRUCTING AN 

UNDERPASS 
 
Mayor Muckle introduced the item. Planner Ritchie stated the project was advertised as 
required by code. She reviewed the site and location. The plat would allow the creation of 
an outlot for the installation of a new underpass to meet the intent of the comp plan for 
connectivity. 
 
She reviewed the replat and the dedication noting it includes a request for a modification 
between the lots to create a new lot line that is non-conforming. 
 
Ritchie stated the planning commission had an extensive discussion about criteria one 
and if the location of the shed on the site and the right of way locations could be 
considered a hardship. Staff finds the location of the ROW immediately to the north and 
south is a unique hardship. Planning Commission ultimately approved the request 4-2. 
 
Ritchie stated the primary components of the resolution would vacate tract Q, shift the lot 
line between Lots 1A and 2A, create Outlot A for conveyance to the City and dedicate 
property for Hwy 42 right-of-way.  A modification requires an open shed be located within 
the 10-foot rear setback. 
 
Staff finds this proposal complies with all criteria for subdivision plats and the modification 
review. 
 
Councilmember Stolzmann asked about the Comp Plan and the timing of dedicating 
ROW for the connectivity of Kaylix Street. Ritchie noted the dedication of ROW for Kaylix 
is not a part of this proposal but this does set the intent to allow for this on a future PUD.  
 
Councilmember Stolzmann asked if moving this lot line gives both lots independent street 
access. Ritchie stated yes. 
 
Public Comments  
 
Mark Cathcart noted he supports the application and urged Council’s approval. 
 
Councilmember Keany moved to approve Resolution No. 4, Series 2019; seconded by 
Mayor Muckle. 
 
Voice vote: all in favor. 
 

ORDINANCE NO. 1768, SERIES 2019 – AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE 
REZONING OF CERTAIN PROPERTIES FROM THE OFFICE ZONE TO THE 
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AGRICULTURAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE ZONE DISTRICTS – 2nd READING, 
PUBLIC HEARING (advertised Daily Camera 1/13/19) 

 
City Attorney Kelly introduced the item noting this is a second reading. Mayor Muckle 
opened the public hearing. 
 
Ritchie stated this is a 2018 Council work plan item. Ritchie reviewed both locations. 
These were zoned Office (O) in 1973, but this zoning was repealed in 1984 with the 
establishment of Administrative Office (AO) and Business Office (BO) zone districts.  
 
Area 1 has two properties, owned by City of Louisville and Public Service Company of 
Colorado (Xcel), which are undeveloped and traversed by concrete trails. The Agricultural 
zone district is consistent with properties in the area used in a similar manner and will not 
require a change in use or maintenance.   
 
The Area 2 properties are proposed for the administrative office zone and consist of five 
separately owned properties with smaller office buildings. Planning Commission minutes 
from 1984 indicate these properties were intended for Administrative Office zoning. 
 
The criteria for the rezoning state the application must meet at least one criteria in Sec. 
17.44.050. Staff finds it meets criterion 1, “The land to be rezoned was zoned in error and 
as presently zoned is inconsistent with the policies and goals of the city’s comprehensive 
plan.” The zoning changes will result in consistency with the comprehensive plan. Staff 
recommends approval. 
 
Public Comments – None 
 
Mayor Muckle closed the public hearing. 
 
Councilmember Stolzmann agreed these changes meet the criteria.  
 
Mayor Muckle moved to approve Ordinance No. 1768; Councilmember Maloney 
seconded the motion. 
 
Vote: Motion carried by unanimous roll call vote. 
 

DISCUSSION/DIRECTION – CITY COUNCIL SUMMER MEETING SCHEDULE 
 
Mayor Muckle noted Council had asked to look at options for a summer meeting break. 
 
Councilmember Stolzmann suggested keeping the regular meeting schedule with no 
break. 
 
Councilmember Maloney stated this should also include breaks from meetings of the 
Council committees (Finance Committee, Utility Committee etc.). 
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Councilmember Keany suggested holding June 4 and June 11 as the regular June 
meetings and take off from June 12 – July 5 followed by a four-week meeting schedule in 
July. Members agreed. Staff will bring an item for approval at a later meeting. 
 

CITY ATTORNEY’S REPORT 
 
None. 
 
COUNCIL COMMENTS, COMMITTEE REPORTS, AND IDENTIFICATION OF FUTURE 

AGENDA ITEMS 
 
None. 
 

ADJOURN 
 

Members adjourned at 11:13 pm. 
   
 
       ________________________ 
            Robert P. Muckle, Mayor  
 
________________________   
Meredyth Muth, City Clerk  
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
AGENDA ITEM 5C 

SUBJECT: APPROVAL OF A SOLE SOURCE AGREEMENT WITH SPRONK 
WATER ENGINEERS FOR 2019 WATER RIGHTS 
ADMINISTRATION 

 
DATE:  FEBRUARY 5, 2018 
 
PRESENTED BY: KURT KOWAR, PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR 
 
 
SUMMARY: 
Staff is recommending entering into a sole source contract with Spronk Water 
Engineers (Spronk) for water rights consulting service for 2019. 
 
Spronk has been providing assistance in the administration of the City’s water rights 
since 2012 and successfully assumed the lead and singular role in 2017.  This long 
term relationship has distinct advantages to City in the operation of a complex water 
system.  Spronk is able to analyze impacts based on their familiarity and thus reduces 
the amount of their billable time that would be charged by a new firm in understanding 
the basics of the City system.  This allows for greater precision and reserves budget for 
more demanding evaluations.  In addition, the number of potential replacement 
consulting firms are limited as a result of the conflict of interest and availability 
associated with this type work.  Lastly, the collaboration between Spronk and our Water 
Attorneys (Hill & Pollock) is a valuable relationship that has allowed for the successful 
completion, defense and protection of many of the City’s water rights and system. 
 
At the end of 2018, staff participated in a joint comparison of water engineering fees of 
surrounding communities highlighted in the following table below: 
 

Community Engineer 
Hourly Rates 

Principal        
Hourly Rates 

Loveland $100 $195 
Louisville $105 $200 
South Adams $120 $170 
Boulder $123 $215 

Aurora $145 $300 
Westminster $159 $173 
Thornton $167 $255 

 
Staff is recommending that Spronk continue to provide guidance, strategy, and 
management of drought, flood, and day-to-day operations.   
 
Water Rights Administration is a routine yearly contract within approved budgets and 
therefore was not discussed at Utility Committee. 



 
 
 
 

CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 

SUBJECT: 2019 WATER RIGHTS ADMINISTRATION AGREEMENT 
 

DATE: FEBRUARY 5, 2019 PAGE 2 OF 2 
 

 
The attached Agreement’s scope includes four tasks described below: 
 

 Task A – water rights administration services for 2019 in an amount of $98,000.   

 Task B – Continuation of preparing the City’s water accounting documents for an 
audit by CDWR, which is expected to occur in the near future.  The audit 
preparation was started in 2014 and is anticipated to be complete within one to 
two years.  The requested budget for this task is $20,000. 

 Task C – represents the City’s interests, along with the Hill & Pollock Law Firm, 
in water court cases affecting the City’s portfolio in an amount of $16,000.   

 Task D – Provides for review of water rights going up for sale, which the City 
could be interested in purchasing.  The 2019 budget for this task is proposed at 
$6,000. 

 
The City of Louisville owns a complex water rights portfolio with an estimated value 
exceeding $110 million.  These water rights provide the entire supply for the City’s 
residents, businesses, visitors, and the City’s own needs.  This portfolio contains rights 
that place a variety of conditions on raw water diversion, including limitation on diversion 
dates and minimum stream flow requirements, as well as stream flow replenishment 
timing and locations.  Additionally, the City’s water rights vary seasonally, with excess 
water available in the spring and few diversions available in the winter.  Administration 
of this portfolio requires thorough knowledge of Colorado water law, understanding of its 
application in daily operations, and a significant planning effort to ensure a constant 
water supply throughout the year.  Supplemental tasks include daily monitoring of 
stream conditions, water right priorities, reservoir levels, City water demands, 
coordination with the Water Commissioner and City staff, as well as meeting reporting 
requirements set by the Colorado Division of Water Resources (CDWR).   
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
The Agreement with Spronk is for $140,000 and will be paid from the 2019 operational 
budget, line item 501462-540910.  This budget line item was established at $185,000 
with the remaining $45,000 designated for the water conservation program.  The 2019 
budget represents no change from the prior 2018 budget for Spronk which was 
approximately 69% ($96,920) expended. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
Approve the Consulting Services Agreement with Spronk Water Engineers for water 
rights administration. 
 
ATTACHMENT(S): 

1. Agreement between the City of Louisville and Spronk Water Engineers. 
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INDEPENDENT CONTRACTOR AGREEMENT  
BY AND BETWEEN THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE 

AND SPRONK WATER ENGINEERS, INCORPORATED 
FOR CONSULTING SERVICES 

 
1.0 PARTIES 
 
This INDEPENDENT CONTRACTOR AGREEMENT (this “Agreement”) is made and entered 
into this _____ day of February, 2019 (the “Effective Date”), by and between the City of 
Louisville, a Colorado home rule municipal corporation, hereinafter referred to as the “City”, 
and SPRONK WATER ENGINEERS, a CORPORATION, hereinafter referred to as the 
“Contractor”. 
 
2.0 RECITALS AND PURPOSE 
 
2.1 The City desires to engage the Contractor for the purpose of providing Consulting 

Engineering services as further set forth in the Contractor’s Scope of Services (which 
services are hereinafter referred to as the “Services”). 

 
2.2 The Contractor represents that it has the special expertise, qualifications and 

background necessary to complete the Services. 
 
3.0 SCOPE OF SERVICES 
 
The Contractor agrees to provide the City with the specific Services and to perform the specific 
tasks, duties and responsibilities set forth in Scope of Services attached hereto as Exhibit “A” 
and incorporated herein by reference.  Contractor shall furnish all tools, labor and supplies in 
such quantities and of the proper quality as are necessary to professionally and timely perform 
the Services.  Contractor acknowledges that this Agreement does not grant any exclusive 
privilege or right to supply Services to the City. 
 
4.0 COMPENSATION 
 
4.1 The City shall pay the Contractor for Services under this Agreement a total not to exceed 

the amounts set forth in Exhibit “A” attached hereto and incorporated herein by this 
reference.  For Services compensated at hourly or per unit rates, or on a per-task basis, 
such rates or costs per task shall not exceed the amounts set forth in Exhibit A.  The City 
shall pay mileage and other reimbursable expenses (such as meals, parking, travel 
expenses, necessary memberships, etc.) which are deemed necessary for performance 
of the Services and which are pre-approved by the Mayor.  The foregoing amounts of 
compensation shall be inclusive of all costs of whatsoever nature associated with the 
Contractor’s efforts, including but not limited to salaries, benefits, overhead, 
administration, profits, expenses, and outside Contractor fees.  The Scope of Services 
and payment therefor shall only be changed by a properly authorized amendment to this 
Agreement.  No City employee has the authority to bind the City with regard to any 
payment for any Services which exceeds the amount payable under the terms of this 
Agreement. 

 
4.2 The Contractor shall submit monthly an invoice to the City for Services rendered and a 

detailed expense report for pre-approved, reimbursable expenses incurred during the 
previous month.  The invoice shall document the Services provided during the preceding 
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month, identifying by work category and subcategory the work and tasks performed and 
such other information as may be required by the City.  The Contractor shall provide 
such additional backup documentation as may be required by the City.  The City shall 
pay the invoice within thirty (30) days of receipt unless the Services or the 
documentation therefor are unsatisfactory.  Payments made after thirty (30) days may be 
assessed an interest charge of one percent (1%) per month unless the delay in payment 
resulted from unsatisfactory work or documentation therefor. 

 
5.0 PROJECT REPRESENTATION 
 
5.1 The City designates Cory Peterson as the responsible City staff to provide direction to 

the Contractor during the conduct of the Services.  The Contractor shall comply with the 
directions given by Cory Peterson and such person’s designees. 

 
5.2 The Contractor designates Katie Leone as its project manager and as the principal in 

charge who shall be providing the Services under this Agreement.  Should any of the 
representatives be replaced, particularly Katie Leone, and such replacement require the 
City or the Contractor to undertake additional reevaluations, coordination, orientations, etc., 
the Contractor shall be fully responsible for all such additional costs and services. 

 
6.0 TERM 
 
The term of this Agreement shall be from the Effective Date to December 31, 2019, unless 
sooner terminated pursuant to Section 13, below.  The Contractor’s Services under this 
Agreement shall commence on the Effective Date and Contractor shall proceed with diligence 
and promptness so that the Services are completed in a timely fashion consistent with the City’s 
requirements. 
 
7.0 INSURANCE 
 
7.1 The Contractor agrees to procure and maintain, at its own cost, the policies of insurance 

set forth in Subsections 7.1.1 through 7.1.4.  The Contractor shall not be relieved of any 
liability, claims, demands, or other obligations assumed pursuant to this Agreement by 
reason of its failure to procure or maintain insurance, or by reason of its failure to 
procure or maintain insurance in sufficient amounts, durations, or types.  The coverages 
required below shall be procured and maintained with forms and insurers acceptable to 
the City.  All coverages shall be continuously maintained from the date of 
commencement of Services hereunder.  The required coverages are: 

 
 7.1.1 Workers' Compensation insurance as required by the Labor Code of the State of 

Colorado and Employers Liability Insurance.  Evidence of qualified self-insured 
status may be substituted. 

 
 7.1.2 General Liability insurance with minimum combined single limits of $1,000,000 each 

occurrence and $2,000,000 aggregate. The policy shall include the City of 
Louisville, its officers and its employees, as additional insureds, with primary 
coverage as respects the City of Louisville, its officers and its employees, and shall 
contain a severability of interests provision.   

 
 7.1.3 Comprehensive Automobile Liability insurance with minimum combined single limits 

for bodily injury and property damage of not less than $400,000 per person in any 
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one occurrence and $1,000,000 for two or more persons in any one occurrence, 
and auto property damage insurance of at least $50,000 per occurrence, with 
respect to each of Contractor’s owned, hired or non-owned vehicles assigned to or 
used in performance of the Services.  If the Contractor has no owned automobiles, 
the requirements of this paragraph shall be met by each officer or employee of the 
Contractor providing services to the City of Louisville under this contract. 

 
7.2 The Contractor’s general liability insurance and automobile liability and physical damage 

insurance shall be endorsed to include the City, and its elected and appointed officers 
and employees, as additional insureds, unless the City in its sole discretion waives such 
requirement.  Every policy required above shall be primary insurance, and any insurance 
carried by the City, its officers, or its employees, shall be excess and not contributory 
insurance to that provided by the Contractor.  Such policies shall contain a severability of 
interests provision.  The Contractor shall be solely responsible for any deductible losses 
under each of the policies required above. 

 
7.3 Certificates of insurance shall be provided by the Contractor as evidence that policies 

providing the required coverages, conditions, and minimum limits are in full force and 
effect, and shall be subject to review and approval by the City.  No required coverage 
shall be cancelled, terminated or materially changed until at least 30 days prior written 
notice has been given to the City.  The City reserves the right to request and receive a 
certified copy of any policy and any endorsement thereto. 

 
7.4 Failure on the part of the Contractor to procure or maintain policies providing the 

required coverages, conditions, and minimum limits shall constitute a material breach of 
contract upon which the City may immediately terminate this Agreement, or at its 
discretion may procure or renew any such policy or any extended reporting period 
thereto and may pay any and all premiums in connection therewith, and all monies so 
paid by the City shall be repaid by Contractor to the City upon demand, or the City may 
offset the cost of the premiums against any monies due to Contractor from the City. 

 
7.5 The parties understand and agree that the City is relying on, and does not waive or 

intend to waive by any provision of this contract, the monetary limitations or any other 
rights, immunities, and protections provided by the Colorado Governmental Immunity 
Act, § 24-10-101 et seq., C.R.S., as from time to time amended, or otherwise available 
to the City, its officers, or its employees. 

 
8.0 INDEMNIFICATION 
 
To the fullest extent permitted by law, the Contractor agrees to indemnify and hold harmless the 
City, and its elected and appointed officers and its employees, from and against all liability, 
claims, and demands, on account of any injury, loss, or damage, which arise out of or are 
connected with the Services hereunder, if such injury, loss, or damage is caused by the 
negligent act, omission, or other fault of the Contractor or any subcontractor of the Contractor, 
or any officer, employee, or agent of the Contractor or any subcontractor, or any other person 
for whom Contractor is responsible. The Contractor shall investigate, handle, respond to, and 
provide defense for and defend against any such liability, claims, and demands.  The Contractor 
shall further bear all other costs and expenses incurred by the City or Contractor and related to 
any such liability, claims and demands, including but not limited to court costs, expert witness 
fees and attorneys’ fees if the court determines that these incurred costs and expenses are 
related to such negligent acts, errors, and omissions or other fault of the Contractor.  The City 
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shall be entitled to its costs and attorneys’ fees incurred in any action to enforce the provisions 
of this Section 8.0.  The Contractor’s indemnification obligation shall not be construed to extend 
to any injury, loss, or damage which is caused by the act, omission, or other fault of the City. 
 
9.0 QUALITY OF WORK 
 
Contractor’s Services shall be performed in accordance with the highest professional 
workmanship and service standards in the field to the satisfaction of the City.   
 
10.0 INDEPENDENT CONTRACTOR 
 
It is the expressed intent of the parties that the Contractor is an independent contractor and not 
the agent, employee or servant of the City, and that: 
 
10.1. CONTRACTOR SHALL SATISFY ALL TAX AND OTHER GOVERNMENTALLY 

IMPOSE RESPONSIBILITIES INCLUDING, BUT NOT LIMITED TO, PAYMENT OF 
STATE, FEDERAL AND SOCIAL SECURITY TAXES, UNEMPLOYMENT TAXES, 
WORKERS’ COMPENSATION AND SELF-EMPLOYMENT TAXES.  NO STATE, 
FEDERAL OR LOCAL TAXES OF ANY KIND SHALL BE WITHHELD OR PAID BY 
THE CITY. 

 
10.2. CONTRACTOR IS NOT ENTITLED TO WORKERS' COMPENSATION BENEFITS 

EXCEPT AS MAY BE PROVIDED BY THE INDEPENDENT CONTRACTOR NOR TO 
UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE BENEFITS UNLESS UNEMPLOYMENT 
COMPENSATION COVERAGE IS PROVIDED BY THE INDEPENDENT 
CONTRACTOR OR SOME ENTITY OTHER THAN THE CITY. 

 
10.3. Contractor does not have the authority to act for the City, or to bind the City in any 

respect whatsoever, or to incur any debts or liabilities in the name of or on behalf of the 
City. 

 
10.4. Contractor has and retains control of and supervision over the performance of 

Contractor’s obligations hereunder and control over any persons employed by 
Contractor for performing the Services hereunder. 

 
10.5. The City will not provide training or instruction to Contractor or any of its employees 

regarding the performance of the Services hereunder. 
 
10.6. Neither the Contractor nor any of its officers or employees will receive benefits of any 

type from the City. 
 
10.7. Contractor represents that it is engaged in providing similar services to other clients 

and/or the general public and is not required to work exclusively for the City. 
 
10.8. All Services are to be performed solely at the risk of Contractor and Contractor shall take 

all precautions necessary for the proper and sole performance thereof. 
 
10.9. Contractor will not combine its business operations in any way with the City’s business 

operations and each party shall maintain their operations as separate and distinct. 
 
11.0 ASSIGNMENT 
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Contractor shall not assign or delegate this Agreement or any portion thereof, or any monies 
due to or become due hereunder without the City’s prior written consent.   
 
12.0 DEFAULT 
 
Each and every term and condition hereof shall be deemed to be a material element of this 
Agreement.  In the event either party should fail or refuse to perform according to the terms of 
this Agreement, such party may be declared in default. 
 
13.0 TERMINATION 
 
13.1 This Agreement may be terminated by either party for material breach or default of this 

Agreement by the other party not caused by any action or omission of the other party by 
giving the other party written notice at least thirty (30) days in advance of the termination 
date.  Termination pursuant to this subsection shall not prevent either party from 
exercising any other legal remedies which may be available to it. 

 
13.2 In addition to the foregoing, this Agreement may be terminated by the City for its 

convenience and without cause of any nature by giving written notice at least fifteen (15) 
days in advance of the termination date.  In the event of such termination, the Contractor 
will be paid for the reasonable value of the Services rendered to the date of termination, 
not to exceed a pro-rated daily rate, for the Services rendered to the date of termination, 
and upon such payment, all obligations of the City to the Contractor under this 
Agreement will cease. Termination pursuant to this Subsection shall not prevent either 
party from exercising any other legal remedies which may be available to it. 

 
14.0 INSPECTION AND AUDIT 
 
The City and its duly authorized representatives shall have access to any books, documents, 
papers, and records of the Contractor that are related to this Agreement for the purpose of 
making audits, examinations, excerpts, and transcriptions. 
 
15.0 DOCUMENTS 
 
All computer input and output, analyses, plans, documents photographic images, tests, maps, 
surveys, electronic files and written material of any kind generated in the performance of this 
Agreement or developed for the City in performance of the Services are and shall remain the 
sole and exclusive property of the City.  All such materials shall be promptly provided to the City 
upon request therefor and at the time of termination of this Agreement, without further charge or 
expense to the City and in hardcopy or an electronic format acceptable to the City, or both, as 
the City shall determine.  Contractor shall not provide copies of any such material to any other 
party without the prior written consent of the City.  Contractor shall not use or disclose 
confidential information of the City for purposes unrelated to performance of this Agreement 
without the City’s written consent. 
 
16.0 ENFORCEMENT 
 
16.1 In the event that suit is brought upon this Agreement to enforce its terms, the parties 

shall each bear and be responsible for their own attorneys’ fees and court costs. 
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16.2 This Agreement shall be deemed entered into in Boulder County, Colorado, and shall be 
governed by and interpreted under the laws of the State of Colorado. Any action arising 
out of, in connection with, or relating to this Agreement shall be filed in the courts of 
Boulder County or the federal district court for the District of Colorado, and in no other 
court. Colorado law shall apply to the construction and enforcement of this Agreement.   

 
17.0 COMPLIANCE WITH LAWS; WORK BY ILLEGAL ALIENS PROHIBITED 
 
17.1 Contractor shall be solely responsible for compliance with all applicable federal, state, 

and local laws, including the ordinances, resolutions, rules, and regulations of the City; 
for payment of all applicable taxes; and obtaining and keeping in force all applicable 
permits and approvals. 

 
17.2 Exhibit B, the “City of Louisville Public Services Contract Addendum-Prohibition Against 

Employing Illegal Aliens”, is attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference.  
There is also attached hereto a copy of Contractor’s Pre-Contract Certification which 
Contractor has executed and delivered to the City prior to Contractor’s execution of this 
Agreement.  

 
18.0 INTEGRATION AND AMENDMENT 
 
This Agreement represents the entire Agreement between the parties and there are no oral or 
collateral agreements or understandings.  This Agreement may be amended only by an 
instrument in writing signed by the parties.   
 
19.0 NOTICES 
 
All notices required or permitted under this Agreement shall be in writing and shall be given by 
hand delivery, by United States first class mail, postage prepaid, registered or certified, return 
receipt requested, by national overnight carrier, or by email transmission, addressed to the party 
for whom it is intended at the following address: 
 
 If to the City: 
 
 City of Louisville 
 Attn: Cory Peterson  
 749 Main Street 

Louisville, CO 80027 
 e-mail: cpeterson@louisvilleco.gov 
 
 If to the Contractor: 
 
 Attn:  Katie Leone 
 1000 Logan Street 
 Denver, Colorado  80203 
 e-mail: KLeone@spronkwater.com 
 
Except for notices by email transmission, any notice required or permitted under this Agreement 
shall be effective when received as indicated on the delivery receipt, if by hand delivery or 
overnight carrier; on the United States mail return receipt, if by United States mail. Notices by 
email transmission shall be effective on transmission, so long as no message of error or non-
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receipt is received by the party giving notice. Either party may by similar notice given, change 
the address to which future notices or other communications shall be sent. 
 
20.0 EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER  
 
a) Contractor will not discriminate against any employee or applicant for employment 

because of age 40 and over, race, sex, color, religion, national origin, disability, genetic 
information, sexual orientation, veteran status, or any other applicable status protected 
by state or local law.  Contractor will take affirmative action to ensure that applicants are 
employed and that employees are treated during employment without regard to any 
status set forth in the preceding sentence.  Such action shall include but not be limited to 
the following:  employment, upgrading, demotion or transfer, recruitment or recruitment 
advertising, layoff or termination; rates of pay or other forms of compensation; and 
selection for training, including apprenticeship.  Contractor agrees to post in conspicuous 
places, available to employees and applicants for employment, notice to be provided by 
an agency of the federal government, setting forth the provisions of the Equal 
Opportunity Laws. 

 
b) Contractor shall be in compliance with the applicable provisions of the American with 

Disabilities Act as enacted and from time to time amended and any other applicable 
federal, state, or local laws and regulations.  A signed, written certificate stating 
compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act may be requested at any time during 
the life of this Agreement or any renewal thereof. 

 
In witness whereof, the parties have executed this Agreement to be effective as of the day and 
year of signed by the City.   
 
CITY OF LOUISVILLE  
 
 
By:___________________________  
 Mayor 
 
 
Attest:_______________________  
 City Clerk 
 
 
 
CONTRACTOR: 
 
 
 
_____________________________ 
 
 
By:__________________________ 
 
 
Title:_________________________ 
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Exhibit A – Scope of Services 
 

Task A – Daily Water Rights Administration 
This task includes managing daily operations of the City’s raw water supply. The work to be 
performed under this task shall include coordination and meeting with City staff, Coal Creek 
Golf Course staff, Colorado Division of Water Resources’ Division 1 Engineer’s office, Water 
District 6 water commissioner, and other local municipalities and ditch companies for the 
purpose of diverting, storing, and administrating water rights pursuant to the terms and 
conditions of the various City decrees. The work shall include managing the City’s water right 
entitlements and obligations as they apply to return flows requirements, reuse capabilities, and 
all reporting obligations with Northern Water Conservancy District and Farmers Reservoir and 
Irrigation Company (“FRICO”). 
 
This task’s deliverable shall include the submittal of a complete set of monthly water accounting 
to the Division 1 Engineer, FRICO, and the City’s Public Works’ staff. The deliverable shall be 
submitted to the City on or before the 20th day of each month. 
 
Not-to-Exceed Amount: Subtotal: $98,000 
 
Task B- State of Colorado Accounting Audit and Revisions 
The Colorado Division of Water Resources has undertaken a water rights audit for all water 
users in the South Platte basin, which the City is a participant. The purpose of the audit is to 
provide the State with a standardized accounting form system to be used by all water right 
holders in the basin. Currently, Louisville uses a customized system of accounting that was 
developed in 1994. As a result of the audit, this customized accounting will need to be modified 
to comply with the State’s new accounting protocol. 
 
This task includes modernization/transition of the City’s water rights accounting process from 
the current “Water Manager” software to a customized EXCEL spreadsheet format conforming 
to the State’s accounting protocol. Integration of the City’s Marshall Lake accounting into the 
newly developed EXCEL spreadsheet accounting forms. Coordination and collaboration with the 
Division 1 Engineer’s office to insure approval of the City’s modified accounting forms and 
procedures. This includes meetings, teleconferences, memorandums, and any other form of 
negotiation and compliance standards. The cost estimate for this task is based on time and 
materials, given the uncertainty and full extent of the State’s review and audit process. 
 
Not-to-Exceed Amount: $20,000 
 
Task C – On Call Engineering Services 
Consultant will provide additional engineering services as requested by the City during 2019. 
Consultant will be compensated for such work at the rates set forth in Exhibit C. Work 
associated with task may include review and analysis of other entities’ water court applications, 
review and comment on water right acquisitions, protection of the City’s water rights in Federal, 
State, and local permitting, water resource planning and projections. 
 
Not-to-Exceed Amount: $16,000 
 
Task D – Water Acquisition Review Services 
Consultant will assist City staff with evaluation of water rights and compiling bids for water 
resources the City is considering purchasing. 
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Not-to-Exceed Amount: $6,000 

 

Consultant shall be compensated for work described above at the rates and not-to-exceed totals 

specified below. 

 

 

Task Not-to-Exceed Amount 

A $98,000 

B $20,000 

C $16,000 

D $6,000 

TOTAL  $140,000 

 

 

 GENERAL HOURLY WAGE RATES for 2019 

 

Principal Engineer $200 

Senior Engineer/Watershed Scientist $150 

Project Hydrologist $120 

Staff Engineer  $105 

Assistant Engineer $95 

Technician $50 

Administrative $40 
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Exhibit B 
 

 City of Louisville Public Services Contract Addendum 
Prohibition Against Employing Illegal Aliens 

 
 
Prohibition Against Employing Illegal Aliens.  Contractor shall not knowingly employ or contract 
with an illegal alien to perform work under this contract.  Contractor shall not enter into a 
contract with a subcontractor that fails to certify to the Contractor that the subcontractor shall not 
knowingly employ or contract with an illegal alien to perform work under this contract. 
 
Contractor will participate in either the E-verify program or the Department program, as defined 
in C.R.S. § § 8-17.5-101(3.3) and 8-17.5-101(3.7), respectively, in order to confirm the 
employment eligibility of all employees who are newly hired for employment to perform work 
under the public contract for services.  Contractor is prohibited from using the E-verify program 
or the Department program procedures to undertake pre-employment screening of job 
applicants while this contract is being performed. 
 
If Contractor obtains actual knowledge that a subcontractor performing work under this contract 
for services knowingly employs or contracts with an illegal alien, Contractor shall: 
 

a. Notify the subcontractor and the City within three days that the Contractor has 
actual knowledge that the subcontractor is employing or contracting with an 
illegal alien; and 

 
b. Terminate the subcontract with the subcontractor if within three days of receiving 

the notice required pursuant to this paragraph the subcontractor does not stop 
employing or contracting with the illegal alien; except that the Contractor shall not 
terminate the contract with the subcontractor if during such three days the 
subcontractor provides information to establish that the subcontractor has not 
knowingly employed or contracted with an illegal alien. 

 
Contractor shall comply with any reasonable request by the Department of Labor and 
Employment made in the course of an investigation that the Department is undertaking pursuant 
to the authority established in C.R.S. § 8-17.5-102(5). 
 
If Contractor violates a provision of this Contract required pursuant to C.R.S. § 8-17.5-102, City 
may terminate the contract for breach of contract.  If the contract is so terminated, the 
Contractor shall be liable for actual and consequential damages to the City.  
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Pre-Contract Certification in Compliance with C.R.S. Section 8-17.5-102(1) 
 
The undersigned hereby certifies as follows: 
 
That at the time of providing this certification, the undersigned does not knowingly employ or 
contract with an illegal alien; and that the undersigned will participate in the E-Verify program or 
the Department program, as defined in C.R.S. § § 8-17.5-101(3.3) and 8-17.5-101(3.7), 
respectively, in order to confirm the employment eligibility of all employees who are newly hired 
for employment to perform under the public contract for services.     
 
Proposer: 
__________________________ 
 
 
By_________________________ 
Title:_______________________ 
 
 
___________________________ 
Date 



 
 
 
 
 

CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 

 

CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
AGENDA ITEM 5D 

SUBJECT: APPROVAL OF AGREEMENT WITH 9557 PARADISE LANE 
FOR WATER SERVICE 

 
DATE:  FEBRUARY 5, 2019 
 
PRESENTED BY: KURT KOWAR, PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR 
 
 
SUMMARY: 
Staff is recommending entering a contract with 9557 Paradise Lane to provide water 
service for the subject property as an out of city customer.  
 
The property owner is in the process of building a new residential home at 9557 Paradise 
Lane and has requested connection to the City’s water system.  Paradise Lane has three 
existing properties that are currently connected to City Water.   
 
City Code requires City Council approval of any water service to properties outside the 
city.  The attached water service agreement provides for terms and conditions by which 
the City will provide domestic water service.  The 3/4-inch tap fee the applicant will be 
paying per city code is twice the inside tap fee for $61,000.  Additionally, the applicant will 
need to obtain inclusion into the NCWCD and Subdistrict prior to being eligible for service. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
The City did incur legal charges for the drafting of the Water Service Agreement.  These 
costs and other incidentals are encompassed within the double water tap fee. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
Approve the Water Service Agreement for 9557 Paradise Lane and authorize the Mayor 
and City Clerk to execute contract documents. 
 
ATTACHMENT(S): 

1. Water Service Agreement. 
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
AGENDA ITEM 5E 

SUBJECT: APPROVAL FOR SOLE SOURCE PURCHASE OF QWIKSALT 
FROM COMPASS MINERAL 

 
DATE:  FEBRUARY 5, 2019 
 
PRESENTED BY: KURT KOWAR, P.E., PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR 
 
 
SUMMARY: 
Public Works Operations Division is requesting a sole source purchase of 900 tons of 
Qwiksalt for the City of Louisville’s 2019 snow removal program. This purchase from 
Compass mineral is for the Purchase of Complex Chloride (Qwiksalt) in order to 
continue providing safe Roadways during snow storm events. Compass Minerals quote 
is on a per ton delivered price basis for $79.55/ton.   
 
Qwiksalt is a key component of snow removal operations on major roads, arterial roads, 
collector roads and problem spots.  This product provides effective de-icing capabilities 
and helps keep our roads safe.  
 
Compass Mineral is the only supplier for Qwiksalt making it a sole source purchase. 
Qwiksalt provides better results by working at lower temperatures and is purchased at a 
much lower price than our previous material slicer. Qwiksalt is also not treated with 
other chemicals making it safer for the environment.  Comparable products such as Ice 
Slicer by Envirotech can cost upwards of $100/ton without noticeable differences in 
performance. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
 
The Operations Division is recommend utilizing the $75,000 2019 budgeted for 
Complex Chloride (Qwiksalt).  
 
Accounts:  

101433-524360 Snow & Ice Removal 
 
PROGRAM/SUB-PROGRAM IMPACT: 
Safe traveling conditions for pedestrians and motorists; cost effective snow and ice 
control services; assist police, Fire and Emergency Medical Services in fulfilling their 
duties; safe passable streets, school bus routes and hard surface trails; safe access to 
City facilities; and snow cleared within 24 hours from sidewalks that are the City’s 
responsibility. 
 
A safe well-maintained, effective and efficient multi-modal transportation system at a 
reasonable cost. 
 



 
 
 
 

CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 

SUBJECT: APPROVAL FOR PURCHASE OF QUICKSALT 
 

DATE: JANUARY 08, 2019 PAGE 2 OF 2 
 

RECOMMENDATION: 
Approve staff to initiate a purchase of Qwiksalt within the 2019 budget year. 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 

1. Compass Mineral 2018-2019 Agreement 
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
AGENDA ITEM 5F 

SUBJECT: APPROVAL OF WASTE DISPOSAL AGREEMENT WITH FRONT 
RANGE LANDFILL SERVICES 

 
DATE:  FEBRUARY 5, 2019 
 
PRESENTED BY: KURT KOWAR, P.E., PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR 
 
 
SUMMARY: 
Staff recommends approval of services with Front Range Landfill for Public Works 
Operations spoil disposal.  The Operations Division utilizes Front Range Landfill for 
disposal of waste accumulated by our operational activities including street sweeping, 
ditch cleaning, water breaks, storm water clean-up, and Asphalt patches. 
 
SOLE SOURCE VENDOR:   
Front Range Landfill has competitive pricing and is located within 10 miles of the City 
Services Facility.  The next closest landfill is 17 miles away.  Considering trucking costs, 
labor time, and overall productivity of projects when awaiting round trips, staff utilizes 
Front Range Landfill for disposal needs. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
The approved 2019 Operations Division budget for disposal is $54,080.00. 
 
Accounts:  

Streets 101431   540550 $20,000.00 
Collections 502471   540550 $2,760.00 
Water  501463   540550 $9,000.00 
Storm  503432   540550 $22,320.00 

 
PROGRAM/SUB-PROGRAM IMPACT: 
Ensure safe, reliable, great tasting water; effective Stormwater control. Along with well 
maintained, effective and efficient multi-modal transportation system at a reasonable 
cost.  
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
Approve the Public Works Director to initiate the purchase of services with Front Range 
Landfill within the 2019 budget year. 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 

1. Front Range Landfill Quote / Waste Disposal Agreement 
2. 2019 Front Range Fees 
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
AGENDA ITEM 5G 

SUBJECT: APPROVAL OF 2019 FUEL PURCHASE  
 
DATE:  FEBRUARY 5, 2019 
 
PRESENTED BY: KURT KOWAR, P.E., PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR 
 
SUMMARY: 
The Public Works Operations Division purchases Gasoline and Diesel fuel on a monthly 
basis throughout the year for the City Vehicle Fleet. 
 
The supplier for the City’s fuel is selected based upon the lowest bid available for the 
Colorado Municipal Assembly of Procurement Officials (MAPO).  This bid, currently 
RFP-17-50-MAPO, was advertised in 2017 with Hill Petroleum as the successful bidder 
for Fuel Delivery Services. Louisville as a member of MAPO is able to participate under 
the terms of the agreement. Hill Petroleum has supplied fuel to the City for 
approximately seventeen years.  
 
The City has used an average of 44,000 gallons of unleaded gasoline and 12,000 
gallons of biodiesel fuel over the course of the last four years (2015 – 2018). 
 
The City has budgeted $129,010 for fuel purchase in 2019.  Budgeting for City fuel 
purchases is done by department and allocated across various cost centers in the 
operational budget.  Actual 2018 fuel costs were $114,000. 
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 

SUBJECT: APPROVAL OF 2019 ANNUAL FUEL PURCHASE 
 

DATE: JANUARY 01, 2019 PAGE 2 OF 2 
 

Given the variable nature of fuel costs, actual need may be over or under budgeted 
funds.  City staff monitor fuel costs in conjunction with overall citywide budget trends to 
manage expenditures for each fiscal year.      
 
In addition to regular fleet fuel purchase, the Golf Course purchases fuel through the 
RFP-17-50-MAPO.  Golf Course fuel purchases with Hill Petroleum are represented in 
this approval. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
The approved 2019 Budget provides for $129,010 for citywide fleet fuel and for Golf 
Course fuel purchases. 
 
PROGRAM/SUB-PROGRAM IMPACT: 
A safe well-maintained, effective and efficient multi-modal transportation system at a 
Reasonable cost. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
Approve the Public Works Director to continue the existing practice to purchase fuel 
from Hill Petroleum under the guidelines and price structure of the current RFP-17-50-
MAPO agreement. 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 

1. 2017 Arapahoe County/MAPO Extension of Agreement 
2. Example Invoice with Fuel Cost 
3. 2018 Piggyback letter from Hill Petroleum 

 
 
 



 

                                                                                                                     

 
July 28, 2017 
 
 

NOTICE OF AWARD 
 

BULK FUEL PURCHASE AND DELIVERY FOR COLORADO MAPO AGENCIES 
RFP-17-50-MAPO 

 
 
 
 
 

 Awarded to:  Hill Petroleum 
    6301 Ralston Rd 
    Arvada, CO  80002  
    Attn:  Gina Baker 
    303.324.4200 

 
 
Purchasing Contact: Trudi Peepgrass, CPPB 
    303.734.5448 
    tpeepgrass@arapahoegov.com 

 
 
 

PURCHASE BY OTHER GOVERNMENTAL AGENCIES:  Each governmental unit which avails itself of this 
contract will establish its own contact, place its own orders, issues its own purchase orders, be invoiced there 
from and make it s own payments and issue its own exemption certifications as required by the Vendor.  It is 
understood and agreed that Arapahoe County is not a legally binding party to any contractual agreement 
made between any other governmental unit and the Vendor as a result of this solicitation. 
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
AGENDA ITEM 5H 

SUBJECT: APPROVAL PURCHASE OF 2019 INTERNATIONAL 7400 DUMP 
TRUCK 

 
DATE:  FEBRUARY 05, 2019 
 
PRESENTED BY: KURT KOWAR, P.E., PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR 
 
 
SUMMARY: 
The Public Works Operations Department is recommending the purchase of a 2019 
International HV513 SFA Tandem axle dump truck from McCandless Truck Center and 
Auto Truck Group. 
 
This vehicle will be equipped with a snowplow, sander and computerized controls to 
assist with snow removal on major arterials and collector streets.  This vehicle will also 
be equipped with a dump bed with a tarp system and tow package.   
 
McCandless and Auto Truck Group have both won the state bid for 2019 for the 
equipment being procured.  The McCandless award number is 31001623 and the Auto 
Truck Group award number is 311001014. 
 
This vehicle is replacing unit 3228, a 2000 International 4900 single axle that would not 
be replaced for two more years under normal conditions, but because of continued 
repair and the amount of down time it is more cost effective to replace 3228 than to 
keep repairing this vehicle.     
 
Unit 3228 is being replaced with a Tandem axle dump truck capable of hauling twice the 
amount of material saving the city man hours and wear and tear on the vehicle. This 
vehicle will be used for snow plowing, maintenance of the water distribution system, 
sanitary sewer, storm water maintenance, and general use hauling. The new truck will 
have a wider snowplow and the sander will carry more deicing material providing a 
benefit saving time with snow removal. 
 
The unit 3228 with plow and sander will be disposed of at auction and proceeds will be 
returned to the general fund. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
The proposed 2019 Capital Improvement Program budget provides for $280,000 in the 
approved budget. The Proposed purchase is for $244,151.00. Funding is split between 
three separate sources 33% Water Utility Fund, 33% Stormwater Utility Fund and 33% 
Capital Projects Fund. 
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Accounts:  
Water Fund 
 $84,000    501498-640000      
Storm Water Fund 
 $56,000     503499-640128 
Capital Projects Fund         
 $140,000    603314-640000 

 
PROGRAM/SUB-PROGRAM IMPACT 
Safe traveling conditions for pedestrians and motorists; cost effective snow and ice 
control services; assist police, Fire and Emergency Medical Services in fulfilling their 
duties; safe passable streets, school bus routes and hard surface trails; safe access to 
City facilities; and snow cleared within 24 hours from sidewalks that are the City’s 
responsibility. Ensure safe, reliable, great tasting water; properly treated waste water; 
effective Stormwater control; successfully manage solid waste; and competitive prices 
for all services. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
Approve staff to initiate a purchase of a new 2019 International HV513 SFA Tandem 
axle dump truck from McCandless Truck Center and Auto Truck Group within the 2019 
budget year. 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 

1. Quote (State Bid) 
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
AGENDA ITEM 5I 

SUBJECT: APPROVAL OF 2019 SOLE SOURCE ON CALL GEOGRAPHIC 
INFORMATION SYSTEM AND ASSET MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 
SUPPORT SERVICES CONTRACT WITH INVISION GIS, LLC 

 
DATE:  FEBRUARY 5, 2019 
 
PRESENTED BY: KURT KOWAR, PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 
 
 
SUMMARY: 
Staff recommends approval of an on call services contract with Invision GIS, LLC for 
Geographical Information Systems (GIS) and Asset Management System (AM) 
implementation, support, and training services in an amount not to exceed $100,000.  
 
The City Council has worked through a sole source contract with Invision GIS since 
2015 to implement, develop, and support the Public Works and Utilities Enterprise Work 
Order and Asset Management System. 
 
Lucity currently provides the ability for Public Works and Utilities to track and manage 
the responsible care of hundreds of millions of dollars infrastructure such as: 
 

 WWTP - 18 different major structures, 137 pieces of equipment. 

 Facilities - 31 different locations, 228 pieces of equipment. 

 Facilities Requests for personnel Citywide. 

 Water Distribution - 1307 Hydrants, 7417 Water Meters, 4394 Valves.  

 Streets - 3826 Street Signs/Markings, 1063 Street Segments. 

 Wastewater Collection - 2378 Manholes, 2445 Sewer Segments, 3 Lift Stations.  

 Stormwater Collection - 998 Manholes, 2603 Storm Pipe Segments, 245 
Culverts, 27 Outfalls, 1484 Inlets, 356 Open Channel Segments, 198 Detention 
Ponds, 35 Permanent Stormwater BMP’s 
 

Activities to be provided in 2019 by Invision include: 
 

 Public Works Facilities and Operations day to day support for digital work 
order/asset management on 10 mobile tablets. 

 Finalize implementation of WWTP asset management and WTP asset 
management.  

 Ongoing training of new employees, support training for existing employees. 

 Ongoing continuous improvement for field work order work flows. 

 Ongoing access and permissions administration. 

 Lucity Software Server Maintenance and Support. 

 Ongoing creation of new maps or charts for operational effectiveness and 
dashboards. 
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 Ongoing project management and coordination of Public Works activities with 
Citywide GIS efforts. 

 Setup, training, and support of GPS equipment for ongoing collection of assets 
not mapped in the GIS system. 

 
Benefits the City receives from its investment in Lucity Asset Management and GIS 
have included: 
 

 Ongoing preventative maintenance schedules that are continuously being 
improved or added to ensure no asset is left behind. 

 Ability to understand the cost of doing business for assets with labor and 
materials. (Utilized to review the cost of in-house versus outsourced street 
sweeping when considering the purchase of a new street sweeper) 

 Ability to understand where time is spent, evaluate if it is effective, and determine 
if it is providing adequate levels of service. 

 Shared digital mapping between departments and divisions to ensure everyone 
is working from the most current and accurate information. 

 Time Tracking and Mapping of asset histories to identify trends and quickly work 
towards solutions to identified problems. (Utilized during summer 2018 to 
visualize and evaluate why water breaks were happening and how to target 
operational changes to minimize the issue) 

 Asset Condition forecasting to allow for planning of long term capital plans. 
(Utilized for the pavement management system and 6 year capital plan) 

 Complete digital mapping and asset record work flow that eliminates manual data 
entry and retrieval, eliminates duplication, provides for knowledge retention, 
allows for trend analysis and data driven decision making. 

 
PROGRAMS/SUB-PROGRAMS: 
This effort supports the ability of the Transportation, Utility, Public Safety & Justice, 
Parks, Recreation, Cultural Services, Community Design, and Administration & Support 
Services Programs to complete their goals and objectives. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
The approved 2019 Public Works and Utilities budget provides for $110,000 for 
outsourcing GIS services. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends City Council approve the City Manager to execute a proposed 
addendum with Invision GIS for GIS and Asset Management implementation, support, 
and training services in 2019 in an amount not to exceed $100,000.  
 
ATTACHMENT(S): 

1. Lucity Example Information 
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AN AGREEMENT BY AND BETWEEN THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE 

AND INVISION GIS, LLC FOR  

GIS AND IMPLEMENTATION CONSULTING SERVICES 

 

1.0 PARTIES 

 

The parties to this Agreement are the City of Louisville, a Colorado home rule municipal 

corporation, hereinafter referred to as the “City”, and InVision GIS, LLC, a Fort Collins, Colorado 

company, hereinafter referred to as the “Consultant”. 

 

2.0 RECITALS AND PURPOSE 

 

2.1 The City desires to engage the Consultant for the purpose of providing GIS and 

Implementation Consulting Services as further set forth in the Consultant’s Scope of Services 

(which services are hereinafter referred to as the “Services”). 

 

2.2 The Consultant represents that it has the special expertise, qualifications and background 

necessary to complete the Services. 

 

3.0 SCOPE OF SERVICES 

 

The Consultant agrees to provide the City with the specific Services and to perform the specific 

tasks, duties and responsibilities set forth in Scope of Services attached hereto as Exhibit “B” and 

incorporated herein by reference. 

 

4.0 COMPENSATION 

 

4.1 The City shall pay the Consultant for services under this agreement a total not to exceed 

Ninety Thousand Dollars ($90,000) through the rates set forth in Exhibit “C” attached hereto 

and incorporated herein by this reference.   The City shall pay mileage and other reimbursable 

expenses (such as meals, parking, travel expenses, necessary memberships, etc.) which are 

deemed necessary for performance of the services and which are pre-approved by the City 

Manager.  The foregoing amounts of compensation shall be inclusive of all costs of 

whatsoever nature associated with the Consultant’s efforts, including but not limited to 

salaries, benefits, overhead, administration, profits, expenses, and outside consultant fees.  

The Scope of Services and payment therefor shall only be changed by a properly authorized 

amendment to this Agreement.  No City employee has the authority to bind the City with 

regard to any payment for any services which exceeds the amount payable under the terms of 

this Agreement. 

 

4.2 The Consultant shall submit monthly an invoice to the City for Services rendered and a 

detailed expense report for pre-approved, reimbursable expenses incurred during the previous 

month.  The invoice shall document the Services provided during the preceding month, 

identifying by work category and subcategory the work and tasks performed and such other 

information as may be required by the City.  The Consultant shall provide such additional 
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backup documentation as may be required by the City.  The City shall pay the invoice within 

thirty (30) days of receipt unless the Services or the documentation therefor are 

unsatisfactory.  Payments made after thirty (30) days may be assessed an interest charge of 

one percent (1%) per month unless the delay in payment resulted from unsatisfactory work or 

documentation therefor. 

 

5.0 PROJECT REPRESENTATION 

 

5.1 The City designates Kurt Kowar as the responsible City staff to provide direction to the 

Consultant during the conduct of the Services.  The Consultant shall comply with the 

directions given by Kurt Kowar and such person’s designees. 

 

5.2 The Consultant designates Jill Fischer as its project manager and as the principal in charge 

who shall be providing the Services under this Agreement.  [The Services may be provided 

by persons other than Jill Fischer [or] [Should any of the representatives be replaced, 

particularly Jill Fischer and such replacement require the City or the Consultant to undertake 

additional reevaluations, coordination, orientations, etc., the Consultant shall be fully 

responsible for all such additional costs and services.] 

 

6.0 TERM 

 

The term of this Agreement shall be January 1, 2019 to December 31, 2019, unless sooner 

terminated pursuant to Section 13, below.  The Consultant’s services under this Agreement shall 

commence upon execution of this Agreement by the City and shall progress so that the Services are 

completed in a timely fashion consistent with the City’s requirements.  Consultant acknowledges that 

any City expenditures or financial obligations for this Agreement outside the current fiscal year are 

subject to annual budgeting and appropriation of funds for such purposes in the discretion of the City 

Council and this Agreement does not constitute any City debt or multiple-fiscal year obligation. 

 

7.0 INSURANCE 

 

7.1 The Consultant agrees to procure and maintain, at its own cost, the policies of insurance set 

forth in Subsections 7.1.1 through 7.1.4.  The Consultant shall not be relieved of any liability, 

claims, demands, or other obligations assumed pursuant to this Agreement by reason of its 

failure to procure or maintain insurance, or by reason of its failure to procure or maintain 

insurance in sufficient amounts, durations, or types.  The coverages required below shall be 

procured and maintained with forms and insurers acceptable to the City.  All coverages shall 

be continuously maintained from the date of commencement of services hereunder.  The 

required coverages are: 

 

 7.1.1 Workers' Compensation insurance as required by the Labor Code of the State of 

Colorado and Employers Liability Insurance.  Evidence of qualified self-insured status 

may be substituted. 
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 7.1.2 General Liability insurance with minimum combined single limits of ONE MILLION 

DOLLARS ($1,000,000) each occurrence and TWO MILLION DOLLARS 

($2,000,000) aggregate.  The policy shall include the City of Louisville, its officers and 

its employees, as additional insureds, with primary coverage as respects the City of 

Louisville, its officers and its employees, and shall contain a severability of interests 

provision.   

 

 7.1.3 Comprehensive Automobile Liability insurance with minimum combined single limits 

for bodily injury and property damage of not less than ONE HUNDRED AND FIFTY 

THOUSAND DOLLARS ($150,000) per person in any one occurrence and SIX 

HUNDRED THOUSAND DOLLARS ($600,000) for two or more persons in any one 

occurrence, and auto property damage insurance of at least FIFTY THOUSAND 

DOLLARS ($50,000) per occurrence, with respect to each of Consultant’s owned, 

hired or non-owned vehicles assigned to or used in performance of the services.  The 

policy shall contain a severability of interests provision.  If the Consultant has no 

owned automobiles, the requirements of this paragraph shall be met by each employee 

of the Consultant providing services to the City of Louisville under this contract. 

 

7.2 The Consultant’s general liability insurance, automobile liability and physical damage 

insurance shall be endorsed to include the City, and its elected and appointed officers and 

employees, as additional insureds, unless the City in its sole discretion waives such 

requirement.  Every policy required above shall be primary insurance, and any insurance 

carried by the City, its officers, or its employees, shall be excess and not contributory 

insurance to that provided by the Consultant.  Such policies, with the exception of Workers 

Compensation and Professional Liability, shall contain a severability of interests provision.  

The Consultant shall be solely responsible for any deductible losses under each of the 

policies required above. 

 

7.3 Certificates of insurance shall be provided by the Consultant as evidence that policies 

providing the required coverages, conditions, and minimum limits are in full force and effect, 

and shall be subject to review and approval by the City.  No required coverage shall be 

cancelled, terminated or materially changed until at least 30 days prior written notice has 

been given to the City.  The City reserves the right to request and receive a certified copy of 

any policy and any endorsement thereto. 

 

7.4 Failure on the part of the Consultant to procure or maintain policies providing the required 

coverages, conditions, and minimum limits shall constitute a material breach of contract 

upon which the City may immediately terminate the contract, or at its discretion may procure 

or renew any such policy or any extended reporting period thereto and may pay any and all 

premiums in connection therewith, and all monies so paid by the City shall be repaid by 

Consultant to the City upon demand, or the City may offset the cost of the premiums against 

any monies due to Consultant from the City. 

 

7.5 The parties understand and agree that the City is relying on, and does not waive or intend to 

waive by any provision of this contract, the monetary limitations (presently $150,000 per 
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person and $600,000 per occurrence) or any other rights, immunities, and protections 

provided by the Colorado Governmental Immunity Act, § 24-10-101 et seq., 10 C.R.S., as 

from time to time amended, or otherwise available to the City, its officers, or its employees. 

 

8.0 INDEMNIFICATION 

 

To the fullest extent permitted by law, the Consultant agrees to indemnify and hold harmless the 

City, and its elected and appointed officers and its employees, from and against all liability, claims, 

and demands, on account of any injury, loss, or damage, which arise out of or are connected with the 

services hereunder, if such injury, loss, or damage is caused by the negligent act, omission, or other 

fault of the Consultant or any subcontractor of the Consultant, or any officer, employee, or agent of 

the Consultant or any subcontractor, or any other person for whom Consultant is responsible.  The 

Consultant shall investigate, handle, respond to, and provide defense for and defend against any such 

liability, claims, and demands.  The Consultant shall further bear all other costs and expenses 

incurred by the City or Consultant and related to any such liability, claims and demands, including 

but not limited to court costs, expert witness fees and attorneys’ fees if the court determines that 

these incurred costs and expenses are related to such negligent acts, errors, and omissions or other 

fault of the Consultant.  The City shall be entitled to its costs and attorneys’ fees incurred in any 

action to enforce the provisions of this Section 8.0.  The Consultant’s indemnification obligation 

shall not be construed to extend to any injury, loss, or damage which is caused by the act, omission, 

or other fault of the City. 

 

9.0 QUALITY OF WORK 

 

Consultant’s professional services shall be in accordance with the prevailing standard of practice 

normally exercised in the performance of services of a similar nature in the Denver metropolitan 

area.   

 

10.0 INDEPENDENT CONTRACTOR 

 

Consultant and any persons employed by Consultant for the performance of work hereunder shall be 

independent contractors and not agents of the City.  Any provisions in this Agreement that may 

appear to give the City the right to direct Consultant as to details of doing work or to exercise a 

measure of control over the work mean that Consultant shall follow the direction of the City as to 

end results of the work only.  As an independent contractor, Consultant is not entitled to 

workers' compensation benefits except as may be provided by the independent contractor nor 

to unemployment insurance benefits unless unemployment compensation coverage is provided 

by the independent contractor or some other entity.  The Consultant is obligated to pay all 

federal and state income tax on any moneys earned or paid pursuant to this contract. 

 

11.0 ASSIGNMENT 

 

Consultant shall not assign or delegate this Agreement or any portion thereof, or any monies due to 

or become due hereunder without the City’s prior written consent.   
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12.0 DEFAULT 

 

Each and every term and condition hereof shall be deemed to be a material element of this 

Agreement.  In the event either party should fail or refuse to perform according to the terms of this 

Agreement, such party may be declared in default. 

 

13.0 TERMINATION 

 

13.1 This Agreement may be terminated by either party for material breach or default of this 

Agreement by the other party not caused by any action or omission of the other party by 

giving the other party written notice at least thirty (30) days in advance of the termination 

date.  Termination pursuant to this subsection shall not prevent either party from exercising 

any other legal remedies which may be available to it. 

 

13.2 In addition to the foregoing, this Agreement may be terminated by the City for its 

convenience and without cause of any nature by giving written notice at least fifteen (15) 

days in advance of the termination date.  In the event of such termination, the Consultant will 

be paid for the reasonable value of the services rendered to the date of termination, not to 

exceed a pro-rated daily rate, for the services rendered to the date of termination, and upon 

such payment, all obligations of the City to the Consultant under this Agreement will cease.  

Termination pursuant to this Subsection shall not prevent either party from exercising any 

other legal remedies which may be available to it. 

 

14.0 INSPECTION AND AUDIT 

 

The City and its duly authorized representatives shall have access to any books, documents, papers, 

and records of the Consultant that are related to this Agreement for the purpose of making audits, 

examinations, excerpts, and transcriptions. 

 

15.0 DOCUMENTS 

 

All computer input and output, analyses, plans, documents photographic images, tests, maps, 

surveys, electronic files and written material of any kind generated in the performance of this 

Agreement or developed for the City in performance of the Services are and shall remain the sole and 

exclusive property of the City.  All such materials shall be promptly provided to the City upon 

request therefor and at the time of termination of this Agreement, without further charge or expense 

to the City.  Consultant shall not provide copies of any such material to any other party without the 

prior written consent of the City.   

 

16.0 ENFORCEMENT 

 

16.1 In the event that suit is brought upon this Agreement to enforce its terms, the prevailing party 

shall be entitled to its reasonable attorneys’ fees and related court costs. 
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16.2 Colorado law shall apply to the construction and enforcement of this Agreement.  The parties 

agree to the jurisdiction and venue of the courts of Boulder County in connection with any 

dispute arising out of or in any matter connected with this Agreement. 

 

17.0 COMPLIANCE WITH LAWS; WORK BY ILLEGAL ALIENS PROHIBITED 

 

17.1 Consultant shall be solely responsible for compliance with all applicable federal, state, and 

local laws, including the ordinances, resolutions, rules, and regulations of the City; for 

payment of all applicable taxes; and obtaining and keeping in force all applicable permits and 

approvals. 

 

17.2 Exhibit A, the “City of Louisville Public Services Contract Addendum-Prohibition Against 

Employing Illegal Aliens”, is attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference.  There is 

also attached hereto a copy of Consultant’s Pre-Contract Certification which Consultant has 

executed and delivered to the City prior to Consultant’s execution of this Agreement.  

 

18.0 INTEGRATION AND AMENDMENT 

 

This Agreement represents the entire Agreement between the parties and there are no oral or 

collateral agreements or understandings.  This Agreement may be amended only by an instrument in 

writing signed by the parties.   

 

19.0 NOTICES 

 

All notices required or permitted under this Agreement shall be in writing and shall be given by hand 

delivery, by United States first class mail, postage prepaid, registered or certified, return receipt 

requested, by national overnight carrier, or by facsimile transmission, addressed to the party for 

whom it is intended at the following address: 

 

 If to the City: If to the Consultant: 

 

 City of Louisville InVision GIS, LLC 

 Attn: City Manager Attn:  Jill Fischer 

 749 Main Street 8466 Cindy Ln 

 Louisville, Colorado 80027 Fort Collins, CO 80525 

 Telephone: (303) 335-4533 Phone: (970) 776-6321 

Fax: (303) 335-4550 email: jillfischer@invisiongis.com 

 

  

  

 

Any such notice or other communication shall be effective when received as indicated on the 

delivery receipt, if by hand delivery or overnight carrier; on the United States mail return receipt, if 

by United States mail; or on facsimile transmission receipt.  Either party may by similar notice given, 

change the address to which future notices or other communications shall be sent. 









 

 

 

 

 

 

EXHIBIT B: SCOPE OF SERVICES FOR CITY OF LOUISVILLE PUBLIC WORKS – 2019                      

GIS AND IMPLEMENTATION CONSULTING SERVICES 

 

 

SUBMITTED BY 

 

 

 

InVision GIS, LLC 

8466 Cindy Ln 

Fort Collins, CO 80525 

(970) 667-0501 

info@invisiongis.com 

www.invisiongis.com 

 

Principal Contact Information: 

Jill Fischer 

8466 Cindy Ln 

Fort Collins, CO 80525 

Ph: (970) 776-6321  

jillfischer@invisiongis.com 

 

 

November 28, 2018 

 

mailto:info@invisiongis.com
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Introduction and Budget 

 

This scope of work includes tasks for implementing and supporting a Geographic Information System 

(GIS)-centric Work order System for The City of Louisville-Public Works (City).  Louisville would like to 

enhance their current GIS for the growing needs of the City to support further integration with Lucity.  

Lucity is an asset management and work order system that is highly configurable and integrated with 

GIS.  It requires server configuration, integration with GIS, and software configuration to model business 

processes. This scope also includes creating futher funtionality in desktop, online and mobile GIS 

applications.   

 

The GIS budget for 2019 is $90,000.   

 

Public Works Project Overview  

 

The following section lists tasks that will be worked on this year.  The City can modify the task list 

throughout the year if there is a desire to revise or reprioritize.   

 

1. Coordinate with IT and Public Works on Server Requirements and Installation of Lucity 

components. Upgrades to Lucity and Esri products. 

2. Coordinate with City GIS on data storage, data ownership, configuration and enterprise set-up. 

3. Configure and coordinate security for Lucity, ArcGIS and ArcGIS Server. 

4. Serve as a business analyst to determine work flow processes and needs for implementing Lucity 

modules with Public Works staff. 

5. Configure and Implement Service Requests and Work Orders for Lucity Water Treatment Plant. 

6. Set-up and configure run-time interface for WTP & WWTP. 

7. Set-up and configure inventory for Ops, WTP & WWTP. 

8. Configure and implement preventive maintenance and inspection work flow processes for 

water, wastewater, storm, facilities and treatment plants. 

9. Support and meetings on Lucity products and enhancements desired by staff. 

10. Configure and maintain the integration between Lucity and GIS for editing and updating 

through both GIS and Lucity software. 

11. Move and update web services for Lucity to new Portal server. 

12. Create custom training for field and office personnel and conduct training for the Lucity client 

interface. 

13. Support and train users on GPS data collection.  Manage and develop a plan for data 

collection and updating of features by staff.   

14. Support the update of GIS date based on GPS, As-builts and staff edits using Lucity tools. 

15. Support, train and manage projects of Public Works GIS staff. 

16. Create and support web and mobile applications such as Public Works Asset viewer, Citizen 

Portal, CIP management and Pavement management. 

17. Project management and updates. 

18. Phone, Email, Web and in-person support. 
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EXHIBIT C 

Schedule of Rates 

 

Tasks will be billed at an hourly rate in increments of 15 minutes and invoiced monthly.   

 

Task Rate 

  

GIS Professional Services  $100/hr 

GIS Analyst  $85/hr 

GIS Technician $60/hr 

Engineering Services $105/hr 

Travel Time Same as rate, based on position 

Phone, Email, Web Support  Same as rate, based on position 
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
AGENDA ITEM 5J 

SUBJECT: APPROVAL OF CITY COUNCIL SUMMER MEETING SCHEDULE 
 
DATE:  FEBRUARY 5, 2019 
 
PRESENTED BY: MEREDYTH MUTH, CITY CLERK 
 
SUMMARY: 
At the January 22 City Council meeting members discussed options for a summer 
meeting schedule. Members agreed to bring the following schedule back for approval. 
 

 June 4 Regular Meeting 

 June 11 Regular Meeting 

 NO MEETINGS June 12 – July 5 

 July 9 Regular Meeting 

 July 16 Study Session 

 July 23 Regular Meeting 

 July 30 Study Session 
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
None 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
Approve summer meeting schedule. 
 
ATTACHMENT(S): 
None 
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
AGENDA ITEM 5K 

SUBJECT: APPROVAL OF MARCH 12 AS A SPECIAL MEETING AND 
CANCELLATION OF MARCH 26 STUDY SESSION 

 
DATE:  FEBRUARY 5, 2019 
 
PRESENTED BY: MEREDYTH MUTH, CITY CLERK 
 
SUMMARY: 
Staff requests the City Council make March 12 a special meeting for the purpose of an 
executive session for the City Manager review process. 
 
Staff also requests the City Council cancel the March 26 study session as it is during 
the BVSD spring break and many council members and staff are out that week. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
None 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
Approve schedule changes. 
 
ATTACHMENT(S): 
None 
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
AGENDA ITEM 8A 

SUBJECT: PROCLAMATION DECLARING FEBRUARY 5, 2019 CINDY 
DOMENICO DAY 

 
DATE:  FEBRUARY 5, 2019 
 
PRESENTED BY: ROBERT MUCKLE, MAYOR 
   MEGAN DAVIS, DEPUTY CITY MANAGER 
 
 
SUMMARY: 
In January 2019, Cindy Domenico retired from Boulder County after over 30 years of 
service. City Council requested a proclamation recognizing Ms. Domenico for her 
extensive support for the City of Louisville and honoring her tenure of public service in 
Boulder County.  
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
There is no fiscal impact to this item.  
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends Council approve the proclamation.  
 
ATTACHMENT(S): 

1. Proclamation declaring February 5, 2019 Cindy Domenico Day 
 
 

 
 



 
 

CINDY DOMENICO DAY 
FEBRUARY 5, 2019 

 
Whereas, the City Council wishes to recognize Commissioner Cindy Domenico for her 
extensive and exceptional representation of southeast Boulder County and the City of Louisville, 
and for her many years of public service; and 
 
Whereas, in 2007, after the death of Tom Mayer, Cindy Domenico was appointed County 
Commissioner and was then elected three times to represent the southeastern portion of 
Boulder County including the City of Louisville in District 3, on the Boulder County Board of 
Commissioners, each time garnering more than 60% of voter support; and 
 
Whereas, prior to her tenure as Commissioner, Cindy was appointed as the County Assessor in 
1996 and was subsequently elected Boulder County Assessor for three consecutive terms; and 
 
Whereas, Cindy was raised on her family’s multi-generation farm on Baseline Road in 
Lafayette, and grew up appreciating farming, hard work, stewardship of the land and care and 
concern for animals and others; and 
 
Whereas, Cindy stayed true to her deep roots in agriculture by working to protect local 
agriculture and the conservation of agricultural land, and to provide support for farmers and 
local food production, through projects such as the Harney-Lastoka Kerr Community Gardens; 
and 
 
Whereas, she remained a tireless champion of open space, land conservation and historic 
preservation in southeast Boulder County, assisting with the preservation of the Mayhoffer 
property and many other open space lands that contribute to the City of Louisville’s remaining 
agricultural and rural character, and incredible network of trails; and 
 
Whereas, Cindy promoted a culture of collaboration at Boulder County, which helped to 
support strong partnerships and foster successful collaborations with municipalities across the 
County and State; and 
 
Whereas, throughout her tenure as Commissioner, Cindy developed a deep knowledge and 
expertise in Health and Human Services, and championed numerous efforts to improve the lives 
of Louisville and County residents in need; and 
 
Whereas, in 2012, Cindy supported and assisted with the transition of the Louisville Housing 
Authority to the Boulder County Housing Authority, and was instrumental in the 2016 
development of the Kestrel affordable housing development; and 
 
Whereas, Cindy assisted in responding to numerous natural disasters, including the 2013 
flood, and helped advocate for the City of Louisville and neighboring jurisdictions for federal 
assistance to mitigate the impacts; and 
 
 
 



Whereas, the City of Louisville Mayor and City Council thank Cindy Domenico for her nearly 
35 years of public service to Boulder County and her dedication to the City of Louisville, its 
residents, visitors, heritage and environment, and wish her well in her retirement. 
 
Now therefore, I, Robert P. Muckle, mayor of Louisville, Colorado do hereby proclaim 
February 5, 2019 Cindy Domenico Day. 
 
DATED this 5th day February, 2019 
 
     ___________________________ 
     Robert P. Muckle, Mayor 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
___________________________ 
Meredyth Muth, City Clerk 
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
AGENDA ITEM 8B 

SUBJECT: LIFE IN LOUISVILLE PHOTOGRAPHY CONTEST AWARDS 
 
DATE:  FEBRUARY 5, 2019 
 
PRESENTED BY: KATIE ZOSS, CULTURAL ARTS &  

SPECIAL EVENTS COORDINATOR 
 
 
SUMMARY: 
Thirty-eight Front Range residents submitted photographs depicting “Life in Louisville” 
for the11th Annual Photography Contest.  These photos chronicle events and daily life 
in Louisville, Colorado from January 1 to December 31, 2018 and, will be added to the 
City’s archives to serve as a cultural reference for future generations. All images are 
available for public viewing on the City’s website and may be used for publication by the 
City and/or outside media. 
 
The artwork selection panel reviewed the 145 submissions received.  We’d like to thank 
all of the respondents and encourage continued participation in future years.  We would 
like to also thank local photographers Dona Laurita and Erin Cox and Councilman 
Keany for their time spent jurying this annual contest.  During the jury process, entries 
were separated into seven major categories:  Student, Old Town/Downtown, Black & 
White, Nature, Landscape, People, and Iconic Images of 2018. Judges selected the 
winning entries in each category as well as additional photos to receive honorable 
mention recognition. 
 
30 Finalist photos were selected and put on display at the Louisville Rec Center from 
January 25 to February 1, 2019. The public was invited to view the photos and to vote 
on the People’s Choice Award winner. 
 
Each of the winning photographs documents a subject unique to Louisville and 
represents the history, community, and sense of place that makes Louisville a great 
place to live. Certificates will be presented to the winners of each category as we 
display the awarded images. 
 
(The jury requested that the winners of each category remain unknown until this 
presentation. Therefore, winners will not be revealed in this packet.) 
 
FISCAL IMPACT 
None. 
 
ATTACHMENT(S): 
None. 
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
AGENDA ITEM 8C 

 

SUBJECT: DISCUSSION/DIRECTION/ACTION – FINAL MCCASLIN 
PARCEL O DEVELOPMENT STUDY AND RECOMMENDATIONS   

 
DATE:  FEBRUARY 5, 2019 
 
PRESENTED BY: AARON DEJONG, ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

ROBERT ZUCCARO, PLANNING AND BUILDING SAFETY 
DIRECTOR 

 
SUMMARY: 
The City contracted with Economic & Planning Systems (EPS) to conduct the McCaslin 
Area Development Study.  EPS, along with Trestle Strategy, will present their final 
report and provide recommendations to advance the Parcel O area in the McCaslin 
Corridor.   
 
Staff is seeking City Council direction as to next steps to make regulatory changes or 
other actions that could create more certainty for the development community that 
encourages redevelopment. 
  
BACKGROUND: 
City Council approved a contract with Economic & Planning Systems (EPS) on July 18, 
2018 to conduct the McCaslin Parcel O Development Study.  The contract was 
approved through an RFP process that began on May 15, 2018. 
 
The McCaslin Parcel O Development Study covers a subarea of the McCaslin 
Boulevard corridor bounded by McCaslin Boulevard on the west, Cherry Street on the 
north, Dahlia St. on the east, and Dillon Road on the south.  Central to the study is the 
former Sam’s Club property at 550 South McCaslin Boulevard. The property has been 
mostly vacant since the store’s closing in early 2010 and currently has two tenants, 
Ascent Church and Low Cost Furniture.   
 
The City Council stated goals of the Study are to; 

 Understand the McCaslin area’s potential for retail and commercial development 
and supportive uses that could foster new investment and development,  

 Review the rules and regulations upon properties in the area that may be limiting 
its full potential for redevelopment,  

 Understand and incorporate the property owner’s, tenant’s and public’s input into 
development and redevelopment options for the area, 

 Evaluate various development scenarios, that focus on retail and commercial 
uses with possible residential development only as a secondary use, that meet 
market potential and  provide exceptional fiscal benefits for the City by meeting 
or exceeding past tax revenue performance for the area, and  
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 Provide recommendations for regulatory changes or other actions that could 
create more certainty for the development community that encourages 
redevelopment.  

 
The McCaslin Area Development Study process and final recommendations should take 
into account the following principles that are of importance to the City of Louisville and 
Louisville City Council: 

 Identify emerging markets and retail trends that will result in market supported 

development scenarios and that ensure the corridor continues to serve as the 

City’s primary retail sales tax base.  

 Identify and evaluate development restrictions and regulatory and policy barriers 

to redevelopment and investment in the corridor.  

 Ensure sustainable long-term fiscal health of the City and economic development 

of the McCaslin corridor by ensuring new development has an exceptional fiscal 

benefit to the City.   

 Reflect residents’ desired community character for the corridor in evaluation of 

development scenarios and study recommendations.    

On October 16, 2018, EPS and Trestle Strategy presented a preliminary market 

analysis and summarized feedback received to date from area property owners, interest 

groups and other submitted input. 

 

EPS and Trestle gave a presentation on their market analysis to City Council on 

November 13, 2018.  The consultants also summarized the intended three development 

scenarios to do further analysis related to its conformance to the market potential, fiscal 

performance, and community desires.  Those three scenarios were summarized as 

follows: 

1) A reuse of the existing buildings in the area 

2) Parcel by parcel mixed-use redevelopment    

3) Coordinated mixed-use redevelopment of the larger area 

 
DISCUSSION: 
EPS and Trestle Strategy Group have completed their Parcel O Development Study.  
The complete report is attached.  Dan Guimond, Matt Prosser, Danica Powell, and Cole 
Meleyco will be in attendance to present their findings, recommendations, and provide 
next steps to implement the options City Council would like to pursue. 
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RECOMMENDATION: 
EPS and Trestle is recommending land use and zoning changes to allow for a parcel by 
parcel redevelopment within the Parcel O area.  Staff concurs with the recommendation 
and is seeking council direction to begin implementing the following steps to effectuate 
the development scenario for Parcel O.  Those steps are: 
 

 Initiate a GDP amendment to allow for the market and community supported 
uses shown in Alternatives 2 and 3. 

 Work with property owners to: 
o modify the private covenants and  
o modify other private agreements to remove use, height and density 

barriers to the market and community supported uses. 

 Identify potential investments in public infrastructure and amenities to support the 
market and community supported uses 

 Investigate public financing mechanisms to encourage desired redevelopment 
scenarios and support community desires 

 
ATTACHMENTS: 

1) Final McCaslin Parcel O Development Study 
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1. Introduction and Summary of Findings 

The City of Louisville retained Economic & Planning Systems (EPS) and Trestle 
Strategy Group (Trestle) to complete a development study focused on 
revitalization and development options for a portion of the McCaslin Subarea 
referred to as the McCaslin Parcel O Study Area (Study Area). The purpose of the 
Study was to determine the market potential and financial feasibility for retail and 
commercial development uses that can contribute to the retail vibrancy of the 
corridor and the fiscal health of the city. In addition, the City structured a process 
that included property owner, tenant, and public input into the recommended 
findings to identify alignment and build support for revitalization of the area. 

Background 

The McCaslin Subarea is a primary retail destination providing services to 
residents of Louisville and the surrounding communities, as well as an important 
sales tax generator that contributes to the fiscal health of the City of Louisville. 
There are a number traditional retail anchors within the corridor including Home 
Depot, Lowe’s, Kohl’s, and Safeway. There is also a concentration of restaurant, 
entertainment, employment, and hospitality uses that contribute to the overall 
market draw of the corridor.  

The McCaslin Parcel O Study Area includes a total of 44.6 acres and 11 parcels as 
shown in Figure 1. The largest parcel in the Study Area is a former Sam’s Club 
membership warehouse store that has been vacant and/or occupied by non-sales 
tax generating uses since it closed in 2010. Redevelopment options for this 
property are limited by changes within the retail industry, shifting market 
conditions within the trade area, outdated infrastructure, and private covenants 
restricting some potential uses.  

Kohl’s announced that it will also leave the area when its lease expires in the fall 
of 2019 further exacerbating the revitalization challenges for the area. The 
McCaslin Parcel O Redevelopment Study is an effort to identify opportunities for 
the McCaslin commercial area to encourage retail vibrancy, commercial health, 
and a desirable place for the community to gather. The City’s goals for the Study 
are to: 

• Understand the McCaslin area’s potential for retail and commercial development 
and supportive uses that could foster new investment and development;  

• Review the rules and regulations upon properties in the area that may be 
limiting its full potential for redevelopment; 
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• Understand and incorporate property owners’, tenants’ and the public’s input 
into development and redevelopment options for the area;  

• Evaluate various development scenarios that focus on retail and commercial 
uses with possible residential development only as a secondary use, that meet 
market potential and provide exceptional fiscal benefits for the City by 
meeting or exceeding past tax revenue performance for the area; and  

• Provide recommendations for regulatory changes or other actions that could 
create more certainty for the development community that encourages 
redevelopment.  

Figure 1. McCaslin Study Area (Parcel O) 
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Scope of  Work 

The redevelopment study analysis and conclusions are summarized in six chapters 
following this Introduction and Summary of Findings as follows: 

• Study Area Overview and Regulatory 
Framework – A review and evaluation of 
development regulations and restrictions affecting 
re-tenanting or redevelopment of the property 
including zoning, General Development Plan (GDP), 
and private covenants and restrictions. 

• Economic and Demographic Framework – A 
summary of economic and demographic trends and 
conditions in the City of Louisville and in the larger 
McCaslin Study Trade Area. 

• Retail Market Analysis – An analysis of retail and 
commercial market conditions and potentials for the 
McCaslin Subarea and for Study Area properties 
including a summary of national and local retail 
trends, existing sales and spending levels, 
competitive development patterns, and future opportunities.  

• Alternative Uses Market Analysis – An analysis of market potentials for 
alternative and supplemental uses of Parcel O buildings and land including 
office, multifamily housing, hospitality, and entertainment uses. 

• Community Engagement Process – A review of the community 
engagement process and inputs from the stakeholder outreach process into 
the identification of potential reuse options. 

•  Reuse and Redevelopment Alternatives – Identification of alternative 
reuse and redevelopment options for the vacant and underutilized properties 
within the Study Area and a comparative economic and financial evaluation of 
their feasibility and relative returns. The most viable development programs 
were defined and evaluated based on their market feasibility, fiscal impact to 
the city using the City’s fiscal model, and their consistency with the overall 
goals and objectives of the city and its residents. 
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Summary of  F indings  

The major findings from the development study for the McCaslin Study Area are 
summarized below. 

1. The national retail environment is changing dramatically, which is 
impacting retail opportunities for the McCaslin Subarea.  

The national retail environment has been shifting over the past decade due to 
the growth of e-commerce, consolidation of retail chain stores, and changing 
spending patterns from consumers. Many brick and mortar retailers are 
creating both physical store and online sales platforms that have resulted in 
consolidation of store outlets to the most central and attractive locations. As 
well, store formats are shifting to match with new conditions. The retail sector 
has bifurcated into national mass merchandisers focused on low-cost and 
convenience, and on national and local specialty retailers providing authentic 
and value-added higher-quality goods in retail environments that are more 
experience-oriented. This shift has spurred the growth of restaurants, bars, 
and entertainment venues as components of retail centers.  

2. The McCaslin Subarea retail trade area has contracted over time from 
a regional to more localized community orientation due to new 
competitive stores and centers along US-36, I-25 North, and within 
the City of Boulder. 

The regionally oriented retail centers and nodes have experienced significant 
turnover in the past 10 years as anchor store tenants (Sam’s Club, Best Buy, 
Great Indoors, and Sports Authority) have left the corridor for other locations 
or due to retail chain closures and mergers and acquisitions. Older shopping 
centers with vacant anchor stores have looked to alternative uses to bolster 
demand and reinvent areas as finding available retail tenants to replace large, 
vacant spaces has been difficult. Despite a significant amount of infill housing 
development in communities along US-36, the majority of new housing 
growth has occurred in eastern portions of Broomfield Counties along the I-25 
corridor and in the City of Boulder, which has shifted retail growth to these 
areas over the past 10 years. Kohl’s recent decision to close its store in Parcel O 
and open a new store at US-287 and Arapahoe Road in Lafayette, as well as 
Lowe’s considering to open a new store in the same area, are examples of this 
trend impacting the Study Area. 

3. Future retail demand for the McCaslin Subarea is limited as there are 
few large format retailers not already serving the trade area available 
to be recruited.  

The McCaslin Community Trade Area is expected to grow by 12,500 
households over the next 10 years, which will produce demand for 150,000 
square feet of new retail over the time period. It is realistic the Subarea can 
capture 20 percent of this demand but there will be greater competition from 
other developments in the area including the Downtown Superior project and 
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retail projects along US-287 in Lafayette. While it is possible that some of the 
215,000 of vacant or soon to be vacant big box retail space in the McCaslin 
Study Area can be leased to other junior anchor stores, there is insufficient 
retail demand to absorb all of this space with sales tax generating uses 
consistent with the City’s objectives for the site. If a more desirable place is 
created within Parcel O, the area will have a better chance to attract more 
retail than its proportional share. 

4. There is demand for hotel and multifamily housing within the subarea 
that can help support revitalization efforts for Parcel O.  

The existing inventory of competitive hotels in the market area is performing 
at above average occupancy and room rates. Additionally, there is a new 
Element Hotel under construction in Superior further substantiating the 
viability of the hotel market. Based on current growth trends, a new hotel is 
estimated to be supportable in the market area within the next five years. 
Multifamily rental housing has also been growing in the corridor but is 
underrepresented in the immediate Louisville market. New condo 
developments are limited in the Community Trade Area and difficult to attract 
to the site given market constraints to condo construction. There is an 
estimated demand for 1,000 to 1,200 new multifamily housing units within the 
Community Trade Area over the next 10 years. 

5. The potential for office space in the McCaslin Study Area is expected 
to be limited to community services and medical related uses. 

The Centennial Valley Plan is an established location for office and flex uses. 
There is however, vacant land along Centennial Valley Parkway in a location 
better suited for professional office and flex buildings. The vacant lots are 
located in a business park setting that is more attractive for traditional office 
uses use as the land costs are likely lower and they are sized and priced for 
these uses, reducing the barriers to delivery. The type of office space 
determined to be suitable for location within the McCaslin Parcel O Area is 
expected to include community oriented uses such as realty, insurance, banks 
and medical related uses including medical and dental offices, and outpatient 
and acute care clinics.  

6. The financial feasibility analysis indicates mixed-use redevelopment 
within Parcel O is feasible and would be more valuable to the property 
owners if the allowable densities are increased and alternative uses 
such as multifamily and/or fitness and entertainment uses are allowed.  

The feasibility analysis illustrated that redevelopment of two or more of the 
larger lots is most feasible, provided the GDP and CCRs can be modified 
accordingly. A more ambitious redevelopment as tested for Alternative 3 
would require significant public incentives to facilitate land assembly and the 
involvement of a master developer including density bonuses, increases in 
allowable secondary uses (multifamily), and/or public financing support. This 
is especially true for uses that have lower financial return such as office space.  



McCaslin Redevelopment Study 

6  

7. All three of the alternatives identified for Parcel O were found to have 
a positive fiscal impact over 20 years.  

The fiscal impact of all three alternatives produced a benefit of over $10 
million over 20 years to the City. As well, all three produced a more positive 
impact than the site will produce when Kohl’s vacates the area. The increase 
of utilization of the parcel and the retention and/or incorporation of sales tax 
producing uses (larger retailers, hotel uses) can offset any negative impacts 
created from non-sales tax producing uses. The potential mixed-use 
development alternatives (Alternatives 2 and 3) both create fiscal benefits 
illustrating that allowing for uses such as multifamily residential will help 
support reinvestment and redevelopment, while not creating a major fiscal 
burden. 

8. The Community Engagement analysis indicates a strong desire for a 
mix of uses, including new and unique uses that foster place-making 
and a family friendly destination.  

Extensive community engagement was conducted and identified a strong 
desire for new and unique uses ranging from retail, restaurants, 
entertainment, fitness, and mixed-use residential. Specific area site 
characteristics and features identified included making the area more walkable 
and pedestrian friendly, while also adding community spaces such as plazas 
and other gathering spaces. The community also shared many modern 
examples of family friendly, mixed use developments and adaptive reuse 
projects that incorporate food halls, breweries, and other boutique and local 
type retail environments that would provide a destination for both local 
community members and visitors. Desired characteristics and uses identified 
by the community will help support and attract redevelopment and will retain 
long-term tenants. 

  



Economic & Planning Systems 

 7 

Alternat ives  Review 

Three alternatives were developed and analyzed to provide direction on the 
redevelopment opportunities for Parcel O. These alternatives were evaluated 
based on their market support and feasibility, community support (use, site 
design, development characteristics), and fiscal impact.  

The evaluation of the alternatives indicates partial or major redevelopment of 
Parcel O is possible and desirable as long as it achieves community objectives. 
Alternative 2 is the most market supportable and feasible and produces the 
greatest fiscal impact; however it does not fully address community desires. 
Alternative 3 allows for community desires to be addressed but could prove a 
challenge to attract and incentivize a developer to do a major, multiple parcel 
redevelopment. However, redevelopment of Parcel O over time, in various 
phases/projects, as represented in Alternative 3, can achieve a similar outcome. 
Alternative 1 maintains the status quo for the conditions in the Subarea but re-
tenanting the spaces is needed to maintain the fiscal impact Parcel O has provided 
historically. Successfully attracting and retaining  retail tenants  with fiscal 
performance outlined in Alternative 1 will be difficult given the market analysis, 
retail trends, and property owner expectations.  
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Implementat ion Recommendat ions  

The extensive and overlapping regulatory and policy documents cause confusion 
and misalignment surrounding the opportunities, limitations, and constraints for 
Parcel O redevelopment. Multiple and dated guiding documents makes it 
burdensome for developers, property owners, and the City of Louisville to 
navigate the complex entanglement of regulations surrounding not just Parcel O, 
but also the entire 882-acre General Development Plan (GDP) area. The following 
actions should be considered to help attract reinvestment and renewed interest 
into the McCaslin Subarea.  

1. Modify the existing GDP and Development Agreement to allow for a 
greater variety of uses (e.g., fitness clubs/studios) and multifamily 
housing and incentivize retail development through increased density 
on the site.  

• Initiate a GDP amendment or adopt a new GDP governing Parcel O that 
will reduce barriers to redevelopment and reflect the City’s desired 
development for the Study Area. The GDP amendment should support 
either Alternative 2 or 3, allowing redevelopment to occur parcel by parcel 
or as a larger assembled redevelopment.  

• Require redevelopment projects to provide a minimum amount of retail 
space or sales tax generating uses. 

• Create a cap on the total amount of development density and/or acreage 
within Parcel O that is developed for non-sales tax generating uses, and/or 
multifamily housing.  

• Provide additional density and/or greater allowance for non-sales tax 
generating uses within redevelopment projects that aggregate existing 
parcels into sites of greater than 18 acres in size. 

• Provide additional density allowance and/or greater allowance for non-
sales tax generating uses within redevelopment projects that increase the 
amount of retail space being redeveloped. 

2. Provide an additional density allowance and/or greater allowance for 
non-sales tax generating uses within redevelopment projects that 
improve connectivity or provide community amenities such as plazas, 
opens spaces and community gathering spaces. Focus efforts on 
supporting and growing the retail base in the Subarea and shifting the 
focus of retail development and tenanting to community-oriented uses. 

• Identify potential locations for major everyday convenience retail anchors 
that are identified as supportable (including an additional grocery store or 
beer, wine and liquor superstore) to locate in the Subarea. Utilize incentives 
and public financing tools to address issues with potential locations. 
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• Identify and attract larger supportable non-retail anchors such as a large 
fitness center and/or an entertainment use that can draw additional 
consumer traffic to the Subarea. 

3. Work with the Parcel O property owners to modify the CCRs to allow 
for an expanded mix of retail and non-retail uses supported in the 
market and that contribute to the overall viability of the Subarea as a 
commercial destination. 

• Condense the existing private covenants and various other agreements 
impacting Parcel O into an amended document. The revised private 
covenants will need to reflect the original intent and stated responsibilities/ 
obligations while also being modernized to reflect existing and projected 
market demand. 

4. Invest in public improvements and amenities that allow Parcel O to 
succeed in an evolving commercial market.  

• Identify ways to invest in and/or encourage the incorporation of uses and 
amenities that will support existing retailers and create a more diversified 
mixture of retail goods and services in the Subarea with retail area 
reconfiguration projects and redevelopment projects.  

• Amenities to focus on include: enhanced pedestrian and bicycle paths and 
connections to and throughout the Subarea, community gathering spaces 
that are integrated and activated by current and new uses, and enhanced 
vehicular access and circulation to retail sites. 
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Evaluat ion Summary 

The evaluation of the alternatives indicates partial or major redevelopment of 
Parcel O is possible and desirable as long as it achieves community objectives. 
Alternative 2 is the most market supportable and feasible and produces the 
greatest fiscal impact; however it does not fully address community desires. 
Alternative 3 allows for community desires to be addressed but it will be a 
challenge to attract and incentivize a developer to do a major, parcel wide 
redevelopment. However, redevelopment of Parcel O over time, in various 
phases/projects, can achieve a similar outcome.  Alternative 1 maintains the 
status quo for the conditions in the Subarea but re-tenanting the spaces is needed 
to maintain the fiscal impact Parcel O has provided historically.  

The City should: 

• Initiate a GDP amendment to allow for the market and community supported 
uses shown in Alternatives 2 and 3. 

• Work with property owners to: 

‒ modify the private covenants and  

‒ modify other private agreements to remove use, height and density 
barriers to the market and community supported uses. 

• Identify potential investments in public infrastructure and amenities to 
support the market and community supported uses. 

• Investigate public financing mechanisms to encourage desired redevelopment 
scenarios and support community desires. 
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Figure 2. Alternative Evaluation Summary  

 Alternative 1: Re-Tenant Alternative 2 – Partial Redevelopment Alternative 3 – Major Redevelopment 

Description 

• Re-tenant existing vacant/underutilized lots and buildings 
• Includes two retail tenants (70,000 sq. ft.), one office use 

(35,000 sq. ft.), entertainment or fitness (35,000 sq. ft.), and 
storage/back office (60,000 sq. ft.) 

• Partial redevelopment two or more of the larger existing 
lots.  May reuse one, but not all existing buildings. 

• Includes two retail uses (35,000 sq. ft. and 15,000 sq. ft.), 
one non-retail use such as fitness, recreation or 
entertainment (35,000 sq. ft.), 120-room hotel, and 245 
multi-family residential units. 

• Comprehensive redevelopment with land assembly (may be 
phased over time).  

• Represents inclusion of existing retail uses and market 
demand for additional retail (115,000 sq. ft.), one 
entertainment or fitness use (35,000 sq. ft.), office uses 
(65,000 sq. ft.), 120-room hotel,  and 525 multi-family 
residential units. 

Market Support/ 
Challenges 

• Market demand for larger regional retail limited 
• Building configurations not conducive to current retail 

needs and requirements.   
• Covenants may not support some market-supported uses.   

• Mix and amount of uses are supportable.   
• Substantial demand for hotel and multi-family uses.   
• GDP and covenants need to be changed to support 

development scenario.   

• Mix and amount of uses are supportable.  
• Allows for better orientation to McCaslin frontage and 

allowed improved marketing to potential users.   
• Assembly of property poses a considerable market 

challenge.   
• GDP and covenants need to be changed to support 

development scenario.   

Financial Feasibility 

• Financially feasible based on market inputs. 
• Based on residual land value, price for Lot 2 most limits 

feasibility.  

• Most financially feasible based on market inputs. 
• Hotel and multi-family development provide the highest 

residual land value.   
• Asking price for Lot 2 limits feasibility.  

• Financially feasible based on market inputs.  
• Hotel and multi-family development provide the highest 

residual land value and office provides the lowest.   
• Asking price for Lot 2 limits feasibility. 

Community Support 

• Use – Little community support for additional big box 
retailers, preference for smaller format retail and service 
uses.  

• Site Design – Does not reflect community desire for 
compact, walkable, pedestrian friendly environment. 

•  Development Characteristics – Does not meet community 
desire for local, unique, non-chain retail environments with 
variety of experience.   

• Use – Entertainment and retail uses supported by 
community input, but reuse of existing building for larger 
format retailers does not support desire for smaller format 
retail and service uses.  

• Site Design – Some site amenities could be incorporated 
into the development, but would maintain mostly auto-
oriented design.  

• Development Characteristics – Does not fully support 
community desire for a mixed, experience based, and high 
quality environment.   

• Use – Supports community desire for 
entertainment/experience based uses to anchor small 
format, boutique and convenience uses.   

• Site Design – Supports major site redesign to include public 
gathering spaces, paths and trails, and a compact walkable 
environment. 

• Development Characteristics – Supports diverse range of 
use that accommodates community’s desire for a diverse 
range of uses and supports local and regional shopping 
destinations.   

Fiscal Impact 

• Provides strong fiscal benefit compared to current 
conditions ($17.9 million compared to $10.7 million over 20  
years) 

• Provides strongest fiscal benefit of alternatives compared to 
current conditions ($18.5 million compared to $10.7 million 
over 20  years) 

• Provides strong fiscal benefit compared to current 
conditions ($14.8 million compared to $10.7 million over 20  
years) 

• Model shows that residential triggers marginal-cost demand 
to city services.   

Red = does not align with project goal; Yellow = moderate alignment with project goal; Green = strong alignment with project goal 
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2. Study Area Overview and Regulatory 
 Framework 

McCasl in  Subarea  

The McCaslin Subarea is located east and west of McCaslin Boulevard, from US-36 
on the south to Via Appia Way on the north, in the southwest portion of the City 
of Louisville. The Subarea was defined for the McCaslin Boulevard Small Area 
Plan, which was completed in 2017. The McCaslin Redevelopment Study Area 
(Study Area) is the focus area for this project and is highlighted in orange in 
Figure 3. 

Figure 3. McCaslin Blvd Subarea and Project Study Area 
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The McCaslin Blvd Subarea is composed primarily of commercial property, as 
shown in Figure 4. There are flexible industrial and public uses within the 
subarea as well. The Copper Ridge Apartment Homes and Centennial Pavilion 
Condominiums are the only residential developments within the area. There are 
also approximately 70 acres of undeveloped vacant land on the north side of 
Centennial Valley Parkway.  

Figure 4. McCaslin Subarea Property Uses 
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The majority of buildings in the Subarea were built in the 1990’s as shown in 
Figure 5. While there has been reinvestment in many of the commercial/retail 
properties, there have only been four new buildings built since 2011, which are 
highlighted in dark red.  

Figure 5. McCaslin Subarea Parcels by Year Built 
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Regulatory  Framework 

Overview and History 

The Centennial Valley plan area consists of 882 acres and was annexed into the 
city in 1979. A 925,000 square foot mall was intended to anchor the 882 acres 
and draw regional business to the area; however, in 1982 the proposed mall 
became economically unfeasible and planning changes were needed. A new 
General Development Plan (GDP) was created in 1984 creating a new planning 
foundation that the area is built on today.  

Parcel O is located within the GDP area and was originally 72.3 acres. West Dahlia 
Street would later split the parcel in two, 44.6 acres to the west and 27.9 acres to 
the east. In addition to the 1984 GDP, several other documents either advise or 
regulate development opportunities and limitations within Parcel O. These 
documents range from the City’s comprehensive plan zoning codes, to the GDP, 
to Parcel O covenants and amendments, and to lot specific limitations. This web of 
documents has caused some confusion and hesitation around the future 
redevelopment outlook for Parcel O.  

The western portion of Parcel O 
consists of 13 lots and 11 
different owners, each of whom 
are contractual members of the 
Parcel’s private covenants (two 
of these lots are owned by all lot 
owners). The lack of a viable 
retail tenant for Lot 2 (the former 
Sam’s Club site) has had a 
negative impact on the City’s 
retail tax revenue and has raised 
concerns about the future. 
Redeveloping the lot within the 
parcel and/or repurposing the 
128,600 square foot vacant 
building will boost the City’s tax 
revenue and regenerate 
community interest and use of 
the entire Parcel. Understanding 
the complex regulations and 
establishing stakeholder consensus and buy in is essential for long-term success. 
This regulatory analysis within the entire McCaslin Parcel O Redevelopment Study 
focuses on the western 44.6 acres of Parcel O. 
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McCaslin Boulevard Small Area Plan 

Purpose 

Adopted March 7, 2017, the McCaslin Blvd Small Area Plan is intended to define 
desired community character, land uses, and public infrastructure priorities to 
provide a reliable roadmap for public and private investments in the corridor. As 
an extension of the Comprehensive Plan, the Small Area Plan is a policy document 
and not a regulatory document. However, the plan serves as the basis for updated 
design guidelines, any potential zoning changes, capital improvement project 
requests, and public dedication requirements from private developers. The 
McCaslin Boulevard Small Area Plan translates the broad policies of the 
Comprehensive Plan into the specific actions and regulations that will achieve 
those policies.  

The McCaslin Blvd Small Area Plan takes 2013 Comprehensive framework a step 
further by setting guidelines for how design and land use regulations should be 
changed and identifying what infrastructure is needed. Parcel O is located within 
this Small Area Plan.  

Context  

Comprehensive Plan 

The 2013 Comprehensive Plan places 
Parcel O in an Urban Center character 
zone, which calls for smaller blocks, 
more connected streets, and a more 
pedestrian friendly environment.  

Existing Uses 

The existing uses for Parcel O include 
large formal retail, public service/ 
institutional, multi-tenant retail, 
office, single tenant retail, stand-
alone restaurant, and vacant.  

Property Values 

The Small Area Plan identifies the 
ratio of structure value to the total 
property value in an effort to identify 
the likelihood a property is to redevelop. The majority of Parcel O has a low 
structure to property value ratio indicating significant pressure for redevelopment. 
The Safeway and Kohl’s properties were the only two lots within Parcel O to have 
a high ratio indicating little to no pressure for redevelopment. 

 

Figure 6. McCaslin Subarea Small Area Plan Districts 
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Figure 7. McCaslin Subarea Building to Land Value and Buildout Capacity 

 

Existing Zoning 

The zoning for a property sets limits for how much can be built on a property 
based on the allowed building height and lot coverage. The ratio of existing 
square footage to allowed maximum square footage is another indicator of which 
properties may redevelop, where additional development is more likely on 
properties with a low ratio. Low ratios within Parcel O indicate its overall square 
footage opportunity is not being maximized.  

Additional Sections and High Level of Regulation 

Remaining sections of the small area plan discuss overall planning principles, 
community design principles, placemaking concepts, and an urban design plan for 
the study area. As a recommendation and guiding document, this document is to 
be analyzed and incorporated as best as possible in future redevelopment 
planning efforts; however, this document provides a high level overview for the 
area. The GDP, underlying City zoning, and restrictive covenants provide more 
detailed regulations regarding redevelopment.  

Implementation 

The major recommendations of the plan are to be implemented through the 
adoption of new design standards and guidelines for the corridor. The design 
elements highlighted in the plan are intended to serve as the basis for the new 
guidelines, which will need to be reviewed by Planning Commission and adopted by 
City Council. The new design standards and guidelines will ensure future private 
development in the corridor complies with the community’s vision and this plan. 
While the plan does not point towards any use changes for Parcel O, it does call 
for additional public spaces, including plazas, parks, and open space. The plan 
states Parcel O public space should be acquired when and if the shopping center 
redevelops.  
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Key Recommendations for Parcel O included in the implementation section of the 
plan are: 

• Planning-Rezoning – Rezone properties in accordance with the McCaslin 
Blvd Small Area plan when properties redevelop 

• Design & Construction - Parcel O Public Space – Public plaza and green 
space in the Parcel O (Sam’s Club) development 

• Roadways-Parcel O Internal Street Networks – Create internal street and 
block pattern within the development 

• Pedestrian Crossing/Traffic Calming-Parcel O Access – Add speed table 
in right turn lanes 

GDP and Development Agreement 

Overview 

The Centennial Valley General Development Plan 
(GDP) was created in 1984, includes 882 acres, and 
has been amended and updated multiple times as the 
Centennial Valley area has developed. The GDP 
provides an overall land use plan and general design 
guidelines for the property, while the associated 
“Amended and Restated Development Agreement” 
(Development Agreement) provides a more detailed 
description of the responsibilities, expectations, and 
limitations for the Central Valley area. These two 
regulatory documents are between the City of 
Louisville and Louisville Associates. Parcel O has 
experienced minor changes throughout the GDP 
history; however, it has maintained a Commercial use 
designation. It is important to note that the effective 
GDP and Development Agreement created in 1984 
fully replaced the original Development Agreement 
created in relation to the original Homart Mall 
development. The Homart Mall was the initial planned development for Parcel O in 
the late 1970s to early 1980s; however, the mall development was later deemed 
unfeasible in 1982. 
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Figure 8. Centennial Valley GDP  

 

Use Designation and FAR 

Parcel O current land use designation within the GDP on the west side of West 
Dahlia Street is Commercial/Retail. Initial designation for the entire area of Parcel 
O in 1984 was Commercial/Residential. This initial designation was changed when 
West Dahlia Street was constructed and the vast majority of the eastern part of 
Parcel O was redesignated residential and the western portion was redesignated 
commercial/retail. West Dahlia was approved in 1988.  

Figure 9. Parcel O Change, 1984 to 2015 
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Initial FAR for Parcel O was 0.5; however, this has been reduced through the 
many reiterations of the GDP and development agreement and is currently 0.20. 
A shuffling of square footage allocation per parcel has unfolded throughout the 
GDP’s history. While the overall limit of total buildable commercial square footage 
has remained at 3,880,900 square feet for the entire GDP area, “buildable square 
footage may be reallocated to other Commercial Parcels subject to the mutual 
agreement of the City and the subdivider.” Residential dwelling units are also 
allowed to be reallocated to other residential parcels within the GDP.  

Table 1. Parcel O Density  

  
1984 1986 1991 1995 2015 

 
Parcel O Acres 72.3 71.41 71.41 72.52 72.52 

 
Use Designation 

Commercial/ 
Residential 

Commercial/ 
Residential 

Commercial/ 
Residential 

Commercial/ 
Retail/ 

Residential 

Commercial/ 
Retail/ 

Residential 

Study 
Area 

Commercial Acres  62.40   51.00  51.00 44.62 44.62 

Commercial “Density” FAR   0.50          

Commercial “Average” FAR    0.50  0.40 0.20 0.20 

Estimated Buildable SF  1,359,100   1,110,780   888,580   390,000  Unidentified 

East 
of 

Dahlia 
St. 

Residential Acres  9.00   20.41  9.83 27.9 27.9 

Residential Density Maximum  12.00   12.00  18.40 13.70 13.70 

Estimated Units  108   245   180  382 382 
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City Zoning 

Parcel O is zoned Planned Community Zone District - Commercial (PCZD-C or P-C) 
within the general planned community zone district framework. “The purpose of 
the planned community zone district is to encourage, preserve and improve the 
health, safety and general welfare of the people of the city by encouraging the 
use of contemporary land planning principles and coordinated community design. 
The planned community zone district is created in recognition of the economic and 
cultural advantages that will accrue to the residents of an integrated, planned 
community development of sufficient size to provide related areas for various 
housing types, retail and service activities, recreation, schools and public facilities, 
and other uses of land. This district is designed for use where the area comprising 
such development project is under single ownership or control at the time of its 
classification as this district.”1  Planned community zone districts are designated 
as to general land use categories, such as residential, commercial, industrial, 
agricultural, office and public uses. The City of Louisville defines Planned 
Community Commercial (P-C) as “intended to promote the development of well-
planned shopping centers and facilities that provide a variety of shopping, 
professional, business, cultural and entertainment facilities designed to create an 
attractive and pleasant shopping atmosphere.”1  

  

                                            
 
 
 
1 Planned Community Zone District. Code of Ordinances City of Louisville. Chapter 17.72. 
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GDP Guiding Document and Amendments 

The City of Louisville requires any property located within a planned community 
zoned district must be accompanied by a general development plan (GDP, as 
described earlier) for the entire property. This development plan must include a 
map(s), together with supplementary text materials, and an agreement between 
developer and City which includes a phasing plan, and such development plan 
shall set forth the following: 

• The proposed use of all lands within the subject property; 

• The type or character of development and the number of dwelling units per 
gross acre proposed; 

• The proposed location of school sites, parks, open spaces, recreation facilities 
and other public and quasi-public facilities; 

• The proposed location of all streets shall be coordinated with the adopted 
general street plan for the city. 

After approval by the Planning Commission and City Council, the GDP is recorded 
at the County’s Clerk and Recorder office and all development within the district 
must comply with the GDP, unless the GDP is amended.  

Any adopted planned community general development plan and supplementary 
development standards may be amended, revised or territory added thereto, 
pursuant to the same procedure and subject to the same limitations and 
requirements by which such plan was originally approved. 

The director of planning may permit amendments to the planned development 
community general plan, when such amendments will not affect an increase in the 
permitted gross density of dwelling units or result in a change in character of the 
overall development plan. Any such amendment by the director of planning shall 
have approval by the City Council prior to the amendment becoming effective or 
the City Council may direct such change be made. 
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Permitted Uses 

The following commercial and noncommercial uses may be permitted within any 
planning area designated “commercial” on the adopted planned community 
development general plan:  

• Any retail trade or service business;  

• Professional, business and administrative offices;  

• Motels and hotels;  

• Cultural facilities, such as museums, theaters, art galleries and churches;  

• Pedestrian plazas and pedestrian ways, including such amenities as outdoor 
art exhibit facilities, statuary, fountains and landscaping features;  

• Outdoor specialty uses, including sidewalk cafes and outdoor marketplaces to 
provide unique congregating places for sales and shopper interests;  

• Recreational facilities, both indoors and outdoors, such as ice skating and 
roller skating rinks which may be designed as integral parts of a center;  

• Restaurants, both indoor and drive-in types, food-to-go facilities, sidewalk 
cafes;  

• Hospitals and medical clinics;  

• Transportation terminals, parking lots and parking buildings;  

• Animal hospitals and clinics;  

• Automobile service stations, subject to prescribed performance and 
development standards;  

• Nursing and rest homes;  

• Small and large child care centers;  

• Financial offices, including banks and savings and loans;  

• Accessory structures and uses necessary and customarily incidental to the 
uses listed in this section;  

• Governmental and public facilities;  

• Research/office and corporate uses, and facilities for the manufacturing, 
fabrication, processing, or assembly of scientific or technical products, or 
other products, if such uses are compatible with surrounding areas. In 
addition, such facilities shall be completely enclosed and any noise, smoke, 
dust, odor, or other environmental contamination produced by such facilities, 
confined to the lot upon which such facilities are located and controlled in 
accordance with all applicable city, state, or federal regulations;  

• Other uses as established by the city council as found to be specifically 
compatible for commercial and office planning areas;  
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• Limited wholesale sales as defined in section 17.08.262 of this title are 
allowed as a special review use;  

• Retail marijuana stores and retail marijuana-testing facilities; and  

• Health or athletic clubs, spas, dance studios, and fitness studios. 

Declaration of Covenants, Amendments, and Additional Documents 

Private Covenants 

The original 1993 Private Covenants for Parcel O were created to provide a mutual 
agreement and understanding around the uses, limitations, and responsibilities 
between the 11 lot owners of Parcel O. This private and contractual agreement 
identifies specific uses that are prohibited from the entire parcel, as well as 
additional use restrictions that are specific individual lots within the parcel. The 
use restrictions are very limiting, can differ between the 13 lots, and can impose 
operational limits. The private covenants also build on top of the density limits 
established in the GDP by establishing height limitations (which vary for different 
lots), limiting the number of buildings per site, creating parking ratios, and 
establishing maximum floor areas for specific lots (i.e. Lot 9 is limited to a 9,000 
square foot maximum). As an example, a few of the stated prohibited uses from 
the original 1993 Private Covenants include: 

• Industrial 

• Entertainment or recreation facility including but not limited to a theatre, 
skating rink, gym, and dance hall  

• Renting/selling/leasing motor vehicles, boats, trailers 

• Any business where 50 percent or more of gross income comes from alcoholic 
beverages for on-premise consumption 

• General merchandise discount store/department store (Lot 2 excluded from 
rule) 

• Excludes any warehouse store carrying less than 10,000 SKU items 

• No other lot or portion of a lot may be a supermarket, bakery or delicatessen, 
or butcher shop for as long as Lot 1 remains a supermarket 

• Supermarket defined as: at least 5,000 square feet of floor area primarily 
devoted to retail sale of food and off-premise consumption 

• Lot 2 can have a supermarket use less than 6,000 square feet 

• No more than two lots may have a bank as the primary use 

• No more than one Lot may have fuel station as the primary use 

• No more than one Lot at any time used for a drive-in or drive-through 
restaurant whose primary business is the sale of hamburgers. 
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Residential Uses 

It is important to mention that the private covenants do not address residential 
uses. Residential uses are not identified as a prohibited or as a permitted use in 
any of the private covenants or related amendments. The PCZD zone district 
allows residential uses when a DDP designates a parcel for the use. The current 
GDP excludes residential uses within the Parcel O Study Area.  

Unanimous agreement by all owners is required to amend the private covenants. 
There have been three amendments to the private covenants and they are in 
effect for 65 years (1993 to 2058) unless canceled, terminated, or modified. 

Additional Documents 

There are a number of additional regulatory 
documents and private contractual 
agreements covering Parcel O, many of 
which have multiple amendments. A few of 
these key documents include: 

• 1998 CC&R Agreement between Lot 1, 2, 
and 3 owners regarding permitted uses, 
lot replatting (created Lot 12), building 
envelop limitations for lot 12, and 
designated maximum FAR allocations for 
Lots 2, 3, and 12.  

• 1998 Two-Party Agreement that 
separates Lot 3 into two “Development 
Areas.” Future redevelopment of Lot 3 
will need to adhere to development 
restrictions laid out in this document. 
These include: 

‒ Development Area A: no buildings shall be more than one story, no more 
than 28 feet in height, and no more than eight buildings shall have a 
coverage ratio exceeding 25%. 

‒ Development Areas A and B Combined: no buildings shall be located 
thereon if their aggregate dimensions when measured parallel to the 
combined northerly boundary of Development A and Development B 
exceeds sixty percent of the length of such northerly boundary; and if 
there shall be located in either development area A or B a building 
occupying more than 40,000 square feet of such development area and 
which parking area, and which building is served by parking areas on the 
other development area, then such building shall be located substantially 
on development area B and the parking area serving such building shall be 
located substantially on development area A. 

  

  

Figure 10. Development Areas A & B of Lot 3 
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• 2014 Warranty Deed for Lot 2 that prohibits the property from being used as 
a grocery store/supermarket, wholesale club, discount department store, 
pharmacy, or for gaming activity purposes. Restrictions are in effect for a 
period of 25 years, terminating in 2039. This restriction can be removed 
through a defined payment to the previous owner. 

• 1982 Agreement between developer, State Highway Commission, and City of 
Louisville that limited total development square footage for the GDP area and 
identified responsibilities for the relocation and reconstruction of the US 36/ 
McCaslin interchange. With recent expansion of US 36, these limits on square 
footage are no longer in effect.  

Use Comparison 

The Use Analysis chart below summaries the allowed uses on Parcel O as 
determined by the City of Louisville Zoning Code and the Declaration of 
Covenants, Conditions, Restrictions and Grant of Easements (Covenants), which is 
a private agreement between all of the landowners within Parcel O. 

 

 

 

 

Permitted by Zoning and Private Covenants 
• Office 
• Hotel & motels 
• Hospitals & medical clinics (human & animal) 
• Nursing & rest homes 
• Child care center 
• Retail marijuana sales 
• Other uses as established by the City Council as found to be specifically 

compatible for commercial and office planning areas 

Private Covenant Limited Allowed Uses  
• Any retail trade or service business (grocery, motor vehicle sales, warehouse 

stores, etc.) 
• Cultural facilities (no theatres) 
• Restaurants (no business where 50% or more income is from on-site alcohol 

consumption, only 1 drive-through, etc.) 

Prohibited Uses per Private Covenants 
• Recreational facilities, both indoors and outdoors, such as ice skating and 

roller skating rinks which may be designed as integral parts of a center  
• Health or athletic clubs, spas, dance studios, and fitness studios 
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3. Economic and Demographic Framework 

This section provides an overview of the demographic and economic conditions 
within the City of Louisville and the surrounding area. Population, household and 
employment trends are documented to set the context for the real estate market. 

Populat ion and Households  

The City of Louisville has a population of 21,208. The City experienced a small 
population decline from 2000 to 2010 but added 2,823 new residents between 
2010 and 2018, which equates to an annual rate of 1.8 percent. The City of 
Boulder and City/County of Broomfield have grown by the most people since 2010 
with 11,902 (1.4 percent annually) and 15,135 (3.0 percent annually) new 
residents respectively. Erie and Lafayette have experienced significant new 
population growth since 2010, as both have grown by approximately 800 new 
residents annually and Erie had the fastest rate of growth at 3.9 percent annually, 
as shown in Table 2.  

Table 2. US-36 Corridor Population, 2000 to 2018 

 

  

Population 2000 2010 2018 Total Ann. # Ann. % Total Ann. # Ann. %

US-36 Corridor Cities/Towns

Louisville 19,213 18,385 21,208 -828 -83 -0.4% 2,823 353 1.8%

Superior 9,032 12,483 13,444 3,451 345 3.3% 961 120 0.9%

Boulder 95,197 97,525 109,427 2,328 233 0.2% 11,902 1,488 1.4%

Lafayette 23,283 24,452 30,928 1,169 117 0.5% 6,476 810 3.0%

Erie 6,604 18,025 24,420 11,421 1,142 10.6% 6,395 799 3.9%

US-36 Corridor Counties

Boulder County 269,713 294,567 333,953 24,854 2,485 0.9% 39,386 4,923 1.6%

Broomfield County 39,332 55,889 71,024 16,557 1,656 3.6% 15,135 1,892 3.0%

Source: ESRI; Economic & Planning Systems

H:\183049-Louisville McCaslin Redevelopment Analysis\Data\[183049 E&D.xlsx]T-Pop

2000-2010 2010-2018
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The City of Louisville has 8,681 households, as shown in Table 3. Louisville added 
1,141 households since 2010, which is significantly more than the 161 households 
added from 2000 to 2010. However, most of the new household growth in the 
US-36 corridor is occurring outside or on the edges of the trade area—typically 
three to five miles—from the McCaslin Subarea.  

Table 3. US-36 Corridor Cities and Towns Households, 2000 to 2018 

 

Louisville households have above average incomes for the region, but lower 
average incomes than the neighboring communities of Superior and Erie. Forty-
eight percent of Louisville households have average incomes over $100,000, as 
shown in Figure 11. 

Figure 11. Louisville Households by Income Cohort, 2018 

  

Households 2000 2010 2018 Total Ann. # Ann. % Total Ann. # Ann. %

US-36 Corridor Cities/Towns

Louisville 7,379 7,540 8,681 161 16 0.2% 1,141 143 1.8%

Superior 3,393 4,496 4,764 1,103 110 2.9% 268 34 0.7%

Boulder 39,770 41,359 45,475 1,589 159 0.4% 4,116 515 1.2%

Lafayette 8,815 9,631 11,857 816 82 0.9% 2,226 278 2.6%

Erie 2,292 6,259 8,366 3,967 397 10.6% 2,107 263 3.7%

US-36 Corridor Counties

Boulder County 106,495 119,300 132,801 12,805 1,281 1.1% 13,501 1,688 1.3%

Broomfield County 14,233 21,414 27,259 7,181 718 4.2% 5,845 731 3.1%

Source: ESRI; Economic & Planning Systems
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The City of Louisville has an older population than the surrounding communities. 
The median age is 42 years old and over half of Louisville residents are between 
the age of 25 and 64. The percent of residents over the age of 55 years old 
increased from 12 percent in 2000 to 32 percent in 2018 as shown in Figure 12. 
All other age cohorts have experienced a decrease in the percent of residents. The 
shift to a greater percentage of older residents is attributed to the aging of 
existing residents and relatively (to neighboring communities aside from Superior) 
limited new housing growth that has occurred in Louisville since 2000.  

Figure 12. Louisville Residents by Age Cohort, 2000, 2010 and 2018 
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Employment  

Total employment in 2018 was 14,919 for the City of Louisville and 4,163 for the 
McCaslin Subarea. The largest employment sectors in the City are Health Care, 
Retail Trade, and Information. Within the McCaslin Subarea, the Information, Retail 
Trade, and Accommodation and Food Services industries employ the most people.  

Figure 13. McCaslin Subarea and Louisville Employment by Industry 

 

The City of Louisville has a small portion of residents that live and work in the 
city—just under 11 percent. These 1,080 residents make up 7 percent of 
Louisville’s employment base, as shown in Table 4. 

Table 4. Inflow and Outflow of Residents and Workers in Louisville, 2015 
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Louisville McCaslin Subarea

Source: ESRI; Economic & Planning Systems
  

Description Total Percent

Labor Force

Resident and Employed in Louisville 1,080 10.7%

Resident in Louisville, but work elsewhere 9,024 89.3%

Total Residents in Louisville 10,104 100.0%

Employment

Resident and Employed in Louisville 1,080 7.2%

Empolyed in Louisville, but live elsewhere 13,961 92.8%

Total Employees in Louisville 15,041 100.0%

Source: LEHD; Economic & Planning Systems
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As shown in Table 5, Louisville has a jobs-housing ratio of 1.68, meaning there 
are more jobs than housing units in the city. Nearby communities of Superior and 
Erie have significantly more housing units than jobs and have ratios well below 1. 
At 2.39, the City of Boulder has the highest ratio in the area; 75 percent of 
Boulder’s workforce commutes in from other cities as a result (LEHD). 
Approximately 28 percent of employed Louisville residents commute to Boulder 
for work, as shown in Table 6.  

Table 5. Jobs-Housing Ratio 

 

Table 6. Where Louisville Residents Work 

  

Jobs Housing Units Ratio

US-36 Corridor Cities/Towns

Louisville 14,919 8,871 1.68

Superior 2,956 4,864 0.61

Boulder 112,868 47,129 2.39

Lafayette 12,274 12,041 1.02

Erie 2,542 8,629 0.29

US-36 Corridor Counties

Boulder County 196,323 138,676 1.42

Broomfield County 39,373 28,642 1.37

Source: ESRI; Economic & Planning Systems

    

2018

Destination Jobs Pct

Boulder 2,843 28%

Denver 1,373 14%

Louisville 1,080 11%

Broomfield 457 5%

Westminster 366 4%

Longmont 326 3%

Lafayette 324 3%

Lakewood 284 3%

Aurora 276 3%

All Other Locations 2,775 27%

Total 10,104 100%

Source: LEHD; Economic & Planning Systems
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Trade Areas Demographics  

Retail trade areas were developed for the McCaslin Subarea to illustrate the 
consumer shed for retailers in the McCaslin Subarea and to estimate existing and 
future demand for retail from these trade areas. The Community Trade Area used 
for this analysis represents the primary capture area for retailers providing 
everyday shopping items (e.g., Safeway). A Community Trade Area is typically a 
2-mile radius in size. The Regional Trade Area represents the primary capture 
area for retailers providing destination oriented, occasional shopping (e.g., Home 
Depot, Lowe’s, and Kohl’s). A regional trade area is typically a 5 to 7-mile radius 
in size. The community and regional trade area boundaries used in this analysis 
are shown in Figure 14.  

Figure 14. Community and Regional Trade Area Boundaries 
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The demographic composition of Louisville versus the surrounding region is shown 
in Table 7. The population within the Community Trade Area is 38,399, and 
within the Regional Trade Area is 127,887. Household incomes in Louisville are 
lower than the Community Trade Area but higher than the Regional Trade Area. 
Louisville has the highest median age (42) and a higher percentage of family 
households than both the Community and Regional Trade Areas.  

Table 7. Louisville and Trade Area Demographics, 2018 

 

Description Louisville Community 

Trade Area

Regional 

Trade Area

Population 21,208 38,399 127,887

Households 8,681 15,180 51,621

Avg. Household Size 2.4 2.5 2.3

Percent of Family Households 66.5% 65.3% 48.6%

Avg. Household Income $121,634 $129,912 $104,978

Median Household Income $94,971 $100,820 $71,071

Median Age 42 38 31

Education

Bachelor's 37.6% 38.3% 35.2%

Master's Plus 35.2% 35.9% 37.2%

Source: ESRI; Economic & Planning Systems
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4. Retail Market Analysis 

This section is an analysis of retail and commercial market conditions and 
potentials for the McCaslin Subarea and for Study Area properties including a 
summary of national and local retail trends, existing sales and spending levels, 
competitive development patterns, and future opportunities. 

National  Trends  

The retail industry has shifted greatly over the last 10 to 15 years, impacted by 
the growth of internet sales, declining brick and mortar store sales, retail chain 
consolidations, and demographic shifts and preferences. Collectively, these trends 
are impacting store sizes and reducing the overall demand for new retail space 
locally and nationally. 

• The Rise of E-Commerce - Between 2001 and 2015, total online retail 
purchases (excluding auto related) grew from approximately $29 billion to 
$310 billion, an 18.4 percent annual growth rate. Online sales accounted for 
22 percent of total retail sales growth. During the same period, brick and 
mortar stores grew at a 3.7 percent annual growth rate, decreasing their 
share of the total retail market from 98 percent to 89 percent. Despite still 
accounting for only 11 percent of overall spending, the growth in online 
shopping is impacting the demand for traditional brick and mortar stores. This 
also affects the way retailers are doing business, pushing them to alter store 
formats and incorporate online sales and marketing into their business 
concepts. The list of top online retailers reinforces this point as many have a 
significant brick and mortar presence as well. This group includes such major 
retailers as Walmart, Target, Home Depot, Best Buy, and Bed Bath & Beyond. 

• Changing Retail Mix - These changes in spending patterns are impacting the 
mix of retail space in aggregate as well as within individual districts, corridors, 
and centers. The restaurant, bar, and microbrewery segment has grown 
rapidly, and new food and beverage formats have been introduced (e.g., food 
halls and market halls, farm to table restaurants, and food trucks). These 
market/food hall establishments (metro area examples include Denver Central 
Market, The Source, and Avanti in Denver and Stanley Marketplace in Aurora) 
focus on creating a community atmosphere with shared eating and common 
spaces and a variety of food options and small format retail options. In 
contrast, the growth of shoppers’ goods store space (general merchandise, 
apparel, furniture, and other shoppers’ goods) is flat or declining, as exhibited 
by numerous store closures by Macy’s, JCPenney, Sears, and Kmart. 
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• Store and Chain Consolidation - Over the past five years, there have been 
nearly 200 retail chain bankruptcies. In 2017, CNN Money reported there were 
5,300 store closing announcements through June 20 compared to 6,200 in 
2008 during the Great Recession. There are fewer stores in the market now, 
making it more difficult to find tenants for new retail developments or to refill 
existing spaces. Vacancies are increasing nationally as large blocks of space 
are vacated by store brands that no longer exist.  

• Big Box Reuse - The loss of anchor stores coupled with an overall decrease 
of retailers on the market makes re-tenanting vacant big box stores difficult. 
Retail developers have had some success filling these vacancies with 
nontraditional tenants, specifically ones that are fitness or entertainment 
oriented. Gym franchises such Vasa Fitness, Gold’s Gym, Chuze Fitness, 
Planet Fitness and Crunch Fitness are also frequently located in former big box 
stores and grocery stores. Between 2016 and 2017, at least 16 fitness centers 
of 18,500 square feet or larger leased vacant retail space in the Denver metro 
area totaling over 600,000 square feet of space. Aqua-Tots, a national 
swimming instruction company, and other similar chains often seek out empty 
store buildings for new locations, including Aqua-Tots Littleton and Highlands 
Ranch sites and the forthcoming Goldfish Swim School in Superior.  

These trends are manifesting themselves within Louisville and the region. The 
impact of E-commerce and store consolidations are evident in the loss of anchor 
stores along the US-36 Corridor in Superior (Sports Authority), Louisville (Sam’s 
Club and soon to be Kohl’s), and Broomfield (Best Buy and Great Indoors). Going 
forward the trends in retail will place a greater priority on more experience-
oriented retail and adapting to changing technologies.  
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Regional  Trends 

Northwest Metro Area Retail Development History 

Built in 1993, Centennial Valley was the first major retail center located between 
Boulder and Westminster. Substantial retail development occurred from 2000 to 
2005 in Superior and Broomfield as shown in Figure 15, creating major 
competition with greater access and visibility to Highway 36. Since 2005, regional 
retail development has followed housing development with a shift to Boulder,  
US-287, and I-25. 

Figure 15. North Denver Metro Area Major Retail Centers by Year Built 
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Regional Retail Anchor Inventory  

As shown in Table 8, most of the typical, larger anchor retailers are already 
located within the Regional Trade Area. Most of the major retailers not present 
were formerly located in the area but left due to low performance (e.g., Ross, 
Sam’s Club, Hobby Lobby) or as part of a chain consolidating or closing (Sports 
Authority, Great Indoors and Office Depot).  

Table 8. Existing Retail Inventory 

 

  

Retailer

Community 

Trade Area

Regional 

Trade Area Retailer

Community 

Trade Area

Regional 

Trade Area

Large Format/Anchor Office Supplies

Discounter/Supercenter Office Depot 0 1

Target 1 2 Staples 0 1

Walmart Supercenter 1 2 OfficeMax 1 1

Macy's 1 2

Kohl's 1 1 Sporting Goods

JC Penney 0 0 Dick's Sporting Goods 1 1

Warehouse Clubs REI 0 1

Costco 1 1

Sam's Club 0 0 Pets

Building Materials & Garden PetSmart 1 1

Home Depot 1 2 Petco 0 1

Lowe's 1 1

Arts and Crafts

Apparel Hobby Lobby 0 0

TJ Maxx 1 1 Michael's 1 2

Ross 0 0 Jo Ann Fabrics 0 1

Marshalls 0 1

DSW 1 1 Books/Music/Toys

Old Navy 1 1 Barnes & Noble 0 1

Appliances/Electronics

Best Buy 0 1

Source: Economic & Planning Systems 

       

Total Stores Total Stores
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Grocery Store Inventory 

Grocery Stores are a traditional anchor for shopping centers oriented to a 
community level trade area (2-miles). Existing grocery stores within the Community 
Trade Area are listed in Table 9 and shown in Figure 16. The seven grocery 
stores in the Community Trade Area include two Safeway stores, one of which is 
located next to the former Sam’s Club in Parcel O. There is a growing presence of 
natural food grocers (Whole Foods, Sprouts and Alfalfa’s) in the metro area. Other 
traditional grocers, such as Safeway and Albertsons, are losing market share and 
are no longer actively opening new stores in the Denver metro market.  

Table 9. Existing Grocery Store Inventory 

 

 

  

Retailer Location # of Stores

Alfalfa's Market 1

785 E. South Boulder Rd., Louisville

King Sooper's 1

1375 E South Boulder Rd., Louisville

Safeway 2

910 W. Cherry St., Louisville

1601 Coalton Rd., Superior

Target 1

400 Marshall Rd., Superior

Walmart Supercenter 1

500 Summit Blvd., Broomfield

Whole Foods 1

303 Marshall Rd., Superior

Total 7

Source: Economic & Planning Systems 

       

Community Trade Area
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Figure 16. Existing Grocery Store Locations 
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Retail Market Conditions 

The McCaslin Subarea is still a strong retail location for neighborhood and 
community uses. Rental rates are higher than in the Community Trade Area, and 
vacancy rates are lower than the surrounding areas (excluding the Sam’s Club 
building) as shown in Figure 17 and Figure 18. The average rental rate in the 
McCaslin Subarea was $20.92 (NNN) at the end of 2018. The vacancy rate in the 
McCaslin Subarea was 3.7 percent at the end of 2018 (excluding Sam’s Club), 
which is lower than the rate in the Community Trade Area (4.7 percent) and 
Regional Trade Area (7.8 percent). 

Figure 17. Retail Rental Rates 

 

Figure 18. Retail Vacancy Rates (Excluding Sam’s Club building) 
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Retail Inventory  

There has been minimal new retail development activity in the McCaslin Subarea 
in the last eight years. The only inventory addition occurred in 2016 with the 
construction of a small center at the corner of McCaslin Blvd and West Dillon 
Road. The Community Trade Area and Regional Trade Area also experienced little 
growth over this time frame; both areas grew at 0.2 percent annually, as shown 
in Table 10. The Community Trade Area attracted 81,000 square feet of new 
space since 2010.  

Table 10. Retail Inventory Trends 

 

Table 11. New Retail Construction 

 

  

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 Total Ann. # Ann. %

Retail Inventory (Sq Ft)

McCaslin Subarea 905,957 905,957 905,957 905,957 905,957 905,957 900,677 913,331 913,331 7,374 922 0.1%

Community Trade Area 4,013,824 4,013,824 4,013,824 4,013,824 4,018,274 4,050,565 4,042,910 4,078,546 4,080,843 67,019 8,377 0.2%

Regional Trade Area 9,511,506 9,512,989 9,518,489 9,541,563 9,544,945 9,591,236 9,547,317 9,593,164 9,673,201 161,695 20,212 0.2%

Source: CoStar 2nd Quarter; Economic & Planning Systems

        

2010-2018

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018* Total Ann. Avg.

New Construction

McCaslin Subarea 0 0 0 0 0 0 12,654 0 0 12,654 1,489

Community Trade Area 2,796 0 0 0 36,741 0 16,154 25,279 0 80,970 9,526

Regional Trade Area 7,796 13,083 11,567 17,007 53,897 0 16,154 92,313 21,930 233,747 27,500

* Through 2018 Q2

Source: CoStar; Economic & Planning Systems

        

2010-2018*
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Planned Projects 

Planned retail projects in the Community Trade Area include small infill projects 
such as the Blue Star Lane and S. Boulder Road project in Louisville and the Ethan 
Allen Showroom in Superior (described below) or retail space planned as part of 
larger mixed-use (re)development projects. The Downtown Superior project is 
planned to add up to 1,400 new housing units and up to 800,000 square feet of 
commercial uses (retail and office). The eventual development program for 
Downtown Superior is not set as it will be impacted by its ability to attract retail 
and employment uses to the site. Regardless of the ultimate amount of retail 
space developed, it will be competitive with the McCaslin Subarea. The Flatiron 
Marketplace redevelopment is another mixed use project with a retail component, 
which will replace an existing retail power center. Redevelopment projects in the 
McCaslin Subarea will likely be similar in terms of its mix of uses (retail vs. non-
retail uses) and may compete for retailers.  

Figure 19. Planned Retail and Mixed-Use Developments 

Planned Retail and Mixed-Use Developments 

 

Downtown Superior 
 

• 1,400 residential units 
• 817,600 SF commercial and 

retail 
• 150,000 SF indoor 

recreation 
• 42 acres 

The Downtown Superior plan 
includes 25 restaurants and 20 
retailers. 

 

Flatiron Marketplace 
Hwy 36 & E. Flatiron Crossing Dr., 
Broomfield 

• 20 acres 
• 3 phases 
• 1,200 residential units  
• 12,000 SF commercial 

Phase I includes 327 apartments 
and 4,000 SF of commercial space 
constructed around an existing 
parking garage. 
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North End Market 
Blue Star Lane & S. Boulder Rd., 
Louisville 

• 4,000 SF retail 
• 3,350 SF restaurant building 

 

Ethan Allen Design Center, 
Superior Marketplace 
600 Center Dr., Superior 

• 11,971 SF 
• 1.27 acres 
The Design Center will include 277 
SF of warehouse space, 683 SF of 
office space, and 11,011 SF of retail 
space. 
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McCasl in  Subarea Sales  Condi t ions  

Distribution of Sales in Subarea 

Businesses in the McCaslin Subarea produced $146 million in net taxable sales in 
2017 which generated $5.1 million sales tax revenue for the City of Louisville. 
Approximately 80 percent of the net taxable sales occurred in traditional retail 
stores and restaurants. Sales in the Subarea by consumer group include people 
who live in the Community Trade Area, people who work in the McCaslin Subarea, 
and shoppers who visit the Subarea, which includes people who live outside the 
trade area and/or are visitors to the area (e.g., hotel guests, hockey tournament 
participants). EPS estimated the distribution of sales in the Subarea to understand 
what is driving retail demand and how much uses that generated new visitors 
(employment and hospitality) contribute to the sales base.  

Figure 20. Distribution of McCaslin Subarea Net Taxable Sales 

 

• Sales to Residents – The Community Trade Area has 38,399 residents in 
15,180 households. These residents are estimated to generate $371 million in 
annual retail purchases, of which $81 million are captured in the Subarea. The 
trade area resident sales account for 73 percent of Subarea sales. This 
estimate is based on the existing stores in the Subarea and their actual net 
taxable sales in 2017.  

• Sales to Employees – The McCaslin Subarea has an estimated 4,263 
employees working in the Subarea. The estimated spending by workers in the 
Subarea is based on estimated office worker spending from the International 
Council of Shopping Centers (ICSC), which surveys spending patterns of office 
workers nationally. ICSC estimates that an average office worker spends 
approximately $4,750 annually on retail goods while at or near their place of 
work. Based on the actual stores present in the McCaslin Subarea (also 
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22%
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considering retail in areas surrounding the Subarea), EPS estimates an 
average worker spends approximately $1,450 annually in the Subarea, which 
is a total of $6.2 million or approximately 6 percent of Subarea retail sales 
(netting out workers who also live in the Community Trade Area). 

• Sales to Visitors – Visitors to the subarea are estimated to generate $24.2 
million or 22 percent of total Subarea sales. This percentage of sales to 
visitors is an approximation of the amount of sales inflow to the Subarea, 
which means this amount of sales (and associated customers) that are from 
people who are traveling to the Subarea to make retail purchases, which is 
referred to trade area Inflow. Despite having a few regionally oriented 
retailers (Home Depot, Lowe’s and Kohl’s) the amount of inflow is not a large 
portion of the sales meaning that the retailers in the Subarea are mainly 
serving the residents of the Community Trade Area.  

Sales Tax Trends 

The amount of sales tax generated in the McCaslin Subarea has been growing 
steadily over the past eight years since Sam’s Club closed. The Subarea 
accounted for $5.1 million in sales tax revenue in 2017 and generates more sales 
tax now than it did in 2009 which was the last full year in which Sam’s Club was 
open. In 2009, the Subarea produced $4.4 million in sales tax revenues, which 
dropped to $3.6 million in 2010, as shown in Figure 21. Sales tax levels 
exceeded the 2009 totals for the first time in 2015, which means it took five years 
to recapture the loss of sales attributed to Sam’s Club. Despite the loss of Sam’s 
Club, sales tax revenue generated in the Subarea has grown by 2.1 percent 
annually since 2009, which exceeds the rate of inflation for this period.  

Figure 21. McCaslin Subarea Sales Tax, 2009 to 2017 
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In the past five years, the McCaslin Subarea experienced nearly 6 percent annual 
growth in sales tax revenue. As shown in Figure 22, Building Materials and 
Eating/Drinking establishments accounted for most of the sales tax revenue 
generated, while the six area hotels provided nearly 15 percent of the sales tax 
revenue. Sales tax generated from building materials stores, eating and drinking 
establishments, hotels, and marijuana sales accounted for the vast majority of 
retail sales tax growth (85 percent) since 2013.  

Figure 22. Sales Tax Trends 
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Retai l  Demand 

In this section we estimate future retail demand for the Community Trade Area. 
Demand is estimated based on household expenditures in the trade area. The 
future demand estimate is based on household growth estimates for the trade 
area. Retail expenditure potential is estimated based on the percent of income 
spent on average by store category as outlined in the steps below. 

• Based on the U.S. Census of Retail Trade, the percent of Total Personal 
Income (TPI) spent by store category is determined using retail expenditure 
potential by retail NAICS categories that correspond with retail store 
categories. This calculation estimates expected resident spending patterns. 

• The growth in trade area expenditure potential is estimated by the same 
calculation applied to the estimated growth in TPI by time period. TPI 
calculations are in constant dollars. 

• The amount of retail space supported by the growth in trade area expenditures 
is estimated by dividing expenditure potential by average annual sales per 
square foot estimates for each store category.  

The TPI for the Community Trade Area is estimated by multiplying the number of 
households by the average household income, as shown in Table 12. The future 
growth of the Community Trade Area is estimated to be 2,450 units from 2018 
to 2028.  

Table 12. Community Trade Area Total Personal Income, 2018 to 2028  

 

 

  

Change

Community Trade Area 2018 2028 2018-2028

Households 15,180 17,636 2,456

Avg. Household Income $129,912 $129,912 ---

Total Personal Income $1,972,064,160 $2,291,112,895 $319,048,735

Source: US Census; ESRI; Economic & Planning Systems
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The average Colorado household spends approximately 35.1 percent of its TPI in 
retail stores, as shown in Table 13. The annual expenditure potential for total 
retail goods in the Community Trade Area is estimated to grow by $54 million 
from 2018 to 2028.  

The expenditure potential for the Community Trade Area was converted into 
demand for retail square feet by using average sales per square foot factors. The 
Community Trade Area has a current total demand for retail of approximately 1.9 
million square feet, as shown in Table 14. Demand from new housing growth in 
the Community Trade Area is estimated to generate demand for 149,000 square 
feet of new retail space over the 2018 to 2028 time period.  

Table 13. Retail Expenditure Potential by Store Category, 2018 to 2028 

 

Retail Sales 2018 20208 Change 2018-2028

Store Type % TPI (2012) ($000s) ($000s) ($000s)

Total Personal Income (TPI) 100% $1,972,064 $2,125,611 $153,547

Convenience Goods

Supermarkets and Other Grocery Stores 6.9% $136,451 $147,075 $10,624

Convenience Stores (incl. Gas Stations)1 2.0% $39,032 $42,072 $3,039

Beer, Wine, & Liquor Stores 1.1% $21,234 $22,887 $1,653

Health and Personal Care 1.7% $32,846 $35,404 $2,557

Total Convenience Goods 11.6% $229,564 $247,438 $17,874

Shopper's Goods

General Merchandise

Traditional Department Stores 0.5% $10,001 $10,780 $779

Discount Department Stores and Other 0.9% $17,307 $18,654 $1,348

Warehouse Clubs & Supercenters 5.8% $114,380 $123,285 $8,906

Subtotal 7.2% $141,330 $152,334 $11,004

Other Shopper's Goods

Clothing & Accessories 2.2% $42,454 $45,760 $3,306

Furniture & Home Furnishings 1.2% $23,232 $25,040 $1,809

Electronics & Appliances 1.1% $21,031 $22,669 $1,638

Sporting Goods, Hobby, Book, & Music Stores 1.3% $24,866 $26,802 $1,936

Miscellaneous Retail 1.3% $25,449 $27,430 $1,981

Subtotal 6.9% $137,032 $147,702 $10,669

Total Shopper's Goods 14.1% $278,362 $300,036 $21,674

Eating and Drinking 6.1% $120,092 $129,442 $9,350

Building Material & Garden

Total Building Material & Garden 3.3% $64,394 $69,408 $5,014

Total Retail Goods 35.1% $692,412 $746,324 $53,912

1Convenience Stores w /Gas (44711) are multiplied by 50% to exclude gas sales

Source: 2012 Census of Retail Trade; Economic & Planning Systems

          

Community Trade Area
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Table 14. Supportable Retail Square Feet, 2018 to 2028 

 

  

Avg. Sales

Total 

Supportable Space New Demand

Store Type Per Sq. Ft. 2018 2018-2028

Convenience Goods

Supermarkets and Other Grocery Stores $400 341,000 27,000

Convenience Stores (incl. Gas Stations) $400 98,000 8,000

Beer, Wine, & Liquor Stores $300 71,000 6,000

Health and Personal Care $400 82,000 6,000

Total Convenience Goods 592,000 47,000

Shopper's Goods

General Merchandise

Traditional Department Stores $250 40,000 3,000

Discount Department Stores $350 49,000 4,000

Warehouse Clubs & Supercenters $500 229,000 18,000

Subtotal 318,000 25,000

Other Shopper's Goods

Clothing & Accessories $350 121,000 9,000

Furniture & Home Furnishings $250 93,000 7,000

Electronics & Appliances $500 42,000 3,000

Sporting Goods, Hobby, Book, & Music Stores $350 71,000 6,000

Miscellaneous Retail $250 102,000 8,000

Subtotal 429,000 33,000

Total Shopper's Goods 747,000 58,000

Eating and Drinking $350 343,000 27,000

Building Material & Garden $300 215,000 17,000

Total Retail Goods 1,897,000 149,000

Source: 2012 Census of Retail Trade; Economic & Planning Systems

           

Community Trade Area



Economic & Planning Systems 

 53 

Future Market  Opportuni t ies  

The McCaslin Subarea market orientation has shifted from a regional destination 
when it was first developed, to a smaller community oriented retail node. The 
ongoing difficulty in attracting larger users to the vacant Sam's Club box and the 
soon to be vacant Kohl's illustrate the changing nature of the Subarea. The 
McCaslin area has attracted a limited amount of new retail space (12,500 square 
feet) since 2010 and the new space has been filled primarily by restaurants. Same 
is true for the larger trade area, as it has only grown by 8,500 square feet of 
retail space per year since 2010. Retailers and businesses providing goods and 
services that serve the surrounding Community Trade Area and nearby workforce 
are most likely the ones to be attracted to the Subarea. 

Going forward, housing growth in the Community Trade Area is estimated to 
generate an estimated demand of 150,000 square feet of new space over the 
next 10 years. Currently, the McCaslin Subarea represents 22 percent of the retail 
space in the Community Trade Area, however only captured 11 percent of new 
retail space growth since 2010. If the Subarea is able to capture its historic 20 
percent share of the new demand, there will be demand for approximately 30,000 
square feet over the next 10 years. New retail space in a redevelopment within 
the Subarea will have to capture new resident sales (estimated 30,000 square 
feet) and recapture sales that are leaving the Subarea to areas within the 
Community Trade Area or to outside of the trade area. The base level estimate for 
new demand is estimated to be 30,000 square feet of new retail with potential to 
attract additional sales by attracting competitive anchors or junior anchors that 
address trade area gaps or compete with retailers in other communities within the 
trade area. The estimated range of potential new retail demand that can be 
captured in the Subarea is between 30,000 to 70,000 square feet of new space, 
some of which may occupy vacant retail spaces instead of new retail buildings.  

The most likely large anchor of spaces that can be attracted to the subarea are 
ones that will serve the everyday needs of the Community Trade Area. King 
Soopers has been exploring a new store in the US-36 and McCaslin Blvd 
interchange area. It is likely an additional grocery can be attracted to the 
Subarea; however a new grocery may have major impacts on the existing 
Safeway. The changes in the liquor laws in Colorado will increase opportunities to 
attract a large liquor superstore chain to the Subarea. Other large users that can 
be attracted include entertainment, recreation and fitness uses. These types of 
uses are increasingly locating in community and neighborhood oriented shopping 
centers and serve similar trade areas as the retailers around them. Examples of 
entertainment uses include virtual reality and experiential sports venues. These 
uses generate additional visitation to retail centers and help add vitality to retail 
centers. However, they generate a low amount of retail sales and associated sales 
tax revenue. The refill of the vacant Sports Authority in the Superior Marketplace 
is an illustration of the tradeoffs and challenges of refilling vacant boxes. The 
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40,000 square foot Sports Authority space was being split into two spaces for 
Stickley, a furniture store and for a swim school. While the attraction of the 
furniture retailer is a positive fiscally for the Town, the amount of sales tax 
generated by the total space is less than previously generated as furniture store 
sales taxes are allocated to the destination if it is delivered, further limiting its 
local sales tax potential.  
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5. Alternative Uses Market Analysis 

The market conditions and feasibility of uses that could be an alternative to retail 
in the McCaslin Subarea were analyzed including office, hotel, and multifamily 
residential uses.  

Off ice  Market  Condi t ions  

This section contains a summary of the office market conditions in Louisville and 
the larger trade area. A summary of national and local conditions and trends is 
provided.  

National Trends 

Nationally, office development is moving away from the single use, suburban 
office park or corporate campus to more mixed use, centrally located, and often 
transit-accessible locations in major urban areas. Much of this trend has been 
driven by shifting preferences from the workforce, especially younger, college 
educated Millennial-aged workers, who wish to have more access to amenities 
near work such as shopping, services, and dining. Their choice of place to live is 
being driven by considerations of quality of life and opportunity for employment. 
As result, employers are making location decisions to be located centrally to their 
target workforce and locations that have an attractive quality of life. Other office 
space trends impacting the development and locations of new space include: 

• More Efficient Office Space - Businesses are leasing less office space per 
person than in past years. Technology has reduced the need for space, and 
new workplace designs are more efficient. Open floor plans and shared spaces 
are becoming more common. In these settings, workers are freer to move 
around an office with a laptop and mobile phone. The National Association for 
Industrial and Office Parks (NAIOP) reported in 2015 that the average office 
lease size had dropped by approximately 10 percent from 2004 through 2014. 
Some of the trend in efficiency (more workers per square foot of building 
area) is driven by cost. Fast growing industries like technology are not 
necessarily cutting space requirements as they desire spacious and luxurious 
offices to attract the highest skilled talent. Slower growth industries such as 
law and accounting are reducing their space requirements to cut costs.  

• Co-Working Space - Co-working space is a new type of office space in which 
tenants rent desk(s) space in a space shared with other workers and firms. 
They are popular with small new firms, which can be in any field including 
professional services, creative industries, and technology. Tenants have 
access to conference rooms and shared office equipment (e.g., printers, 
broadband, reception, etc.). The benefits of co-working space are that they 
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typically have lower tenant finish levels and lower cost than traditional office 
space and are flexible in that they give a firm a low-cost way to grow from 
one to a few employees. They also offer, and are marketed for, opportunities 
for collaboration and knowledge sharing with likeminded people and potential 
business partners. Some also offer events including networking, speakers, and 
skill development workshops. Co-working space is popular with entrepreneurs 
and remote workers. It is becoming more common in major and mid-sized 
cities but is still a small portion of the total office market.  

Local Office Conditions 

The City of Louisville is located between two larger office concentrations in the 
City of Boulder to the north and the Interlocken/Arista area of Broomfield to the 
south. These concentrations fall within the Regional Trade Area but outside of the 
Community Trade Area, as shown in Figure 23.  

Between 2010 and 2018, the Regional Trade Area added 1.3 million square feet of 
office space, however the Community Trade Area added only 159,573 square feet. 
Approximately 50 percent of this new inventory is in Boulder, and 30 percent is in 
Broomfield. There are also several new projects proposed and under construction, 
as shown in Figure 23 and in Table 15.  

Figure 23. Regional Office Inventory 
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The McCaslin Subarea has 943,300 square feet of office space spread over 21 
buildings. A 58,000 square foot building was constructed in Centennial Valley in 
2018; this was the McCaslin Subarea’s first office inventory addition since 2008. 
This building accounted for 36 percent of the new space added to the Community 
Trade Area and 4 percent of the Regional Trade Area. The majority of the area’s 
inventory is older, Class B office space. 

Table 15. Office Inventory Trends 

 

Rental Rates in the McCaslin Subarea have historically been on par with the 
Community Trade Area. Rates for the Regional Trade Area have been consistently 
higher than the two smaller trade areas, as they include office properties in 
Boulder and Broomfield, which have larger office concentrations. The average 
rental rates in the McCaslin Subarea have exceeded $25 per square foot (NNN) 
and have increased steadily since 2010.  

Figure 24. Office Rental Rates 

  

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 Total Ann. # Ann. %

Office Inventory (Sq Ft)

McCaslin Subarea 885,611 885,611 885,611 885,611 885,611 885,611 885,611 885,611 943,311 57,700 7,213 0.8%

Community Trade Area 2,734,415 2,734,415 2,734,415 2,734,415 2,734,415 2,734,415 2,745,424 2,745,424 2,893,988 159,573 19,947 0.7%

Regional Trade Area 10,084,723 10,374,012 10,374,012 10,576,998 10,572,468 10,512,468 10,553,470 10,792,225 11,410,377 1,325,654 165,707 1.6%

Source: CoStar 2nd Quarter; Economic & Planning Systems
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The office vacancy rate in the McCaslin Subarea was higher than the surrounding 
areas in six of the last nine years, in part due to the small size and inventory of 
the area. A new space in the Centennial Valley Business Park came online in 2018 
and is in the process of leasing up, which caused an increase in the 2018 vacancy 
rate. The growing rental rates and the low vacancy rate in the trade areas in 2017 
are indicators of demand for space and the market has responded with new 
additions in the immediate McCaslin Subarea and Superior areas.  

Figure 25. Office Vacancy Rates 

 

The planned office development projects in the area are described below. Larger, 
new office projects are primarily build-to-suit developments with a single tenant 
occupying the building. Smaller, speculative projects have been built in recent 
years, but there is a limited number of these types of projects planned in the area.  
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Table 16. Planned Office Market Developments 

Planned Office Market Developments 

 

Partners Group Headquarters 
1200 El Dorado Blvd., Broomfield 

• Three-building complex on 12.5 acres 
• Total of 22 acres owned 
• 2019 completion 

The American headquarters for Switzerland-
based Partners Group, a private-markets 
investment manager, is under construction and 
expected to open in 2019. 

 

Viega Headquarters 
575 Interlocken Blvd., Broomfield 

• 55,000 SF headquarters 
• 24,000 SF training facility 
• 11.8 acres 
• 2018 completion 

Germany-based Viega LLC is relocating its North 
American headquarters from Wichita, KS.  

 

EOS Phase II, III, IV 
Edgeview Dr., Broomfield 

• Proposed 2019-2020 
• Anticipated LEED Platinum 

The four-building office campus will consist of 
approximately 850,000 rentable square feet. 
Phase I was completed in August 2012. 

 

The Ridge at Colorado Tech Center 
S. Taylor Ave., Louisville 

• Proposed 2019 
• 109,000 SF 

CoStar lists this site as a proposed office 
project, however, it may be an industrial/flex 
use similar to other sites in the CTC. 
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Office Market Potentials 

The Centennial Valley development is a significant employment node along the 
US-36 corridor, which is a benefit to the McCaslin subarea and larger Louisville 
community. There are remaining vacant parcels in the development that will over 
time build out with employment uses. The area is attractive for potential 
businesses to locate, especially as a more accessible and affordable office location 
for firms wanting to be near Boulder. However, introduction of employment office 
uses within a shopping center redevelopment or reconfiguration will be difficult 
given the competitive sites and locations nearby.  

The Community Trade Area has grown by 160,000 square feet of office space 
since 2010 and the McCaslin subarea has captured 36 percent of this new office 
space growth—58,000 square feet—primarily in one new office building. If 
employment growth and office development along the US-36 corridor continues at 
the historic rate of the past 20 years, there will be demand for approximately 
200,000 square feet of new office space over the next 10 years. Using recent 
capture rates of new development for the subarea, the Subarea could capture 
70,000 to 100,000 square feet of new space over the next 10 years.  
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Mult i fami ly  Market  Condit ions  

Local For-Rent Multifamily Conditions 

The demand in the apartment market along the US-36 corridor has been strong 
over the past five years. Average rental rates for communities along the US-36 
corridor are higher than averages for the Denver Metro Area and vacancy rates 
are low.  

The McCaslin Subarea has attracted one multifamily for-rent property, Copper 
Ridge Apartment Homes, and one for-sale multifamily property, Centennial 
Pavilions, since 1994. Inventory in the Community Trade Area grew at an average of 
3.8 percent, or 111 units per year, between 2010 and 2018, as shown in Table 17. 
The Regional Trade Area grew by 2.9 percent and 355 units per year over the 
same time frame.  

It should be noted that the Arista District in Broomfield is just outside of the 
Community Trade Area for this Study and includes approximately 1,600 
apartment units. 

Table 17. Multifamily Inventory Trends 

 

 

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 Total Ann. # Ann. %

Multifamily Inventory (Units)

McCaslin Subarea 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 0 0 0.0%

Community Trade Area 2,539 2,539 2,539 2,539 2,767 2,987 2,987 3,298 3,428 889 111 3.8%

Regional Trade Area 10,976 10,989 11,005 11,005 12,039 13,079 13,236 13,645 13,812 2,836 355 2.9%

Source: CoStar 2nd Quarter; Economic & Planning Systems

        

2010-2018
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Figure 26. Regional Apartment Inventory 
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Rents at The Copper Ridge Apartment Homes have historically been lower than 
the surrounding areas, as demonstrated in Figure 27. Average rents for the 
Regional Trade Area, which includes Boulder, have been consistently higher than 
the Community Trade Area and McCaslin Subarea. 

Figure 27. Apartment Rent per Square Feet 

 

The Community Trade Area has a significantly higher multifamily vacancy rate 
than the McCaslin Subarea and Regional Trade Area due to new inventory that 
came online in 2017.  

Figure 28. Apartment Vacancy Rate 
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The larger apartment complexes in the region (not including Boulder) are shown 
in Table 18. There are currently seven new projects under construction or 
proposed. There is a divergence in the achievable rents within this competitive set 
of projects that helps illustrate the feasibility of new development in the area. The 
majority of units built in the area have average rent per square foot of 
approximately $1.75. The two most recent projects in Louisville have been able to 
achieve higher rental rates of over $2.10 per square foot. The new projects are 
urban products built with structured parking. These higher average lease rates are 
necessary for a project with structured parking to be feasible. The other 
complexes in the region are primarily surface/detached garage parked with some 
tuck-under spaces. The level of rent needed to support new development for 
these more suburban/walk-up complexes is lower at around the $1.80 per square 
foot range.  

The spread impacts the potential feasibility of a multifamily residential uses in the 
Study Area. For a more urban apartment complex, with structured parking, the 
new units will need to achieve rents similar to the DELO Apartments and Centre 
Court Apartments in Louisville of at or above $2.10 per square foot. These 
projects are located next to Downtown Louisville and offer an attractive location. 
A new project along the McCaslin Blvd. may struggle to offer the same location 
appeal as Downtown Louisville and may not be able to support these rates. 
However, access to US-36, the proximity to the Flatiron Flyer BRT stop, and 
proximity to the jobs and retail in the subarea may be attractive to prospective 
residents as there are limited rental housing options in the area. 

Table 18. Existing Apartment Developments 

 

There are currently seven new projects under construction or proposed, as shown 
in Table 19. 

Apartments Status Address City Units Year Built

Avg. Rent 

per Unit

Avg. Rent 

per Sq Ft

Portals Apartments Existing 1722-1766 Garfield Ave Louisville 50 1975 $1,044 $2.61

Grand View @ Flatirons Existing 855 W Dillon Rd Louisville 180 1990 $1,589 $1.88

Copper Ridge Apartment Homes Existing 240 McCaslin Blvd Louisville 129 1994 $1,658 $1.72

Bell Flatirons Existing 2200 S Tyler Dr Superior 1206 1998 $1,779 $1.71

Bell Summit at Flatirons Existing 210 Summit Blvd Broomfield 500 2004 $1,537 $1.51

Terracina Apartment Homes Existing 13620 Via Varra Rd Broomfield 386 2008 $1,694 $1.83

Catania Apartments Existing 13585 Via Varra Rd Broomfield 297 2009 $1,681 $1.67

Retreat at the Flatirons Existing 13780 Del Corso Broomfield 374 2014 $1,890 $1.79

Green Leaf RockVue Existing 230-250 Summit Blvd Broomfield 220 2014 $1,616 $1.67

Centre Court Apartments Existing 745 E South Boulder Rd Louisville 111 2016 $1,875 $2.10

DELO Apartments Existing 1140 Cannon St Louisville 130 2017 $1,739 $2.38

Average $1,646 $1.90

Source: CoStar; Economic & Planning Systems
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Table 19. Planned For-Rent Multifamily Developments 

 

Local For-Sale Multifamily Conditions 

The larger Denver metro area has experienced limited new multifamily, for-sale 
development in the past decade. The impacts of construction defect litigations on 
condo projects built in the 2000’s have increased risks and development costs 
(e.g. insurance costs) for condo developments. As a result, new condo 
development has been limited to areas that can support high-end, luxury condos 
that can support the increased risk and construction costs. New condo 
development since 2010 has primarily occurred in areas such as Downtown 
Boulder, Downtown Denver, and Cherry Creek.  

There is currently one for-sale, multifamily project within the McCaslin subarea. 
The Centennial Pavilions project was built in 2005 and has 67 condo units. The 
average price of units sold in the project in the past two years is $378,780 
($328.42 per square foot), with units ranging from $290,000 to $451,000 
(according to Boulder County Assessor). 

There has been a recent increase in proposed condo projects in the Denver metro 
area outside of the areas mentioned previously with more activity in higher priced 
communities including Louisville and Boulder County. The North End development 
in Louisville is currently selling condos, North End Block 10, with an estimated 
completion data of 2020. Units are listed for sale between $424,900 and 
$494,900 (according to Markel Homes).  

  

Apartments Status Address City Units Year Built

Summit Green Apartments Under Construction 501 Summit Blvd Broomfield 184 2019

Interlocken Apartments Under Construction 355 Eldorado Blvd Broomfield 311 2019

Rock Creek Zaharias Apartments Proposed 2036 S 88th St Louisville 258 2019

Downtown Superior Phase 1-Block 11 Proposed US Hwy 36 & McCaslin Blvd Superior 106 2019

Coal Creek Station Proposed S Boulder Rd Louisville 54 2019

Flatiron Marketplace Proposed E Flatiron Crossing Dr Broomfield 324 2019

Terracina Apartment Homes - Phase II Proposed 13600 Via Varra Rd Broomfield 100 2020

Source: CoStar; Economic & Planning Systems
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Multifamily Residential Market Opportunities 

Boulder County and the US-36 Corridor are expected to continue to be desirable 
locations to capture employment growth over the next decade. Boulder County 
(the US-36 Corridor, and the City of Boulder especially) continues to increase in 
employment at a greater rate than housing units. As a result, there will be a 
continued demand for housing in communities along the US-36 corridor, 
especially for multifamily housing as it is currently an under-represented use.  

The Community Trade Area is expected to grow in housing at similar rates as the 
past decade, with estimated demand of 1,000 to 1,200 new households in the 
trade area in the next 10 years. 

The Community Trade Area has grown by 110 apartment units annually since 2010. 
The City of Louisville has only captured a minimal amount of new multifamily 
residential development during this time and the McCaslin subarea has captured 
no new for-rent housing in this period. (Note this is largely due to land use and 
zoning designations in the corridor that do not allow this use). Multifamily 
residential uses will be attracted to locations near employment, with access and 
visibility to major transportation/transit routes, and near retail goods and services. 
The McCaslin Subarea is an attractive location for this use and could capture a 
significant share of housing growth if these uses are allowed in the Subarea.  

The demand for condos is difficult to gauge given the lack of recent development. 
Units within the Centennial Pavilions project are listed online for-rent, which may 
not indicate strong demand in the subarea for for-sale multifamily. The success of 
new projects, like the North End condo building, will help prove up demand within 
more suburban contexts such as Louisville. It is more likely that a for-rent project 
will be proposed in a redevelopment of Parcel O given the current demand, 
achievable rent rates, and the lower risk than condos. However, allowing for both 
product types should be the focus of any changes to development agreements 
and/or private covenants. Lower density, townhomes are likely in demand but not 
feasible given the required return within redevelopment of the project.  
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Hotel  Condi t ions  

The McCaslin Subarea contains five existing hotel properties. Across Highway 36, 
the Town of Superior’s first hotel, Element, is under construction. The other hotel 
clusters in the larger regional trade area are located in the Interlocken area in 
Broomfield and in the City of Boulder, as shown in Figure 29.  

Figure 29. Regional Hotel Inventory 

 

Table 20. Planned Hotel Developments 

Planned Hotel Developments 

 

Element Hotel 
1 Marshall Road, Superior 

• 121 guest rooms 
• 4 stories 
• 2.6 acres 

The Element Hotel is under 
construction on the former Boulder 
Valley Ice site, near the intersection 
of McCaslin Blvd. and Marshall Road. 
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The hotels that would be competitive with a new hotel in the McCaslin Subarea 
are shown in Table 21. There was an influx of new hotels in the area in the late 
1990’s and early 2000’s when approximately 1,344 of the 1,899 rooms in the 
area were built. In 2017, there was a large influx of new hotel projects with 555 
rooms added in 2017 and 2018 and a project under-construction in Superior as 
previously noted.  

Table 21. Competitive Hotel Inventory 

 

  

Description City Month/Year Built Rooms

Quality Inn Louisville Boulder Louisville Mar 1996 68

Hampton Inn Boulder Louisville Louisville Aug 1996 80

Courtyard Boulder Louisville Louisville Nov 1996 154

La Quinta Inns & Suites Denver Boulder Louisville Louisville Apr 1997 120

Omni Interlocken Resort Broomfield Jul 1999 390

Best Western Plus Louisville Inn & Suites Louisville Oct 1999 62

Residence Inn Boulder Louisville Louisville Apr 2000 88

TownePlace Suites Boulder Broomfield Interlocken Broomfield Nov 2000 150

Renaissance Boulder Flatiron Hotel Broomfield Oct 2002 232

Hyatt House Boulder Broomfield Broomfield Jun 2010 123

Holiday Inn Express & Suites Denver Northwest Broomfield Broomfield Jul 2017 136

Residence Inn Boulder Broomfield Interlocken Broomfield Dec 2017 122

Fairfield Inn & Suites Boulder Broomfield Interlocken Broomfield Dec 2017 90

Hampton Inn & Suites Lafayette Lafayette Mar 2018 84

Source: STR; Economic & Planning Systems
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Average daily rate for competitive hotels in the area was $137 in 2017 and has 
grown from $112 in 2012. Average daily rates and revenue per room has grown 
steadily from 2012 to 2017. Rates in 2018 (through September) have decreased 
slightly from 2017 due to the influx of new hotels. Occupancy rates were at their 
highest in 2016 at 76.4 percent. Occupancy rates in the area have been strong 
since 2012 and have remained above rates in 2012 even with the new hotels 
opening in 2017, as shown in Figure 30. 

Figure 30. Competitive Hotel ADR, Rev Par, and Occupancy, 20120 to 2018 

 

Hotel Market Opportunities 

The McCaslin Subarea is an attractive location for limited service hotels in the 
region evidence by the existing cluster of hotels. The proximity to Boulder and 
Interlocken and the access to US-36 are the primary advantages.  

The recent influx of new hotels in the Community Trade Area and within the City 
of Boulder indicates there was strong demand for new product in the US-36 
corridor. There was very little new inventory added to the corridor since the early 
2000’s until the last two years. The revenue numbers and occupancy rates have 
adjusted due to the new inventory but remain strong. As employment in the area 
continues to grow and the Boulder County continues to remain an attractive 
location to visit, hotel demand should remain strong. It is likely that the McCaslin 
Subarea can capture an additional hotel within the next five years. 
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6. Community Engagement Process 

Strategic and focused community outreach and engagement was key to both 
understanding stakeholder perspectives and concerns, as well as informing the key 
stakeholders of the importance of revitalization and redevelopment of Parcel O in 
order to ensure the long term economic health of the City. A primary goal of this 
engagement was to identify alignment between the stakeholders and the market 
analysis in order to ensure a successful vision and roadmap for implementation.  

Community  Outreach and Input  

Several engagement programs were created to both inform the community about 
the project and to solicit feedback on future uses and redevelopment scenarios. 
All programs focused on interactive engagement methods to build community 
awareness of key development challenges, shared market analysis information, 
and continued to build alignment around potential scenarios and strategies for 
Parcel O.  

EngageLouisvilleCo.com  

EngageLouisvilleCo is a website dedicated to the project that incorporated a 
project description and process, City Council goals and principles, images, 
surveys, market findings, and more. The website received 993 total visits from 
September through December 2018 and the survey had over 110 responses. Two 
of the survey responses are illustrated below. To view individual responses 
received through the EngageLouisvilleCO process, see the Survey Report in 
Appendix A. 

Figure 31. Survey Results EngageLouisvilleCo.com 
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Figure 32. EngageLouisvilleCo.com 
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Nextdoor.com 

The Louisville community had already started discussing the future of Parcel O on 
NextDoor prior to this Parcel O Redevelopment Study. Several comment boards 
identified desired uses and other varying comments. Those who participated in 
these online comment boards were from both Louisville and Superior. These 
comments were reviewed and analyzed as displayed below.  

Figure 33. Nextdoor.com Findings 
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Pop-Ups 

An informal and face-to-face survey 
was conducted at the Paul’s Coffee 
shop located on Parcel O. 30 
individuals participated during this 
one-day event. The pop up survey 
shared market information and site 
constraints while asking similar 
questions to mirror the questions 
being asked on 
EngageLouisvilleco.com. Common 
themes that were expressed from 
the community during this event 
include: 

• Need for mixed-income housing, apartment, and townhomes 
• Continued support for big box stores 
• Need for more community spaces 
• Desire for unique food and beverage venues 
• Make the area more walkable and connected 
 

 
 

  

Figure 34. Pop-Up Event at Paul's Coffee 
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Property Owner, Broker, and Developer Discussions 

All Parcel O property owners were contacted, one broker for a property within 
Parcel O, and the developer of the recently completed facility at 994 West Dillon 
discussed their thoughts and opinions regarding regulations, uses, market 
conditions, and future opportunities. Key comments include: 

• McCaslin is still a good retail location for neighborhood and community retail 
including grocery. 

• It is no longer a regional location and there are rumors big boxes may choose 
to leave. 

• Opportunity for other commercial uses including fitness, entertainment, 
medical and professional office, and hotels. 

• A destination draw like the Sports Stable would increase market draw. 

• Additional rooftops would help the area thrive including for-sale and for-rent 
housing. 

• Virtually any supportable uses will require the GDP and covenants to be 
amended. 

• Visibility and access are very challenging. 

• Future vacancies are pending. 

• Residential rooftops are needed to support additional retail/commercial. 

• Expensive City process to get use approvals needed. 

Citizen’s Action Group 

Early in the project, the project team attended the Louisville’s Citizen’s Action 
Council (CAC). 50 council and community members learned about the 
redevelopment study and provided their ideas for the parcel including varying 
uses, site design, and changing market realities.  
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Community  Preferences  

The multiple engagement channels provided a clear understanding of the 
communities overall opinion for Parcel O. While all engaged participants were 
made aware of the regulatory constraints surrounding future redevelopment, they 
were also informed about the changing market conditions.  

Uses and Design 

The community’s top 4 desired general uses were retail/restaurant, residential, 
health/wellness, and community space. These four high level categories can be 
further broken down into specific subcategory uses as detailed below using 
examples and comments provided by the community.  

There is a strong desire for new and unique uses that are experience based and 
will serve both the local community as well as draw individuals from outside 
Louisville. Consistent descriptive language included, family friendly, unique, local, 
craft, healthy, handcrafted, quality, small town, inclusive, shared spaces, multi-
vendor, and mixed use. A few examples community members mentioned were the 
Aurora Stanley Marketplace, Boulder’s Rayback Collective, Alexandria’s (VA) 
Torpedo Factor Art Center, Boston’s Faneuil Hall Marketplace, and Seattle’s Pike 
Place Market. The community also desires an improved site layout that supports 
walkability between the individual lots, open and green spaces, outdoor features 
and play spaces, attractive public spaces, improved streetscapes that facilitate 
user interactions.  

Table 22. Parcel O Community Preferences 
Retail/Restaurant Residential Health/Wellness Community 

Space 

• Local vendors 

• Upscale retail 

• Small shops 

• Outdoor 

marketplace 

• Farmers market 

• Trader 

Joe’s/Sprouts 

• Food halls 

• Breweries 

• Cafes/Coffee shops 

• Unique and family 

oriented dining 

• Organic 

• Apartments 

• Middle income 

• Condos 

• Senior living 

• Mixed use with 

residential on 

top 

• Sports fields 

• Climbing gyms 

• Indoor tennis 

• Cross fit 

• Complementary to 

rec. center 

 

• Parks/plazas 

• Green space 

• Central 

gathering area 

• Outdoor 

seating 

• Games 

• Playgrounds 

• Water features 
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7. Reuse and Redevelopment Alternatives 

Potential re-use and redevelopment alternatives for Parcel O were developed 
based on the market analysis, stakeholder interviews, and community feedback. 
The announcement that Kohl’s would be departing its current location has 
broadened the potential redevelopment opportunities but also increases the need to 
maintain sales tax generating uses. Three development alternatives were created 
to illustrate the financial feasibility, fiscal impact, and community support for 
potential futures for Parcel O. The alternatives are designed to align with market 
realities but also illustrate the trade-offs of potential outcomes for the parcel. The 
purpose is to help gauge what changes to the status quo are possible and 
acceptable to the property owners, City of Louisville, and the community at large.  

Development Al ternat ives  

The ongoing underutilization of the Sam’s Club property, coupled with the 
eminent exit of the current use (Ascent Church), made this parcel a primary focus 
of the project. However, the Kohl’s future vacancy also impacts the potential 
opportunities for redevelopment within the study area. Three varying 
development alternatives for Parcel O were analyzed and are summarized below. 
The development programs are shown in Table 23 and conceptually illustrated in 
Figure 35. 

The three alternatives are all supportable by the market (i.e., there is market 
demand for the uses proposed) but also have different barriers to development 
(e.g., absorption, attractiveness to developers, parcel ownership). The market 
support and barriers to each alternative are described and the alternatives are 
evaluated based on three criteria: 1) financial feasibility, 2) community 
considerations and support, and 3) fiscal impact.  
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Table 23. Parcel O Alternative Development Programs 

 

Figure 35. Parcel O Development Alternatives 

 

Acres Square Feet % of Acres Acres Square Feet % of Acres Acres Square Feet % of Acres

Retail 12.0 70,000 27% 7.3 50,000 16% 14.5 115,000 33%

Existing Retail and Services 20.6 83,000 46% 20.6 83,000 46% --- --- ---

Entertainment/Fitness 6.7 35,000 15% 5.3 35,000 12% 3.5 35,000 8%

Office/Medical Office/Acute Care 5.3 35,000 12% 0.0 0 0% 3.0 65,000 7%

Hotel (rooms) 0.0 0 0% 3.5 120 8% 4.0 120 9%

Multifamily (units) 0.0 0 0% 7.0 245 16% 15.0 525 34%

Back-Office/ Storage 0.0 60,000 0% 0.0 0 0% 0.0 0 0%

Unused/Unusable/ROW/Drainage 0.0 15,000 0% 1.0 15,000 2% 4.6 N/A 10%

Total 44.6 44.6 44.6

Source: Economic & Planning Systems

     

Alternative 1 - Refill Boxes Alternative 2 - Hybrid Alternative 3 - Redevelopment

Alternative 2Alternative 1 Alternative 3
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Financial Feasibility 

The financial feasibility analysis of each alternative utilized a static pro forma that 
calculates estimated return-on-cost (annual net operating income divided by cost 
to construct the project) to assess financial feasibility. National publications (CBRE 
and IRR Research) were used to help to establish hurdle rates for return-on-cost 
per product as well as interviews completed by EPS with active developers in the 
Denver metro area for this project and other firm assignments. The pro forma 
model assumes no land cost, but instead calculates the residual land value the 
project can support. The residual land value metric is used to compare the value 
and potential upside of each alternative. A baseline for the land value for parcels 
within Parcel O is set by the sales price of the Sam’s Club property (Lot 2) in 
2014. The sale price was $3.65 million for the building and 13.5-acre lot, which 
equates to a value per square foot of land of $6.21 per square foot. A fully 
occupied building and associated lot likely achieve a higher land value/sales price 
per square foot, which indicates that projects likely need to produce a value 
higher than this benchmark to be feasible for investors and/or developers. 

Community Considerations and Support  

The considerations and desires expressed by the community throughout the 
outreach process were compared to the three alternatives to identify how the 
concepts align. Three areas of consideration (uses, site design, and development 
characteristics) were used to judge the alternatives’ alignment with community 
desires. 

Fiscal Impact 

The fiscal impact analysis of each scenario was completed by City staff using the 
City of Louisville’s fiscal impact model. The analysis utilized the standard inputs 
for the model with some modifications to match the development alternatives. 
Market value and absorption inputs were developed by EPS by product type for 
each alternative. An analysis of the fiscal impact of Parcel O existing land uses 
was completed to set a baseline for comparison. Under existing land uses and 
occupancy, Parcel O has a net positive fiscal impact of $10.7 million over a 20-
year period, as shown in Table 24. The analysis was performed assuming the 
Sam’s Club building is not occupied by a sales tax generating use (as it is now 
with the Ascent Church) and the Kohl’s is also not occupied by a sales tax 
producing use (or is vacant) as it will soon be.  
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Table 24.  Fiscal Impact of Current Uses in Parcel O (20-Years) 

 

 

  

Total % of Total

(per $1,000)

Revenue by Fund

General Fund $8,129 65%

Open Spaces & Parks Fund $1,067 8%

Lottery Fund $0 0%

Historic Preservation Fund $364 3%

Capital Projects Fund $2,993 24%

Total Revenue $12,553

 

Expenditure by Fund

General Fund $1,423 76%

Open Spaces & Parks Fund $0 0%

Lottery Fund $0 0%

Historic Preservation Fund $0 0%

Capital Projects Fund $451 24%

Total Expenditures $1,873

Net Fiscal Impact by Fund

General Fund $6,707

Open Spaces & Parks Fund $1,067

Lottery Fund $0

Historic Preservation Fund $364

Capital Projects Fund $2,542

Net Fiscal Impact $10,680

Source: City of Louisville

Current



Economic & Planning Systems 

 81 

Alternat ives  Evaluat ion  

Alternative 1 – Re-Tenant 

The Alternative 1 concept assumes the two large retail boxes on Lots 2 and 3 are 
reused for uses supportable in the current McCaslin Subarea market context with 
its reduced retail trade area draw. It assumes the CCRs restricting uses not 
directly in competition with existing retailers can be modified (e.g., fitness, 
recreation, entertainment). This alternative is estimated to be absorbed in four 
years. 

• Lot 2 (Sam’s Club) is subdivided into two junior boxes of 35,000 square feet 
each on the front side with the back half of the building allocated to 60,000 
square feet of back office space. 

• Lot 3 (Kohl’s) is split into two 35,000 square feet junior boxes with the back 
residual 16,000 square feet lost as unusable space. 

• Two re-fill tenants are assumed to be retail tenants and will occupy two of the 
new divided spaces totaling 70,000 square feet. High potential uses include a 
liquor superstore (such as Total Wine) and/or other retailers seeking second 
generation spaces (such as sporting goods or home goods/furniture). 

• Two non-retail box uses totaling 70,000 square feet are assumed to occupy 
the other two subdivided spaces. Likely uses consistent with the market 
include fitness, entertainment, acute care clinic, other medical office or lab 
use. These uses are not estimated to generate significant sales tax revenue. 

• Retain the 83,000 square feet of existing retail and service uses on parcels not 
being redeveloped in the alternative. 

Market Support 

The market analysis identified a shift towards everyday oriented retailers and 
services for the subarea. In any event, it is unlikely that any user will fill the 
entire Sam’s Club or Kohl’s store. It is most likely the two buildings will be 
subdivided into smaller spaces of 30,000 to 40,000 square feet and will need to 
attract two or more users to fill each of the boxes. Alternative 1 assumes that 
these spaces can be filled with four tenants—two of which are sales tax producing 
uses. Potential opportunities for the subdivided spaces include attracting fitness 
and entertainment uses to the corridor to re-fill existing vacant spaces. As well, 
the most likely retailers (e.g., liquor superstore) serve a community-oriented 
trade area consistent with current conditions. It may be possible to attract one to 
two additional mid-sized box retailers to the subarea that are not currently 
present in the community trade area or are seeking a better location. 
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Market Challenges 

The assessment of the market demand for retail in the Subarea illustrated that 
the focus of the trade area is shifting and the opportunities for larger, regionally 
oriented retailers are limited. This diminished market demand may even impact 
community-oriented uses as there are a limited number of larger retailers that will 
take a space as large as 30,000 square feet. There is the potential that it may 
take longer than four years to refill the boxes. Inability to lease the subdivided 
spaces may lead to buildings that sit vacant or are leased to temporary tenants 
(e.g., Halloween store) or non-conventional uses that may not drive demand to 
the center or may be a deterrent to other retailers leasing in the center.  

The private covenants in place for Parcel O limit the types of users that can locate 
in the vacant boxes. Specifically, recreation and fitness uses are prohibited. As 
well, restaurants that generate more than 50 percent of their sales from alcohol 
(e.g., brewery) are limited. As well, retailers that would be in direct competition 
to the original anchors (Safeway, Sam’s Club) are precluded. Any refill use will 
need to not create a direct competitive concern to the other parties in the private 
covenant agreement. There is little the City can do to change the private 
covenants; however, providing some sort of incentive, such as a revised GDP, 
may spur the owners to make changes to the current agreement.  

Financial Feasibility 

The reuse of the vacant retail box alternative 
was estimated to be financially feasible based on 
the market inputs (rental rates, construction 
costs, etc.) utilized. The Alternative 1 assumes 
the refill uses are able to pay the market 
average of $20 per square foot (NNN) not 
including the back-office/storage space in Lot 2, 
which is estimated to command $11 per square 
foot (NNN). The estimated construction costs to 
update and subdivide the two vacant boxes are 
$37.50 per square foot plus site work 
improvements to the parking lots. The estimated 
residual land value for Lot 2 (Sam’s Club) is $3.8 
million or $6.41 per square foot of land. This is 
slightly higher than the sales price for the parcel 
in 2014, which was $3.65 million, and 
significantly less than the current asking price of 
approximately $10 million. Lot 3 is estimated to 
have a residual land value of $4.0 million or 
$8.65 per square foot of land, as shown in Table 25. Combined the residual land 
values is estimated to be $7.40 per square foot of land. 
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Table 25. Alternative 1 Feasibility Summary 

 

Community Support  

Uses: While a few people in the community expressed a desire to bring another 
big retail box user into the vacant buildings, the majority of input received 
indicated a desire for uses that were smaller format and would support a diverse 
range of users and visitors. The reuse of these buildings for similar large format 
retailers would not support the community’s desire for smaller, curated, 
complementary shopping, dining, and entertainment uses that appeal to multiple 
consumers. 

Site Design: Under Alternative 1 the reuse of the existing buildings and the 
suburban, large format retail shopping center would retain its same development 
characteristics and would at least meet the community’s desires for a compact, 
walkable, pedestrian friendly environment. 

Development Characteristics:  The development contemplated under this 
alternative would not meet the community desires for local, unique, non-chain, 
retail environments that provides variety and experience for a diverse range of 
neighbors and visitors. 

Lot 2 Amount Lot 3 Amount

Program Program

Junior Anchor (Retail) 35,000 Junior Anchor (Retail) 35,000

Junior Anchor (Entertainment/Fitness) 35,000 Junior Anchor (Entertainment/Fitness) 35,000

Storage/Back Office 60,000 N/A 0

Subtotal 130,000 Subtotal 70,000

Construction Costs Construction Costs

Sitework and Offsites $975,000 Sitework and Offsites $525,000

Hard Costs $2,625,000 Hard Costs $2,625,000

Soft Costs $1,347,500 Soft Costs $1,347,500

Subtotal $4,947,500 Subtotal $4,497,500

per sf $38 per sf $64

Operating Revenue Operating Revenue

Potential Gross Revenue $1,995,000 Potential Gross Revenue $1,365,000

Less: Vacancy -$139,650 Less: Vacancy -$95,550

Effective Gross Income $1,855,350 Effective Gross Income $1,269,450

Operating Expenses -$1,244,975 Operating Expenses -$674,975

Net Operating Income $610,375 Net Operating Income $594,475

Return on Cost (ROC) 12.34% Return on Cost (ROC) 13.22%

ROC Hurdle 7.00% ROC Hurdle 7.00%

Residual Land Value $3,772,143 Residual Land Value $3,995,000

Value per Land SF $6.41 Value per Land SF $8.65

Source: Economic & Planning Systems
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Fiscal Impact 

The fiscal impact model estimates that Alternative 1 would have a net positive 
fiscal impact of $18 million over 20 years, as shown in Table 26. This alternative 
portrays the optimal re-tenanting of the existing retail boxes given market 
conditions and potential uses likely to be possible with modified private 
covenants, which produces increased fiscal returns but less than what was 
previously achieved with the two former anchor retailers.  

Table 26. Alternative 1 Fiscal Impact 

 

  

Total % of Total Total % of Total

(per $1,000) (per $1,000)

Revenue by Fund

General Fund $8,129 65% $14,006 62%

Open Spaces & Parks Fund $1,067 8% $2,122 9%

Lottery Fund $0 0% $0 0%

Historic Preservation Fund $364 3% $730 3%

Capital Projects Fund $2,993 24% $5,798 26%

Total Revenue $12,553 $22,656

  

Expenditure by Fund

General Fund $1,423 76% $3,513 75%

Open Spaces & Parks Fund $0 0% $0 0%

Lottery Fund $0 0% $0 0%

Historic Preservation Fund $0 0% $0 0%

Capital Projects Fund $451 24% $1,179 25%

Total Expenditures $1,873 $4,692

Net Fiscal Impact by Fund

General Fund $6,707 $10,493

Open Spaces & Parks Fund $1,067 $2,122

Lottery Fund $0 $0

Historic Preservation Fund $364 $730

Capital Projects Fund $2,542 $4,620

Net Fiscal Impact $10,680 $17,964

Source: City of Louisville

Alternative 1Current
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Alternative 2 – Partial Redevelopment 

Alternative 2 entails a partial redevelopment of Parcel 0. A partial redevelopment 
would need to include at least one—and more likely two—of the larger lots in 
Parcel O (Safeway, Sam’s Club, and/or Kohl’s). For evaluation purposes, 
Alternative 2 assumes Lot 2 Sam’s Club is redeveloped and Lot 3 Kohl’s building is 
repurposed for two tenants. The alternative assumes covenants restricting uses 
not directly in competition with existing retailers can be modified to include uses 
consistent with current market conditions (e.g., fitness, recreation, entertainment) 
and that this development agreement is modified to allow hotel and multifamily 
uses. This concept assumes to be absorbed within five to six years.  

• Kohl’s building is reused for two boxes similar to Alternative 1 with one a retail 
use (liquor superstore) and the second a nonretail use (fitness). 

• Lot 2 and parking fields are redeveloped with 15,000 square feet of retail 
space, 245 apartments on the eastern 7 acres at density of 35 units per acre, 
and a 120 room hotel on 3.5 acres. 

• Retain the 83,000 square feet of existing retail and service uses on parcels not 
being redeveloped in the alternative. 

Market Support 

The market analysis identifies substantial demand for multifamily and hotel uses 
within the subarea. These uses are able to support redevelopment costs and can 
allow for better reconfiguration of Parcel O. Specifically, the new retail can be 
better positioned for access and visibility, and the parking fields can be right-sized 
for the retail, which will create more flexibility and space for adding additional 
uses. The investment and introduction of new uses to the shopping center can be 
used to help attract larger retail users to the vacant Kohl’s. As well, the market 
will likely support the attraction of two, larger retail users that either generate 
significant retail sales tax, and/or will increase visitation to the subarea, which will 
boost the sales of surrounding retailers.  

Market Challenges 

The primary challenge to Alternative 2 is that the GDP for Parcel O and the private 
covenants do not allow for this development program. Multifamily residential is 
prohibited by the GDP and some potential larger retailers that could be attracted 
to the site are prohibited or limited by the CCRS. As well, increased height and/or 
density allowances may be necessary, under the GDP, to make a project feasible. 

A coordinated redevelopment of both Lots 2 and 3 may be difficult and/or could 
take longer to occur. It is easier for one of the larger lots to redevelop individually 
but there may be more incentive for a developer to combine lots. As mentioned 
above, both the private covenants and GDP need to be revised or amended for 
this program to work. The City could provide incentive by revising the GDP to 
allow more uses, and also modifying the agreement to allow greater utilization of 
the site especially as an incentive to do a coordinated redevelopment.  
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Financial Feasibility  

Alternative 2 produces a higher total estimated 
residual land value (combination of Lot 2 and Lot 
3) of $11.5 million compared to Alternative 1, as 
well as the highest average land value per 
square foot of $10.94 per square foot for all 
three alternatives, as shown in Table 27. The 
multifamily and hotel uses are estimated to 
generate a significantly higher residual land 
value than the retail uses. The multifamily parcel 
is estimated to be able to support a land value of 
$5.1 million or $16.72 per square foot of land. 
The hotel use is estimated to be able to support 
a land value of $2.4 million or $15.88 per square 
foot of land. The following model inputs were 
utilized to estimate project feasibility.  

• Multifamily – The construction cost for the 
project is estimated to be $224 per square 
foot or $211,000 per unit. An average unit 
size is estimated to be 800 square feet and 
able to attract an average monthly rental rate of $1,560 or $1.95 per square 
foot.  

• Hotel – The 120 room hotel project is estimated to be 60,000 square feet in 
size. The estimated construction cost is $367 per square foot or $183,600 per 
room. The project room rate is $170 per night which equates into an 
estimated average daily rate of $119.  

• The retail space is estimated to have a construction cost of $230 per square 
foot. An average rental rate is 30 per square foot (NNN).  
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Table 27. Alternative 2 Feasibility Summary 

 

Description LOT 2 Alternative 2

Amount per SF Amount per unit Amount per room Amount per SF TOTAL TOTAL

PROGRAM

Multifamily Units N/A units 245 units N/A units N/A units 245

Hotel Rooms N/A rooms N/A rooms 120 rooms N/A rooms 120

Net Rentable Area 70,000 sf 195,963 sf 42,000 sf 15,000 sf 252,963

Gross Building Area 70,000 sf 230,545 sf 60,000 sf 15,000 sf 305,545

CONSTRUCTION COST

Site Costs

Horizontal Costs $525,000 $7.50 $1,407,000 $5,743 $703,500 $5,863 $402,000 $26.80 $2,512,500 $3,037,500

Hard Costs

Core & Shell Construction $1,750,000 $25.00 $38,846,833 $158,559 $14,022,000 $116,850 $1,605,000 $107.00 $54,473,833 $56,223,833

Tenant Improvement $875,000 $12.50 $0 $0 $2,580,000 $21,500 $750,000 $50.00 $3,330,000 $4,205,000

Subtotal $2,625,000 $37.50 $38,846,833 $158,559 $16,602,000 $138,350 $2,355,000 $157.00 $57,803,833 $60,428,833

Soft Costs

Plan/Design/Eng./Survey 140,000 $2.00 1,786,724 $7,293 747,000 $6,225 195,000 $13.00 $2,728,724 $2,868,724

Municipal/State Fees $35,000 $0.50 $4,610,900 $18,820 $1,500,000 $12,500 $225,000 $15.00 $6,335,900 $6,370,900

Development Fees, Financing, Other $1,697,500 $24.25 $4,968,245 $20,279 $2,479,200 $20,660 $270,000 $18.00 $7,717,445 $9,414,945

Total $5,022,500 $71.75 $51,619,701 $210,693 $22,031,700 $183,598 $3,447,000 $229.80 $77,098,401 $82,120,901

NET OPERATING INCOME

Potential Rental Income $1,365,000 $11,375 $4,585,540 $18,716 $7,446,000 $62,050 $433,048 $3,609 $12,464,588 $13,829,588

Other Income $0 $0 $389,060 $1,588 $566,000 $4,717 $0 $0 $955,060 $955,060

Less: Vacancy -$95,550 -$796 -$248,730 -$1,015 -$2,233,800 -$18,615 -$30,313 -$253 -$2,512,843 -$2,608,393

Operating Expenditures -$674,975 -$5,625 -$1,322,735 -$5,399 -$3,577,399 -$29,812 -$146,411 -$1,220 -$5,046,546 -$5,721,521

Net Operating Income (NOI) $594,475 $4,954 $3,403,135 $13,890 $2,200,801 $18,340 $256,323 $2,136 $5,860,259 $6,454,734

RETURN ON COST (ROC) 11.84% 6.59% 9.99% 7.44% 7.60% 7.86%

HURDLE RATE 7.00% 6.00% 9.00% 6.50%

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE

Land Value $3,470,000 $5,099,209 $2,421,646 $496,431 $8,017,286 $11,487,286

Value Per SF $7.52 $16.72 $15.88 $5.70 $13.63 $10.94

Source: Economic & Planning Systems

     

Retail

Lot 3 Lot 2

Multifamily Hotel Retail
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Community Support  

Uses: The addition of entertainment and retail uses is supported by community 
input received and provides some new options for both neighbors and visitors to 
the area. The reuse of one building for similar large format retailers would not 
support the community’s desire for smaller, curated, complementary shopping, 
dining, and entertainment uses that appeal to multiple consumers. The quantity 
and type of retail associated with Alternative 2 does not meet the community 
desires for a significant retail component that provides a gathering space for a 
wide variety of users. 

Hotel was identified as the least desired use for the study area, and while some 
community members identified housing as possible uses for the overall study 
area, it was often described as a range of housing options that provide 
opportunities for empty nesters, low to middle income housing, and housing that 
was part of a mixed use development. A standalone multifamily project was not a 
highly prioritized use for the study area.  

Site Design: The partial redevelopment of the study area could allow for some 
site improvements that were identified as desired community amenities, including 
the addition of open spaces, plazas and other connections if it was planned in a 
comprehensive format. However, due to the existing parcels, ownership divisions, 
and reuse of one of the big boxes, the project site would need to retain some of 
the same circulation, parking and auto focused patterns which do not allow for 
different type of environment that was less auto dependent, more walkable and 
better integrated into the surrounding neighborhood.  

Development Characteristics: The partial redevelopment does not address the 
strong desire for a mixed retail environment that can support many smaller 
tenants and a “community-centric” marketplace that was a common theme. The 
amount of retail proposed within this scenario would not meet the community’s 
demand for experience based, family friendly, service and entertainment based 
retail that is local, unique and high quality. 

Fiscal Impact 

The fiscal impact model estimates that Alternative 2 will have a net positive fiscal 
impact of $18.5 million over 20 years, as shown in Table 28. This alternative 
produced the most positive impact of the three alternatives. The alternative 
illustrates how a mixture of uses can still produce positive fiscal benefits to the 
City even with the introduction of non-sales tax producing and residential uses. 
The greater utilization of the site generates more value to the City, as well.  
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Table 28. Alternative 2 Fiscal Impact 

 

 

  

Total % of Total Total % of Total

(per $1,000) (per $1,000)

Revenue by Fund

General Fund $8,129 65% $16,769 64%

Open Spaces & Parks Fund $1,067 8% $2,118 8%

Lottery Fund $0 0% $0 0%

Historic Preservation Fund $364 3% $733 3%

Capital Projects Fund $2,993 24% $6,586 25%

Total Revenue $12,553 $26,206

  

Expenditure by Fund

General Fund $1,423 76% $5,062 65%

Open Spaces & Parks Fund $0 0% $124 2%

Lottery Fund $0 0% $0 0%

Historic Preservation Fund $0 0% $0 0%

Capital Projects Fund $451 24% $2,548 33%

Total Expenditures $1,873 $7,735

Net Fiscal Impact by Fund

General Fund $6,707 $11,706

Open Spaces & Parks Fund $1,067 $1,993

Lottery Fund $0 $0

Historic Preservation Fund $364 $733

Capital Projects Fund $2,542 $4,038

Net Fiscal Impact $10,680 $18,471

Source: City of Louisville

Alternative 2Current
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Alternative 3 – Major Redevelopment 

This concept assumes a comprehensive redevelopment of Parcel O into a new 
mixed use development. Existing retailers are assumed to be integrated into new 
commercial or mixed-use space (aside from Kohl’s, which is leaving Louisville). 
The alternative assumes the CCRs are rewritten or substantially modified and a 
new development agreement is created to allow for greater density and a broader 
mix of uses. This concept assumes a 10 year, phased buildout.  

• The redevelopment assumes a total of 115,000 square feet of retail space on 
14.5 acres, accounting for 1/3 of the acreage. In addition, a non-retail 
entertainment or fitness anchor is included totaling 35,000 square feet.  

• A 120 room hotel is attracted to a 3.5 acre site.  

• A 4 story, 65,000 square foot office building is included on a 3.0 acre site. 

• 525 multifamily apartment units are built in two phases or projects on a total 
of 15 acres, at the same 35 units per acre density as Alternative 2.  

Market Support 

A major redevelopment project would give a prospective developer flexibility to 
reconfigure access and orientation of the area. The retail space could be better 
positioned closer to the McCaslin frontage with greater visibility and access. The 
larger redevelopment would also allow for more flexibility in the transition of 
development to the surrounding neighborhoods. The redevelopment will allow for 
the different product types to be better oriented and marketed to potential users/ 
development partners. Multifamily uses are the most likely use to take the largest 
share of the larger redevelopment and will have less challenges with absorption. 
The introduction of more traditional office space becomes more attractive as the 
mixed-use development becomes a more appealing location for employment uses.  

Market Challenges 

This scenario assumes a major aggregation of several separately owned lots, 
which may be difficult. The acquisition costs for many of the existing, occupied 
buildings along the McCaslin frontage could potentially be too high to support 
redevelopment. Also, the disruption of the existing retailers and businesses may 
lead to the loss of these businesses from the site as redevelopment occurs. 
Attracting and absorbing the amount of retail space planned will be difficult given 
the challenges in the trade area. A grocery store anchor will need to be retained 
(Safeway) or a replacement found, along with other one to two junior anchors or 
larger retailers. Even with a better configured layout for the center and 
development oriented to the current retail market opportunities, attracting 
retailers would be challenging.  
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Financial Feasibility 

The Major Redevelopment Alternative produces 
an estimated residual land value of $10.12 per 
square foot, which is a total value of $19.7 
million, as shown on Table 29. The multifamily 
and hotel uses are estimated to generate a 
significantly higher residual land value than the 
retail uses in Alternative 2. The office use 
supports a land value of $731,414 or $5.60 per 
square foot of land, which is less than the lowest 
of all uses modeled and less per square foot than 
was achieved in the sale of the Sam’s Club site in 
2014. The following model inputs were utilized to 
estimate project feasibility.  

• Multifamily – The construction cost for the 
project is estimated to be $224 per square 
foot or $211,000 per unit. An average unit is 
estimated to be 800 square feet and able to 
attract an average monthly rental rate of 
$1,560 or $1.95 per square foot.  

• Hotel – The 120 room hotel project is estimated to be 60,000 square feet in 
size. The estimated construction cost is $369 per square foot or $184,400 per 
room. The project room rate is $170 per night which equates into an 
estimated average daily rate of $119.  

• The retail space is estimated to have a construction cost of $227 per square 
foot. An average rental rate is $30 per square foot (NNN). 

• The office space is estimated to have a construction cost of $247 per square 
foot. An average rental rate is $25 per square foot (NNN). 
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Table 29. Alternative 3 Feasibility Summary 

  

Description

Amount per unit Amount per room Amount per SF Amount per SF TOTAL

PROGRAM

Multifamily Units 525 units N/A units N/A units N/A units 525

Hotel Rooms N/A rooms 120 rooms N/A rooms N/A rooms 120

Net Rentable Area 419,921 sf 42,000 sf 150,000 sf 55,250 sf 667,171

Gross Building Area 494,025 sf 60,000 sf 150,000 sf 65,000 sf 769,025

CONSTRUCTION COST

Site Costs

Horizontal Costs $3,015,000 $5,743 $804,000 $6,700 $3,618,000 $24.12 $603,000 $9.28 $8,040,000

Hard Costs

Core & Shell Construction $83,243,213 $158,559 $14,022,000 $116,850 $16,050,000 $107.00 $8,905,000 $137.00 $122,220,213

Tenant Improvement $0 $0 $2,580,000 $21,500 $7,500,000 $50.00 $3,250,000 $50.00 $13,330,000

Subtotal $83,243,213 $158,559 $16,602,000 $138,350 $23,550,000 $157.00 $12,155,000 $81.03 $135,550,213

Soft Costs

Plan/Design/Eng./Survey 3,828,694 $7,293 747,000 $6,225 1,950,000 $13.00 1,007,500 $15.50 7,533,194

Municipal/State Fees $9,880,500 $18,820 $1,500,000 $12,500 $2,250,000 $15.00 $975,000 $15.00 $14,605,500

Development Fees, Financing, Other $10,646,239 $20,279 $2,479,200 $20,660 $2,700,000 $18.00 $1,332,500 $20.50 $17,157,939

Total $110,613,645 $210,693 $22,132,200 $184,435 $34,068,000 $227.12 $16,073,000 $247.28 $182,886,845

NET OPERATING INCOME

Potential Rental Income $9,826,157 $18,716 $7,446,000 $62,050 $4,330,476 $28.87 $2,059,255 $31.68 $23,661,888

Other Income $833,700 $1,588 $566,000 $4,717 $0 $0.00 $0 $0.00 $1,399,700

Less: Vacancy -$532,993 -$1,015 -$2,233,800 -$18,615 -$303,133 -$2.02 -$144,148 -$2.22 -$3,214,074

Operating Expenditures -$2,834,433 -$5,399 -$3,549,438 -$29,579 -$1,464,113 -$9.76 -$780,809 -$12.01 -$8,628,793

Net Operating Income (NOI) $7,292,431 $13,890 $2,228,762 $18,573 $2,563,230 $17.09 $1,134,298 $17.45 $13,218,721

RETURN ON COST (ROC) 6.59% 10.07% 7.52% 7.06% 7.23%

HURDLE RATE 6.00% 9.00% 6.50% 6.75%

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE

Land Value $10,926,876 $2,631,821 $5,366,311 $731,414 $19,656,422

Value Per Land SF $16.72 $15.10 $6.84 $5.60 $10.12

Source: Economic & Planning Systems

Combined

OfficeMultifamily Hotel Retail
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Community Support  

Uses: The range of uses associated with this alternative could meet the 
community’s demand for both larger format entertainment/experience-based uses 
to anchor a retail center, which in turn could support smaller format type retail 
(e.g. service, hospitality, boutique shopping, and convenience). The addition of 
office space in Alternative 3 increases the 24x7 nature of the shopping center to 
further activate the retail uses and provide jobs near existing housing centers. 
The community expressed a desire for innovative, co-working or smaller format 
office uses to complement the larger office parks in the neighborhood, which 
could be accommodated in this scenario. Hotel and multifamily, while not 
identified as high priority uses for the study area, could potentially be supporting 
uses to the dynamic retail space accomplished in this scenario. 

Site Design: The large-scale redevelopment of the site under Alternative 3 
accommodates many of the major site design features the community desires. 
The amenities include increased mobility, paths and trails, plazas, gathering 
spaces and a compact, walkable environment. 

Development Characteristics:  The creation of 115,000 square feet of retail 
would allow for a diverse range of uses that could accommodate the community’s 
desires for variety, unique offerings, and a shopping center that could serve both 
as a local and regional destination. 

Fiscal Impact 

The fiscal impact model estimates that Alternative 3 will have a net positive fiscal 
impact of $14.8 million over 20 years, as shown in Table 30. This alternative 
illustrates how a mixture of uses throughout the whole of Parcel O, even with 
reduced amounts of retail uses, can still produce positive impacts on the City. 
Greater utilization of the site produces more revenue than the site currently 
produces. Even after the estimate expenditures, the site still preforms comparably 
to how Parcel O has impacted the City since Sam’s Club left in 2010.  
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Table 30. Alternative 3 Fiscal Impact  

 

Total % of Total Total % of Total

(per $1,000) (per $1,000)

Revenue by Fund

General Fund $8,129 65% $17,456 63%

Open Spaces & Parks Fund $1,067 8% $2,223 8%

Lottery Fund $0 0% $0 0%

Historic Preservation Fund $364 3% $779 3%

Capital Projects Fund $2,993 24% $7,050 26%

Total Revenue $12,553 $27,509

  

Expenditure by Fund

General Fund $1,423 76% $7,710 61%

Open Spaces & Parks Fund $0 0% $234 2%

Lottery Fund $0 0% $0 0%

Historic Preservation Fund $0 0% $0 0%

Capital Projects Fund $451 24% $4,789 38%

Total Expenditures $1,873 $12,733

Net Fiscal Impact by Fund

General Fund $6,707 $9,746

Open Spaces & Parks Fund $1,067 $1,989

Lottery Fund $0 $0

Historic Preservation Fund $364 $779

Capital Projects Fund $2,542 $2,261

Net Fiscal Impact $10,680 $14,775

Source: City of Louisville

Alternative 3Current
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Q1  Based on the market trends and realities, what type of development, what would you like

to see in this area?
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vg19
11/05/2018 01:06 PM

Kid oriented activities, such as lasertag.

Anonymous
11/05/2018 03:07 PM

Public space e.g. plaza

Anonymous
11/06/2018 10:29 AM

City Park, Dog Park, outdoor area.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 10:47 AM

Grocery super store...if we can deal with he covenants

Anonymous
11/06/2018 10:49 AM

I would like to see a combination of the above with a park in the middle to

encourage people to gather. hide the parking.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 10:57 AM

Open space/park type spaces as connectors for commercial to residential.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:02 AM

Trader Joe’s!!!!!

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:11 AM

No Hotel! Mixed use, housing and businesses. Business that will connect the

residents to the area and take some of the crowds off of downtown making

both areas more enjoyable for City residents.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:20 AM

Book store would be nice.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:26 AM

No Hotel! We want the redevelopment to add the the current neighbors

enjoyment.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:29 AM

a boutique shopping mall - where stores have booths inside, similar to The

Barn in Castle Rock

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:38 AM

When I think of concepts that could work well in this area, I think of

Longmont's new "Village at the Peaks" or Lakewood's "Belmar"

Anonymous
11/06/2018 12:25 PM

Would love to see something like Rayback in this space. A place for adults

and kids to hang out.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 01:22 PM

Outdoor mall with small shops and restaurants.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 01:28 PM

town center with beautiful trees, trails, low grow xeric native grass parks,

tables and chairs various sizes, gathering places, fireplaces for winter,

community place for art and craft festivals bike racks, food trucks, public

Q2  Add your own: What other uses would work here?
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restroom, water featuresm,

Anonymous
11/06/2018 01:36 PM

I don't know if we have the population base or enough vendors but

something like the San Francisco Ferry Building Marketplace would be

awesome. Towns all around the world have them. Tax dollars for us.

www.ferrybuildingmarketplace.com.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 01:44 PM

Trader Joe’s or King Soopers

Anonymous
11/06/2018 02:38 PM

Conference and personal events rooms

Anonymous
11/06/2018 03:35 PM

This parcel is fairly ugly in a beautiful town like Louisville. More greenery

around the parking lot, EV spots, and better non-automobile options

throughout (clean/maintained sidewalks/bike paths) would make a big

difference to anything that ends up here

Anonymous
11/06/2018 04:44 PM

A communal spot for multiple types of small businesses similar to the Source,

Milk Market, etc. in Denver

Anonymous
11/06/2018 04:57 PM

Art Coop, Music/Concert hall, Dancing venue, Artist studios, Theater, Indoor

parachuting, Indoor climbing

Anonymous
11/06/2018 05:01 PM

a wonderful market like Pike Place in Seattle

Anonymous
11/06/2018 05:14 PM

Food stalls center like Philadelphia’s reading terminal market

Anonymous
11/06/2018 06:55 PM

More sports fields

Anonymous
11/06/2018 07:39 PM

Ikea

Anonymous
11/06/2018 07:43 PM

Green space mixed in with first floor commercial and second floor residential.

Limit height to 2 floors.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 08:29 PM

I think the goal should be to created a walkable mixed use (live, work, shop,

and play) district which is fiscally vibrant

Anonymous
11/06/2018 08:49 PM

Cluster these uses around a small (1/2 ac) park to create a vibrant

community gathering spot, and add residential on the W side of McCaslin

going up to Davidson Mesa and connecting w Centennial, Hillside and

Enclave. Yes, I want more residential!

Pete
11/06/2018 09:24 PM

Dense, walkable mixed use with RTD connectivity

keith
11/06/2018 09:30 PM

mixed use specialty ped mall, outdoor experience for kids/families as an alt to

downtown which is more adult oriented; something unique not available

nearby

SSN
11/06/2018 09:38 PM

Multi-family housing with services, offices, hospitality with shared park/open

space
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JoyP
11/07/2018 07:25 AM

Trader Joes

Justin Schrader
11/07/2018 09:56 AM

Organic food options

Jenny
11/07/2018 10:54 AM

We would like to see a good grocery store here that is reasonable priced -

Trader Joe's would be fantastic or Sprouts.

Juli
11/07/2018 04:29 PM

Mixed use space like The Source

Ryokin
11/07/2018 05:24 PM

Mix of above with small / growing business office space (e.g. Arista in

Broomfield)

mb
11/08/2018 10:13 AM

We could always use another park and greens space. Yogurt or Ice Cream,

Trader Joes, Gymnastics, dance or Ninja play gym, bowling alley, Chuy's

Restaurant, Torchy's Tacos, Chipotle...

Rami Cohen
11/08/2018 12:55 PM

Public basketball/tennis/soccer fields

Maryan
11/08/2018 03:17 PM

Food Hall, Indoor year-round farmer's market

Teresa
11/08/2018 09:06 PM

toy store or children's/maternity consignment

Leslie
11/09/2018 10:59 AM

Maybe a mixed marketplace like Eataly?

https://www.eataly.com/us_en/stores/chicago/

Steve
11/09/2018 11:04 AM

park and open space as part of mixed use

habacomike
11/09/2018 11:05 AM

Incubator space for light industry -- maker spaces.

Scott
11/09/2018 11:08 AM

I’d like to see the spirit of Old Town Louisville brought to this initiative in

terms of unique retail and community-centric activities. We should try to

avoid national chains if possible and be as distinct as practical.

Jkat525
11/09/2018 11:12 AM

I woukd love to have a nice restaurant with really comfortable seating aloh

the lines of White Chocolate Grill, Elways, bonefish, etc.

Fordcokid
11/09/2018 11:12 AM

Tasteful combination of residential, office, restaurants and health/wellness.

Mark Dondelinger
11/09/2018 11:13 AM

Bring back Sams

CB
11/09/2018 11:21 AM

Green space, park with walkable mall-like boutique stores

andrewthak We should look at some sort of "collective" in the Sam's club building/site,
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11/09/2018 11:24 AM similar to The Source in Denver or on a smaller scale the Rayback Collective

in Boulder.

B Eller
11/09/2018 11:27 AM

REI; Trader Joes; fabric store like JoAnn (with classes and family needs); try

King Soopers again (Safeway is inadequate for a lot of people). Save the

current buildings.

Ala Hason
11/09/2018 11:32 AM

More community type services: food, music, wellness. Community

multipurpose room and lots of trees PLEASE

Terri
11/09/2018 12:12 PM

If a restaurant - a high end restaurant - distillery

Lawrenceboyd
11/09/2018 12:25 PM

Having moved from Longmont, a space similar to the village at the peaks

(www.villageatthepeaks.com) would be perfect!

WEC
11/09/2018 12:50 PM

Small, locally owned businesses.

coreyhyllested
11/09/2018 01:00 PM

I think mixed is best. Bringing people to work (office) + service / retail / food /

wellness is great; I'd look to the Lafayette Marketplace & Denver Union

Station for inspiration around creating community space + marketplace.

NA
11/09/2018 01:05 PM

Furniture Sales

ellenvallee
11/09/2018 04:58 PM

Let's pick high quality services and residences in this area.

janet
11/09/2018 07:30 PM

park with cafe, coffee shop and entertainment options for kids, teens & adults

(music venue,etc)

jgwalega
11/10/2018 03:53 PM

Too many hotels in the area

dmwalega
11/10/2018 04:02 PM

King Soopers

amygcasey
11/10/2018 04:31 PM

Co-working, food court, Farmers market

SMcMahon
11/11/2018 09:37 AM

A mix of small eateries with small shops featuring local as well as national

brands would be ideal - but allow for space to sit while shopping/eating. Also

ample parking!

fredeller
11/11/2018 11:07 AM

Speciality shopping such as a design center concept with a number of stores

working in conjunction with each other. Speciality stores and entertainment

such as REI with climbing walls, independent movie theaters. The entire site

should be walkable.

Amasin
11/11/2018 11:13 AM

Stanley Market place is a great example of helping small companies, local

gathering, health and wellness offerings, starts ups, open work spaces...

Carolyn H Anderson
11/11/2018 03:18 PM

senior housing, one level or apartments with elevator. We already have

enough of all the other so long as Kohl's remains
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dl00kner
11/11/2018 04:23 PM

Multi-use space similar to Rayback Collective in Boulder and Denver Milk

Bar. Brewery, open beer garden, food trucks and some surrounding

retail/services.

PhyllisMP
11/11/2018 05:05 PM

I would like to see a large grocery store as we do not have one at this end of

town. We only have a small Safeway. I reallyliked the idea of a large retail

King Soopers here.

cherylmerlino
11/11/2018 05:24 PM

Outdoor mall with multiple offerings such as Town Square in Las Vegas:

mytownsquarelasvegas.com. This has restaurants, an outdoor play area for

kids, retails shops, offices, services (optical shop), parking garages, arcade,

and street parking, too!

hellosherry2
11/12/2018 12:55 PM

I think the area would be best served if it could be a destination from

surrounding areas as well as a place where people walk to everyday

services. Bookstore, tou store, bowling alley, artsy movie theate, community

gathering space (alfalfas) fountains

bpaxton
11/13/2018 07:35 AM

Co-working space (see https://www.industrydenver.com for an example);

something like the Rayback Collective (http://therayback.com) would also be

nice

aeromarkco
11/13/2018 07:36 AM

A way of transit for the rest of the neighborhood (Louisville) that cannot walk

easily to the Park N Ride. Furniture Store, Organic Foods Store (Lucky's or

Sprouts), Need more parking i.e. underground parking

shoe23
11/13/2018 03:10 PM

Mixed use residential and retail, Asian grocery store and food court, charter

school.

wielandlisa
11/13/2018 03:23 PM

an 'outdoor' equipment/activity store - REI, Cabellas something like that - but

no guns!

Laura Adams
11/13/2018 03:45 PM

Something similar to The Source in Denver would be a great addition to

Louisville.

Benn8895
11/13/2018 04:34 PM

A type of entertainment facility that ALSO caters to special needs children as

well as regular children.

cynthswift
11/13/2018 05:06 PM

Mixed use development with a kid friendly area in the middle. Any restaurant

or shop with an area for kids to run and play automatically gets more

business in this area. A combination of the Rayback in Boulder and The

District in Lafayette.

rubellite11
11/13/2018 05:39 PM

Small shops, grocery

julialeslie
11/13/2018 08:42 PM

I would love to see a mixed-use food hall/marketplace similar to the Stanley

Marketplace in Aurora w/ a mix of restaurants/breweries, shopping, offices &

entertainment. This would be a huge draw for people in surrounding cities to

visit Louisvill

Kara.rigney
11/14/2018 01:30 AM

High quality pool facility for serious swimmers/triathletes

jensmith78
11/14/2018 02:20 PM

Indoor marketplace with flexible space for entrepreneurs, artists & creators -

galleries, design studios, craft coffee/wine - a la Barnone in Gilbert AZ

(barnoneaz.com)..
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Alex G
11/14/2018 05:10 PM

Plaza, Park, Small Concert Venue, Indoor/Outdoor Marketplace, Cafe, Small

businesses and restaurants, farmers market, shade trees, bike/pedestrian

trail junction, second story apartments, senior residential units

Mbb
11/16/2018 08:32 AM

A Dairy Center in Boulder type arts & performance center

Mira
11/16/2018 01:51 PM

I would love to see a combo of: Gym and/or fitness class center / Trader

Joe's / Indoor kids playspace / brewery / Denver "Aventi" like multi-food

court/bar area with playspace / small mini shops like 1-room bookstores, etc.

/ some mini apartments

Malexander
11/16/2018 04:18 PM

Urban farm, solar station, permanent farmers market

L.A.Cox
11/16/2018 05:00 PM

Can zoning be changed to increase options? No more hotel chains (they

don't build community). Small customer oriented boutique shops ( butcherie,

cheese shop, tea shop), brewery, restaurants with roof deck to take

advantage of incredible view.

Optional question (86 responses, 57 skipped)

McCaslin Parcel "O" - Site Uses and Opportunities - What do you think? : Survey Report for 01 March 2017 to 28
January 2019

Page 7 of 51



Anonymous
11/05/2018 02:33 PM

We have a big open space that could be developed thoughtfully, with no big

box stores, and maybe some apartments that could help with housing.

Anonymous
11/05/2018 03:07 PM

Mixed use development, anchored by a multi-vendor food hall concept.

Example: https://businessden.com/2018/10/04/food-hall-to-anchor-

redevelopment-of-mostly-vacant-retail-site-in-edgewater/

Anonymous
11/06/2018 10:29 AM

Upscale retail stores like furniture, book stores, coffee shops, etc. Would be

great to have a movie theater.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 10:38 AM

There is a definite movement away from big box stores within Louisville and

the region as a whole. It seems that there is more of a need for low-to-

moderately priced housing as well as general office space in the area and a

mixed use development in that capacity could be very useful.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 10:47 AM

An integrated plan that includes all the properties in the area...from Kohl's to

Safeway and the adjacent businesses around the inner ring. (McDonalds,

Bao, Paul's, gas station, banks, etc).. Expanding the vision to include the

center that is home to Via Toscana would be smart as well.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 10:49 AM

small, locally owned shops and food and beverage

Anonymous
11/06/2018 10:57 AM

The biggest opportunity is creating a multi-use development that includes a

mix of residential and commercial spaces using outdoor open space or a

park-like space as a connection between uses. The opportunity is greater if

the the Safeway, Sam's Club, and Kohl's buildings and properties are

considered for redevelopment all together. The Kohl's property and the

Safeway properties are important partners in the Sam's Club properties

success, and should be considered anchors to the entire "O" site. A break up

of the larger big box buildings is necessary.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:02 AM

Louisville needs a better grocery store. I would love to see a Trader Joe’s in

the old sams club.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:05 AM

Commercial office space

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:11 AM

Mixed use plus transportation hub.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:20 AM

Superior really has Louisville beat on shopping with their Costco+Target

center. Perhaps going for something not offered there would be useful. The

Source in RINO might be an example of how to approach this space from a

different angle. This kind of mall would encourage local business. Though it

would probably a little business from downtown Louisville, it would also pull

in more folks from Superior, Boulder and Broomfield.

Anonymous Mixed use with green spaces for the community to come together trying in to

Q3  Where do you see as the biggest opportunity(ies) on this site given the changes to the

retail market and the constraints on Parcel O?
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11/06/2018 11:26 AM the transportation hub on the other side my the theater. Connectivity.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:29 AM

People want to support local businesses, that's why something that would

house multiple local vendors would work.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:31 AM

A cool gathering space (similar to Rayback Collective in Boulder)

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:32 AM

Determine a way to split this up -- holding out for a big-box retailer does not

appear to be a good strategy (in retrospect). I work in the area and this

location would be ideal for a hotel to support my visitors that come in from

out of town (multiple times per year, multiple days per visit, multiple visitors).

Something in the Hilton family at a higher price point than the Hampton Inn.

Splitting for restaurants would be good as well. Could also be a large gym,

but that seems to be a long shot with the rec center so close.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:38 AM

I think Longmont's "Village at the Peaks" (https://www.villageatthepeaks.com)

or Superior's "Downtown Superior" (http://downtownsuperior.com) could be a

good example of what could work well here. While I don't mind visiting the

Cinnebarre Movie Theatre, the building exterior/interior are an eye sore not to

mention everything around it is in decline. What if the empty Sams Club was

redeveloped into a modern movie theater (serving as anchor), surrounded by

modern restaurants (with patios) and small shops that are connected by a

central outdoor area (mini park) where people would enjoy hanging out in the

warmer months (fire pit(s), tables, grass, chairs, games for kids,

etc)...perhaps farmers markets in the summer, ice rink in the winter, etc.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 12:02 PM

It would be nice to have a green space / park / playground here. A central

park, surrounded by outdoor seating cafe's. Maybe a nice fountain or water

feature that kids could play in (like water spray thru a grate). An attractive

"stroll" around the park, bordered by small retail shops and small cafes. Lots

of trees. I don't know what the "constraints" on this parcel are.....I didn't see

that in this survey? Maybe I missed that page....

Anonymous
11/06/2018 12:25 PM

Small retail space and good restaurants (not chain) would be nice. Kind of

like an alternate downtown.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 01:22 PM

I’d like to see something similar to Boulder 29th st mall -outdoors, small

shops, restaurants and perhaps a large draw item like a movie theater

Anonymous
11/06/2018 01:28 PM

Create a place where people want to be and restaurants and shops will

follow. Retail and Restaurants like the Source , the Milk Market, and Denver

Central Market, etc. will always attract consumers. Maybe a big box sporting

goods store if needed to draw people in from 36.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 01:36 PM

The marketplace would give people what they want - to buy local handmade

products, specialty products, unique food experiences, etc. It is an

experience oriented concept and would get people together to gather at

cafes, shops, etc. It would have pedestrian plazas and pedestrian ways,

including such amenities as outdoor art exhibits, parks, fountains. It would

generate lots of tax revenue for the City and people from out-of-state as well

as our surrounding communities including Boulder and Denver would find it

to be a worthwhile destination. It would increase property values for all of
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Louisville and hence increase property taxes for the City.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 01:37 PM

Open areas and food/restaurants coffee shops,

Anonymous
11/06/2018 01:44 PM

Opportunity to have more local businesses and park space. Better, updated

grocery store

Anonymous
11/06/2018 01:45 PM

Locally owned restaurants, a walkable space between businesses

Anonymous
11/06/2018 02:38 PM

If we have office space along with conference spaces could fill up the hotels

across the street. Also, small and eateries in even a little bit of condos along

with an open area for small “hang out” areas it would be a complete village

feel.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 02:48 PM

I am worried that we will turn into a Westminster. We are classier than that.

Whatever arrives here needs to continue to set our community apart from

others. I would prefer high end shops/ retail but not to the extent that Dillon

Road becomes like Boulder streets.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 03:35 PM

The old Sam's could be turned into a community hub of small restaurants

and local shops, kind of like Avanti in Denver. There's so much parking,

making this an awesome hang out place might even ease some of the

parking issues downtown is facing. Heck, work with RTD to run shuttles from

here to Main & Pine so you can hop in here, shop around at little stalls, grab

an appetizer, then head downtown for dinner & drinks. Kohl's is also dying;

having something that I actually wanted to go to in that space would be

great. Cheap/campy/silly movies, an indoor glow-in-the-dark mini-golf joint, or

a year-round indoor farmer's market (yes, I know we live in Colorado, but

there are lots of artisans around who make cheese or soap, chickens still lay

eggs, etc.). Either spot having a health/fitness/spa thing going on would be

awesome; the options in this area are limited because the community center

is so great, but it also means everyone in Louisville is always there and it's

crowded as heck. This whole area is wildly important to me because I walk to

Safeway all the time; I want to see it revitalized and successful and cared

for. There are hotels just across Dillon, so having some options available for

visitors to see what Louisville really is would be awesome, too.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 04:00 PM

Opportunity to create a gathering place

Anonymous
11/06/2018 04:14 PM

A place that the community can gather to get food shopping and coffee.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 04:21 PM

It seems like the space should be split into smaller lots/buildings. I'd like to

see mixed dining/shopping/entertainment in this space, perhaps an indoor

market like Denver's Central Market.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 04:44 PM

Places where kids can go play, parents can shop/eat/drink, local

artists/entrepreneurs can sell things in small booths, and all within one

building but with multiple sections. There are a ton of "startup" entrepreneurs

selling things at farmers markets, fairs, etc. that would LOVE to have/rent a

booth for a weekend or month and have a chance to market/sell (Brass
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Armadillo and Lafayette Flea Market are good examples but those are

antiques, not artisanal). All the while, kids could be in a game room, playing

in a jungle gym style area, or maybe even bowling/laser tag. You have to

bring everyone together and get a sense of community because everyone is

there interacting. Make it like the bazaar in Istanbul (in terms of experience,

not decor). There's a reason that places like The Source, Zeppelin Station,

Milk Market, Denver Central Market, and others are booming. Except those

places only apply to adults. Up here you have more kids that would need an

outlet in there too. There's nothing in Boulder so people would be inclined to

come up if it was something worth visiting (summer AND winter). I think

about Acreage. It's in the middle of nowhere but still gets a ton of people

there nightly. It's because it's an attraction. Chains aren't attractions. I'm also

thinking of the

Anonymous
11/06/2018 04:57 PM

Could you rephrase the question please?

Anonymous
11/06/2018 05:01 PM

whatever

Anonymous
11/06/2018 05:14 PM

Making it viable for the residents and the businesses

Anonymous
11/06/2018 06:55 PM

Opportunity for mixed use- residential (affordable for Seniors or down sizers

under $500k ) gathering spaces, food, sports field

Anonymous
11/06/2018 07:39 PM

Park, offices

Anonymous
11/06/2018 07:43 PM

The Sam’s Club property

Anonymous
11/06/2018 08:15 PM

Adding housing which is in demand instead of adding amenities that are

available in town or very nearby.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 08:20 PM

Retail stores, restaurants. Make it like another old town area - community

events, great place to hang out.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 08:29 PM

Mixed use neighborhood based food and entertainment related uses

Anonymous
11/06/2018 08:35 PM

We could use a sporting goods store.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 08:36 PM

indoor tennis courts

Anonymous
11/06/2018 08:49 PM

Make it mixed use, dense enough to be viable, and include residential. I live

nearby and I want that! Please think outside the "No residential/No density"

box!

Anonymous
11/06/2018 08:53 PM

Sams Club
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Pete
11/06/2018 09:24 PM

Large scale redevelopment that's mixed use and walkable. Close proximity to

RTD BRT gives good connectivity to Denver/Boulder!

keith
11/06/2018 09:30 PM

Activities - things to do with an emphasis on open, outdoor and family

SSN
11/06/2018 09:38 PM

Livable multifamily housing close to transit (BRT on 36) - make it a walkable,

livable, modern space where folks can live/work/play without getting needing

their car; transit connection to BRT on 36

JoyP
11/07/2018 07:25 AM

A Legoland Discovery Center (along with higher-end retail and restaurants

similar to 29th St mall) may really do well and is lacking in tbe Denver Metro

area

debritter
11/07/2018 08:09 AM

Transforming the area into a pedestrian friendly retail area would help

encourage the community to gather and use the services in the area. Add

some green space. Small retailers and restaurants would be good. I don’t

support a hotel.

Justin Schrader
11/07/2018 09:56 AM

We would love to see an organic quick serve restaurant.

Jenny
11/07/2018 10:54 AM

I see a big opportunity for a good grocery store - Trader Joe's would do very

well. Also, wellness and fitness stores could be very successful. I also think

that a nice coffee shop / bagel store could do very well like the Brewing

Market in Lafayette. A nail salon could do well with a massage place next to

it.

amom
11/07/2018 11:45 AM

Food and beverage sites. Gym would also be nice but they may need a

specialty gym (ex: rock climbing) since we have a nice new rec center to

compete with.

bigalieck
11/07/2018 02:13 PM

Maybe a hotel or new movie theater would work well there? Or a gym that

opens earlier than the Rec Center. Or a gym that offers something unique

other than what the Rec Center offers, like Orange Theory, or Cross Fit, or a

climbing gym.

Juli
11/07/2018 04:29 PM

Mixed use space...retail, office, restaurant, entertainment

Ryokin
11/07/2018 05:24 PM

Mixed use development with entertainment/ retail / small business offices with

shuttle to Park N Ride

Kelly
11/08/2018 09:00 AM

Not enough food options

mb
11/08/2018 10:13 AM

A well designed mixed use entertainment/shopping/restaurant area similar to

what Longmont did to the old Mall area. Outdoor seating area, play

equipment for kids and just an all-ages location with something for everyone.

Louisville lady
11/08/2018 11:45 AM

A more pedestrian friendly retail and dining area (like Main Street in

Louisville) but near McCaslin and Highway 36

CBV
11/08/2018 12:14 PM

lot more traffic through that area would increase patronage
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Rami Cohen
11/08/2018 12:55 PM

Either make it a public area where people can come together, or make it

residential. I am sure the businesses in the area would appreciate the extra

traffic in either case.

Allison S
11/08/2018 01:25 PM

Entertainment or restaurant, redeveloped into niche stores

Louisville mom
11/08/2018 02:30 PM

The former Sam's Club site. We use the other stores and services a lot,

expect for the banks.

Maryan
11/08/2018 03:17 PM

Entertainment center that appeals to families during the day and early

evening with an adult-only with a bar for the evening/night time. Performance

and game space, like rock n Bowl in New Orleans.

Amy
11/08/2018 05:01 PM

Entertainment that appeals to an entire family...including young kids such as

mini golf or bowling.

No
11/08/2018 06:03 PM

A mix of restaurants and artisan goods. Breads, cheeses, wines, music...

Teresa
11/08/2018 09:06 PM

maybe transforming part of the parking lot into a park / gathering area? kinda

like the splash park on south public rd in old town Lafayette or next to the

whole food in boulder. restaurants that have outdoor seating?

Leslie
11/09/2018 10:59 AM

We have ample, free parking and easy access to 36.

Steve
11/09/2018 11:04 AM

once Kohl's move (which they will), tear down Kohl's and old Sam's club,

replace with mixed use including outdoor areas/parks/open space

habacomike
11/09/2018 11:05 AM

Innovative market niches. Things such as indoor ski experience, air sky

diving, etc. Maker space.

nm
11/09/2018 11:05 AM

housing

John Bolmer
11/09/2018 11:07 AM

Something to generate sales taxes, which would not include service

companies. There are enough hotels. restaurants, other shops.

Scott
11/09/2018 11:08 AM

I think there’s an opportunity to bring innovation in food and beverage here

such as international cuisine + local chef driven restaurants. More people are

eating out than ever, and more people are food explorers. I also think a book

store such as Boulder Bookstore or Tattered cover with a cafe to drive traffic

is a great opportunity. And there’s the obvious need for more housing. So a

mixed use environment would be exciting.

Jkat525
11/09/2018 11:12 AM

I’d love the Safeway to be mre robust - like the one pn 28th in Boulder. We

go to other Safeway stores. Also dining and entertainment. I realize the

issue of draining downtown business, but we would choose this location if

parking were reasonable.

Fordcokid
11/09/2018 11:12 AM

Senior housing, park, decent grocery store. No big boxes. Make the area

walkable, similar to a little community within the community with enough good

retail to offset the tax loss of Kohl’s should it be closed.

Mark Dondelinger It’s a great location. Put in something other than a church.
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11/09/2018 11:13 AM

CB
11/09/2018 11:21 AM

Unique stores, green space for relaxed shopping

andrewthak
11/09/2018 11:24 AM

The "collective" approach, with unique offerings and a community gathering

place separate from downtown Louisville. Typically collectives have one

anchor restaurant, smaller/artisan food options (bakery, desserts, coffee),

food trucks, brewery/tap room, music, activities. Another big box retailer or

grocery store would be a waste of space. There are a lot of people nearby,

it's convenient to 36 and unique/changing offerings would bring in people

from other communities as well.

Eajudd
11/09/2018 11:25 AM

Mixed use development- definitely some residential on site

B Eller
11/09/2018 11:27 AM

Put is shops that require browsing and interaction, so they're not affected by

ecommerce. Anything with learning opportunities for families.

Ala Hason
11/09/2018 11:32 AM

Redevelop Sam's club Box into mega food-court type with open courtyard in

the middle. Stage for performance for music. With fireplace. Small ice skating

ring during the holidays, etc. Not Mall Type food-court!!! But more like casual

dinning restaurants (similar to downtown Louisville)

Anonymous
11/09/2018 11:35 AM

Grocery, Goodwill, clothes, entertainment all in one place

Brian
11/09/2018 11:43 AM

Walkable, open air retail and smaller, integrated resturants, some housing.

No large box stores. Replace large parking lots. Integrate post office.

karen
11/09/2018 11:46 AM

I think a outdoor live and work option would be the best use of this space.

Housing is a huge need.

Rick
11/09/2018 11:47 AM

The old Albertson's/Safeway is an tired looking supermarket. I newer

superstore like King Soopers originally announced would be great

competition. We shop outside of Louisville due because of that. We have a

poor representation of upscale restaurants in Boulder County such as

Seasons 52, White Chocolate, McCormick Smicks etc. Existing restaurants

such as Murphy's and Carrabas are ok sometimes. All the nicer restaurants

are downtown Denver or South of Denver in the Park Meadows area. NO

RESIDENTIAL OR MULTI FAMILY IS WANTED. Get tax revenue or tear it

down and build something you can shop and walk around.

BAllen
11/09/2018 11:50 AM

Check out Rayback collective in boulder...really cool place that would fit

nicely where the Sam's Club is.

Terri
11/09/2018 12:12 PM

Location - close to highway

m48martin
11/09/2018 12:18 PM

Mixed use retail and office. Likely an opportunity for a smaller hotel given

location, but might not be big enough to accomodate.

Lawrenceboyd
11/09/2018 12:25 PM

More bistro like restaurants, smaller boutique shops and a whole foods,

perhaps a nice fitness center. No big-box retail .
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None
11/09/2018 12:29 PM

Mix of food & beverage with unique entertainment spanning generations—

don’t need another movie theater—as well as some office spaces & services

that bring in clients—salon/spa, Pilates studio, music & art instruction, and

enough parking to make it easy for customers.

WEC
11/09/2018 12:50 PM

Revitalize the area, small locally owned businesses and restaurants,

bookstore, etc.

coreyhyllested
11/09/2018 01:00 PM

Improved diversity and density of options could create a community space.

There are a few options in the area; two banks, a gas station, cleaner, and a

few food options separated from Kohls, USPS, empty SamsClub, and

Safeway -- by a giant, empty parking lots. The big box stores and USPS are

also spread out. In the 8 years living in Louisville I've probably seen 10-ish

people walking between these giant buildings. Retail is changing. Its

becoming more of an experience and service oriented (e.g. Apple Store,

Barnes + Noble, etc) Creating a space where people want to hang out is

great. Then allowing (but perhaps helping) the market find what will cater to

Louisville and surrounding area residents. It's hard given the disconnected

buildings. I've often thought about creating a food truck park to help make it

more of a destination. And then, similar to Denver's Union Station; provide a

community space surrounded by food, bars, smaller retail venues, and

services. The challenge is there is very little office space near by to keep

constant foot traffic. Which I could be solved by dense residential or better for

the city... office space.

NA
11/09/2018 01:05 PM

Furniture and Home Goods Sales

patrickosu
11/09/2018 02:30 PM

restaurants and family friendly activities. Entertainment and education --

maybe a theater geared towards live podcasts.

todd gleeson
11/09/2018 04:01 PM

Sporting goods, REI, etc are not well represented locally Mixed small retail,

gallery, office and residential seems to fit our neighborhood Look at Aspen

Grove in Littleton as a viable model of small and midsize retail

ellenvallee
11/09/2018 04:58 PM

Sam's club building

janet
11/09/2018 07:30 PM

Boulder prospered by going green with open areas etc which increased

property values. I am not sure going totally commercial is the best idea. My

niece recently moved for CA to the area and looked at but did not move to

Louisville because it was too suburban and the "mall atmosphere" of O area

was not attractive. She was looking for fun things for kids and "strolling

areas" ( bakery, bookshops, coffee shops plus greenery)

l997720
11/09/2018 11:21 PM

fitness, restaurant, niche/specialty grocer (Trader Joe's)

carolncolo
11/10/2018 05:06 AM

Walmart is extremely successful and I think it would be successful for that

location

jgwalega Would be a good spot for a King Soopers
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11/10/2018 03:53 PM

dmwalega
11/10/2018 04:02 PM

Garbanzos Restaurant, Wendy's

amygcasey
11/10/2018 04:31 PM

Community cohesiveness

Doug Johnson
11/11/2018 07:08 AM

The sams club property has been vacant for a long time. Any type of a

thought out development plan would be a step in the right direction.

Ryan Korte
11/11/2018 09:23 AM

technology office space. Something similar to the atmosphere of Industrious

(Boulder) or WeWork. I chose hospitality but only for restaurants. (we don't

need more hotels in that area with the others nearby.

SMcMahon
11/11/2018 09:37 AM

Biggest opportunity lies in creating an alternative to Louisville Main Street.

That area is populated by families with small kids and difficulty finding

parking. Ideally, this site would work for residents of all age groups, easy to

get to, to park, and provide unique retail and eating establishments. Benches

for sitting outside, and offers including, for example, food truck parking,

bakery, coffee shop, hand-made soaps, repairs, flower shops, etc., at good

prices. If pricing isn't good or the products not unique, the establishments will

fail. Customers will go elsewhere or online if there is no compelling offer

here.

fredeller
11/11/2018 11:07 AM

I do not think another strip shopping area is needed. A walkable development

that would be fun with speciality shopping might make sense. Outdoor stores

such as REI with selected activities for both indoor and outdoor might create

traffic. There are not many places to go during bad weather- Copper

Mountain's Woodward's activity center has a lot of different activities that

might be interesting to look at.

Amasin
11/11/2018 11:13 AM

Community support

Carolyn H Anderson
11/11/2018 03:18 PM

We need Kohl's to remain. There are already plenty of hotel/motel rooms

here, the food/restaurant capacity is about maxed out, I would think. NO BIG

BOX stores needed, they are all failing...I would prefer to see no additional

retail facilities. There isn't enough business for them. I would not shop at

them.

dl00kner
11/11/2018 04:23 PM

Multi-use space with the brewery/beer garden as the draw to the new

surrounding retail/services.

jmcquie
11/11/2018 04:50 PM

Address the term of the 65-year covenants. They have been in place for 25

years now. The American business landscape is very different than it was 25

years ago (for example, take a look at which companies are in the Dow

Jones Industrial Average now who were there 25 years ago). There is no

reason to believe the pace of change will slow in the next 40 years,

constraining the ability of the city to maximize tax revenue.

PhyllisMP
11/11/2018 05:05 PM

Not retail per se but something everyone needs all the time. A large grocery

store. Whole Foods is too expensive , Target does not have a complete

selection, and Safeway is small and has little organic.
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cherylmerlino
11/11/2018 05:24 PM

It would be great to capitalize on Colorado's great weather by putting an

outdoor mixed use mall on the site--which in turn would maximize sales tax

revenue, while staying away from big box retail and offering smaller retail,

services, restaurants, etc.... As previously referenced, please take the time to

view this website as an example: mytownsquarelasvegas.com. This project

was well planned and executed perfectly (in the town of Las Vegas where

this project had stiff competition!!). I didn't notice in the study if the Post

Office is considered to be part of this parcel, but it could be relocated to the

far side of the property where Kohls is now, or incorporated into the new

plan. We visited the Town Square in Las Vegas on a recent visit and were

amazed by it. They did have a Whole Foods as an anchor and a theater,

which Louisville/Superior already has, so maybe spicing up the Safeway and

adding either a hotel where Kohls is now would work and having the small

retail, services, restaurants, etc be where Sam's used to be would be great.

A hotel where Kohls is would bring in substantial tax revenue and with CU

only 6 miles away, I feel sure a new hotel in Louisville would attract people

from Boulder and from Broomfield. I understand there are long-time

restrictions for the site that would need to be lifted or altered in order to build

and grow the most focal/viable area of Louisville (not to mention the

convenience to Highway 36 which will only continue to attract people to

shop, dine, and use services in Louisville -- as Boulder's rampant growth

continues to ruin that city). As Boulder continues to allow growth there, which

stifles traffic, a logical place for people to gravitate to is LOUISVILLE!!

Superior absolutely ruined its infrastructure with their town center, so

PLEASE DO NOT do anything that Superior did!! It's awful (including the

drive into the town center with narrow parking and inconveniently located

parking garages). Their roundabouts are awful, and frankly, it does not look

very good, either. The residential buildings are awkward and unwelcoming. I

know it's not finished yet, but this was not a well thought out project in the

least. With a few parking structures (maybe on the other side of the Post

Office on the Sam's side) and carefully laid out plans so people can also park

on the streets, Louisville's McCaslin Mall could be even better than the 28th

Street Mall in Boulder (which isn't great, either.... so, again, please take a

look at the website for the one they did exceptionally well in Las Vegas at the

Town Square). I have talked to Dennis Maloney about this, as well. He has

been great during this entire process, open to new ideas and suggestions he

can share, and with follow up and feedback. I really appreciate his service to

our community!! Please feel free to call me: Cheryl Merlino (303) 604-0600

Email: Cheryl@ppp.jobs

camillefowles
11/12/2018 11:24 AM

Food and entertainment

hellosherry2
11/12/2018 12:55 PM

We need to have complementary businesses and activities that attract the

same demographics. Ie— store, indoor entertainment for kids, bowling alley,

hair salon for kids, fountains to play in, for adults—bookstore, wine bar, spa,

hair salon, art movie theatre, shops like in Stanley market place, boutiques,

exercise/ yoga places, chocolate shop, bakery. The key is having high quality
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businesses that provide goods and services that you either can’t get online

(haircuts) or that offer a superior experience . It would be SO AMAZING if we

could get the Tattered Cover to come here. Unique business with a track

record of steady success. Please keep the post office and grocery store-

super handybto have in walking distance. Make it a beautiful place where

people want to come and are invited in, not just a transactional station.

bpaxton
11/13/2018 07:35 AM

One big advantage this site has is the close proximity to US-36 and the

ability to attract out of town visitors. Unique restaurant and work spaces

could draw more regional guests.

aeromarkco
11/13/2018 07:36 AM

Turn it into mixed use with residential and retail but keep open space (parks)

for folks to walk, ride their bikes, etc. We need ample parking and/or public

transport from the rest of Louisville. A bus line running down Dillon and

McCaslin and S. Boulder would help

shoe23
11/13/2018 03:10 PM

Changing the layout to be less 1980s to be more more modern will hopefully

reinvigorate the area.

Sarahzauner
11/13/2018 03:20 PM

Restaurants, yoga/Pilates, higher-end fitness, cooking classes.

wielandlisa
11/13/2018 03:23 PM

i think there is an opportunity to redesign this to have walkable, parklets ' an

'outdoor mall' type of shopping experience where you can park here and

there, but walk around and there is grass, trees, tables and chairs to sit at

and eat or talk to friends or on the phone. access to the bus stop that is safe,

the area should be well lit and friendly.

Laura Adams
11/13/2018 03:45 PM

Create something like The Source in Denver in the former Sam's Club

Benn8895
11/13/2018 04:34 PM

Where the old Sam's Club used to be.

cynthswift
11/13/2018 05:06 PM

Mixed use, kids friendly restaurants and retail (also open work/collaboration

spots).

rubellite11
11/13/2018 05:39 PM

Break it up into smaller parcels and put in some decent retail

julialeslie
11/13/2018 08:42 PM

The immense size of Parcel 0 is a great opportunity to bring in a range of

businesses and services instead of limiting to just one big-box store. A

diverse range of businesses and services will attract a broader range of

consumers. The Stanley Marketplace in Aurora has proven to be very

successful because of its community-first approach and unique way of

showcasing local businesses. Louisville prides itself on its small-town charm,

and by bringing in a mixed-use, community-centric marketplace, it reinforces

the charm and community ethos that we appreciate so much.

AlisaG
11/13/2018 10:30 PM

I think the old Sam's space could be turned into a food hall or something like

Stapleton now has

Kara.rigney
11/14/2018 01:30 AM

Large retail space is dying and has been taken over by virtual sales.

Abandon the retail approach. Please don’t add more multi-family housing.

Broomfield is taking care of that need. We are in the center of an
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international elite athlete community in Boulder County. Attract a commercial

organization to build athletic space (preferably an indoor Olympic sized pool

facility) to support training demand and to host competitions (much like the

Veterans Memorial Aquatic Center in Thornton). The currently empty retail

space could be transformed to meet the demand from local swim teams

including high schools and the Louisville Dolphins as well as swimmers and

triathletes in the area. The Rec center and Memory Square could be

preserved for seniors and truly recreational swimming. Neither facility (even

with the recent improvements) is well suited for serious swimmers.

CharlieEaly
11/14/2018 01:17 PM

Need to build a version of The Orchard Town Center in Broomfield (I-25). A

mixture of retail, food, services (ATT, for example) that are in smaller retail

pads or sets of retail pads. Smaller individual buildings, retail pads can be

easily adjust for tenants that will come and go. Needs to provide an

atmosphere where people will park and walk from store to store (nice

sidewalks, kids play areas, music (audio speakers), a firepit seating area

jensmith78
11/14/2018 02:20 PM

I see the biggest opportunity being to create something unique and out of the

box. Given that large retail space seems to be falling out of favor - a

marketplace concept for local entrepreneurs would surely serve a community

need and create something new that would attract visitors from surrounding

communities.

Alex G
11/14/2018 05:10 PM

There is a great opportunity to change this area from a dated car-centric area

to a forward looking multi-modal area, and to balance the west end of the

City with the dynamic character of the City's historic downtown. This could be

the first part of a larger effort to make the McCaslin corridor more hospitable

to multi-modal travel. Create new bikeways and expand and re-route existing

sidewalks to safely bring people to this area. Doing so would not only make it

a desirable location, but it would also help bring more traffic to existing

businesses. Connections to the US 36 Bikeway, RTD station, Coal Creek

Trail and other non-vehicular paths should be a priority. Blending public and

private infrastructure would create a conducive environment for a farmers

market (year round with a conditioned space), concerts, athletics, etc. This

would also be a good opportunity to address the lack of senior housing--

especially attractive with the close proximity to a grocery store and other

businesses. Adding green spaces, parks, trees, a plaza and even something

like a smaller scale Stanley Marketplace would make it a desirable location

for several demographics.

jan scrogan
11/15/2018 04:36 PM

Need commonly used businesses so our taxes don’t all go to Superior and

Broomfield.

wb
11/15/2018 09:33 PM

Provide a facility that includes a community resource such as a health facility,

performing arts center, or a combination of small retail.

Mbb
11/16/2018 08:32 AM

An opportunity for a community asset such as a multiuse film & arts center,

studios & cafes.

Mira
11/16/2018 01:51 PM

With so many families in the region, I think having a mixed use, hangout

space for drinks and decently priced food would be welcome.
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drpwsmith
11/16/2018 02:54 PM

Small Local Business

Malexander
11/16/2018 04:18 PM

Kill big noxes and create a new pedestrian neighborhood. Be bold and

visionary.

L.A.Cox
11/16/2018 05:00 PM

If the constraints can be broadened, then there are some great options. The

other challenge is there is no "There" there. A sense of place needs to be

created, not just building another strip mall with chain restaurants and stores.

People want to have an experience when they are deciding where to spend

their entertainment dollars (food/beverage). Consider placing parking on the

perimeter of the retail/restaurant space with the stores & restaurants situated

on a square or public space that is still open to the Flatirons view. Make sure

to include outdoor seating at the restaurants as well as rooftop tables/seating.

This would be a definite draw, as there are only a few places in all of east

Boulder county where rooftop seating is an option (Waterloo & Stem). Include

a chef oriented restaurant with attention paid to the design and atmosphere -

Ex. Hickory & Ash in Broomfield, built in a new shopping/retail center similar

to this parcel). As well, to address the change in retail bring in shops that fill

the niche where one needs to feel, smell or taste the product (specialty

butcherie/cheese shop, loose tea w/tea room, high-end specialty florist

(weddings/events = tax $), organic bath and skincare/make-up, . Include

some options that are not filled by the new rec center - Pilates studio with

equipment, a pottery studio with classes/parties. Include an area for food

trucks situated around tables and outdoor entertainment (corn-hole, lawn

bowling/croquet, giant chess). Attention to design, lighting and landscaping

to create a space that creates a sense of community and "place" where

people will want to visit and linger. Soon there will be a lot more options in the

area - right across 36 with Superior's new shopping center, Westminster's

planned mixed-use development. Let's try to attract those tax dollars here, as

well as give the citizens on this side of Louisville somewhere they can walk

to that will also be an addition to all the wonderful things going on in

downtown Louisville. This quadrant along McCaslin could really become

another draw to the city with commitment to the right design and occupants.

nancybigelow
11/17/2018 08:41 AM

Attracting businesses that don't compete with Amazon.

perk1000
11/17/2018 08:43 AM

Things that are not affected by internet businesses. Small "ma & pa" shops

can't compete.

(137 responses, 6 skipped)
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Anonymous
11/05/2018 02:33 PM

Laser tag, car racing, gym, mini-golf, some sort of entertainment that would

be a draw. We don't need any more fast casual food chains, or banks.

Anonymous
11/05/2018 03:07 PM

Great food with boutique retail. Joint events such as markets, open air

cinema, ....

Anonymous
11/06/2018 10:29 AM

Entertainment and food.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 10:38 AM

It's not clear whether that area can effectively support more traditional retail

space. I think that going to more of a mixed use development (housing and

office) is probably going to be more effective in the long run.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 10:47 AM

Not much hat wouldn't cannibalize the the existing neighborhood retail along

the corridor. We are already well served with a good dry cleaners, pharmacy,

banks, auto service, liquor store, coffee shop, etc. Sam's wasn't a

neighborhood retail center. Neither should its replacement be one.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 10:49 AM

spa (no gym, don't want to pull revenue from rec center), small, unique

restaurants (think Moxie, lucky pie/sweet cow), unique bar (no chains), small

alternative movie theater (Indy), bike repair and ski repair (no intrusive repair

shoes, i.e., no car repair), boutique clothing stores

Anonymous
11/06/2018 10:57 AM

Fitness (yoga, functional fitness), craft brewery/brew pub, distillery, bakery,

fast casual food, bike shop with coffee bar (the new "biker bar" concept),

escape room, boutique/lifestyle hotel.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:02 AM

Trader Joe’s, Mountain sun,

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:05 AM

Children's entertainment Home improvement Food trucks Green space

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:11 AM

Neighborhood shoppers want places to meet up with each other with

beverages, meals, relaxing in green spaces--anything that brings us together

within walking distance and keeps us from having to travel far from home for

our basic needs.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:20 AM

One stop shopping - coffee/books/craft beer + wine and fine food.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:26 AM

Good food and beverages, spaces to gather together. Businesses that help

citizens improve daily living neds. Mixed use areas surrounded by green

spaces linking it to our public transportation and biking and walking

enthusiasts.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:29 AM

A variety of options.Like the Milk Market in Denver - an upscale food court...

Or a food truck destination like the Rayback Collective in Boulder

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:31 AM

farm to table restaurant, organic restaurant, brewery, community space

Q4  What types of development would draw people from the NEIGHBORHOOD to shop, eat or

drink here? Be specific?
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Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:32 AM

A restaurant would do it. Walkable from lots of businesses. A hotel serves

the visits of offices in the neighborhood. A retail option is a toy store.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:38 AM

A good mix of modern, healthy Restaurants, brew pubs, etc with outdoor

patios for the warm months connected by a "Village Green" where people

would enjoy hanging out (fire pit, water fountain, kids play area, etc) and

seasonal events could be held (farmers markets, live music, brew fest, etc).

Anonymous
11/06/2018 12:02 PM

Wow...I thought I just answered that question. A charming, tree filled park,

with a fountain for kids to play in, a nice sidewalk winding through the

greenspace, surrounded by great cafe's with outdoor seating. But now this is

getting annoying, because you've basically asked the same question 3

times......

Anonymous
11/06/2018 12:25 PM

Family friendly restaurants with good healthy food, a smoothie/juice bar

(something like Wonder on Pearl), a place to sit outside and hang out.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 01:22 PM

* Micro brew or pub like Gravity brewing or Growler USA. * open air market

on weekends * game or hobby store

Anonymous
11/06/2018 01:28 PM

Unique restaurants like Thrive and Oak in Boulder, Watercourse Foods in

Denver, Glacier ice cream in Boulder always has crowds in summer,

specialty foods, boutique clothing, gifts, cooking, painting and/or photography

classes. Enough already with the breweries and chain restaurants. Add a

gated area for humans to watch their dogs play and kid activities like

Dartmania in Englewood and/or a splash and rope climbing park like

Centennial Center or Westlands Park in Greenwood Village, Warrior

Challenge Arena (Broomfield) or Virtual Realty Arcade (for older kids) and it

will become a family gathering place.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 01:36 PM

Specialty stores like you find in the SF marketplace and other cities in the

states and around the world. Cheese monger, chocolatier, fruit & veggies,

wine store, pastry shop, organic food store, tea shop, coffee shop, florist,

handmade candles, specialty jam, lotions, etc. Then ethnic and regional

restaurants/cafes with limited seating at some. We are such a melting pot that

this could be a really cool way to learn about different cultures.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 01:37 PM

Casual dining, outdoor walking paths, ice cream!

Anonymous
11/06/2018 01:44 PM

Intimate local farm to table restaurants and cafes. Park space/playground

(like the new Lafayette Silver Creek neighborhood playground). Gym space

like Pure Barre. Some boutiques. Brewery pubs/distilleries like what is

opening more in lafayette.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 01:45 PM

Locally owned shops and restaurants. The ability for people to walk from

local neighborhoods to eat, play, shop.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 02:38 PM

I Believe it Hass to have a contiguous and very consistent look and feel

whether his old architecture or new contemporary architecture. Small little

boutique and food kiosks Combined with small little condos or apartments

can bring a feel of ownership for both the community surrounding it in outside

people coming in.
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Anonymous
11/06/2018 02:48 PM

Service industries obviously won't. And we already have a mediocre theater

that claims to be a Boulder theater by its name. That alone bothers me that it

ever got past city council. I want Louisville to continue to separate itself from

other towns, to offer high end goods and entertainment. Please no more low

end box stores.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 03:35 PM

A small set of specialty shops would be great - a butcher shop, bakery,

produce stand, etc. They each do one or two things amazingly well, instead

of doing a little of everything kinda okay. Entertainment options (as

mentioned in a previous answer) would give me more reasons to get out of

the house when another hike isn't going to work and I don't want to eat any

more. I, personally, really miss the hang-out spot - in my hometown it was a

tea shop that had couches and old/classic video games. Having a place that

had space to play tabletop/board games, hosted video game competitions,

served some light food (some of which isn't fried), had knitting club sign-up,

and other fun-but-harder-to-monetize activities would be STELLAR.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 04:00 PM

Other retail , boutique shops

Anonymous
11/06/2018 04:14 PM

Local restaurants not chains, water feature for kids to play, a place that plays

live music, maybe a good wine bar, high end retail

Anonymous
11/06/2018 04:21 PM

Restaurants, spa, service, or local goods market.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 04:44 PM

A moderately priced place to get a quick meal where I don't have to sit down

and tip a waiter. I'd also go if I knew I could get quality

vegetables/spices/other food for home. I'd also go if there were good beers

on tap and cocktails to be made. I want options where if I go with my wife,

she can get noodles while I get hot dogs and my friend has pierogies and his

wife gets tamales. Then we all meet at the central area to eat and drink while

watching a local jazz band play the night away. When I have kids, they can

play in the side areas until 10PM when I know it becomes adult only and the

jazz band cuts it loose on the flute for a couple hours. Me personally, if I

knew that my favorite salsa/hot sauce vendor was there, I'd be going there

once a week to restock. If a local brewer sold his famous concoction in a

booth, I'd go there weekly to buy it. Or if the guy on the Oh Oh Facebook

page that smokes pork shoulders showed up every Saturday morning, you

know I'd be there to get some. You roast hatch chiles and make a killer stew?

Yep, I'll be by your booth to buy that regularly and maybe try your other stuff

too. I live by Fireside Elementary and have to drive down to Denver to find

anything close to this.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 04:57 PM

Small specialty shops

Anonymous
11/06/2018 05:01 PM

a great market

Anonymous
11/06/2018 05:14 PM

Same as previously mentioned... something like reading terminal market in

philly
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Anonymous
11/06/2018 06:55 PM

Smaller quaint eateries, maybe a restaurant with a movie theater ( check

McMenamins in Portland, OR ) another dog park would bring people to shop

and eat. Specialty butcher?

Anonymous
11/06/2018 07:39 PM

Something the area doesn’t have - food truck lot, something like avanti, craft

brewery from local entrepreneurs instead of all chains, something like avanti.

Or a new indoor volleyball place like oasis

Anonymous
11/06/2018 07:43 PM

Bike repair, cleaner, old-style barber, microbrew pub with beer garden

Anonymous
11/06/2018 08:15 PM

N/A

Anonymous
11/06/2018 08:20 PM

Ice cream store, Snarf’s sandwich, higher end restaurants, boutique shops

Anonymous
11/06/2018 08:29 PM

Walkable, placed base desig of the district

Anonymous
11/06/2018 08:35 PM

Sporting goods store

Anonymous
11/06/2018 08:36 PM

indoor tennis courts

Anonymous
11/06/2018 08:49 PM

The same types of development--and programming--that draw people to

downtown Louisville. Create an attractive focal point/gathering spot, surround

it with a mix of interesting locally owned uses, make it walkable and bikeable

from surrounding neighborhoods (including on the W side of McCaslin) and it

will thrive. If it sounds familiar, it is...Downtown Louisville! We just need a

west side version! There are no historic structures on this side of town, so

make it a contemporary version (taller--with appropriate setbacks and

layering--and with mixed use, including residential).

Anonymous
11/06/2018 08:53 PM

Entertainment and food venue

Pete
11/06/2018 09:24 PM

We want people to shop/eat/drink in old Town more than here! Dense mixed

use business/residential/fast casual food is the way to go in this area!

keith
11/06/2018 09:30 PM

A giant play structure (day use) within a large grass/park open air

amphitheater stage which can be used to host large concerts and outdoor

events (tax source)

SSN
11/06/2018 09:38 PM

Hospitality, service, entertainment; other; Please make this a modern

development where there are shared green spaces with shops & multi-family

housing where folks can gather, walk to a play area, stroll around to shop

and dine. NO MORE STRIP MALLS OR BIG BOX STORES WITH LARGE

PARKING LOTS. Be creative and think outside the box! This location is

perfect for folks to use transit if they work outside of Louisville.

JoyP
11/07/2018 07:25 AM

Legoland Discover Center, or another really cool kid activity along with good

coffee (Peet’s!)- some nationally know brands. Think like California- if we
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have lots of movement from there we have those customers. Outdoor ped

mall like 29th St

debritter
11/07/2018 08:09 AM

Restaurants and small retailers

Justin Schrader
11/07/2018 09:56 AM

Organic local eatery.

Jenny
11/07/2018 10:54 AM

Grocery store, a bike repair shop, some kids places like a bounce house or a

ninja studio

amom
11/07/2018 11:45 AM

A space like The Source in Denver - and easy place to visit and have food

and drink access easy

bigalieck
11/07/2018 02:13 PM

Locally-owned restaurants, no chains please! Gym that offers something

different from the Rec Center. Sports physical therapy, massage,

chiropractic, acupuncture Upscale hair salon Cocktail bars/tapas restaurants

Juli
11/07/2018 04:29 PM

Unique, convenience. Pharmaca, shoe store, play it again sports,

Ryokin
11/07/2018 05:24 PM

Creative retail (non-chain or more rare chains) and entertainment (already

have a theater) / restaurants. Especially a high end restaurant which we

really have none of (farm-to-table, steakhouse, etc)

Kelly
11/08/2018 09:00 AM

Better sandwich and lunch shops

mb
11/08/2018 10:13 AM

A mixed use space that people can bike to and enjoy a few hours of food,

entertainment or shopping. Louisville is such a family-friendly spot and we

need something over on this end of town similar to the Lucky Pie/Sweet Cow

popularity for all ages.

Louisville lady
11/08/2018 11:45 AM

More family friendly restaurants. The area near Dillon Rd and McCaslin has

so many marijuana dispensaries, it is not a family environment. I think that is

why Noodles & Company closed.

CBV
11/08/2018 12:14 PM

movie theater, we only have cinnebarre near by kids activities, ninja zone

type place

Rami Cohen
11/08/2018 12:55 PM

Basketball/tennis/soccer fields, as long as they are free.

Allison S
11/08/2018 01:25 PM

Restaurants, entertainment or any service or retail that has chance of

survival. There is already a movie theater across street.

Louisville mom
11/08/2018 02:30 PM

A mix of chain and local eateries. Snarf's, Wahoo's, Anthony's Pizza, an ice

cream alternative to Sweet Cow would be great. Mixed entertainment would

be good for this family friendly town: large laser tag venue, arcade, bumper

cars or something different like that.

Maryan
11/08/2018 03:17 PM

Food Hall with Farmer's market attached. Include informal cooking classes

and food demos. Performance space smaller than 1st Bank Center but

bigger than the Louisville Arts Center.

Amy Something like Punch Bowl Social
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11/08/2018 05:01 PM

No
11/08/2018 06:03 PM

Family friendly restaurants/kids play parents eat, good food and drinks

Teresa
11/08/2018 09:06 PM

small locally owned shops... maybe like old town... video game shop?

toy/game store?

Leslie
11/09/2018 10:59 AM

I think food and other retail. Recreation will have a hard time competing with

the price point of the Rec Center, which is looking great after the renovation.

Steve
11/09/2018 11:04 AM

non-chain restaurants and stores like those in downtown louisville. Downtown

louisville is the successful model and there's enough demand/traffic to

support both locations.

habacomike
11/09/2018 11:05 AM

Something different than what already is available. See suggestions above.

nm
11/09/2018 11:05 AM

whole foods

John Bolmer
11/09/2018 11:07 AM

Let's not OK something that will drive something else out of business. The

area could probably handle another restaurant or two. But why set up

competition for Safeway, the Louisville Rec Center or CineBarre?

Scott
11/09/2018 11:08 AM

See previous note. Think: Moxie Bakery, Dushanbe Teahouse, Blackbelly

Market, Cured/Boxcar. Also, how about a culinary center inspired by Boulder

Foodlab? Further — Ceramic studios such as Color me Mine are a great

tanglible (non-digital) way for families to do activities together. Encourage

community and uniqueness. Plant lots of trees.

Jkat525
11/09/2018 11:12 AM

Hospitality and adequate parking. I’ve recently found that okd san’s is the

only venue on the atra that can accommodate a large event - i have a dream

luncheon.

Fordcokid
11/09/2018 11:12 AM

Food/beverage, nice grocery store, health and wellness.

Mark Dondelinger
11/09/2018 11:13 AM

Retail would be best. There are enough hotels and restaurants in the area.

CB
11/09/2018 11:21 AM

Louisvillealready has a movie theater, a renovated rec center, and access to

big box stores. Would love to see unique shopping and restaurants, NOT

chain stores, ie Tattered Cover satellite store, upscale clothing stores. NOT

entertainment center!! Would only bring increased traffic with low spending

interest.

andrewthak
11/09/2018 11:24 AM

Unique offerings -- a brewery (an established one like Oskar Blues), artisan

food/beverage options, activities that kids can do while parents hang out

(bags games, indoor ropes course or climbing area, even a video game

arcade would be fine)

Eajudd
11/09/2018 11:25 AM

A better grocery store. Maybe an outdoor store. Maybe some space

dedicated to pop up stores/artist shops. Coffee shop etc.

B Eller Non-franchise and non fast-food. There's a lot of that already.
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11/09/2018 11:27 AM

Ala Hason
11/09/2018 11:32 AM

Eat and drink, and entertainment

Anonymous
11/09/2018 11:35 AM

Perhaps a "co-working" firm, such as WeWork, or 'Play, Work, Dash'. This

area of Colorado has so many flexible workers and working parents. See

story on Sunday Morning: https://www.cbs.com/shows/cbs-sunday-

morning/video/08SFHuqMfhFJO8V1Ift0eADdBOJFqd0O/co-working-when-

the-home-office-is-away-from-home/

Brian
11/09/2018 11:43 AM

Small, local resturants with no drug busineses. Specialized resturants. Venue

for enntertainment, i.e. concerts, etc.

karen
11/09/2018 11:46 AM

Entertainment for all ages, such as movies, bounce houses and laser tag.

We also need tutoring centers for our youth. Bike shops to showcase how

cool the trail systems are in Louisville. I would suggest more fast places to

eat that are not your typical fast food. I do think a few smaller retail stores

would work, but it shouldn't be the focus. My plan would be to anchor the

grocery store, Safeway, and build around it. To allow this to work, Safeway

has to do a bigger remodel. The grocery chain has got to look fresher and

place to gather, not just run in and run out.

Rick
11/09/2018 11:47 AM

Flatirons is close enough so bring in retail and dining but upscale. This is an

upscale area that I think the locals would support. Boutique shopping for

example. How about a nice steakhouse/seafood restaurant like the Landry

chain.

BAllen
11/09/2018 11:50 AM

Something like Rayback collective and a couple of nicer restaurants

Terri
11/09/2018 12:12 PM

Unique high quality restaurant - with outdoor dining - organic farm to table

Distillery Small shopping area with locally owned shops

m48martin
11/09/2018 12:18 PM

Hospitality, F&B Service Entertainment (not movie, have that)

Lawrenceboyd
11/09/2018 12:25 PM

Look at Longmont's village at the peaks as a great example - with access by

bike/walking trail (www.villageatthepeaks.com)

None
11/09/2018 12:29 PM

Quick easy healthy food combined with unique intimate sit down restaurants

WEC
11/09/2018 12:50 PM

Unique shops and restaurants, NOT box stores or chains, areas which can

provide a sense of community. Bookstore, Paul's Coffee Shop (KEEP

PAUL'S!!!), Trader Joe's.

coreyhyllested
11/09/2018 01:00 PM

Louisville is increasing affluent. Downtown Louisville and Lafayette both have

a large degree of creative people. That said, I think more variety of smaller

food venues and retail shops. This creates an outlet for people in the

community but also creates a unique variety. - Creating a space for food

trucks [e.g. Raback collective] creates a "What will be there today?" Mexican,

Indian, Egg + Breakfast. I would also think that a place where I can work,

grab a bite to eat, and do a bit of other things is ideal.
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NA
11/09/2018 01:05 PM

Outdoor Mall

patrickosu
11/09/2018 02:30 PM

fast causal restaurants, convenience retail, butcher shop

todd gleeson
11/09/2018 04:01 PM

I live <1mile away down Dillon. Restaurants, services, clothing, sporting

goods, a *good* grocery store would draw my household.

ellenvallee
11/09/2018 04:58 PM

Local restaurants and boutique shopping

janet
11/09/2018 07:30 PM

pleasant environment with covered places to sit in hot weather with

entertainment options and things like play fountains like those I saw in

Norfolk VA botanical park that are both visually attractive and let kids run

around in them. Could have evening light/music shows with fountains as in

some places in China Food options not too upscale or expensive but more

"charm" than fast food outlets

l997720
11/09/2018 11:21 PM

Family friendly, parking access, cost effective

carolncolo
11/10/2018 05:06 AM

Again, I suggest a Walmart super store.

jgwalega
11/10/2018 03:53 PM

King Soopers

dmwalega
11/10/2018 04:02 PM

Garbanzos Restaurant, Wendy's, King Soopers

amygcasey
11/10/2018 04:31 PM

YMCA. Or food court with a variety of options, meeting space, event spaces.

Could include co-working space

Doug Johnson
11/11/2018 07:08 AM

Good quality, reasonably priced goods and services. Give people a reason

not to drive to Boulder or Westminster...

Ryan Korte
11/11/2018 09:23 AM

warehouse like restaurant district (multiple vendors surrounding a common

open area)

SMcMahon
11/11/2018 09:37 AM

Provide an alternative to Main Street establishments, with an updated look

and feel. Different cuisines, maybe have them all share a delivery program to

the area? Some shops could appeal to morning customers (coffee, baked

goods, breakfast), some afternoon visitors (unique shops, repair), then

evening (eateries that can provide eat-in or take-out for couples and

families). Louisville is lacking a solid food delivery service - it's always mostly

chain pizza or Chinese. If the eateries here offered delivery as a group, it

would be appealing.

fredeller
11/11/2018 11:07 AM

I believe I covered that previously

Amasin A multi use facility. Drives community of all ages.
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11/11/2018 11:13 AM

Carolyn H Anderson
11/11/2018 03:18 PM

We already have more hospitality facilities than comparable cities. The

service business you mention can be found elsewhere in town... Small retail

shops regularly fail. We do not need manicure shops or spa facilities, we

already have them.

dl00kner
11/11/2018 04:23 PM

Hospitality, food and beverage. Would recommend something similar to the

Rayback Collective in Bouler.

jmcquie
11/11/2018 04:50 PM

Pretty much any retail use will draw from the neighborhood. I live a 5 minute

drive or a 20-minute walk from parcel O and almost most of my

neighborhood shopping is done there (groceries, gas, banking, coffee, basic

clothing).

PhyllisMP
11/11/2018 05:05 PM

I am specific a large King Soopers wasn't that recommended previously and

the neighborhood didn't have a say.

cherylmerlino
11/11/2018 05:24 PM

No "chains", but restaurants, taverns, service shops, a spa, salon, arcade, "to

go" and "sit down" types of restaurants that are unique and open-aired in

concept (like Sweet Cow in downtown).

camillefowles
11/12/2018 11:24 AM

Service, retail, food and beverage

hellosherry2
11/12/2018 12:55 PM

Inalreday patronize the bank, post office, Safeway, hair salon (fringe)—

essential services. I would be drawn to a bookstore, art movie theatre,

natural grocer, fabric or knitting store.

bpaxton
11/13/2018 07:35 AM

I think development that is walkable and indoor/outdoor would be successful

given the relative busyness of the Friday Street Faire and downtown.

aeromarkco
11/13/2018 07:36 AM

Bike Shop, Micro Brewery, Ethnic Foods, A food court ala high end mix of

restaurants. Playhouse,

shoe23
11/13/2018 03:10 PM

Unique food choices. Pedestrian friendly.

Sarahzauner
11/13/2018 03:20 PM

Really hard to tell what is in the lot, how to get there, and where to walk/bike.

Need much better and appealing signage, better access points.

wielandlisa
11/13/2018 03:23 PM

a walkable, tree filled space that is inviting with NON brand stores and

eateries - no big box / big name stuff. there is plenty of that around. there

should be seating and spaces for spending time and walkways to and from

each business and eatery. there should be parking at one end and there

should be a friendly, safe way to and from the bus stop at McCaslin or even

closer in so its not on the main road - tucked back toward the back of the

parcel.

Laura Adams
11/13/2018 03:45 PM

Multi use building where with opportunity for pop us shops with local venders

can sell. Butchers, flower shops, cheese shop. It would create a community

atmosphere for people to gather.

Benn8895
11/13/2018 04:34 PM

Louisville is becoming a tight community. Local will always be favored over

big shops. So local restaurants, shops, services offered by people already in

the community would fare well.
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cynthswift
11/13/2018 05:06 PM

Something with alcohol & food that is kid friendly.

rubellite11
11/13/2018 05:39 PM

I live just behind the post office. I'd love to see small shops, restaurants,

Trader Joes, some entertainment. I want to walk to places

julialeslie
11/13/2018 08:42 PM

yoga studio kickboxing studio ** deli ** microbreweries /taprooms dessert

spot/ice cream gift boutique clothing boutique new york style pizza laser tag

climbing gym indoor kid's bounce studio

AlisaG
11/13/2018 10:30 PM

Gmail friendly restaurants with full bars

Kara.rigney
11/14/2018 01:30 AM

Wellness service businesses (e.g., massage, physical therapy, chiropractic)

and health food restaurants can be built around a large pool facility to support

customers of the pool as well as the greater community.

CharlieEaly
11/14/2018 01:17 PM

Hospitality, Food and Beverage, entertainment but not a movie theatre.

jensmith78
11/14/2018 02:20 PM

Locally owned, small businesses concentrated in a creative/curated space.

Alex G
11/14/2018 05:10 PM

Coffee shop, restaurants, cafes, coffee houses, small shops (book store,

bike shop, etc.), park... The key is safely getting people safely to the area.

There are a few senior friendly developments to the east, so a key is to

create safe routes to get here.

jan scrogan
11/15/2018 04:36 PM

Food entertainment clothing Draw cu students

wb
11/15/2018 09:33 PM

Gym, spa, local (non-chain) restaurants

Mbb
11/16/2018 08:32 AM

Arts gallery & studios, playhouse theater entertainment, mini-mall small retail.

Mira
11/16/2018 01:51 PM

Trader Joe's or ethnic food store - something other than crappy Safeway; Bar

Method/Barre type gym/ brewery with playspace for kids and game area for

teens / gymnastics place for kids and adults; Pool hall

drpwsmith
11/16/2018 02:54 PM

Small local business, like Paul's Coffee Shop, park-like corridors, walking

mall flavor with central parking area, food beverage and entertainment focus.

A grocery store would also be nice.

Malexander
11/16/2018 04:18 PM

Walkable small shops, free recreation, something like sweet cow

L.A.Cox
11/16/2018 05:00 PM

See previous.

nancybigelow
11/17/2018 08:41 AM

Sorry, I don't have any suggestions.

perk1000
11/17/2018 08:43 AM

Restaurants and shops surrounding an open court where summer activities

could take place.
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vg19
11/05/2018 01:06 PM

A multi-activity facility such as Dave and Buster's. It's near a movie theater,

as is the one in Broomfield. Something with games, laser tag, other active

activities would be something that isn't in Louisville, or really anywhere

nearby. There isn't really anything like it closer than south Broomfield or very

north Boulder.

Anonymous
11/05/2018 02:33 PM

See above.

Anonymous
11/05/2018 03:07 PM

Entertainment destination e.g. Top Golf

Anonymous
11/06/2018 10:29 AM

Enterainment, food and beverage

Anonymous
11/06/2018 10:38 AM

It's not clear whether that area can effectively support more traditional retail

space. I think that going to more of a mixed use development (housing and

office) is probably going to be more effective in the long run.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 10:47 AM

Office, mixed-use, some service (bike shop, scooter shop) a Pedego E-bike

store.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 10:49 AM

Indy movie theater (as people age this becomes more of a draw), unique

restaurants and bars. The atmosphere - i.e., park in the middle to have

music/events at.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 10:57 AM

The synergy of a business mix is critical - think Union Station and Stanley

Marketplace. The architecture and planning will be important to coordinate

between businesses and residential type buildings.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:02 AM

Trader Joe’s, Mountain sun

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:05 AM

Man-made beach during summer converting into ice skating in winter.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:11 AM

Good food and beverages, entertainmenqt, mixed uses with transportation

into the area so that they too would want to live here and support our

community.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:20 AM

There is enough big box shopping surrounding the location. Though we are

pretty weak on sporting goods.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:26 AM

Mixed use. Housing will bring in the people who will shop local.

Anonymous A variety of options.Like the Milk Market in Denver - an upscale food court...

Q5  What types of development would draw people from around the REGION and drive sales

tax revenue for the City of Louisville?
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11/06/2018 11:29 AM Or a food truck destination like the Rayback Collective in Boulder an intimate

music venue would be awesome!

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:31 AM

unique entertainment opportunities

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:32 AM

A hotel or some entertainment venue (Lego-themed activity park).

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:38 AM

Modern Movie Theater surrounded by modern healthy restaurants (beyond

fast food) and perhaps a health & wellness chain and/or gym (Orange Theory

Fitness?) that doesn't cannibalize business from the redeveloped Rec

Center.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 12:02 PM

OMG...see above

Anonymous
11/06/2018 12:25 PM

Same as above

Anonymous
11/06/2018 01:22 PM

* iMax movie theater * swimming or other athletic facility * upscale

restaurants

Anonymous
11/06/2018 01:28 PM

see above except for residents, pay to park or play at Harper Lake and use

the Davidson Mesa dog area, could be a money maker

Anonymous
11/06/2018 01:36 PM

See above. There could also be holiday mart, fall festival, etc. Some of this

might seem like it will take away from old town Louisville but things there are

really tight for parking and farther from the highway. With it's proximity to

Highway 36 the impact on Louisville residents from a traffic perspective would

be felt but not so much.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 01:37 PM

Unique shopping and dining. Umm, light rail.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 01:44 PM

Trader Joe’s. All of the above if done well.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 01:45 PM

Niche food that is not chain based.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 02:38 PM

Have an Open Aries it could be more of a field of a downtown Pearl St., Mall

or a downtown Louisville at with a little grass areas. It would be a complete

half-day or full-day destination place.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 02:48 PM

How many years have we talked about this parcel? Keep the multi family

housing elsewhere. We are not mini Boulder..we are Louisville. Laser tag is

listed as an option. That belongs in unincorporated Adams County. Not here.

No mega church either, please. How about high end art gallery (not a well

meaning frame shop). Get rid of the crappy restaurants there. If you want

Mexican, make it a good one like Las Delicias or Los Dos Portrillos. Give our

awesome. Parma a better location. Etc etc

Anonymous
11/06/2018 03:35 PM

The best thing I can say here is that the things that failed here failed because

they're not unique enough and a better option won out. A community hub, a
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row of specialty shops, a restaurant collective, an activity bar... these things

don't exist in the area and could satisfy a need that isn't already met

somewhere else that's just as convenient.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 04:00 PM

Entertainment , music and art

Anonymous
11/06/2018 04:21 PM

Local goods market, unique entertainment options

Anonymous
11/06/2018 04:44 PM

Same as above, but they'd want to come as there's nothing close to them

until you get to Denver. If you build enough attractions and community there,

people talk A LOT and will come. Rayback Collective brings people in from

all around and they only serve over-priced beers and food truck food. This

has to be unique. While you can get tamales anywhere, everyone knows the

lady at the Louisville communal place has the best ones. They'll drive for that

on a night or weekend.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 04:57 PM

It is difficult to attract businesses with regional draw to this site because

those are already in Superior. Home Depot and Lowes are in Louisville but

they are disconnected from this site.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 05:01 PM

a great market

Anonymous
11/06/2018 06:55 PM

Outdoor theater? Museum? Look at Waco, TX and all the great things there

also Austin. Live music?

Anonymous
11/06/2018 07:39 PM

Something the area doesn’t have - food truck lot, something like avanti, craft

brewery from local entrepreneurs instead of all chains, something like avanti.

Or a new indoor volleyball place like oasis. Ikea

Anonymous
11/06/2018 07:43 PM

The same

Anonymous
11/06/2018 08:20 PM

Kids play place like a Dave and busters, putt putt, race course, etc

Anonymous
11/06/2018 08:29 PM

The corridor is not positioned well to complete regionally. Focus on creating a

mixed use district that is walkable with a placed based Louisville design

Anonymous
11/06/2018 08:35 PM

sporting goods store

Anonymous
11/06/2018 08:36 PM

indoor tennis courts

Anonymous
11/06/2018 08:49 PM

See my comments above. Downtown Louisville draws people from

surrounding neighborhoods and the region. Westside Louisville can do the

same.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 08:53 PM

Entertainment and food venue

Pete
11/06/2018 09:24 PM

Businesses that can't afford Boulder and aren't as industrial as the tech

center. Uber is a great example!
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keith
11/06/2018 09:30 PM

a large grass/park open air amphitheater stage which can be used to host

large concerts and outdoor events (similar to fiddlers green or millennium

park in chicago

SSN
11/06/2018 09:38 PM

Think of all the attributes that get folks to visit downtown Louisville - small

walkable streets, quaint, residential housing close to the pool, library, coffee

shops, restaurants, ... and try to recreate the attributes on this large parcel of

land. It will draw folks from outside the city.

JoyP
11/07/2018 07:25 AM

Trader Joes (is this possible with the covenants?!), Legoland Discovery

center or Other well-known kid indoor attraction, unique shopping/dining like

29th St mall. Needs to be *enjoyable* to walk around. Nordstrom Rack?

debritter
11/07/2018 08:09 AM

Specialty shops

Justin Schrader
11/07/2018 09:56 AM

Local micro brewery

Jenny
11/07/2018 10:54 AM

Gyms for kids seem to do very well - Mountain Kids or Xtreme Altitude are

some examples. A high end office space or company could also be

interesting.

amom
11/07/2018 11:45 AM

A space like The Source in Denver - with samples of beer, food, crafts

appropriate for the holidays. Unique enough in offerings that it would be less

likely to be driven out by a big box retailer. Also brings a lot of people in for

group activities.

bigalieck
11/07/2018 02:13 PM

Hotel Movie theater

Juli
11/07/2018 04:29 PM

Someplace interesting like The Source.

Ryokin
11/07/2018 05:24 PM

The site is too small and the traffic pattern around it too constrained to create

a true regional draw. But a high-end restaurant and entertainment would

draw customers from the surrounding towns.

Kelly
11/08/2018 09:00 AM

High end restaurants

mb
11/08/2018 10:13 AM

Craft breweries (we really need a Oskar Blues in this town) or small cult food

establishments like Snarfs, Torchy's Tacos or something else out of the norm

that would draw people to THIS spot.

Louisville lady
11/08/2018 11:45 AM

Some unique shops. Maybe a trampoline park like Sky Zone?

Rami Cohen
11/08/2018 12:55 PM

Something that this area is missing is a good shooting range. Take a look for

example at Magnum Shooting Center in Colorado Springs.

Allison S
11/08/2018 01:25 PM

Something original or stellar restaurant

Louisville mom
11/08/2018 02:30 PM

Trader Joe's, probably some kind of trendy gym, a higher end hotel like

Embassy Suites.
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Maryan
11/08/2018 03:17 PM

Performance space smaller than 1st Bank Center but bigger than the

Louisville Arts Center. Include a bar, local coffee shop (Precision Pours?),

unique food court

No
11/08/2018 06:03 PM

Open shopping filled with restaurants and specialty shops (breads, cheese,

wine, beers, deserts, meats)

Teresa
11/08/2018 09:06 PM

?

Leslie
11/09/2018 10:59 AM

Decent retail.

Steve
11/09/2018 11:04 AM

non-chain restaurants and stores like those in downtown louisville. Downtown

louisville is the successful model and there's enough demand/traffic to

support both locations. people are already coming from around the region to

downtown louisville

habacomike
11/09/2018 11:05 AM

Same as above.

nm
11/09/2018 11:05 AM

hospitality

John Bolmer
11/09/2018 11:07 AM

Perhaps several mom-and-pop local flavor stores and restaurants -- along the

lines of Old Town Louisville.

Scott
11/09/2018 11:08 AM

See above.

Jkat525
11/09/2018 11:12 AM

Event center, EXCELLENT restaurant

Fordcokid
11/09/2018 11:12 AM

Auto service, theater, restaurants.

Mark Dondelinger
11/09/2018 11:13 AM

Bring back Sams or another national retailer. IKEA, or Amazon 4-Star. These

stores only have one location each in Colorado and they are on the far south

side of the Denver Metro area. Bring them North. Beat Broomfield to the

punch for once.

CB
11/09/2018 11:21 AM

Upscale and unique shopping and restaurants.

andrewthak
11/09/2018 11:24 AM

Same thing -- has to be unique. They will not come for typical retail, needs to

be a communal space. Mixing in residential would be fine too, but there are

plenty of people nearby for a unique offering to be successful.

Eajudd
11/09/2018 11:25 AM

? I don’t really know - maybe a year round covered farmers market?

B Eller
11/09/2018 11:27 AM

Jump City or Laser Tag. Woodward ski/snowboard Training Camp (like

Copper Mountain). Indoor go-carts or playground for a fee. REI; Trader Joes;

Jo Ann Fabrics; "treasure hunt" stores like Home Goods and Marshalls; King

Sooper Market; Whole Foods (would they move?); carpet store; kitchen and
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bath store (higher end than Lowes and Home Depot); Christy Sports

Ala Hason
11/09/2018 11:32 AM

Food and drinks with entertainment

Anonymous
11/09/2018 11:35 AM

Mixing work and commerce. Folks work out of Panera, Starbucks, Einstein all

day and work.

Brian
11/09/2018 11:43 AM

Will need to comte with Superior development. Louisville is behind the curve.

karen
11/09/2018 11:46 AM

Downtown Louisville already draws people from around the region. Continue

to support those businesses. This new development should fill a need for the

city of Louisville. If you try to compete with what is going on in Superior, you'll

lose.

Rick
11/09/2018 11:47 AM

See above. Going downtown Boulder is nice sometimes but all crowded

restaurants. If there was an upscale hotel with fine dining would be nice.

BAllen
11/09/2018 11:50 AM

Same as above

Terri
11/09/2018 12:12 PM

I think the development needs to be attractive and modern and inviting - right

now what we have on McCaslin is not very inviting.

m48martin
11/09/2018 12:18 PM

Hospitality, F&B Entertainment

Lawrenceboyd
11/09/2018 12:25 PM

Same as above

None
11/09/2018 12:29 PM

Unique, non chain fresh food restaurants, breweries, or wine tasting

combined with some well known quick and healthy chains, Laser tag or paint

ball

WEC
11/09/2018 12:50 PM

Trader Joe's, boutique destination shopping & restaurants.

coreyhyllested
11/09/2018 01:00 PM

Great question. I alluded to this with the great sea of free parking. When I

spend money in Louisville; I am targeting a specific thing. I drive to Home

Depot / Lowes for home improvement. I drive to Safeway or King Soopers or

Alfalfas for groceries. I drive to go out to eat. I rarely wander; I do the task

and then drive home or to my next errand. However. When I go to the

Flatirons mall, Pearl Street, 16th St Denver... I get some coffee. I browse

several stores. I may grab a snack or a quick meal with the family. I also do

this at Louisville's Farmers Market and the friday night community events

downtown. I'm feeling good and want to continue the fun without going

somewhere, so we take advantage of the good options around us. But

around the region... I leave Louisville when I want to 1) Hang out leisurely

and shop 2) Get out of the house all day Creating a micro-mall of sorts would

mean people in the region coming to the closest mall that fits; and keeping us

locals from leaving to spend money elsewhere.

NA Miniature golf or similar
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11/09/2018 01:05 PM

patrickosu
11/09/2018 02:30 PM

live entertainment, top rated restaurants

todd gleeson
11/09/2018 04:01 PM

retail, a competitive grocery store, sporting goods, a Kohls replacement

ellenvallee
11/09/2018 04:58 PM

restaurants, bars, entertainment

janet
11/09/2018 07:30 PM

pleasant environment with covered places to sit in hot weather with

entertainment options and things like play fountains like those I saw in

Norfolk VA botanical park that are both visually attractive and let kids run

around in them. Could have evening light/music shows with fountains as in

some places in China. If striking enough lots of people come too see and

these can be themed to holidays, etc. to draw in viewers who then buy food,

souveniers in stalls around etc Food options not too upscale or expensive but

more "charm" than fast food outlets

l997720
11/09/2018 11:21 PM

Unique offerings

jgwalega
11/10/2018 03:53 PM

King Soopers

dmwalega
11/10/2018 04:02 PM

Garbanzos Restaurant, Wendy's, King Soopers

amygcasey
11/10/2018 04:31 PM

Entertainment

Doug Johnson
11/11/2018 07:08 AM

Again, quality goods and services focused on the local demographics.

Louisviile has evolved into a bedroom community with tremendous buying

power. This is based on household income.

Ryan Korte
11/11/2018 09:23 AM

office space, but catered to a specific business segment (technology,

medical, or other)

SMcMahon
11/11/2018 09:37 AM

Unique experiences in either food or shopping, or unique repair (i.e. phone

screen repair). The only other service/entertainment opportunity not currently

found nearby might be a Virtual Reality-based one. Maybe a seasonal

offering such as a Christmas Market, Artist Market, Farmer's market, etc.

would draw a wider geographic area.

fredeller
11/11/2018 11:07 AM

Covered previously

Amasin
11/11/2018 11:13 AM

Views of mountains. One stop shop for all things for all ages. Unique

Colorado companies.

Carolyn H Anderson
11/11/2018 03:18 PM

Food, quality restaurants, not fast food. Perhaps small independent outdoor

retailers. No big box stores of any kind.
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dl00kner
11/11/2018 04:23 PM

Add entertainment, like live music, to the concept above.

jmcquie
11/11/2018 04:50 PM

Possibilities include: - dining & entertainment (as Downtown Louisville does

now) - high-volume brick & mortar retail (as Costco does for Superior) (I think

we bet on the wrong retail chain 25 years ago although it is heard to argue

with Walmart's success in general) - auto sales and service (if a Boulder

dealer wants to leave boulder as the Audi dealership did for Broomfield

recently, we should be very receptive to that. We have to drive into Boulder

or the near north suburbs of Denver to have our Hondas and Toyotas

serviced, so I would class that as Regional retail category

PhyllisMP
11/11/2018 05:05 PM

Are the hotels at capacity ? What about a small conference center. People

like to visit Louisville or an Event center?

cherylmerlino
11/11/2018 05:24 PM

Best use is a hotel on the old Kohls land, like a Holiday Inn Express Hotel,

with name recognition, or an All-Suite Hotel like an Embassy Suites.

camillefowles
11/12/2018 11:24 AM

Entertainment, retail, food and beverage

hellosherry2
11/12/2018 12:55 PM

Make it stand out as a place that people feel good in going to. Create a

scene—Thoughtful landscape and outdoor play areas for kids, calming-

maybe a pedestrian zone. A place where parents could bring kids and have

numerous things to do—but a gift or toys, look for books, go bowling/venue

for birthday parties, clothes for kids, art center (like clementine studio in

Boulder) for kids classes, kid friendly restaurants. We need to stand out and

go above and beyond to make an impact—we have such a beautiful view

and it would be an amazing setting for something that could have a long

lasting and reliable draw for people in the area.

bpaxton
11/13/2018 07:35 AM

I think unique and high quality restaurants would draw people to the area.

aeromarkco
11/13/2018 07:36 AM

Costco, Lucky's, Sprouts but be aware that retail may be overbuilt in the area

shoe23
11/13/2018 03:10 PM

Mixed use.

Sarahzauner
11/13/2018 03:20 PM

Ditto. Need a few good restaurants (can we build on a boulder or Denver

local chef brand?) and a solid fitness facility. We’re a health-minded

community and that area is mostly filled with unhealthy food and pedestrian -

unfriendly access.

wielandlisa
11/13/2018 03:23 PM

Good interesting food that you could go to before a movie or eat at while

staying at one of the nearby low cost hotels -- a lot of people walk over from

the hotels and this needs to be a more cheery/pleasant experience than jay

walking across the street and being front and center along with a bunch of

traffic. I think a bridge from the hotels over to where the Khol's side is would

rock for hotel patrons and be safer and really drive people toward the space.

Laura Adams Look at multi use spaces that are flourishing in Denver i.e. The Source and
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11/13/2018 03:45 PM Union Station

Benn8895
11/13/2018 04:34 PM

If you created an area designed specifically for special needs children you

would have people coming from farther away. Louisville has a lot of activities

for children but barely if any can cater to special needs kids. This group of

children are completely left out in regards to the fun and entertainment in

Louisville. And in most of Colorado for that matter. So develop a bounce

place or open gym or park that these kids can and are encouraged to play at.

Create a place where kids with sensory issues, wheelchairs, motor planning

issues, learning disabilities, speech disabilities can play and feel included.

There are thousands of kids in Colorado who fall into these categories. Why

not take charge and lead the way in being an all inclusive city. I know parents

of these children would be more than willing to drive here so that their

children can have the same opportunities as other children have.

cynthswift
11/13/2018 05:06 PM

Something with alcohol & food that is kid friendly.

rubellite11
11/13/2018 05:39 PM

Trader Joes, boutiques, entertainment

julialeslie
11/13/2018 08:42 PM

** deli ** microbreweries /taprooms laser tag climbing gym indoor children's

bounce studio

Kara.rigney
11/14/2018 01:30 AM

A large, state of the art, pool complex for competition swimmers (not

recreational swimming). The facility can be rented for local and large

competitions (similar to VMAC in Thornton). VMAC hosts everything from

summer swim league championships, to state high school meets, to state

and regional meets for USS swimming and water polo tournaments.

CharlieEaly
11/14/2018 01:17 PM

Atmosphere is the key to where people will spend time shopping and eating.

Alex G
11/14/2018 05:10 PM

Restaurants, mid sized grocery store similar to Whole Foods

jan scrogan
11/15/2018 04:36 PM

Food entertainments shopping in general

wb
11/15/2018 09:33 PM

Chain stores and restaurants might draw from around Louisville and the

region. But an eclectic mix of small restaurants and shops (depending on the

details) might also provide a unique experience that would draw even more

people and drive sales tax revenue.

Mbb
11/16/2018 08:32 AM

Unique local arts, museum & retail shopping & eateries.

Mira
11/16/2018 01:51 PM

Trader Joe's / Pool Hall

drpwsmith
11/16/2018 02:54 PM

All of the above.
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Malexander
11/16/2018 04:18 PM

Urban farm expo

L.A.Cox
11/16/2018 05:00 PM

See previous.

nancybigelow
11/17/2018 08:41 AM

Walmart, REI, Costco are already in our vicinity. I don't have any

suggestions.

perk1000
11/17/2018 08:43 AM

Concert venue, water park, big-box stores, internet business distribution

facilities

Optional question (131 responses, 12 skipped)

McCaslin Parcel "O" - Site Uses and Opportunities - What do you think? : Survey Report for 01 March 2017 to 28
January 2019

Page 41 of 51



Anonymous
11/05/2018 02:33 PM

I feel a mixed use entertainment area would be great. Unser racing carts,

mini-golf, kid friendly fun. There is also some space for apartments.

Anonymous
11/05/2018 03:07 PM

Mixed use development, anchored by a multi-vendor food hall concept to

include roof top terrace (amazing Flatirons views!). e.g.

https://businessden.com/2018/10/04/food-hall-to-anchor-redevelopment-of-

mostly-vacant-retail-site-in-edgewater/

Anonymous
11/06/2018 10:29 AM

Give us a movie theater!! We need one.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 10:38 AM

Mixed office/housing development

Anonymous
11/06/2018 10:47 AM

E-bike super store. Pedego ideally.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 10:49 AM

park in the middle - people love to gather for music, have this surrounded by

'shops

Anonymous
11/06/2018 10:57 AM

Mixed use commercial & residential with a 50+ managed townhouses as part

of the residential community, all mixed in with a diverse variety of lifestyle

oriented businesses, including fitness, heathy retail (outdoor, exercise,

cycling), local food.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:02 AM

Louisville would do great with a Trader Joe’s. Most of my friends go into

bolder for the Trader Joe’s and it is terrible parking and Louisville would

really support this kind of development.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:05 AM

A man-made beach would be a huge draw for city/region. Limited swimming

options beyond public/private pools and nothing of scale-Boulder Reservoir

leaves ample room for improvement. http://www.centennialbeach.org/history

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:11 AM

A central green space surrounded by mixed use community. Please not too

tall to block the light and views of the current neighbors, but brings them all

together--inclusive.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:20 AM

A local-shop mall with restaurants, like the Source in RINO.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:26 AM

Mixed use areas sourronding green space for gathering and local venues.

However, please do not block the current neighborhoods' views and light.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:29 AM

I like the idea of a Rayback Collective / Milk Market venue - with a place for

small concerts. An all in one destination. I could grab some dinner, sit by a

fire pit outside, listen to music...

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:31 AM

A shared space that houses local eateries, breweries, cideries,

kombucharies, coffee shops, etc. (ideally with some organic options). There

would be a shared space in the middle with lots of indoor and outdoor seating

and space for kids to run around

Q6  Here's your chance! Tell us your big idea for Parcel O and WHY it would work in

Louisville!
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Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:32 AM

Louisville is small restaurants, breweries, and family-oriented

locations/outings. Need to appeal to this. Create an outdoor environment that

works -- a small Lego outdoor park with a couple or rides and lots of "builds."

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:38 AM

Please see my previous answers

Anonymous
11/06/2018 12:02 PM

again...you've asked the same question 5 times. Read what I already said...

Anonymous
11/06/2018 12:25 PM

Louisville needs more unique and healthy restaurants. I feel like Lafayette

has a lot more to offer in that regard and I would like to see that change.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 01:22 PM

Outdoor mall with area for farmer maket on weekends. Avoid the hassle of

crossirons mall but don’t need to go all the way in to Boulder

Anonymous
11/06/2018 01:28 PM

couldn't get the document library to download. will need to read through those

before saying more.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 01:36 PM

An indoor/outdoor marketplace.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 01:37 PM

Great to have Safeway, Paul’s coffee, Pizza so keep those.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 01:44 PM

I think it needs to be torn down and rebuilt to move away from a strip mall

feel. It should be contemporary and include outdoor space mixed with

retail/restaurants.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 01:45 PM

Louisville has a lovely downtown area, with delicious places to eat and fun

places to visit. But this side of town is lacking that. There is no need to

compete, but my family would love to have walkable, local places to eat and

play closer to our house.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 02:38 PM

Along with what I said above, or tractable roof in certain areas could increase

use both in summer and in the winter.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 02:48 PM

I have plenty of ideas for what shouldn't be there. Maybe a viable regional

theater. Not movies...plays and productions similar to the Arvada Center.

This better speaks to the new make up of Louisville.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 03:35 PM

I've answered this several times already :) So many ideas!

Anonymous
11/06/2018 04:00 PM

A walkable shopping, restaurant and spa

Anonymous
11/06/2018 04:14 PM

Some place that is walking and bike access - people in Louisville love to bike

and walk

Anonymous
11/06/2018 04:21 PM

I'm leaning towards a local market with unique vendors, like Denver's Central

Market or The Source.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 04:44 PM

A shared space for entertainment, food, drinks, and artisanal products.

Anyone and everyone can sell at a booth and try their big new product on
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the market. Please see previous entries.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 04:57 PM

255 characters is too limited for my big idea and why it would work in

Louisville

Anonymous
11/06/2018 05:01 PM

a Seattle Pike Place type market

Anonymous
11/06/2018 05:14 PM

Something like Reading Terminal Market. It’s fun, a place parents can drop

teens safely, everyone can get the food they want, and a good beer or

milkshake makes for a great night.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 06:55 PM

Large scale outdoor market like Pikes Place, Seattle, dining hall with several

eateries. ( Portland , Or has done this successfully.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 07:39 PM

Indoor multiuse sports center and avanti style local craft eateries

Anonymous
11/06/2018 07:43 PM

Already shared

Anonymous
11/06/2018 08:15 PM

N/A

Anonymous
11/06/2018 08:20 PM

More restaurants. We all eat out a lot, but get tired of the current options.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 08:29 PM

Attractive public space which active in its design and useable by all age

groups where food and neighborhood based business can frame activities

Anonymous
11/06/2018 08:35 PM

Inddor tennis courts

Anonymous
11/06/2018 08:36 PM

indoor tennis courts

Anonymous
11/06/2018 08:49 PM

Explore Fairhaven Village Green at

https://www.cob.org/services/recreation/parks-trails/Pages/fairhaven-village-

green.aspx

Anonymous
11/06/2018 08:53 PM

Adult entertainment

Pete
11/06/2018 09:24 PM

Dense Mixed use works because you have 7 days a week spending and

good connectivity to Denver Boulder

keith
11/06/2018 09:30 PM

Grass open air amphitheater stage venue like Fiddler's Green with enormous

play structure for all around use

SSN
11/06/2018 09:38 PM

NEW URBANISM - walkable blocks and streets, housing and shopping in

close proximity, and accessible public spaces. The revival of our lost art of

place-making, and promotes the creation and restoration of compact,

walkable, mixed-use cities

JoyP
11/07/2018 07:25 AM

Legoland Discovery center! There are many of these around the country but

none in colorado! Would be huge for Louisville and the area!!
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debritter
11/07/2018 08:09 AM

Pedestrian friendly outdoor mall

Justin Schrader
11/07/2018 09:56 AM

Local brewery and a local organic eatery. There are not many options for

organic food that is already made in Louisville. I always enjoy tasty local

beer.

Jenny
11/07/2018 10:54 AM

Parcel O needs a good grocery store. One that has high quality food but also

at a reasonable price. Whole Foods is expensive and the Safeway is just not

very high end. A kids gym could also be really good at this location. Outdoor

pool for the kids

amom
11/07/2018 11:45 AM

"The Source" like experience but more family friendly with play park for kids

in the center. We need another good breakfast place too!

bigalieck
11/07/2018 02:13 PM

More gyms, restaurants, or hotels. I don't think big box is going to make it in

Louisville. There is no market for it. Small, locally owned retail is the way to

go. We need more "going out" restaurants, but probably on Main

Juli
11/07/2018 04:29 PM

Someplace like south boulder Table Mesa or The Source/Stanley

Marketplace

Ryokin
11/07/2018 05:24 PM

See previous answers

Kelly
11/08/2018 09:00 AM

Local bus line around the city to take you to the stop and ride

mb
11/08/2018 10:13 AM

Louisville

Louisville lady
11/08/2018 11:45 AM

A mix of unique shops that are bike and pedestrian friendly. A trampoline

park, like Sky Zone. Fun for the family. The closest one now is Arvada. It

would be a regional attraction.

CBV
11/08/2018 12:14 PM

Louisville

Rami Cohen
11/08/2018 12:55 PM

Shooting Range

Allison S
11/08/2018 01:25 PM

Some sort of family entertainment that also had drinks for adults

Louisville mom
11/08/2018 02:30 PM

LOUISVILLE

Maryan
11/08/2018 03:17 PM

See ideas above. OR, tear down Sam's Club building and divide the area into

a neighborhood like North Broadway with living space above the stores and

offices.

Amy
11/08/2018 05:01 PM

Punch Bowl Social with bowling, mini golf, good food and drinks because

there are lots of families in Louisville and not that many family-focused

entertainment and food establishments.

No Play area surrounded by artisan shops and good food
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11/08/2018 06:03 PM

Teresa
11/08/2018 09:06 PM

HOCKEY SHOP! HUGE. or maybe some other sports could share the shop.

Leslie
11/09/2018 10:59 AM

Marketplace, like Eataly. It would have diverse use (eating, shopping,

cooking school) so appeal to multiple consumers.

Steve
11/09/2018 11:04 AM

gave it - tear down existing structures, replace with mixed use and open

space/parks

habacomike
11/09/2018 11:05 AM

It has to be something different. So, a concept not otherwise in the area.

There's few places to incubate small businesses -- why not an arts and

innovation development focused on maker spaces: light

industrial/robotics/coding/woodworking/machining,.

nm
11/09/2018 11:05 AM

housing

John Bolmer
11/09/2018 11:07 AM

Apple store. The one at Flatirons is always busy. Toy store, if one exists.

Scott
11/09/2018 11:08 AM

An international food and culture hall: Think The Ferry Plaza Building in San

Francisco and Ponce City Market in Atlanta.

Jkat525
11/09/2018 11:12 AM

I really like the idea of an upscale entertainment hub.

Fordcokid
11/09/2018 11:12 AM

Make it a walkable small community within a community with a nice grocery

store, bakery, restaurant, boutique sandwich shop, coffee shop.

Mark Dondelinger
11/09/2018 11:13 AM

Bringing back Sams Club is my number one choice. Other than that, get

IKEA or Amazon 4-star retail stores. Give these two retailers an opportunity

to open a location on the north end of the Metro area. If we don’t get them,

Broomfield or Thornton will

CB
11/09/2018 11:21 AM

Walkable, unique shopping and restaurants with lots of green space to relax,

enjoy and encourage lingering and enjoy Colorado’s beautiful weather.

andrewthak
11/09/2018 11:24 AM

Collective similar to The Source in Denver or Rayback in Boulder. Make it a

unique space, we have nothing like that here.

Eajudd
11/09/2018 11:25 AM

Definitely mixed use

B Eller
11/09/2018 11:27 AM

Please don't tear everything down in put in a bunch of multi-colored

apartments. IMO, EBC has enough of those!

Ala Hason
11/09/2018 11:32 AM

Urban type, elegant multi casual dining areas with entertainment (stage) and

plenty of trees and flowers. Miniature downtown block

Anonymous
11/09/2018 11:35 AM

Something similar to WeWork
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Brian
11/09/2018 11:43 AM

Underground parking accessible from mccaslin, cherry, & dillinger roads.

Connection with downtown using a local light rail. Bike / walking flyovers over

major roads to access the new town center.

karen
11/09/2018 11:46 AM

Multi-tenant housing with retail, restaurants and a central park.

Rick
11/09/2018 11:47 AM

Tear down Sam's and redevelop with fine dining and shopping. No more

multifamily or zero lot homes. Only adds to the tax burden and traffic with no

improvement to attractions for those already living here.

BAllen
11/09/2018 11:50 AM

Something like Rayback collective - food trucks that change daily.

Terri
11/09/2018 12:12 PM

Small town feel - walkable area - unique restaurant and spa and maybe a

high end hotel - we have plenty of not great hotels around. A hotel like the

Boulderado would a high end restaurant would do well.

m48martin
11/09/2018 12:18 PM

Themed "active" entertainment area with indoor activities for kids like parkour

or bike/skateboard setting. Support with services like bike shops and perhaps

some medical services too. Have a outdoor sports theme and have a

restaurant/bar to support

Lawrenceboyd
11/09/2018 12:25 PM

Longmont has has tremendous success with its village at the peaks mall and

I think something similar would work very well

None
11/09/2018 12:29 PM

None

WEC
11/09/2018 12:50 PM

Central square, small park.

coreyhyllested
11/09/2018 01:00 PM

Anything but big box stores. Create a community space where people would

like to spend time. Ideally create a space where there is more of variety.

IMHO, the food options pale in comparison to downtown.

NA
11/09/2018 01:05 PM

Miniature Golf or similar, lots of families looking for activities.

patrickosu
11/09/2018 02:30 PM

Theater for live events... money is made in music and podcasts by

performing live.

todd gleeson
11/09/2018 04:01 PM

would a Prospect-like neighborhood (Longmont) with a bit more gallery and

restaurant & small entertainment venue

ellenvallee
11/09/2018 04:58 PM

Build high end town homes and quality restaurants

janet
11/09/2018 07:30 PM

consider building value through unusual attractive amenities that boost

property values rather than only though direct commercial activity

l997720
11/09/2018 11:21 PM

Personal preference I would love a Trader Joe's or an Orange Theory

Fitness!

carolncolo
11/10/2018 05:06 AM

Walmart super store
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jgwalega
11/10/2018 03:53 PM

A decent super market like King Soopers

dmwalega
11/10/2018 04:02 PM

King Soopers, we need a decent grocery store

amygcasey
11/10/2018 04:31 PM

IDK

Doug Johnson
11/11/2018 07:08 AM

Mixed retail and housing, give people the opportunity to walk or cycle to

shops and services

Ryan Korte
11/11/2018 09:23 AM

make it stand out by having it look, feel and be for high end retail and

business.

SMcMahon
11/11/2018 09:37 AM

Unique shops, eateries, and a constantly changing component by season

(Christmas Market, Farmer's Market, etc), with space to sit outdoors.

fredeller
11/11/2018 11:07 AM

Responded previously

Amasin
11/11/2018 11:13 AM

One stop shop for new moms to reiterees. Family gatherings to solo work

space needs. Continue supporting our balanced lives in Louisville with a well

balanced community attraction.

Carolyn H Anderson
11/11/2018 03:18 PM

Senior housing, needed everywhere, we need more moderately priced senior

housing.

dl00kner
11/11/2018 04:23 PM

Same as previous.

jmcquie
11/11/2018 04:50 PM

Automotive retailer (see my earlier comment)

PhyllisMP
11/11/2018 05:05 PM

We don't have a large grocery store close to this area

cherylmerlino
11/11/2018 05:24 PM

McCaslin Mall project: an outdoor, open air concept (with a park-like area) of

small retail, small restaurants with indoor/outdoor seating, services/stores,

and a hotel where Kohls is now. Parking structures located behind Sams and

on street parking.

camillefowles
11/12/2018 11:24 AM

Parcel O should have shops but also places to sit, eat, play and gather.

Create ambiance: nice lighting, inviting landscaping. A destination for people

on this side of town & coming off 36

hellosherry2
11/12/2018 12:55 PM

Make it attractive, make it unique, provide variety with an eye on attracting

families, adults both who need essential goods and services and those who

want to go a bit deeper than just buying a bunch of cheap stuff

bpaxton
11/13/2018 07:35 AM

As previously mentioned, I think a co-working space and a unique restaurant

scene would be great for part of Parcel O. The co-working environment

would attract people during the work week and residents would likely

frequent the area on weekends.
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aeromarkco
11/13/2018 07:36 AM

It could change the character of Louisville, shifting the "scene" from

Downtown. I support more mixed use and higher density if it's done correctly

with open space, parking and transport

shoe23
11/13/2018 03:10 PM

Asian grocery store and food court (similar to Ranch 99 in California).

Sarahzauner
11/13/2018 03:20 PM

Korean spa and fitness center!

wielandlisa
11/13/2018 03:23 PM

Bridge from hotels to Kohls side/outdoor walkable mall design with lots of

grass, trees, sitting areas - outdoor store like REI type merchant - with cool

food like ModMarket and a movement/yoga studio + indoor climbing wall!

Laura Adams
11/13/2018 03:45 PM

Something similar to The Source, and housing above retail/business space

Benn8895
11/13/2018 04:34 PM

Make an inclusive park/gym/bounce place that caters to special needs.

These kids have no where to go and deserve to have the same fun that the

rest of the kids in this town have.

cynthswift
11/13/2018 05:06 PM

Mixed use kid friendly

rubellite11
11/13/2018 05:39 PM

No more big box stores. I would be happy to see a mix of smaller shops. No

more residential. Seems like the area is crowded enough already

julialeslie
11/13/2018 08:42 PM

A food-centric, mixed-use marketplace, such as the Stanley in Aurora, would

be a terrific fit for Louisville b/c it appeals to a wide range of consumers,

brings community together, and keeps the focus on local businesses.

AlisaG
11/13/2018 10:30 PM

No big idea!

Kara.rigney
11/14/2018 01:30 AM

A world class athletic complex does not currently exist in Boulder County or

surrounding areas. Our local and statewide swim competitons currently take

their revenue to facilities in Thornton, Denver and Colorado Springs.

CharlieEaly
11/14/2018 01:17 PM

Again, a similar concept to The Orchard Town Center - something with an

atmosphere where you want to hang out and shop and eat. 29th Street Mall

in Boulder is a bad example.

jensmith78
11/14/2018 02:20 PM

Small business/entrepreneurial marketplace - a la Barnone in Gilbert AZ

(http://barnoneaz.com/).

Alex G
11/14/2018 05:10 PM

Louisville isn't Thornton or Aurora--a successful development has to

recognize the demographics, preferences and voting patterns of our citizens

(see votes for open space). Think big. Think Pearl St., not 29th St. Combine

Civic and Private uses.

jan scrogan
11/15/2018 04:36 PM

Entertainment and clothing for cu draw as well as local.

wb
11/15/2018 09:33 PM

Performing arts center as an anchor, and a grouping of smaller local

restaurants (when Kohls property becomes vacant)

Mbb Arts center similar to Dairy Center in Boulder. Great access off Hwy 36 will
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11/16/2018 08:32 AM entice arts community & increase traffic for existing restaurants & retail.

Mira
11/16/2018 01:51 PM

I think an Aventi Collective Eattery with an open space pool hall / darts / kids

area would be a great draw for families along the 36 coordior

drpwsmith
11/16/2018 02:54 PM

Walking mall (Pearl St, 29th St Mall) with central parking area so that people

could park in one spot, then stroll around to variouis smaller shops and local

businesses

Malexander
11/16/2018 04:18 PM

Create a high density urban agriculture zone to grow local high value food

and inckude aquaponics.

L.A.Cox
11/16/2018 05:00 PM

See previous.

nancybigelow
11/17/2018 08:41 AM

I liked the idea of a King Soopers Super store, but that's not going to happen.

perk1000
11/17/2018 08:43 AM

it has to be businesses that can compete in an internet world

(137 responses, 6 skipped)
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Q7  Which Neighborhood do you live in?

16 (11.8%)

16 (11.8%)

9 (6.6%)

9 (6.6%)

1 (0.7%)

1 (0.7%)

10 (7.4%)

10 (7.4%)

13 (9.6%)

13 (9.6%)

60 (44.1%)

60 (44.1%)

4 (2.9%)

4 (2.9%)1 (0.7%)

1 (0.7%)

22 (16.2%)

22 (16.2%)

Cherrywood I or II McCaslin Centennial Pavilion Lofts or Centennial Heights Washington Park

Meadows at Coal Creek Coal Creek, Coal Creek Ranch South, Coal Creek Ranch North Townhomes at Coal Creek

Grandview Flatirons Other

Question options

(136 responses, 7 skipped)
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 

 

CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
AGENDA ITEM 8D 

SUBJECT: ORDINANCE NO. 1769, SERIES 2019, AN ORDINANCE 
AMENDING TITLES 5 AND 17 CONCERNING MEDICAL AND 
RETAIL MARIJUANA BUSINESSES 2nd READING, PUBLIC 
HEARING (advertised Daily Camera 1/13/19) 

 
DATE:  FEBRUARY 5, 2019 
 
PRESENTED BY: ROB ZUCCARO, PLANNING & BUILDING SAFETY DIRECTOR 
 MEREDYTH MUTH, CITY CLERK 
 MEGAN DAVIS, DEPUTY CITY MANAGER 
 
SUMMARY: 
Ordinance 1769, Series 2019 includes several amendments to Titles 5 and 17 of the 
Municipal Code related to medical and retail marijuana businesses (see Attachment 1).  
The following is a summary of the primary amendments included in the ordinance: 
 

 Eliminates the limit of four total retail marijuana stores in the City.   

 Revises the spacing requirements between facilities.  Currently there is a 1,320-
foot spacing requirement between medical marijuana stores.  There is no 
spacing requirement for retail marijuana stores.  The ordinance includes a 1,500-
foot spacing requirement for both retail and medical marijuana stores. 

 Decreases the buffer requirement between a marijuana store and a public or 
private elementary, middle, junior high or high school from 1,320 to 500 feet.  

 Eliminates the buffer requirement between a marijuana store and a public 
playground or outdoor pool; an outdoor education facility serving children; an 
alcohol or drug treatment facility; the principal campus of a college, university, or 
seminary; or a residential childcare facility.  

 Increases the allowed area of a medical and retail marijuana store (or combined 
medical/retail store) up to 5,000 square feet. The current municipal code limits 
medical stores to 1,800 square feet, limits retail stores to 2,000 square feet and 
limits a combined medical/retail store to 3,800 square feet.  

 Allows medical marijuana stores as a use by right in the Community Commercial 
(C-C) zone district (Downtown excluded), in addition to the current allowance in 
Commercial Business (C-B).  This matches the current allowance for retail 
marijuana businesses.    

 Allows medical marijuana testing facilities as a use by right in the Industrial (I) 
zone district and as a special review use in the Commercial Business (C-B), 
Business Office (B-O) and Administrative Office (A-O) zone districts.  This 
matches the current allowance for retail marijuana testing facilities.    



 
 
 
 

CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 

SUBJECT: ORDINANCE 1769, 2019 - MARIJUANA ORDINANCE UPDATES 
 

DATE: FEBRUARY 5, 2019 PAGE 2 OF 21 
 PAGE 2 OF 21 

 33321 
 

 Allows medical marijuana manufacturing (including infused products) as a use by 
right in the I zone district, in addition to the current allowance in the C-B zone 
district.  

 Allows retail marijuana manufacturing (including infused products) in the I and C-
B zone districts.  Currently, the municipal codes does not allow retail marijuana 
manufacturing in any zone district while allowing medical manufacturing in the C-
B zone district.  Allowing retail manufacturing in the I and C-B zone districts 
matches the current proposal for medical marijuana manufacturing.   

 Allows medical and retail marijuana cultivation as a use by right in the I zone 
district.  Currently, the municipal codes prohibits cultivation in all zone districts.    

 Requires verification from an industrial hygienist that infused products 
manufacturing meets minimum health code requirements.       

 Requires ventilation systems for cultivation, manufacturing and testing so that no 
odor leave the premises (building).  

 Allows medical marijuana stores and testing in the Planning Community Zone 
District (PCZD) commercial and office areas, as long as mixed residential is not 
included on the same lot as the proposed marijuana business.   Allowing medical 
sales matches the current allowance for retail marijuana businesses.    

Changes since First Reading 
Since first reading on January 8, Sections 5 and 24 of the ordinance related to 
measuring distance between buffers has changed.  The language was changed to 
clarify the distance between stores is measured as “a radius measurement that begins 
at the principal doorway of the premises for which application is made and ends at the 
principal doorway of the other retail marijuana store or medical marijuana center.”   This 
replaces the measurement requirement from a property line of a proposed business to 
the nearest portion of a building of an existing business.  Clarifying this measurement 
addresses any equity or sequencing issues of which business was established first.  
The updated text is bolded in the proposed ordinance.    
 
BACKGROUND: 
The City adopted medical marijuana regulations in 2011 by Ordinance 1590-2011 and 
Ordinance 1591-2011 (see Attachment 2 for City Council Packet and Minutes)  and 
retail marijuana regulations in 2013 by Ordinance 1649-2013 and Ordinance 1650-2013 
(see Attachment 3 for City Council Packet and Minutes).  The ordinances allowed 
certain marijuana businesses consistent with State Amendments 20 and 64, which 
legalized medical and retail marijuana businesses under State Law.  In 2014, the City 
updated its code to prohibit marijuana clubs by Ordinance 1667-2014 (see Attachment 4 
for City Council Packet and Minutes).    
 
The City’s regulations limit size and location of each business type and allows medical 
sales, testing and production and retail sales in C-B zone district and medical and retail 
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testing as a special review use in several other office and business zone districts.  The 
City does not currently allow cultivation in any zone district.  The City has issued 
licenses for one retail business and one combined medical and retail business, both 
located at Colony Square shopping center, southwest of McCaslin Blvd. and Dillon Rd.  
An applicant recently submitted for a third retail license at 972 Dillon Road, which is 
currently under review.  The City has not issued any licenses for manufacturing or 
testing facilities.  
 
The following is a summary of the main regulations contained in the current code: 

 Requires a 1,320-foot buffer between a marijuana store and a public or private 
preschool, elementary, middle, junior high, or high school; a public playground or 
outdoor pool; an outdoor education facility serving children; an alcohol or drug 
treatment facility; the principal campus of a college, university, or seminary; or a 
residential childcare facility. 

 Requires 1,320-foot spacing between medical stores (there is no spacing 
requirement for retail stores).  

 Prohibits medical and retail businesses in Downtown.   

 Limits size of medical stores to 1,800 square feet, retail stores to 2,000 square 
feet, and shared retail/medical stores to 3,800 square feet. 

 Limits hours of operation of medical and retail stores to 8 am – 10 pm. 

 Limits the language and design of signage. 

 Limits the number of retail stores allowed in the City to four.   

City Council Discussions 2018 
The City Council included a review of the City’s current marijuana regulations on its 
2018 work plan.  Council held discussions on February 27, 2018, April 17, 2018 and 
November 5, 2018 (see Attachments 5-7) and provided the following direction to staff 
for drafting an ordinance for review by Planning Commission and City Council:   

 Align the medical and retail marijuana requirement with liquor store requirements.  

 Align the rules for medical and retail marijuana. 

 Continue the ban on sales downtown. 

 Maintain the sales hours of 8 am – 10 pm. 

 Allow stores (medical, retail, and combined) to be up to 5,000 square feet.  

 Allow production and testing for both medical and retail products. 

 Align the zoning for production and testing to include industrial areas. 

 Remove the four-store limit. 

 Reduce the distance from schools to 500 feet from 1,320 feet and only require 
that setback from primary schools and higher. This removes the distance 
requirement from daycares, parks, playgrounds, outdoor pools, outdoor education 
facilities serving children, alcohol and drug treatment centers, and residential 
childcare facilities. 

 Require a distance of 1,500 feet between stores. 

 Allow for manufacturing in industrial areas. 

 Allow for cultivation in industrial areas.  
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Planning Commission December 13, 2018 Public Hearing 
The Planning Commission held a public hearing on December 13, 2018 to review 
Ordinance 1769, Series 2019 (see Attachment 8 for draft minutes).  The Commission 
voted six to one to recommend approval with the following conditions: 

1. Limit the number of stores to eight.  
2. Remove the requirement for 1,500-foot spacing between stores.  
3. Maintain the current buffer distance of 1,320 feet and maintain the current buffer 

requirements between stores and public or private preschools, elementary, 
middle, junior high, or high school; public playground or outdoor pool; an outdoor 
education facility serving children; an alcohol or drug treatment facility; the 
principal campus of a college, university, or seminary; or a residential childcare 
facility.  

4. Require a Special Review Use (SRU) for retail and medical manufacturing in the 
C-B zone district.   

DISCUSSION/ANALYSIS: 
Medical and Retail Marijuana Store Regulations 
Based on direction to align the marijuana business code with liquor regulations, the 
proposed ordinance removes the cap on the number of marijuana stores; makes the 
spacing requirement consistent between medical and retail stores; increases the 
spacing between stores (1,320 to 1,500 feet); limits buffers to public and private schools 
grades 1 through 12; and reduces the buffer distance (1,320 to 500 feet).  The 
ordinance also aligns allowed zoning use groups for medical and retail stores.  Rational 
for regulating marijuana and liquor and marijuana stores the same is that impacts to the 
community are generally the same.  The requirement for spacing of new liquor stores 
1,500 feet apart is a relatively new state regulation related to allowing grocery stores to 
sell liquor.   The following table provides a comparison of the City’s current marijuana 
and liquor regulations.   
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Comparison of Current Marijuana and Liquor Regulations 
 

Marijuana Regs Liquor Regs 

Land Use 
and Other 
Regulations 

Must be 1,320 feet from any daycare or 
school. This is set by municipality. 

Must be 500 feet from any school 1st grade 
and higher. This is set by state law, but 
municipality may decrease the distance. 

New stores may not be within 1,320 feet of 
another store. This is set by municipality. 

New retail stores may not be within 1,500 
feet of another retail store. State law. 

 No regulations for “undue concentration.”   May deny a license for "undue 
concentration."  

Municipality may ban this use in certain 
areas, i.e. downtown. 

Statute doesn't allow municipality to ban 
liquor as a use in an area. 

Municipality may set hours of operation. Hours of operation set by state law. 

Municipality may do a complete ban Municipality may do a complete ban 

Landlord may choose to not rent to a 
marijuana use. 

  

Collect local sales tax. Collect local sales tax. 

May impose additional excise tax. Requires 
TABOR election. 

  

Licensing 

All license types set by state law. All license types set by state law. 

Must have a signed lease to apply for a 
license. 

Must have a signed lease to apply for a 
license. 

Apply first to the state. State then sends 
license application to the municipality. 

Apply first to the municipality. Municipality 
then sends license application to the state. 

State fees and local fees. Local fees set at 
the discretion of the municipality. 

State fees and local fees. Local fees are 
limited by the state. (Louisville fees are much 
lower than the established limit.) 

All employees required to have state issued 
"red card." Includes state mandated training 
for support personnel. 

Local training sessions encouraged for all 
employees, not required. 

Background checks required of all 
employees (part of "red card" application). 

Background checks required of all owners of 
more than 10% and managers. 

Requires LLA Public Hearing and approval 
for a license 

Requires LLA Public Hearing and approval 
for a license 

 

The following maps show the eligible zoned districts allowing marijuana sales under the 
proposed ordinance and eligible zoned districts allowing liquor stores either by right or 
as a special review use.  The City’s current zoning does not have a separate use 
category for liquor stores.  The use falls under Use Group No. 25: Establishments for 
retailing of convenience goods, including but not limited to variety stores, supermarkets, 
hardware stores, sporting good stores, shoe stores and drugstores.   
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Eligible Zone Districts – Marijuana Sales 
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Eligible Zone Districts – Liquor Sales 
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The first two buffer maps below demonstrate the current and proposed buffers for sales 
of medial and retail marijuana. The first map reflects the current code and shows a 
1,320-foot buffer between stores and public or private preschools, elementary, middle, 
junior high, or high school; public playground or outdoor pool; an outdoor education 
facility serving children; an alcohol or drug treatment facility; the principal campus of a 
college, university, or seminary; or a residential childcare facility. The second map 
reflects the proposed code and shows a 500-foot buffer between stores and public or 
private elementary, middle, junior high, or high school.  The map also shows the 
proposed 1,500-foot buffer from the City’s existing stores. The proposed regulations 
expand where marijuana businesses could locate along McCaslin Boulevard, South 
Boulder Road, 96th Street/Highway 42, and the Phillips 66/Health Park properties off 
88th St.  Although the ordinance removes the overall limit of four marijuana businesses, 
the 1,500-foot spacing requirement between businesses will provide a limit on the total 
number, and limits any undesirable concentration of stores to a single area of the City.  
Under the current code, there are 554 acres of eligible areas for marijuana sales, 
compared to 895 acres under the proposed code.    
 
There are also federal regulatory restrictions that the City could consider in determining 
buffer requirements. The Controlled Substance Act (CSA), 21 USC Sec. 860, makes 
unlawful for any person to distribute, possess with intent to distribute, or manufacture a 
controlled substance (including marijuana): 

- Within 1,000 feet of: 
o a public or private elementary, vocational, or secondary school  
o a public or private college, junior college, or university,  
o a playground, or housing facility owned by a public housing authority,  

- Within 100 feet of:  
o a public or private youth center,  
o public swimming pool, or  
o video arcade facility 

 
The City’s marijuana ordinances state that by accepting a license, the licensee releases 
the City from claims resulting from arrests or prosecution for a violation of federal or 
state law and requires licensees to indemnify, defend and hold the City harmless for 
claims arising out of the operation of the marijuana business.  However, the City could 
consider matching this federal law as a minimum buffer requirement.   
 
The third buffer map that follows estimates the federal CSA buffers.  Although it is not 
clear whether kindergartens are included in the CSA buffer, the map shows a 1,000-foot 
buffer for private kindergartens in purple for reference.  The map shows all other 
categories with 1,000-foot buffers in blue.   Under this buffer scenario, there are 756 
eligible acres for marijuana sales.     
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Buffer Map – Current Code 
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Buffer Map – Proposed Code 

 

1500 ft. buffer 

from Existing 

Stores 
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Buffer Map – Estimated Buffers for Controlled Substance Act 
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The following table compares the City’s current marijuana regulations to other local 
jurisdictions.  Of the communities that allow retail and medical marijuana stores, 
Boulder, Boulder County and Lafayette have buffers between 500 and 1,000 feet.  
Lafayette has a limit on the total number of retail stores allowed, while Boulder and 
Boulder County do not have a limit.  Boulder limits retail store size to 3,000 square feet, 
while Boulder County and Lafayette do not have a size limit.  Lafayette also has several 
categories of buffers, including from residential areas and commercial corridors (see 
Attachment 9).  



 
 
 
 

CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 

SUBJECT: ORDINANCE 1769, 2019 - MARIJUANA ORDINANCE UPDATES 
 

DATE: FEBRUARY 5, 2019 PAGE 13 OF 21 
 PAGE 13 OF 21 

 33321 
 

Downtown Ban on Retail and Medical Stores 
The current ordinance draft continues a ban on 
retail and medical stores in Downtown 
Louisville.  Although the current draft includes 
a ban, the last Council discussion on 
November 5th indicated that further 
consideration could be made on whether the 
ban should be lifted or partially lifted in some 
areas of Downtown such as the Pine Street 
Plaza development (south of Pine Street and 
east of railroad tracks).  The image to the right 
shows the defined boundaries of Downtown in 
blue.    
 

Medical and Retail Marijuana Store 

Regulations Pros and Cons 

Pros – Alignment of the regulations with liquor 

stores provides for a more equitable regulatory 

framework between the two business types. 

Opening up more areas of the City to 

marijuana businesses could lead to additional 

economic development and sales and use tax 

collection for the City.   

 

Cons – Reduction in the buffer area and additional marijuana stores could be perceived 

as affecting the character of the City, including being a “family friendly community” and 

having a “small town atmosphere” as noted in the Comprehensive Plan vision 

statement.  Reduction of the buffer below the standards for federal controlled substance 

laws could create issues for marijuana stores.   

 

Testing and Manufacturing Regulations 
The current code allows medical manufacturing in certain zone districts but does not 
allow retail manufacturing.  Similarly, the code allows retail testing in certain zone 
district but does not allow medical testing.  The proposed ordinance aligns the allowed 
zone districts for medical and retail testing and manufacturing and expands these uses 
into the I zone district.  The intent is to treat both medial and retail in the same manner 
since they operate the same way.   
 
The proposed ordinance also expands both medical and retail manufacturing as a use 
by right in the I zone district.  The current code limits manufacturing to retail and only in 
the C-B zone district.  The majority of the City’s industrially zoned property is in the 
Colorado Tech Center (CTC), with two other I zoned properties located adjacent to 
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Highway 42.  The CTC Owners Association has submitted a letter in opposition to 
allowing manufacturing in the I zone district (see Attachment 10).    
 

Testing and Manufacturing Regulations Pros and Cons 

Pros – There is not a significant difference in testing and manufacturing operations 

between medical and retail businesses, and therefore, alignment provides for 

regulations that are more equitable.  Expansion of manufacturing into other zone 

districts opens up more areas of the City to marijuana businesses and could lead to 

additional economic development and sales and use tax collection for the City.   

 

Cons – Some businesses may not want to locate near marijuana testing and 

manufacturing facilities, as they may be concerned with potential negative impacts on 

their business.   This could offset any potential economic benefit from allowing this 

industry.   Although it is not necessary to align city regulations with private covenants, 

the CTC Owners Association does not support expansion of manufacturing into the I 

zone district and does not believe their covenants support the use.  This mismatch may 

create confusion for future businesses.       

 
Cultivation Regulations 
The proposed ordinance allows indoor cultivation in the Industrial (I) zone district.  As 
previously mentioned, the majority of the City’s industrially zoned property is in the 
Colorado Tech Center (CTC), with two other I zoned properties located adjacent to 
Highway 42.  Concerns with cultivation typically are that the use produces odors, 
attracts nuisances, requires higher levels of security, may influence property values, 
and may influence other businesses from locating nearby.  The CTC Owners 
Association has submitted a letter in opposition to allowing manufacturing in the I zone 
district (see Attachment 10).    
 
Many jurisdictions that allow cultivation have specific requirements for ventilation and 
odor control.  Most commonly, business owners must submit ventilation plans with a 
license application and/or with a building permit.  The systems must eliminate odors 
from beyond the property line or outside of the building where the cultivation is taking 
place.  The proposed ordinance requires verification of ventilation systems at the time of 
licensing and a standard that odors are not detectable outside the premises (building).  
The following table provides a summary of how jurisdictions address odor regulation.   
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Odor Regulations by City 

City How does the city regulate odor? 

Fort Collins Cultivation may not result in emission of odors beyond the property line.   Explicit 
than other codes in restricting “vapors, gas, odors, smoke, dust, heat, or glare”. 

Breckenridge Requires ventilation system to eliminate odors as detected with a normal sense of 
smell at the exterior of the premises (building).   

Denver Regulates marijuana odor through the Air Pollution Control section of its code. The 
Department of Environmental Health investigates odor complaints, using a device 
that measures the intensity of an odor, or when five or more residents call in a 
complaint in a 30-day period.   

Aurora Requires ventilation system to eliminate odors at the property line.   

Boulder Requires ventilation to eliminate odors as detected with a normal sense of smell at 
the exterior of the premises (building).   

Lafayette Requires ventilation system to eliminate odors as detected with a normal sense of 
smell at the exterior of the establishment.      

 
Staff contacted several other local jurisdictions that allow cultivation.  One of the biggest 
issues with regulation of odor is the ability to enforce regulations consistently, and the 
staff time required to do so.   The other jurisdictions noted that having adequate staffing 
levels to provide oversite and investigate potential violations are an ongoing issue.   
Staff notes that if the City were to allow cultivation, we currently have limited staff 
capacity for enforcement and do not have the same resources of larger cities to conduct 
monitoring and enforcement.   
 
Some cities have other limitations on cultivation that Louisville could consider, including 
limiting the size of a cultivation facility and not allowing stand-alone cultivation facilities. 
Both Lafayette and Boulder limit the size of industrial buildings allowed for cultivation to 
20,000 square feet and 15,000 square feet respectively. This could help ensure that 
cultivation businesses do not overwhelm a particular industrial district.  Ft. Collins only 
allows cultivation if there is another associated business in the city owned by the 
cultivation license holder.  This helps to balance the number of cultivation operations in 
the city where there are limited light industrial space available.    
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The following table summarizes comments and findings related to cultivation from other 
local jurisdictions: 
 
INFORMATION FROM OTHER JURISDICTIONS 

 
Boulder Boulder County Lafayette Commerce City 

Longmont 
Superior 

Broomfield 

Staffing Added additional 
licensing 
specialist 

No staff added Licensing, 
background 
investigations, 
inspections, 
patrolling, etc., have 
been absorbed by 
existing staff. 

Added part-time 
police investigator to 
complete 
background 
investigations. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

B 
A 
N 
 
 

C 
U 
L 
T 
I 
V 
A 
T 
I 
O 
N 

Complaints Odor is most 
frequent 
community 
compliant. Have 7 
areas with active 
odor 
investigations and 
required 
mitigation. 

2 complaints in early 
2016 for a property 
containing multiple 
marijuana 
businesses, 
property annexed by 
City of Boulder. 
Since then, no odor 
complaints. Under 
County regulations, 
odor cannot escape 
the property line. 

One odor violation. 
The licensee 
installed new 
ventilation 
equipment to 
mitigate the 
problem. 

Minor issues with 
odor at production 
site, cultivations just 
coming on line so 
don’t have 
information on 
those. 

Security Less frequent 
issues with 
security; require 
all MJ and 
receipts to be 
locked overnight 
in a safe that is 
affixed to the 
structure for all 
license types. 
Occasionally a 
licensee will not 
follow that 
requirement 
sometimes 
resulting in a 
burglary. Theft 
from marijuana 
businesses 
happen most 
frequently via 
employee theft in 
their experience. 

Some security 
issues related to an 
outdoor grow facility 
and reports of a 
dumpster diver. 
Marijuana 
businesses are 
required to report 
criminal activity to 
the state, but the 
state did not share 
this information with 
the local licensing 
authority. Updated 
regulations to 
require businesses 
report criminal 
activity to the local 
licensing authority. 

None. Minor issues with 
break ins for 
production sites 

Size Limit 15,000 Sq. Ft.  None 20,000 Sq. Ft.  None 

Number of 
Cultivation 
Licenses 

53 30 6 6 
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Staff contacted the Fire District to see if they have any concerns about cultivation 
operations. The District stated that as long as such operations meet all of the current 
building and fire codes they would not have any specific concerns. It would require 
some additional work from Fire staff as annual inspections are required.  The District 
noted this specific business can cause different kinds of hazards, but as long as they 
are aware of the hazard and the location, the Fire District is comfortable with this use. 
 
Cultivation Regulations Pros and Cons 

Pros – Other surrounding jurisdictions have successfully allowed cultivation and 

developed regulations to address potential negative impacts from cultivation, including 

odor mitigation.  Allowing cultivation could lead to additional economic development and 

excise and use tax collection for the City.   

 

Cons – Based on staff conversations with other cities, it will be difficult to have adequate 

resources for consistent and practical enforcement of regulations.  Some businesses 

may not want to locate near to marijuana cultivation facilities due to concerns over 

potential negative impacts.  Staff specifically heard concerns from businesses that have 

federal contracts, and that cultivation may affect their interest in locating next to a 

business that is in violation of federal law.  This could offset any potential economic 

benefit from allowing this industry.   Although it is not necessary to align city regulations 

with private covenants, the CTC Owners Association does not support expansion of 

manufacturing into the I zone district and does not believe their covenants support the 

use.  This mismatch may create confusion for future businesses.       

 
Cultivation Excise Tax 

Should Council allow cultivation of marijuana in Louisville, they may also consider the 

application of an excise tax charged on the sale of unprocessed retail marijuana. 

Businesses would pay excise tax on retail marijuana on the first transfer or sale from the 

cultivator to the retail marijuana store. The taxation of marijuana requires voter 

approval.  Therefore, the City would need to ask voters to approve the imposition of an 

excise tax on marijuana cultivation.  In most cases, the jurisdiction collects excise tax on 

the cash value of the transaction to a licensed marijuana establishment within or outside 

of the City. Most excise taxes are 5%, although there is a range and some are 

adjustable. At least 44 municipalities in Colorado have voted to approve an excise tax 

on the cultivation of marijuana (see Attachment 11 for summary table).    

 

Within Boulder County, the City of Boulder, Town of Lyons, and City of Lafayette levy an 

excise tax, the Towns of Superior and Erie do not permit any marijuana businesses, the 

City of Longmont does not permit manufacturing or cultivation, and Boulder County and 

the Town of Nederland permit retail sales and cultivation but do not levy an excise tax. 

In terms of neighboring jurisdictions, Westminster, Arvada, Broomfield and Golden do 
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not allow marijuana businesses of any kind, while Denver, Commerce City, Wheat 

Ridge, and Aurora permit marijuana retail, manufacturing and cultivation. Of these 

municipalities permitting cultivation, two levy an excise tax (Commerce City and 

Aurora).  

 
Municipality/locality Cultivation Excise Tax Excise Tax amount 

Boulder County Y N - 

Boulder  Y Y 5% 

Lafayette Y Y 5% 

Longmont N N - 

Lyons Y Y 10% 

Nederland Y N - 

 

Use of Excise Tax 

According to staff discussion with other municipalities within our region, the most 

common use of excise tax revenues is for costs incurred by the City related to the 

regulation and use of marijuana, although many municipalities also utilize funds for 

general purposes. Ballot language for excise tax approvals may be open ended, 

allowing the municipality to have flexibility in the use of the revenues. (see Attachment 

12 for table of all municipal ballot initiatives for marijuana sales and excise taxes and 

their permitted uses.) However, many municipalities received voter approval to utilize 

revenues for marijuana enforcement and administration, training, public safety, 

education and public health programs, substance abuse programs including prevention, 

treatment, responsible use, and general municipal services.  

 

The Cities of Lafayette and Boulder both utilize a portion of their excise tax for drug 

education and prevention programs. The City of Boulder dedicates a portion of its 

marijuana taxes (sales and/or excise) $250,000 per year to fund a Boulder County grant 

program called Substance Education and Awareness (SEA), which supports programs 

that address the following goals: 

 Widespread community distribution and awareness of information and programs 

developed;  

 Shift community perceptions of risk associated with substance use, including the 

impact of drugs, alcohol, recreational marijuana, and abuse of prescription 

medications on children and youth;  

 Prevent/reduce youth abuse of alcohol and recreational drugs including 

marijuana; and 

 Reduce accidental ingestion of marijuana and other drugs 

 

The City of Lafayette voted in an excise tax in 2014 that went into effect in 2015. 

Lafayette uses the funding generated through the tax to cover any direct or indirect 

costs incurred by the City related to the regulation of the use of marijuana, and to 
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support local drug education programs, underage consumption, and for other general 

uses of the City. The Lafayette Police Department utilizes a portion of the funds to 

provide public safety and law related education to schools and civic groups, and to 

support training and related materials.  

 

Commerce City recently enacted an excise tax in 2017, although they have allowed 

marijuana licensing for retail, manufacturing and cultivation since 2015. Commerce City 

specifically dedicates the excise tax revenues to public safety.  

 

It is difficult to predict if an excise tax would have a positive or negative influence on the 

location of marijuana cultivation businesses in the City of Louisville. The Cities of Aurora 

and Boulder both impose and excise tax, and have a relatively high number of licenses 

(comparatively statewide). The high number may be a result of size restrictions and land 

use patterns, but the excise tax has not appeared to deter marijuana cultivation 

development. With 61 licenses, the City of Aurora has generated $3.8 million in sales 

and excise tax in 2018. The City of Boulder has 94 licenses and generated $5.5 million 

in sales and excise tax in 2017.  

 

Cultivation Excise Tax Pros and Cons 

Pros – The implementation of an excise tax would generate revenue to support the 

training, administration, enforcement, public safety and other indirect costs that the City 

may incur as a result of permitting cultivation within the City. Funding could be used to 

support public safety training and programs through the Louisville Police Department, or 

made available to partner agencies who work to provide substance abuse education 

and programming for adults and youth, for youth recreation and other programming that 

is considered preventative.  

 

Cons – The implementation of an excise tax would require additional administration and 

collection of taxes.  The tax could deter businesses from locating in Louisville.   

 
PUBLIC COMMENTS: 
All public comments received prior to publication of the packet are included as 
Attachment 10.    
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
The proposed ordinance requires additional staff time and resources for administration 
of the regulations through licensing, zoning and building permit application processes.  
If Council adopts this ordinance, staff recommends a subsequent review of current 
staffing and fees to ensure the City maintains adequate resources to oversee the new 
regulations. Staff also recommends that Council consider placing a cultivation excise 
tax question on the ballot in November to help cover administration, enforcement, public 
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safety and other indirect costs that the City may incur in oversite of marijuana 
businesses. 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 
Planning Commission: 
The Planning Commission reviewed the draft ordinance on December 13, 2018 and 
voted six to one to recommend approval with the following conditions: 

1. Limit the number of stores to eight.  
2. Remove the requirement for 1,500-foot spacing between stores.  
3. Maintain the current buffer distance of 1,320 feet and maintain the current buffer 

requirements between stores and public or private preschools, elementary, 
middle, junior high, or high school; public playground or outdoor pool; an outdoor 
education facility serving children; an alcohol or drug treatment facility; the 
principal campus of a college, university, or seminary; or a residential childcare 
facility.  

4. Require a Special Review Use (SRU) for retail and medical manufacturing the C-
B zone district.   

Staff: 
If Council desires to allow cultivation in the Industrial District, staff recommends the 
following conditions: 

1. Revise the ordinance to limit the total cultivation within the City to 150,000 sq. ft. 
of building area.  This will help to ensure that the City’s established industrial 
areas continue to have a diversity of businesses and also ensure staff has 
adequate resources to oversee cultivation licensing, odor mitigation building 
requirements and any potential code enforcement issues related to odor 
mitigation.  This limit could be incremental, and if the City finds there is future 
demand for cultivation facilities and believes it will have adequate capacity to 
oversee licensing, permitting and code enforcement it could expand or lift the 
limit.      

2. Give staff direction to draft a ballot measure for this coming November to 
establish a cultivation excise tax.  Staff recommends an excise tax to help to 
ensure adequate funding to cover administration, enforcement, public safety and 
other indirect costs that the City may incur in oversite of marijuana businesses. 

 
Staff has no further recommendations on the other aspects of the ordinance.   
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Proposed Second Reading Amendments 
  

Ordinance No. 1769, Series 2019 is revised to read as follows (amendments are 
shown in bold underline and bold strikeout): 

 
 

ORDINANCE NO. 1769 
SERIES 2019 

 
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING TITLES 5 AND 17 OF THE LOUISVILLE 

MUNICIPAL CODE CONCERNING MEDICAL AND RETAIL MARIJUANA 
BUSINESSES 

 
WHEREAS, the City Council previously adopted licensing standards and 

regulations governing the time, place, manner, and number of medical and retail 
marijuana businesses, which such standards and regulations are set forth in 
Chapters 5.10 and 5.11 and Title 17 of the Louisville Municipal Code; and  

 
WHEREAS, the City Council has determined that certain amendments to 

said licensing standards and regulations should be adopted, including allowing 
medical marijuana testing facilities, retail marijuana product manufacturing 
facilities, optional premises cultivation operations and retail marijuana cultivation 
facilities to operate in the City, changing the distance restrictions and size 
limitations applicable to medical and retail marijuana businesses and eliminating 
the cap on the number of retail marijuana stores operating within the City; and  

 
WHEREAS, House Bill 18-1023, which was signed into law on March 22, 

2018, relocated the Colorado Medical Marijuana and Retail Marijuana Codes from 
Title 12 of the Colorado Revised Statutes to Title 44 and the references to such 
statutes in the Louisville Municipal Code need to be amended accordingly; and  

 
WHEREAS, the Louisville Planning Commission, after notice by publication 

and a public hearing, has provided its recommendation to the City Council 
regarding the amendments to Title 17 of the Louisville Municipal Code concerning 
the matters addressed in this ordinance; and 

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

ordinance by publication as provided by law and held a public hearing as provided 
in said notice.   

 
THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY 

OF LOUISVILLE, COLORADO: 
 

Section 1. Chapter 5.10 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby by 
amended by deleting all the references to the statutes in Colorado Revised 
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Statutes Title 12, Article 43.3 (e.g. C.R.S. § 12-43.3-404) and replacing all such 
references with “Colorado Medical Marijuana Code.”  

 
Section 2. The following definitions in Section 5.10.020 of the Louisville 

Municipal Code are hereby added or amended (words to be added are underlined; 
words to be deleted are stricken through): 

 
Sec. 5.10.020. Definitions. 

 
Colorado Medical Marijuana Code means Article 11 of Title 44 

of the Colorado Revised Statutes, as amended.   
 

Good cause for purposes of denying, refusing to renew, 
suspending or revoking a license, means: 

 
1. The licensee or applicant has violated, does not meet, or 

has failed to comply with any of the terms, conditions, or provisions 
of this chapter, any rules promulgated pursuant to this chapter, or 
any supplemental state or local law, rules, or regulations;  

 
2. The licensee or applicant has failed to comply with any 

special terms or conditions that were placed on its license pursuant 
to an order of the state or local licensing authority; or  

 
3. The licensed premises have been operated in a manner 

that adversely affects the public health or welfare or the safety of the 
immediate neighborhood in which the licensed premises is located. 
Evidence to support such a finding can include, without limitation, a 
continuing pattern of disorderly conduct, a continuing pattern of drug 
related criminal conduct within the licensed premises or proposed 
licensed premises or in the immediate area surrounding such 
premises, a continuing pattern of criminal conduct directly related to 
or arising from the operation of the medical marijuana business 
center or medical marijuana-infused products manufacturer, or an 
ongoing nuisance condition emanating from or caused by the 
medical marijuana business center or medical marijuana-infused 
products manufacturer. 

 

Medical marijuana business shall mean a medical marijuana 
center, medical marijuana-infused products manufacturer, a medical 
marijuana testing facility or an optional premises cultivation 
operation.  any person acting alone or in concert with another 
person, whether for profit or not for profit, who cultivates, grows, 
harvests, processes, packages, transports, displays, sells, 
dispenses or otherwise distributes the stalks, stems, roots, seeds, 
leaves, buds or flowers of the plant (genus) cannabis, or any 
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mixture or preparation thereof, for medical use as authorized by 
Article XVIII, Section 14 of the Colorado Constitution. 

 
Medical marijuana testing facility means an entity licensed to 

analyze and certify the safety and potency of medical marijuana. 
 
Optional premises means the premises specified in an 

application for a medical marijuana center license or medical 
marijuana-infused products manufacturer license with related 
growing facilities in Colorado for which the application seeks 
authorization to grow and cultivate marijuana for a purpose 
authorized by Article XVIII, Section 14 of the Colorado Constitution. 
  

Optional premises cultivation operation means a business as 
described in the Colorado Medical Marijuana Code. 

 
Premises means the legal parcel of property upon which a 

medical marijuana business. center or medical marijuana-infused 
product manufacturer is located. 

 
Section 3. Section 5.10.030 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby 

amended to read as follows (words to be added are underlined; words to be 
deleted are stricken through):  
 

Sec. 5.10.030. Classes of medical marijuana licenses. 
 

A. The local licensing authority may issue only the following 
medical marijuana licenses upon payment of the fee and compliance 
with all local licensing requirements, as determined by the local 
licensing authority:  

 
1. A medical marijuana center license. A medical marijuana 

center license shall be issued only to a person selling medical 
marijuana pursuant to the terms and conditions of this chapter, and 
the Colorado Medical Marijuana Code and any related rules and 
regulations C.R.S. § 12-43.3-402 to registered patients or primary 
caregivers, but is not a primary caregiver.  

 
2. A medical marijuana-infused products manufacturing 

license. A medical marijuana-infused products manufacturing license 
may be issued to a person who manufactures medical marijuana-
infused products, pursuant to the terms and conditions of this 
chapter, and the Colorado Medical Marijuana Code and any related 
rules and regulations C.R.S. § 12-43.3-404. 
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3.  A medical marijuana testing facility license.  A medical 
marijuana testing facility license may be issued to a person who 
performs testing and research on medical marijuana and medical 
marijuana-infused products. The facility may develop and test 
medical marijuana products, pursuant to the terms and conditions 
of this chapter, the Colorado Medical Marijuana Code and any 
related rules and regulations. 

4.  An optional premises cultivation license.  An optional 
premises cultivation license may be issued to a medical marijuana 
center or a medical marijuana-infused products manufacturer who 
grows and cultivates medical marijuana at an additional Colorado 
licensed premises contiguous or not contiguous with the licensed 
premises of the person’s medical marijuana center license or 
medical marijuana-infused products manufacturing license.    

Section 4. Section 5.10.060.B and C of the Louisville Municipal Code is 
hereby amended to read as follows (words to be added are underlined; words to 
be deleted are stricken through):  
 

Sec. 5.10.060. - Application and fee. 
 

B. The applicant shall also provide the following information 
on a form approved by, or acceptable to, the city, which information 
shall be required for the applicant, the proposed manager and 
employees of the medical marijuana business, and all persons 
having any financial interest in the medical marijuana business that 
is the subject of the application:  

 
1. Name, address, date of birth;  
 
2. A complete set of fingerprints;  
 
3. An acknowledgement and consent that the city will 

conduct a background investigation, including a criminal 
history check, and that the city will be entitled to full and 
complete disclosure of all financial records of the medical 
marijuana business, including records of or relating to 
deposits, withdrawals, balances and loans;  

 
4. If the applicant is a business entity, information 

regarding the entity, including, without limitation, the name 
and address of the entity, its legal status, a copy of its articles 
of incorporation or organization or other filing required for 
organization, copies of any ownership agreements, operating 
agreement, and bylaws, and proof of registration with, or a 
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certificate of good standing from, the Colorado Secretary of 
State;  

 
5. The name and complete address of the proposed 

medical marijuana business;  
 
6. If the applicant is not the owner of the proposed 

licensed premises, a notarized statement from the owner of 
such property authorizing the use of the property for a medical 
marijuana business center or medical marijuana-infused 
products manufacturer;  

 
7. A copy of any deed reflecting the ownership of, or 

lease reflecting the right to possess, the proposed licensed 
premises;  

 
8. Evidence of a valid sales tax license for the 

business;  
 
9. If the medical marijuana center will be providing 

medical marijuana in edible form, evidence of any food 
establishment license or permit that may be required by the 
state;  

 
10. A "to scale" diagram of the premises, showing, 

without limitation, a site plan, building layout, all entry ways 
and exits to the medical marijuana business, loading zones 
and all areas in which medical marijuana will be stored, 
processed or dispensed;  

 
11. A comprehensive business plan for the medical 

marijuana business which shall contain, without limitation, the 
following:  

a. A security plan meeting the requirements of 
section 5.10.160 of this chapter;  

 
b. A description of all products to be sold;  
 
c. A signage plan that is in compliance with all 

applicable requirements of section 5.10.150 of this 
chapter, this Code and the commercial development 
design standards and guidelines; and d. A plan for the 
disposal of medical marijuana and related byproducts 
to ensure that such disposal is in compliance with all 
applicable federal, state and local laws or regulations; 
and  
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12. A plan for ventilation of the medical marijuana 

business that describes the ventilation systems that will be 
used to prevent any odor of marijuana off the premises of the 
business. For optional premises cultivation facilities, such 
plan shall also include all ventilation systems used to control 
the environment for the plants and describe how such 
systems operate with the systems preventing any odor leaving 
the premises. For medical marijuana-infused product 
manufacturers and medical marijuana testing facilities, such 
plan shall also include all ventilation systems used to mitigate 
noxious gases or other fumes used or created as part of the 
production process.  

 
13. A description of the processes used to extract or 

distill marijuana from its source and the process used to 
incorporate marijuana into all products produced, including 
verifying compliance of all processes regulated by a federal, 
state, or local government that would have authority over the 
business if it was not a medical marijuana business. 

 
14.  For a medical marijuana-infused product 

manufacturer or a medical marijuana testing facility, a plan 
that specifies all means to be used for extraction, heating, 
washing, or otherwise changing the form of the marijuana 
plant, or testing any marijuana, and verification of compliance 
with all applicable laws for ventilation and safety measures for 
each process. The city shall require the manufacturer or 
testing facility to obtain a report from an industrial hygienist to 
verify that the plan submitted, and the improvements to be 
constructed, adequately protect the business and adjacent 
properties and persons, and comply with all applicable laws. 

 
15. Any additional information that the local 

licensing authority reasonably determines to be necessary in 
connection with the investigation and review of the 
application. 

 
C. A license issued pursuant to this chapter does not 

eliminate the need for the licensee to obtain other required permits or 
licenses related to the operation of the medical marijuana business 
center or medical marijuana-infused products manufacturer 
operation, including, without limitation, any State of Colorado license 
or any sales tax license, business registration, development 
approvals or building permits required by this Code. 
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Section 5. Sections 5.10.070 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby 
amended to read as follows (words to be added are underlined; words to be 
deleted are stricken through):  
 

Sec. 5.10.070. - Location criteria; size restrictions. 
 

A. No medical marijuana center or medical marijuana-infused 
product manufacturer shall, at the time it is established and first 
licensed by the city, be located within 1,5001,320 feet of another 
medical marijuana center or a retail marijuana store unless they 
share premises in accordance with section 5.11.080.F. or medical 
marijuana infused product manufacturer.  
 

B. No medical marijuana business center or medical 
marijuana-infused product manufacturer shall, at the time it is 
established and first licensed by the city, be located:  

 
1. Within 5001,320 feet of: a public or private 

preschool, elementary, middle, junior high, or high school; a 
public playground or outdoor pool; an outdoor education 
facility serving children; an alcohol or drug treatment facility; 
the principal campus of a college, university, or seminary; or a 
residential child care facility;  

 
2. Upon any city property;  
 
3. In a dwelling unit or any residentially zoned districts. 

; or  
4. Within any zone district or other area where the 

medical marijuana business is not a permitted use or 
approved special review use as provided in Title 17 of this 
Code the agricultural (A), open space (OS) administrative 
office (AO), business office (BO), administrative office 
transitional (AO-T), industrial (I), planned community zone 
district (PCZD), mixed use (MU-R), commercial neighborhood 
(CN), or commercial community (CC) zone districts; or.  

 
5. Within Downtown Louisville as defined by 

section 17.08.113 of this Code. 
 

C. No licensed premises for a medical marijuana center or 
medical marijuana-infused product manufacturer shall, at the time it 
is established and first licensed by the city, be located in a physical 
space exceeding 5,0001,800 square feet of leasable floor space, nor 
shall such licensed premises ever exceed 5,0001,800 square feet of 
leasable floor space.  
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D. No medical marijuana businesses center or medical 

marijuana-infused product manufacturer shall operate as an outdoor 
or transient retailer, vendor or peddler.  

 
E. The distances described in subsections A , and B and C of 

this section shall be computed by a radius measurement that 
begins at the principal doorway of the premises for which 
application is made and ends at the principal doorway of the 
other medical marijuana center or retail marijuana store.  The 
distance described in subsection B.1 shall be computed by 
direct measurement in a straight line from the nearest property line of 
the land used for the school purposes stated in subsections A, 
and B and C of this section to the nearest portion of the building or 
unit in which the medical marijuana business center or medical 
marijuana-infused product manufacturer is located. 

 
Section 6. Section 5.10.080.E of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby 

amended to read as follows (words to be added are underlined; words to be 
deleted are stricken through):  

 
Sec. 5.10.080. - Persons prohibited as licensees. 
 

E. At the time of filing an application with the local licensing 
authority for issuance or renewal of a medical marijuana business 
center license or medical marijuana-infused product manufacturer 
license, the applicant shall submit …. [Remainder of section to 
remain the same]  

 
Section 7. Section 5.10.090.A of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby 

amended to read as follows (words to be added are underlined; words to be 
deleted are stricken through): 

 
Sec. 5.10.090. - Duration of license; renewal. 

 
A. Upon issuance of a license, the city shall provide the licensee with 

one original of such license for each medical marijuana business center or 
medical marijuana-infused product manufacturer to be operated by the 
licensee in the city. Each such copy shall show the name and address of 
the licensee, the type of facility or business for which it is issued, and the 
address of the facility at which it is to be displayed. 

 
Section 8. Section 5.10.110.C of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby 

amended to read as follows (words to be added are underlined; words to be 
deleted are stricken through): 
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Sec. 5.10.110. - Use and display of license. 
 

C. Each license shall be continuously posted in a 
conspicuous location at the licensed premised of the medical 
marijuana business center or medical marijuana-infused product 
manufacturer. 

 
Section 9. Section 5.10.150 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby 

amended to read as follows (words to be added are underlined; words to be 
deleted are stricken through): 
 

Sec. 5.10.150. - Signage and advertising. 
 
All signage and advertising for any medical marijuana business 
center or medical marijuana-infused products manufacturer shall 
comply with all applicable provisions of this chapter, title 17 of this 
Code, and the city's commercial development design standards and 
guidelines. In addition, no signage or advertising shall use the word 
"marijuana" or "cannabis," or any other word, phrase or symbol 
commonly understood to refer to marijuana unless such word, 
phrase or symbol is immediately preceded by the word "medical" in 
type and font that is at least as readily discernible as all other words, 
phrases or symbols, and no signage visible outside of the premises 
shall use any word or phrase other than "medical marijuana" to refer 
to marijuana. Such signage and advertising must clearly indicate that 
the products and services are offered only for medical marijuana 
patients and primary caregivers. 

 
Section 10. The second paragraph of Section 5.10.160 of the Louisville 

Municipal Code is hereby amended to read as follows (words to be added are 
underlined; words to be deleted are stricken through): 
 

Sec. 5.10.160. - Security requirements. 
 
Security measures at all medical marijuana businesses centers and 
medical marijuana-infused product manufacturers shall be consistent 
with all requirements imposed by the state licensing authority and its 
rules and regulations as authorized by the Colorado Medical 
Marijuana Code C.R.S. § 12-43.3-101 et seq. The local licensing 
authority shall have the authority to impose additional security 
requirements upon a licensee as part of any order or stipulation 
issued in connection with a proceeding for suspension or revocation 
of a license. 

 
Section 11. Section 5.10.190 (“Sale of edible products”) and Section 

5.10.200 (“Labeling”) of the Louisville Municipal Code are hereby repealed in their 



Ordinance No. 1769, Series 2019 
Page 10 of 29 

entirety and replaced with the following new Section 5.10.190 to read as follows:  
 
Section 5.10.190 - Requirements for public health and labeling. 

 
A. The production of any medical marijuana-infused 

product shall be at a medical marijuana-infused product 
manufacturing facility that meets all requirements of all applicable 
state and local health regulations related to the production, 
preparation, labeling, and sale of infused products.   
 

B. All medical marijuana and medical marijuana-infused 
products sold or otherwise distributed by the licensee shall be 
packaged and labeled in a manner consistent with the Colorado 
Medical Marijuana Code and any related rules and regulations, as 
from time to time amended.  

 
C. The product shall be packaged in a sealed container 

that cannot be opened without obvious damage to the packaging 
 
Section 12. Section 5.10.170 of the Louisville Municipal Code entitled 

“Required notices” is hereby repealed in its entirety.   
 

Section 13. Section 5.10.180 of the Louisville Municipal Code (entitled 
“Cultivation and growing by licensees”) is hereby repealed in its entirety.   
 

Section 14. Section 5.10.210 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby 
amended to read as follows (words to be added are underlined; words to be 
deleted are stricken through): 
 

Sec. 5.10.210. - On-site consumption of medical marijuana. 
 
The consumption, ingestion or inhalation of medical marijuana on or 
within the licensed premises of a medical marijuana business center 
or medical marijuana-infused product manufacturer is prohibited. 

 
Section 15.  Section 5.10.220.A.8 of the Louisville Municipal Code is 

hereby amended to read as follows (words to be added are underlined; words to 
be deleted are stricken through): 

 
Sec. 5.10.220.  Prohibited acts.  

 
A. It shall be unlawful for any licensee to:  
 

8. Cultivate or permit the cultivation of medical 
marijuana on the licensed premises outside of a locked 
enclosed space within a building.   
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Section 16. Section 5.10.230 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby 

amended to read as follows (words to be added are underlined; words to be 
deleted are stricken through): 

 
Sec. 5.10.230. - Visibility of activities; control of emissions. 
 

A. All activities of medical marijuana businesses centers 
and medical marijuana infused product manufacturers, including, 
without limitation, processing, displaying, selling, cultivation and 
storage, shall be conducted indoors. 
 

B. No medical marijuana or paraphernalia shall be 
displayed or kept in a medical marijuana business center or infused 
product manufacturer so as to be visible from outside the licensed 
premises. 
 

C. Sufficient measures and means of preventing smoke, 
odors, debris, dust, fluids and other substances from exiting a 
medical marijuana business must be provided at all times. In the 
event that any odors, debris, dust, fluids or other substances exit a 
medical marijuana business center or infused product manufacturer, 
the owner of the subject premises and the licensee shall be jointly 
and severally liable for such conditions and shall be responsible for 
immediate, full clean-up and correction of such condition. The 
licensee shall properly dispose of all such materials, items and other 
substances in a safe, sanitary and secure manner and in accordance 
with all applicable federal, state and local laws and regulations. 

 
Section 17. Chapter 5.10 is hereby amended by the addition of a new 

Section 5.10.232 of the Louisville Municipal Code to read as follows: 
 
Sec. 5.10.232. -  Marijuana Odor Emissions. 

 
A.  No medical marijuana business shall permit the 

emission of marijuana odor from any source to result in detectable 
odors that leave the premises upon which they originated and 
interfere with the reasonable and comfortable use and enjoyment of 
another’s property.  

 
B. Whether or not a marijuana odor emission interferes 

with the reasonable and comfortable use and enjoyment of a 
property shall be measured against the objective standards of a 
reasonable person of normal sensitivity able to detect the odor of 
marijuana from outside the medical marijuana business.  

 



Ordinance No. 1769, Series 2019 
Page 12 of 29 

 C. A marijuana odor emission shall be deemed to interfere 
with the reasonable and comfortable use and enjoyment of property 
if marijuana odor is detectable at the property line of the premises.  

 
Section 18. Chapter 5.10 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby 

amended by the addition of a new Section 15.10.235 to read as follows: 
 

Sec. 5.10.235. - Additional requirements for testing and 
manufacturing of medical marijuana and infused products. 
 

A. No medical marijuana business may use metals, 
butane, propane, or other solvent or flammable product, or produce 
flammable vapors, to process or test marijuana unless the process 
used and the premises are verified as safe and in compliance with all 
applicable codes by a qualified industrial hygienist.  

 
B. The city shall require the business to obtain verification 

from a qualified industrial hygienist that the manner in which the 
business producing or testing marijuana complies with all applicable 
laws and does not produce noxious or dangerous gases or odors or 
otherwise create a danger to any person or entity in or near the 
businesses. 

 
Section 19. Section 5.10.320.C of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby 

amended to read as follows (words to be added are underlined; words to be 
deleted are stricken through): 
 

Sec. 5.10.320. - Other laws remain applicable. 
 
C. If the state or federal government prohibits the activities 

sale or other distribution of marijuana through of any medical 
marijuana business centers or medical marijuana-infused products 
manufacturers, any license issued hereunder shall be deemed 
immediately revoked by operation of law, with no ground for appeal 
or other redress on behalf of the licensee. 

 
Section 20. Chapter 5.11 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby by 

amended by deleting all the references to the statutes in Colorado Revised 
Statutes Title 12, Article 43.4 (e.g. C.R.S. § 12-43.4-306) and replacing all such 
references with “Colorado Retail Marijuana Code.”  
 

Section 21. The following definitions in Section 5.11.020 of the Louisville 
Municipal Code are hereby amended (words to be added are underlined; words to 
be deleted are stricken through):  
 

Sec. 5.11.020. Definitions. 
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Colorado Retail Marijuana Code means Article 43.4 of Title 12 

Article 11 of Title 44 of the Colorado Revised Statutes, as amended.   
 

Public playground means a city-owned outdoor public area 
used for play or recreation by children containing recreational 
equipment such as slides or swings. 

 
Retail marijuana establishment means a retail marijuana 

store, retail marijuana products manufacturing facility or a retail 
marijuana testing facility. 

 
Retail marijuana testing facility means an entity licensed to 

analyze and certify the safety and potency of retail marijuana. 
 
Section 22. Section 5.11.030 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby 

amended to read as follows (words to be added are underlined; words to be 
deleted are stricken through):  

 
Sec. 5.11.030. Classes and number of retail marijuana licenses  
      authorized. 

A. The local licensing authority may issue only the 
following retail marijuana licenses upon payment of the fee and 
compliance with all local licensing requirements, as determined by 
the local licensing authority: 

1. A retail marijuana store license. A retail marijuana 
store license shall be issued only to a person selling retail 
marijuana or retail marijuana products pursuant to the terms and 
conditions of this chapter, the Colorado Retail Marijuana Code 
C.R.S. § 12-43.4-402 and any related rules and regulations. 

2. A retail marijuana testing facility license shall be 
issued to a person who performs testing and research on retail 
marijuana and industrial hemp. The facility may develop and test 
retail marijuana products and industrial hemp, pursuant to the terms 
and conditions of this chapter, the Colorado Retail Marijuana Code 
C.R.S. § 12-43.4-405 and any related rules and regulations. 

3. A retail marijuana products manufacturing license. A 
retail marijuana products manufacturing license may be issued to a 
person who manufactures retail marijuana products, pursuant to the 
terms and conditions of this chapter, the Colorado Retail Marijuana 
Code and any related rules and regulations. 
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4. A retail marijuana cultivation facility license.  A retail 
marijuana cultivation facility license may be issued to a person who 
cultivates retail marijuana for sale and distribution to licensed retail 
marijuana stores, retail marijuana products manufacturing licensees, 
or other retail marijuana cultivation facilities.    
 

B. There shall be no more than four licensed retail 
marijuana stores operating within the city. If at the time of 
application for a retail marijuana store license there are fewer than 
four retail marijuana stores operating in the city, applications shall 
be reviewed and acted upon by the local licensing authority in the 
order in which complete applications are received. 

 
Section 23. Section 5.11.070.B of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby 

amended to read as follows (words to be added are underlined; words to be 
deleted are stricken through):  
 

Sec. 5.11.070. - Local license procedure. 
 

B. The applicant shall also provide the following information to 
the city, which information shall be required for the applicant, the 
proposed manager of the retail marijuana establishment, and all 
persons having any financial interest in the retail marijuana 
establishment that is the subject of the application; to the extent that 
any of the following information has been included with the 
applicant's state license application and forwarded to the city by the 
state licensing authority, the local licensing authority may rely upon 
the information forwarded from the state without requiring resubmittal 
of the same materials for the local license application:  
 

1. Name, address, date of birth;  
 
2. A complete set of fingerprints;  
 
3. If the applicant is a business entity, information regarding 

the entity, including, without limitation, the name and address of the 
entity, its legal status, a copy of its articles of incorporation or 
organization or other filing required for organization, copies of any 
ownership agreements, operating agreement, and bylaws, and proof 
of registration with, or a certificate of good standing from, the 
Colorado Secretary of State;  

 
4. The name and complete address of the proposed retail 

marijuana establishment;  
 
5. If the applicant is not the owner of the proposed licensed 
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premises, a notarized statement from the owner of such property 
authorizing the use of the property for a retail marijuana 
establishment;  

 
6. A copy of any deed reflecting the ownership of, or lease 

reflecting the right to possess, the proposed licensed premises;  
 
7. Evidence of a valid sales tax license for the business;  
 
8. A "to scale" diagram of the premises, showing, without 

limitation, a site plan, building layout, leasable floor space, all 
entryways and exits to the retail marijuana establishment, loading 
zones and all areas in which retail marijuana or retail marijuana 
products will be stored, processed or dispensed;  

 
9. A comprehensive business plan for the retail marijuana 

establishment which shall contain, without limitation, the following:  
 
a. A security plan meeting the requirements of section 

5.11.170;  
b. A description of all products to be sold;  
 
c. A signage plan that is in compliance with all 

applicable requirements of section 5.11.160, this Code and 
the applicable design standards and guidelines; and  

 
10. A plan for ventilation of the retail marijuana establishment 

that describes the ventilation systems that will be used to prevent 
any odor of marijuana off the premises of the business. For retail 
marijuana cultivation facilities, such plan shall also include all 
ventilation systems used to control the environment for the plants 
and describe how such systems operate with the systems preventing 
any odor leaving the premises. For retail marijuana products 
manufacturers and retail marijuana testing facilities, such plan shall 
also include all ventilation systems used to mitigate noxious gases or 
other fumes used or created as part of the production process.  

 
11. A description of the processes used to extract or distill 

marijuana from its source and the process used to incorporate 
marijuana into all products produced, including verifying compliance 
of all processes regulated by a federal, state, or local government 
that would have authority over the business if it was not a retail 
marijuana establishment. 

 
12.  For a retail marijuana products manufacturer or a retail 

marijuana testing facility, a plan that specifies all means to be used 
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for extraction, heating, washing, or otherwise changing the form of 
the marijuana plant, or testing any marijuana, and verification of 
compliance with all applicable laws for ventilation and safety 
measures for each process. The city shall require the manufacturer 
or testing facility to obtain a report from an industrial hygienist to 
verify that the plan submitted, and the improvements to be 
constructed, adequately protect the business and adjacent properties 
and persons, and comply with all applicable laws. 

 
13. Any additional information that the local licensing 

authority reasonably determines to be necessary in connection with 
the investigation and review of the application. 
 
Section 24. Section 5.11.080 of the Louisville Municipal Code is 

hereby amended to read as follows (words to be added are underlined; 
words to be deleted are stricken through): 
 

Sec. 5.11.080. - Location criteria; co-location. 
 

A No retail marijuana store shall, at the time it is 
established and first licensed by the city, be located within 1,500 feet 
of another retail marijuana store or a medical marijuana center 
unless they share premises in accordance with section 5.11.080.F.  

 
B.A. No retail marijuana establishment shall, at the time it is 

established and first licensed by the city, be located within 500 1,320 
feet of: a public or private preschool, elementary, middle, junior high, 
or high school; or a public playground, all as defined in section 
5.11.020 of this Code; or a public pool; or an outdoor education 
facility serving children; or an alcohol or drug treatment facility; or the 
principal campus of a college, university, or seminary; or a residential 
child care facility. 
 

Further no retail marijuana establishment shall be located, 
permitted, or licensed to operate: 
 

1. Upon any city property; or  
 

2. In a dwelling unit or any residentially zoned districts; or  
 

3. Within Downtown Louisville as defined by section 
17.08.113 of this Code; or  
 

4. Within the Agricultural (A), Open Space (OS), 
Administrative Office Transitional (AO-T), Mixed Use (MU-R), or 
Commercial Neighborhood (CN) zone districts, or any zone district or 
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other zoned area in which the retail marijuana establishment is not a 
permitted use or approved special review use as provided in Title 17 
of this Code. 
 

B. C.No licensed premises for a retail marijuana store shall, at 
the time it is established and first licensed by the city, be located in a 
physical space exceeding 5,000 2,000 square feet of leasable floor 
space, nor shall such licensed premises ever exceed 5,000 2,000 
square feet of leasable floor space. The maximum physical space 
occupied by any medical marijuana center business and retail 
marijuana store establishment sharing premises shall never exceed 
5,000 3,800 square feet of leasable floor space.  
 

C.D. No retail marijuana establishment shall operate as an 
outdoor or transient retailer, vendor or peddler, or as any temporary 
or accessory use.  
 

D. E. The distances described in subsections A and B above 
shall be computed by a radius measurement that begins at the 
principal doorway of the premises for which application is made 
and ends at the principal doorway of the other retail marijuana 
store or medical marijuana center.  The distance described in 
subsection B shall be computed by direct measurement in a 
straight line from the nearest property line of the land used for the 
school purposes stated in subsections A and B above to the 
nearest portion of the building or unit in which the retail marijuana 
establishment is located.  
 

E. F.  Medical marijuana businesses and retail marijuana 
establishments are subject to the following shared licensed premises 
and operational separation requirements:  

 
1. A medical marijuana center that does not authorize patients 

under the age of 21 years to be on the premises, may also hold a 
retail marijuana store license and operate a dual retail business 
operation on the same licensed premises. In such case the medical 
marijuana center licensee must post signage that clearly conveys 
that persons under the age of 21 years may not enter. Under these 
circumstances and upon approval of the local and state licensing 
authorities, the medical marijuana center and the retail marijuana 
store may share the same entrances and exits, and medical 
marijuana and retail marijuana may be separately displayed on the 
same sale floor. Record keeping for the business operations of both 
must allow the local and state licensing authorities and city to clearly 
distinguish the inventories and business transactions of medical 
marijuana and medical marijuana-infused products from retail 
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marijuana and retail marijuana products.  
 
2. A medical marijuana center that authorizes medical 

marijuana patients under the age of 21 years to be on the premises 
is prohibited from sharing its licensed premises with a retail 
marijuana establishment. The two shall not be co-located in this 
instance and shall maintain distinctly separate licensed premises; 
including, but not limited to, separate retail and storage areas, 
separate entrances and exits, separate inventories, separate point-
of-sale operations, and separate record-keeping.  

 
3.  A medical marijuana-infused products manufacturer and a 

retail marijuana products manufacturing facility may share a single 
licensed premises and operate at the same location upon the 
approval of the state and local licensing authorities and subject to all 
applicable state and local, rules and regulations, including not limited 
to the requirements for virtual or physical separation between the 
retail and medical marijuana-related inventory. 

 
4.  A medical marijuana testing facility and a retail marijuana 

testing facility may share a single licensed premises and operate at 
the same location upon the approval of the state and local licensing 
authorities and subject to all applicable state and local, rules and 
regulations, including not limited to the requirements for virtual or 
physical separation between the retail and medical marijuana-related 
inventory. 

 
5.  An optional premises cultivation facility and retail marijuana 

cultivation facility may share a single licensed premises and operate 
at the same location upon the approval of the state and local 
licensing authorities and subject to all applicable state and local, 
rules and regulations, including not limited to the requirements for 
virtual or physical separation between the retail and medical 
marijuana-related inventory. 

 
3.6. Co-located licensed operations shall be operated in 

accordance with all applicable state and local, rules and regulations. 
 

Section 25. Section 5.11.180 of the Louisville Municipal Code (entitled 
“Cultivation, growing and manufacturing”) is hereby repealed in its entirety.   

 
Section 26. Section 5.11.190 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby 

amended to read as follows (words to be added are underlined; words to be 
deleted are stricken through): 
 

Section 5.11.190 - Requirements for Public Health and Labeling. 
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A. The production of any retail marijuana product shall be 

at a retail marijuana product manufacturing facility that meets all 
requirements of all applicable state and local health regulations 
related to the production, preparation, labeling, and sale of marijuana 
products.   
 

B. All marijuana and retail marijuana products sold or 
otherwise distributed by the licensee shall be packaged and labeled 
in a manner consistent with the Colorado Retail Marijuana Code and 
any related rules and regulations, as from time to time amended.  

 
C. The product shall be packaged in a sealed container 

that cannot be opened without obvious damage to the packaging 
 
Section 27.  Section 5.11.210.A of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby 

amended by the addition of a new subsection 10 to read as follows (words to be 
added are underlined): 

 
Sec. 5.11.210.  Prohibited acts.  

 
A. It shall be unlawful for any licensee to:  
 

10. Cultivate or permit the cultivation of retail 
marijuana outside of a locked enclosed space within a 
building.   

 
Section 28. Section 5.11.220.A of the Louisville Municipal Code is 

hereby amended to read as follows (words to be added are underlined; 
words to be deleted are stricken through): 
 

Sec. 5.11.220. - Visibility of activities; control of emissions. 
 

A. All activities of retail marijuana establishments, including, 
without limitation, processing, displaying, selling, cultivation and 
storage, shall be conducted indoors. 

 
Section 29. Chapter 5.11 is hereby amended by the addition of a new 

Section 5.11.222 of the Louisville Municipal Code to read as follows: 
 
Sec. 5.11.222. -  Marijuana Odor Emissions. 

 
A.  No retail marijuana establishment shall permit the 

emission of marijuana odor from any source to result in detectable 
odors that leave the premises upon which they originated and 
interfere with the reasonable and comfortable use and enjoyment of 
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another's property.  
 
B. Whether or not a marijuana odor emission interferes 

with the reasonable and comfortable use and enjoyment of a 
property shall be measured against the objective standards of a 
reasonable person of normal sensitivity able to detect the odor of 
marijuana from outside the retail marijuana establishment.  

 
 C. A marijuana odor emission shall be deemed to interfere 

with the reasonable and comfortable use and enjoyment of property 
if marijuana odor is detectable at the property line of the premises.  

 
Section 30. Chapter 5.11 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby 

amended by the addition of a new Section 15.11.225 to read as follows: 
 

Sec. 5.11.235. – Additional requirements for testing and 
manufacturing of retail marijuana and infused products. 
 

A. No retail marijuana establishment may use metals, 
butane, propane, or other solvent or flammable product, or produce 
flammable vapors, to process or test marijuana unless the process 
used and the premises are verified as safe and in compliance with all 
applicable codes by a qualified industrial hygienist.  

 
B. The city shall require the establishment to obtain 

verification from a qualified industrial hygienist that the manner in 
which the business producing or testing marijuana complies with all 
applicable laws and does not produce noxious or dangerous gases 
or odors or otherwise create a danger to any person or entity in or 
near the businesses. 

 
Section 31. Section 9.76.030.B of the Louisville Municipal Code is 

hereby amended to read as follows (words to be added are underlined; 
words to be deleted are stricken through): 
 

Sec. 9.76.030. - Public consumption of marijuana prohibited. 
 

B. It shall be unlawful for any person to consume marijuana 
on the premises of a medical marijuana business center, medical 
marijuana-infused products manufacturing facility, retail marijuana 
store or retail marijuana establishment products manufacturing 
facility, as defined in sections 5.10.020 and 5.11.020 of this Code, 
respectively. 

 
Section 32. Section 17.08.321 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby 

amended to read as follows (words to be added are underlined; words to be 



Ordinance No. 1769, Series 2019 
Page 21 of 29 

deleted are stricken through): 
 

Sec. 17.08.321. – Medical marijuana. 
 

A.1.  Medical marijuana business. Medical marijuana business 
means a medical marijuana center, medical marijuana-infused 
products manufacturer, a medical marijuana testing facility or an 
optional premises cultivation operation. any person acting alone or 
in concert with another person, whether for profit or not for profit, 
who cultivates, grows, harvests, processes, packages, transports, 
displays, sells, dispenses or otherwise distributes the stalks, stems, 
roots, seeds, leaves, buds or flowers of the plant (genus) cannabis, 
or any mixture or preparation thereof, for medical use as authorized 
by Article XVIII, Section 14 of the Colorado Constitution. 

 
2. Medical marijuana center. Medical marijuana center 

means a person licensed pursuant to this code to operate a business 
as described in the Colorado Medical Marijuana Code C.R.S. § 12-
43.3-402 and Chapter 5.10 of this Code that sells medical marijuana 
to registered patients or primary caregivers as defined in Article 
XVIII, Section 14 of the Colorado Constitution, but is not a primary 
caregiver. 

 
3. Medical marijuana-infused products manufacturer. Medical 

marijuana-infused products manufacturer means a person licensed 
pursuant to this code to operate a business as described in the 
Colorado Medical Marijuana Code C.R.S. § 12-43.3-404 and 
Chapter 5.10 of this Code. 

 
4. Medical marijuana testing facility means an entity 

licensed to analyze and certify the safety and potency of medical 
marijuana. 

 
Section 33. Section 17.08.356.A of the Louisville Municipal Code is 

hereby amended to read as follows (words to be added are underlined; words to 
be deleted are stricken through): 

 
Sec. 17.08.356. - Optional premises. 
 

A. 1. Optional premises means the premises specified in an 
application for a medical marijuana center license or medical 
marijuana-infused products manufacturer license with related 
growing facilities in Colorado for which the application seeks 
authorization to grow and cultivate marijuana for a purpose 
authorized by Article XVIII, Section 14 of the Colorado Constitution. 
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2. Optional premises cultivation operation. Optional premises 
cultivation operation means a business as described in the Colorado 
Medical Marijuana Code C.R.S. § 12-43.3-403. 

 
Section 34. The following definitions in Section 17.08.406 of the Louisville 

Municipal Code are hereby amended (words to be added are underlined; words to 
be deleted are stricken through): 

 
Sec. 17.08.406. - Retail marijuana. 
 

Retail marijuana establishment means a retail marijuana 
store, retail marijuana products manufacturing facility, a retail 
marijuana testing facility or a retail marijuana cultivation facility. 

 
Retail marijuana testing facility means an entity licensed to 

analyze and certify the safety and potency of retail marijuana. 

 
Section 35. Section 17.12.030 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby 

amended by revising the following use groups (words to be added are underlined; 
words to be deleted are stricken through): 
 

Sec. 17.12.030. Use groups. 
 

 Districts   

 
Use Groups 

 
A 

 
A-O 

 
B-
O 

 
A-
O
T 

 
R-
RR 

 
SF
-R 

 
SF
-E 

R-R 
R-E 
R-L 

SF-LD 
SF-MD 
SF-HD 

 
R-
M 

 
R-
H 

 
C-
N 

 
C-C 

 
C-B 

 
I 

 
PC
ZD 

 
MU
R 

 
OS 

 
29a 

Medical 
Marijuana 
Center***** 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 
 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No  

29b Medical 
Marijuana 
-infused 
products 
manufactur
er***** 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 
 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
Yes 

 
No 
Yes 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No  

29c Medical 
Marijuana 
Testing 
Facility***** 

 
No 

 
R 

 
R 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 
 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
R 

 
Yes 

 
 

 
No 

 
No  

29c Optional 
premises  

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 
 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

29d Optional 
premises 
cultivation 
operation***
** 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 
 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 
Yes 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
52a 

Retail 
Marijuana 
Store*****  

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 
 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
No 

 
 

 
No 

 
No 
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52b Retail 
Marijuana 
Cultivation 
Facility***** 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 
 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 
Yes 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

52c Retail 
Marijuana 
Products 
Manufacturi
ng Facility  
***** 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 
 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 
Yes 

 
No 
Yes 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

52d Retail 
Marijuana 
Testing 
Facility ***** 

 
No 

 
R 

 
R 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 
 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
R 

 
Yes 

 
 

 
No 

 
No 

 

 
***** No retail marijuana establishment or medical marijuana business store or 
retail marijuana testing facility shall be located, permitted or licensed to operate in 
Downtown Louisville as defined by section 17.08.113 of this Code. 
 

Section 36.  Section 17.16.040 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby 
amended by the addition of new use groups to read as follows: 
 

Sec. 17.16.040. - Home occupations. 
 

H. The following uses, because of their tendency to go 
beyond the limits permitted for home occupations and thereby impair 
the use and value of the residential area, shall not be permitted as 
home occupations: auto repair or motorized implement repair; dance, 
music or other types of instruction (if more than four students being 
instructed at one time); dental offices; medical offices; medical 
marijuana businesses; centers; medical marijuana-infused products 
manufacturers; medical marijuana optional premises cultivation 
operations; retail marijuana establishments; retail marijuana 
cultivation facilities; the painting of vehicles, trailers or boats; private 
schools with organized classes; radio and television repair; barber 
and/or beauty shop; welding shops; nursing homes; massage 
therapy by a massage therapist; sexually oriented businesses; and, 
irrespective of whether the use may be categorized as a sexually 
oriented business, any retail or wholesale sales to consumers upon 
the premises of any types of materials specified in this title which 
describe or depict specified sexual activities or specified anatomical 
areas. 

 
Section 37.  Section 17.16.235 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby 

amended to read as follows (words to be added are underlined; words to be 
deleted are stricken through): 

 
Sec. 17.16.235. - Medical marijuana business. 
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A. Except for medical marijuana businesses center and 
medical marijuana-infused products manufacturer uses in locations 
permitted under title 17 sections 17.12.030 and section 5.10.070 of 
this Code and licensed pursuant to chapter 5.10 of this Code, and 
for those activities exempt from licensing under section 5.10.050.B 
of this Code, it is unlawful for any person to operate, cause to be 
operated or permit to be operated in the city any medical marijuana 
business. 

 
B.  No medical marijuana center shall, at the time it is 

established and first licensed by the city, be located within 1,500 feet 
of another medical marijuana center or retail marijuana store unless 
they share premises in accordance with section 5.11.080.F of this 
Code.  

 
CB. No medical marijuana establishment center or medical 

marijuana-infused product manufacturer shall, at the time it is 
established and first licensed by the city, be located:  

 
1. Within 1,320 feet of another medical marijuana center or 

medical marijuana-infused product manufacturer.  
 
2. 1.  Within 500 1,320 feet of: a public or private preschool, 

elementary, middle, junior high, or high school; a public playground 
or outdoor pool; an outdoor education facility serving children; an 
alcohol or drug treatment facility; the principal campus of a college, 
university, or seminary; or a residential child care facility;  

 
3. 2. Upon any city property;  
 
4. 3. In a dwelling unit or any residentially zoned districts; or 
 
4. Within Downtown Louisville as defined by section 

17.08.113 of this Code; or  
  
5.   Within any zone district or other area where the medical 

marijuana business is not a permitted use or approved special 
review use as provided in Title 17 of this Code the agricultural (A), 
open space (OS) administrative office (AO), business office (BO), 
administrative office transitional (AO-T), industrial (I), planned 
community zone district (PCZD), mixed use (MU-R), commercial 
neighborhood (CN), or commercial community (CC) zone districts; 
or.   

 
C. D. No licensed premises for a medical marijuana center or 

medical marijuana-infused product manufacturer shall, at the time it 
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is established and first licensed by the city, be located in a physical 
space exceeding 5,000 1,800 square feet of leasable floor space, 
nor shall such a licensed premises ever exceed 5,000 1,800 square 
feet of leasable floor space.  

 
D. E. No medical marijuana business center or medical 

marijuana-infused product manufacturer shall operate as an 
outdoor or transient retailer, vendor or peddler.  

 
E. The distances described in subsections B and C of this 

section shall be computed by a radius measurement that begins 
at the principal doorway of the premises for which application is 
made and ends at the principal doorway of the other medical 
marijuana center or retail marijuana store.  The distance 
described in subsection C.1 shall be computed by direct 
measurement in a straight line from the nearest property line of the 
land used for the school purposes stated in subsections B and C 
of this section to the nearest portion of the building or unit in which 
the medical marijuana business center or medical marijuana-
infused product manufacturer is located. 

 
F.  Medical marijuana businesses shall comply with all the 

operational requirements in Chapter 5.10, including but not limited 
to those related to emissions, odor control, ventilation and 
processing of marijuana.  

 
Section 38.  Section 17.16.237 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby 

amended to read as follows (words to be added are underlined; words to be 
deleted are stricken through): 

 
Sec. 17.16.237. - Retail marijuana establishments. 

 
A. Except for retail marijuana establishments store and retail 

marijuana testing facility uses in locations permitted under title 17 
sections 17.12.030, 17.14.050, 17.72.090 and section 5.11.080 and 
licensed pursuant to chapter 5.11, it is unlawful for any person to 
operate, cause to be operated or permit to be operated in the city 
any retail marijuana establishments.  

 
B.  No retail marijuana store shall, at the time it is established 

and first licensed by the city, be located within 1,500 feet of another 
retail marijuana store or a medical marijuana center unless they 
share premises in accordance with section 5.11.080.F.  

 
CB. No retail marijuana establishment store or retail 

marijuana testing facility shall, at the time it is established and first 
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licensed by the city, be located, within 500 1,320 feet of: a public or 
private preschool, elementary, middle, junior high, or high school; or 
a public playground, all as defined in section 5.11.020 of this Code; 
or a public pool; or an outdoor education facility serving children; or 
an alcohol or drug treatment facility; or the principal campus of a 
college, university, or seminary; or a residential child care facility. 

 
Further no retail marijuana establishment store or retail 

marijuana testing facility shall be located, permitted, or licensed to 
operate: 

 
1. Upon any city property;  
 
2. In a dwelling unit or any residentially zoned districts;  
 
3. Within Downtown Louisville as defined by section 

17.08.113 of this Code; or  
 
4. Within the Agricultural (A), Open Space (OS), 

Administrative Office Transitional (AO-T), Mixed Use (MU-R), or 
Commercial Neighborhood (CN) zone districts, or any zone district or 
other zoned area in which the retail marijuana establishment is not a 
permitted use or approved special review use as provided in this 
Title 17. 

 
DC. No licensed premises for a retail marijuana store shall, 

at the time it is established and first licensed by the city, be located 
in a physical space exceeding 5,000 2,000 square feet of leasable 
floor space, nor shall such a licensed premises ever exceed 5,000 
2,000 square feet of leasable floor space. The maximum physical 
space occupied by any medical marijuana business and retail 
marijuana establishment sharing premises shall never exceed 
5,000 3,800 square feet of leasable floor space.  

 
ED. No retail marijuana establishment store or retail 

marijuana testing facility shall operate as an outdoor or transient 
retailer, vendor or peddler, or as any temporary or accessory use.  

 
FE. The distances described in subsection B above shall be 

computed by a radius measurement that begins at the principal 
doorway of the premises for which application is made and 
ends at the principal doorway of the other retail marijuana store 
or medical marijuana center. The distance described in 
subsection C shall be computed by direct measurement in a 
straight line from the nearest property line of the land used for the 
school purposes stated in subsection A above to the nearest 
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portion of the building or unit in which the retail marijuana 
establishment store or retail marijuana testing facility is located. 

 
G.  Retail marijuana establishments shall comply with all the 

operational requirements in Chapter 5.11, including but not limited 
to those related to emissions, odor control, ventilation and 
processing of marijuana.  

 
Section 39.  The following use groups in Section 17.14.050 of the Louisville 

Municipal Code are hereby amended to read as follows (words to be added are 
underlined): 

 

Principal Uses CC MU-R 

Commercial Use Group 

Retail Marijuana Store 
and Medical Marijuana 
Center 

Yes – Except prohibited 
within Downtown 
Louisville, as defined by 
section 17.08.113 of this 
Code 

No 

Retail Marijuana 
Cultivation Facility and 
Optional Premises 
Cultivation Facility 

No No 

Retail Marijuana Products 
Manufacturing Facility 
and Medical Marijuana-
Infused Products 
Manufacturing  

No No 

Retail Marijuana Testing 
Facility and Medical 
Marijuana Testing Facility 

No No 

 
Section 40. Section 17.72.090.B.21 of the Louisville Municipal Code is 

hereby amended to read as follows (words to be added are underlined; words to 
be deleted are stricken through): 
 

Sec. 17.72.090. - Commercial and office. 
 

B. Uses permitted.  The following commercial and 
noncommercial uses may be permitted within any planning area 
designated “commercial” on the adopted planned community 
development general plan: 

 
21. Retail marijuana stores, and retail marijuana testing 

facilities, medical marijuana centers and medical marijuana testing 
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facilities, except the foregoing uses are not allowed in any mixed 
use lot that includes a residential use. 

 
 

Section 41. Section 17.72.100 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby 
amended by the addition of a new subsection E to read as follows (words to be 
added are underlined; words to be deleted are stricken through): 
 

Sec. 17.72.100. – Industrial uses permitted. 
 

The following industrial and nonindustrial uses may be 
permitted within any planning area designated “industrial” on the 
adopted planned community development general plan: 

 
D. Retail marijuana products manufacturing facilities, 

retail marijuana testing facilities, retail marijuana cultivation 
facilities, medical marijuana-infused products manufacturing 
facilities, medical marijuana testing facilities and optional premises 
cultivation operation, except the foregoing uses are not allowed in 
any mixed use lot that includes a residential use. 

 
Section 42. The 1,500 foot distance requirement between retail marijuana 

stores and medical marijuana centers set forth in Sections 5.10.070.A, 5.11.080.A, 
17.16.235.B and 17.16.237.B of the Louisville Municipal Code shall not apply to 
existing retail marijuana stores or existing medical marijuana centers and shall not 
apply when an existing retail marijuana stores or existing medical marijuana 
centers transfers ownership pursuant to applicable law.  For the purposes of this 
ordinance, the term “existing medical marijuana center” and “existing retail 
marijuana store” means any medical marijuana center or retail marijuana store that 
prior to the effective date of this ordinance has been issued the applicable licenses 
by the State and Local Licensing Authorities and has been lawfully operating in the 
City.  

 
Section 43.  If any portion of this ordinance is held to be invalid for any 

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

 
Section 44. The repeal or modification of any provision of the Municipal 

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

Section 45.  All other ordinances or portions thereof inconsistent or 
conflicting with this ordinance or any portions hereof are hereby repealed to the 
extent of such inconsistency or conflict. 

 
  

INTRODUCED, READ, PASSED ON FIRST READING, AND ORDERED 

PUBLISHED this 8th day of January, 2019. 

 
 
      ______________________________ 
      Robert P. Muckle, Mayor 
ATTEST: 
 
 
______________________________ 
Meredyth Muth, City Clerk 
 
 

 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

______________________________ 
Light Kelly, P.C. 
City Attorney 
 
 
 PASSED AND ADOPTED ON SECOND AND FINAL READING, this 5th day 
of February, 2019. 
 
 
      ______________________________ 
      Robert P. Muckle, Mayor 
ATTEST: 
 
 
______________________________ 
Meredyth Muth, City Clerk 
 

 



COUNCIL COMMUNICATION

TO: MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL

FROM: MALCOLM FLEMING, CITY MANAGER

DATE: MARCH 15, 2011

SUBJECT: ORDINANCE NO. 1590, SERIES 2011 — AN ORDINANCE AMENDING
TITLE 5 OF THE LOUISVILLE MUNICIPAL CODE TO ADOPT
REGULATIONS REGARDING BUSINESS LICENSING AND

OPERATIONAL REQUIREMENTS FOR MEDICAL MARIJUANA
BUSINESSES — 2 Reading — Public Hearing (advertised Daily
Camera 03/06/2011)

ORDINANCE NO. 1591, SERIES 2011 — AN ORDINANCE AMENDING

TITLE 17 OF THE LOUISVILLE MUNICIPAL CODE TO ADOPT
REGULATIONS REGARDING MEDICAL MARIJUANA BUSINESSES —

2 "d Reading — Public Hearing (advertised Daily Camera 03/06/2011)

ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT: PLANNING AND BUILDING SAFETY

SUMMARY:

Amendment 20 to the Colorado Constitution was approved by Colorado voters in 2000. The
passage of the Amendment created legal protections for the "medical use of marijuana for
persons suffering from debilitating medical conditions." Colo. Const. Art. XVIII, § 14.

Amendment 20 also created an exception to the state's criminal laws for any "patient" or
primary caregiver" in lawful possession of a registry identification card to engage or assist in
the medical use of marijuana. Id. at § 14(2)(b). The law also permits physicians to authorize
medical marijuana use for patients who have been diagnosed with debilitating medical
conditions. Id. at § 14(2)(c). A patient is prohibited, however, from engaging in the medical
use of marijuana in a way that endangers the health or well -being of any person or in the plain
view of, or in a place open to, the general public. Id. at § 14(5)(a). The State did not establish
complementary guidelines to regulate the medical marijuana industry until July 2010. .

BACKGROUND

In July 2009, the City granted business license applications for two (2) medical marijuana
dispensaries. At the time, neither the state nor the LMC provided guidance on regulating this
new industry, and staff concluded that this type of activity was a permitted principal use at the
proposed locations.

The City classified the proposed uses as "medical clinics" and permitted them to locate in the
Colony Square Shops, near McCaslin Boulevard and US 36. Colony Square is currently zoned
Commercial Business (C -B). The C -B District is defined as a district comprised of areas to
provide for a full range of retail sales and services including opportunities for a complete variety
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of comparative shoppers' goods. The C -B District allows the widest variety of

Commercial /Retail land uses. "Medical clinics" are a use by right in the C -B zone district.

In October 2009, the City adopted Ordinance #1557, Series 2009 which amended Title 17 of
the LMC to add a definition of "medical marijuana dispensary" in Section 17.08.321 and to
prohibit medical marijuana dispensaries as home occupations in Section 17.16.040.

The City Council approved Ordinance #1561, Series 2009, Ordinance #1574, Series 2010, and
Ordinance #1589, Series 2011, establishing and subsequently extending a temporary
moratorium on all medical marijuana businesses in the City of Louisville until April 30, 2011.
The moratorium and its extension were established to allow time for the City and State to
develop more comprehensive regulations for the medical marijuana industry.

State Guidelines

House Bill (HB) 10 -1284, concerning the regulation of medical marijuana, was signed into law
by the Governor in July 2010 and provides guidance on local governments' ability to regulate
such businesses. HB 10 -1284 outlines multiple options for local municipalities from the outright
banning of medical marijuana businesses to establishing detailed regulation and licensing
requirements for medical marijuana businesses.

Louisville City Council Direction
On November 16, 2010, the Louisville City Council directed staff to prepare recommended
medical marijuana business licensing standards and location requirements beyond those in HB
10 -1284, including provisions concerning such things as additional or different distance
restrictions, restrictions on the size of operation, minimum security measures, hours of
operation, restrictions or requirements pertaining to deliveries, restrictions on signage,
standards that business owners and employees must satisfy, or other measures.

Staff Action

City staff studied model municipal ordinances from throughout the Front Range. Using this
information as a reference, staff prepared for the Local Licensing Authority's, the Planning
Commission's and City Council's consideration two ordinances that would amend Titles 5 and
17 of the LMC regulating medical marijuana businesses.

The uniqueness and newness of this industry sets it apart from other licensed business
models. The intent of the proposed zoning, licensing and operating requirements for medical
marijuana businesses is to protect the public health, safety, and community welfare in a way
that maintains the protections afforded to patients and primary caregivers through Amendment
20.

In summary, Amendments to Title 5: (1) establish comprehensive licensing standards; (2) set
location requirements and requirements governing operations; and (3) address the cultivation
of marijuana. Amendments to Title 17 define medical marijuana businesses consistent with
HB 10-1284 and specify the permitted and non- permitted uses associated with medical
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marijuana businesses. The existing moratorium is scheduled to expire on April 30, 2011. The
new regulatory ordinances are intended to take effect prior to the expiration of the moratorium.
The detailed provisions of each ordinance are outlined below.

AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 5 – BUSINESS LICENSES AND REGULATIONS

Ordinance # 1590, Series 2011 would amend Title 5 of the LMC to: (1) establish a
comprehensive licensing ordinance for all medical marijuana centers and infused products
manufacturers; (2) set location requirements for medical marijuana businesses and
requirements governing the operation of these businesses; and (3) address the cultivation of
marijuana by patients and primary caregivers who serve no more than five patients (unless the
primary caregiver has been authorized by the state health agency to serve additional patients)
and do not constitute a medical marijuana center. The draft ordinance is attached to the end of
this Staff Report. The City of Fort Collins Medical Marijuana Ordinance was the primary
template for the recommended ordinance.

Key differences between this ordinance and the City of Fort Collins include:
1. Cultivation of Medical Marijuana is prohibited in the City of Louisville.
2. Louisville's Local Licensing Authority (Authority), not the City Manager, will issue (and

suspend and revoke) medical marijuana business licenses.
3. Business location requirements are unique to Louisville.

Types of Licenses and Licensing Procedures

The proposed provisions would allow two types of licenses:

1. A medical marijuana center (MMC) license shall be issued only to a person selling
medical marijuana pursuant to the terms and conditions of the City's ordinance and
C.R.S. § 12- 43.3 -402 to registered patients or primary caregivers as defined in Article
XVIII, Section 14 of the Colorado Constitution, but is not a primary caregiver.

2. A medical marijuana- infused products manufacturing license may be issued to a
person who manufactures medical marijuana- infused products, pursuant to the terms
and conditions of the City's ordinance and C.R.S. § 12- 43.3 -404.

The ordinance designates the Authority as the licensing authority for the City. It will have the
power to review and act on applications for new licenses and renewals and to consider
revocation and suspension of licenses. The Authority is given the power to adopt rules of
procedure related to these activities.

While a number of the activities for licensing will be similar to those already conducted by the
Authority for alcohol licensing —such as conducting a public hearing on new applications and
reviewing background checks, premises information and operations plans —some procedures
and review areas are new and unique. In particular, unlike applications for new liquor licenses,
the Authority's decision on whether or not to issue a medical marijuana business license will
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not include an inquiry into the "reasonable requirements of the neighborhood" or the "desires
of the adult inhabitants." However, the Authority's decision would be based on other criteria
set forth in the ordinance, some of which are familiar to the liquor licensing process, such as
whether the proposed business meets defined separation requirements and whether the
applicant, the managers and employees of the business, and persons holding a financial
interest in the business have criminal histories indicating that they are not of good moral
character. The Authority also may deny an application for "good cause," which is defined in
the ordinance.

City staff will coordinate with the Authority in developing rules and procedures for
implementing the licensing requirements such as rules for conducting show cause hearings
on the revocation of a license.

Fees

An extensive licensing process is proposed as an integral element of the regulations. Other
requirements include payment of an application fee and an annual license fee. The fees are
defined in the ordinance and are intended to cover costs associated with the staff and zoning
review, mapping required to determine if separations are met, application coordination, and
routing to other departments. The initial nonrefundable application fee will be Three
Thousand Dollars ($3,000). If the applicant meets all application, licensing, and zoning
requirements, the proposed licensed premises would be inspected and, upon approval, an
annual fee of One Thousand Five Hundred Dollars ($1,500) would be collected. This fee is
intended to cover the cost of compliance checks by the Police Department and other
applicable City departments.

Background Checks
One step in the licensing process is to conduct a background check on the applicant,
manager, employees, and all of the financial interest holders in the proposed medical
marijuana business. A license shall not be issued to or held by any person contrary to C.R.S.

12- 43.3 -307. This statute includes a good moral character requirement for certain persons
involved in the business as well as a detailed list of other circumstances under which a person
is prohibited as a licensee. Background check fees will be One Hundred Dollars ($100) per
person, consistent with current City fees.

Inspections
Licensed premises will be subject to inspection by both the Police Department and other City
departments concerned with compliance issues. Books, records, and inventory of the
business will need to be made available consistent with federal and state laws and provisions
of Amendment 20 regarding patients' privacy. At no time will the City release or make public
any confidential record, including patient information, except as otherwise required by law. All
inspections will be consistent with the requirements set forth in C.R.S. § 12- 43.3 -701.

Location, Proximity, and Size
In addition to the permitted uses and zoning designations identified in Title 17, staff
recommends the following criteria be included as part of the licensing regulations:
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1. Allowed only in the Commercial Business (C -B) zone district;
2. A 1,320' separation requirement from schools, public playgrounds, outdoor pools,

outdoor education facilities serving children, alcohol or drug treatment facilities, and
residential childcare facilities;

3. A maximum allowance of no more than one medical marijuana business within a
1,320' radius;

4. A maximum leasable square feet allowance of 1,800 SF;
5. Not allowed on City property; and
6. Not allowed to operate as an outdoor vendor.

Distances described above shall be computed by direct measurement in a straight line from
the nearest property line to the nearest portion of the building or unit in which the medical
marijuana center or medical marijuana- infused product manufacturer is located. The purpose
of these performance standards is threefold:

The quarter mile (1,320 -feet) school buffer requirement is generated from model
ordinances from other communities. Separation requirements from such uses as
schools, public playgrounds, outdoor pools, outdoor education facilities for children
and residential child care facilities are advisable because of the concern that

exposure of youth to medical marijuana businesses could decrease their perception
of harm related to the use of marijuana or other drugs. 1,320 -feet is the distance
covered in a five minute walk at three miles per hour. It is also a distance referenced
throughout the country as the maximum distance the majority of Americans consider
a convenient distance to walk.

A maximum of one medical marijuana business within a quarter mile (1,320 feet)
radius is intended to avoid "clusters" of businesses so as to minimize their cumulative

impact on any particular area of the community.
The maximum leasable square foot allowance of eighteen hundred (1,800) square
feet is intended to prevent over -sized facilities and to minimize cumulative impact on
any particular area. 1,800 square feet is the typical size (30' by 60') provided to retail
tenants within a strip center or Main Street environment.

Considering the combination of Title 17 amendments allowing medical marijuana businesses
only in the C -B District, the spatial requirements, and the proposed licensing requirements,
staff estimates that a maximum of three (3) medical marijuana centers could possibly locate
within the City of Louisville.

Operations
The following requirements are consistent with State statutes and would apply to the medical
marijuana businesses within Louisville:

1. Each center will be operated by the licensee or a designated manager.
2. On -site sales will be allowed only to patients and primary caregivers. Sales could
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include marijuana in any usable form, plants, seeds, paraphernalia, and other retail
merchandise. No mature marijuana plants can be sold or maintained at the MMCs.
Quantities of marijuana sold to patients or primary caregivers will be limited to
amounts permitted under Amendment 20 for personal medical use, which are limited
to two ounces and six plants per patient, unless documentation from the patient's
physician is provided evidencing a need in excess of these amounts.

3. Access to the licensed premises will be limited to those lawfully entitled under Section
14 of Article XVIII of the Colorado State Constitution to possess and use medical
marijuana, as well as others whose presence is reasonably necessary to conduct
business, assist patients, or repair, improve or inspect the licensed premises.

4. Food products containing marijuana must contain warning labels explaining legal
limitations on possession and use. If the food has not been inspected by state or
county health officials, the label must so indicate.

5. No on -site consumption of marijuana will be permitted.
6. No on -site cultivation of marijuana plants will be permitted.
7. Security requirements are consistent with state requirements.
8. Hours of operation will be limited to 8 :00 AM to 7:00 PM.
9. Detailed transaction records will be required. Books and records will be subject to

inspection by the City to ensure compliance with applicable regulations.
10. Signage must comply with the Commercial Development Design Standards and

Guidelines (CDDSG) requirements. In addition, if the term "marijuana" or an
equivalent symbol (e.g., marijuana leaf) is used on a sign, or in any advertising, it
must be preceded by the word "medical."

Limitations on Cultivations Sites

No cultivation facilities are allowed in the City.

Limitations on Cultivation by Persons Exempt from Licensing
Patients and primary caregivers who are exempt from licensing would be allowed to
cultivate, grow or process marijuana with the following restrictions:

1. No outdoor growing.
2. No more than twelve (12) marijuana plants may be grown, with a maximum of six (6)

being mature plants.
3. No patient or primary caregiver may have more plants than they are entitled to

possess under Section 14 of Article XVIII of the Colorado State Constitution.

AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 17

Ordinance # 1591, Series 2011 amends Title 17 of the LMC to define medical marijuana
businesses that may receive licenses consistent with definitions in HB 10 -1284 and to
specify the permitted and non- permitted uses associated with medical marijuana
businesses. While HB 10 -1284 recognizes at a state level a license for cultivation activities
on identified optional premises, the City ordinance expressly prohibits cultivation within the
City.

SUBJECT: ORDINANCE NO. 1590, SERIES 2011
ORDINANCE NO. 1591, SERIES 2011
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HB 10 -1284 established the State's regulatory framework and established medical marijuana
industry definitions, including use of the term "medical marijuana center" instead of "medical
marijuana dispensary". As a result, staff is recommending the current Section 17.08.321 of
the Louisville Municipal Code be repealed in its entirety and Chapter 17.08 of the Louisville
Municipal Code be amended by the addition of new Sections to provide definitions that are
consistent with those in State law for the following:

Definitions

Sec. 17.

Sec. 17.

Sec. 17.

Sec. 17.

Sec. 17.

Sec. 17.

Sec. 17.

08.263. Location.

08.321.A.(1) Medical marijuana business.
08.321.A.(2) Medical marijuana center.
08.321.A.(3) Medical marijuana - infused products manufacturer.
08.356.A.(1) Optional premises.
08.356.A.(2) Optional premises cultivation operation.
08.367. Person.

Other provisions of the ordinance state that only medical marijuana centers and
manufacturers have the opportunity to apply for licensing within the City, and that all other
types of medical marijuana businesses are prohibited. Activities of patients and caregivers
that are recognized under Amendment 20 do, not require licensing but are subject to certain
limits.

Permitted Use

In this LMC revision, staff recommends that medical marijuana businesses be allowed as a
permitted use only in the Commercial Business (C -B) District. The cultivation of medical
marijuana is prohibited.

Section 17.16.040, Home Occupations, of the LMC is to be amended to reflect the new
statutory definitions.

LOCAL LICENSING AUTHORITY ACTION

The Authority reviewed the proposed changes to Title 5 at its January 24, 2011 meeting.
The Authority members indicated they were comfortable with the role they would play in the
licensing process and indicated their general approval of the Title 5 revisions. The Authority
will be developing additional rules of procedures to address certain details of the licensing
process, and to establish a framework for the conduct of Authority licensing and disciplinary
proceedings.

PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION

The Planning Commission reviewed the proposed changes to Title 17 during a public
hearing January 13 and continued on February 10 recommending the proposed
ordinance be approved by City Council by a 4 -2 vote.

During the deliberation, Planning Commission expanded the separation requirements to

136



PAGE EIGHT
SUBJECT: ORDINANCE NO. 1590, SERIES 2011

ORDINANCE NO. 1591, SERIES 2011

DATE: MARCH 15, 2011

include public playgrounds, outdoor pools, and outdoor education facilities for children. The
two Commissioners casting dissenting votes felt the proposed ordinance, with the expanded
separation requirements, was adequate but felt it was inappropriate to allow medical
marijuana businesses in the City of Louisville.

FISCAL IMPACT:

City staff anticipates that with the distance and location restrictions described above, a
maximum of three medical marijuana businesses could be permitted to operate in the City.
Two medical marijuana businesses currently operate in the City. Because there are only two,
staff cannot disclose the revenue generated by these businesses without violating laws
concerning the confidentiality of that information. However, if the two medical marijuana
businesses continue to generate sales tax at the current rate, both businesses will be among
the City's top 50 sales tax generating vendors for 2011. However, the cost of zoning,
enforcement, licensing and supervision of medical marijuana businesses will at least partially
offset the revenue generated by these businesses.

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends that the Louisville City Council approve Ordinance # 1590, Series 2011
amending Titles 5 of the LMC to establish: a comprehensive licensing ordinance all
medical marijuana centers and infused products manufacturers, location requirements for
medical marijuana businesses, and requirements governing the operation of these
businesses.

Staff also recommends that the Louisville City Council approve Ordinance # 1591, Series
2011 amending Title 17 of the LMC to define medical marijuana businesses that may receive
licenses consistent with definitions in HB 10 -1284 and to specify the permitted and non -
permitted uses associated with medical marijuana businesses.

ATTACHMENT(S):
1. Ordinance No. -1590, Series 2011 — (Title 5 Amendments)
2. Ordinance No. 1591, Series 2011 — (Title 17 Amendments)
3. HB 10 -1284

4. Medical Marijuana Setback Map
5. Front Range Medical Marijuana Comparison Table
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ORDINANCE NO. 1590

SERIES 2011

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING TITLE 5 OF THE LOUISVILLE MUNICIPAL CODE TO ADOPT

REGULATIONS REGARDING BUSINESS LICENSING AND OPERATIONAL REQUIREMENTS
FOR MEDICAL MARIJUANA BUSINESSES

WHEREAS, Article XVIII, Section 14 of the Colorado Constitution, referred to as

Amendment 20, was approved by Colorado voters in November 2000; and

WHEREAS, Amendment 20 creates a limited exception to the state's criminal laws

for any "patient" or "primary caregiver" in lawful possession of a registry identification
card to engage or assist in the medical use of marijuana and permits physicians to
authorize medical marijuana use for patients who have been diagnosed with debilitating
medical conditions; and

WHEREAS, Amendment 20 prohibits a patient from engaging in the medical use of

marijuana in a way that endangers the health or well -being of any person or in the plain
view of, or in a place open to, the general public; and

WHEREAS, the possession, use, sale, distribution or transportation of marijuana is
still a violation of federal law and, when possessed, used, sold, distributed or transported
for any purpose other than medical use, a violation of state law as well; and

WHEREAS, the Governor on June 7, 2010 signed into law House Bill 10 -1284 (HB
10 -1284) which provides_guidance for local governments to regulate medical marijuana
businesses; and

WHEREAS, HB 10 -1284 outlines multiple options for local municipalities from the
outright banning of medical marijuana businesses to establishing detailed regulation and
licensing requirements; and

WHEREAS, the City of Louisville is a home rule municipal corporation and, in
addition to the authority set forth in HB 10 -1284 and other state statutes, has authority
pursuant to Article XX of the Colorado Constitution and the Louisville Home Rule Charter
to license and regulate businesses, occupations and establishments, and to otherwise
exercise its police and other powers in the interest of the public health, safety and
welfare; and

WHEREAS, the Louisville City Council directed staff to develop a series of
ordinances that will allow certain medical marijuana businesses as a permitted land use
and license them with additional local licensing standards and regulations beyond those
set forth in HB 10 -1284, including without limitation provisions concerning such things as

1
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additional or different distance restrictions, restrictions on the size of medical marijuana

businesses, minimum security measures, hours of operation, restrictions or requirements
pertaining to deliveries, restrictions on signage, and standards that facility owners and
employees must satisfy; and

WHEREAS, City staff has, pursuant to City Council direction, reviewed the issues,

concerns and secondary effects that may be associated with the operation of medical
marijuana businesses in the City and has presented proposed regulations pertaining to
the same for the City Council's consideration; and

WHEREAS, by adoption of this ordinance, the City Council does not intend to
authorize or make legal any act that is not permitted under federal or state law but rather

to establish local regulations governing the possession and use of medical marijuana
under Amendment 20; and

WHEREAS, City Council has provided notice of a public hearing on said ordinance
by publication as provided by the Louisville Home Rule Charter and held a public hearing
as provided in said notice;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF

LOUISVILLE, COLORADO:

Section 1. Title 5 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby amended by the
addition of a new Chapter 5.10 which shall read in its entirety as follows:

Chapter 5.10
MEDICAL MARIJUANA

Sec. 5.10.010. Purpose.
Sec. 5.10.020. Definitions.

Sec. 5.10.030. Classes of medical marijuana licenses.
Sec. 5.10.040. Authorization of the local licensing authority.

Sec. 5.10.050. License requirements; exemptions.
Sec. 5.10.060. Requirements of application for license; payment of application fees.
Sec. 5.10.070. Location criteria.

Sec. 5.10.080. Persons prohibited as licensees.
Sec. 5.10.090. Duration of license; renewal.
Sec. 5.10.100. Annual license fee.

Sec. 5.10.110. Use and display of license.
Sec. 5.10.120. Management of licensed premises. -
Sec. 5.10.130. Change in manager, employee; change in financial interest; modification
of premises.
Sec. 5.10.140. Hours of operation.
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Sec. 5.10.150. Signage and advertising.

Sec. 5.10.160. Security requirements.
Sec. 5.10.170. Required notices.

Sec. 5.10.180. Cultivation and growing by licensees.
Sec. 5.10.190. Sale of edible products.
Sec. 5.10.200. Labeling.
Sec. 5.10.210. On -site consumption of medical marijuana.
Sec. 5.10.220. Prohibited acts.

Sec. 5.10.230. Visibility of activities; control of emissions.
Sec. 5.10.240. Disposal of marijuana byproducts.
Sec. 5.10.250. Deliveries of medical marijuana.
Sec. 5.10.260. Sales and use tax.

Sec. 5.10.270. Required books and records.
Sec. 5.10.280. Inspection of licensed premises.
Sec. 5.10.290. Non - renewal, suspension, or revocation of license.
Sec. 5.10.300. Violations and penalties.
Sec. 5.10.310. No City liability; indemnification.
Sec. 5.10.320. Other laws remain applicable.
Sec. 5.10.330. Severability.

Sec. 5.10.010 Purpose.

A. The provisions of this chapter are intended to implement the provisions of Article
XVII1, Section 14 of the Colorado Constitution and protect the rights of patients and their
primary caregivers while also protecting the health, safety, and welfare of the public and
curtailing the unlawful possession, use, distribution, or transportation of marijuana for
unlawful purposes by:

1. Requiring that medical marijuana businesses be operated in a manner that
minimizes potential health and safety risks and mitigates the negative impacts
that a medical marijuana business might have on surrounding properties and
persons;

2. Regulating the conduct of persons owning, operating and using medical marijuana
businesses in order to protect the public health, safety and welfare; and

3. Regulating the location and operation of medical marijuana businesses.

B. By adoption of this chapter, the City Council does not intend to authorize or make
legal any act that is not permitted under federal or state law.

Sec. 5.10.020. Definitions.

3
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A. As used in this chapter, the following words or phrases shall have the following
meanings:

Amendment 20 means that certain voter initiated amendment to the Colorado

Constitution adopted November 7, 2000, which added Section 14 of Article. XVIII to the
Colorado Constitution.

Applicant means any person or entity who has submitted an application for a
license or renewal of a license issued pursuant to this chapter. If the applicant is an entity
and not a natural person, applicant shall include all persons who are the members,
managers, officers and directors of such entity.

Cultivation means the process by which a person grows a marijuana plant.
Dwelling unit shall mean one (1) or more rooms and a single kitchen and at least

one (1) bathroom, designed, occupied or intended for occupancy as separate quarters for
the exclusive use of a single family for living, cooking and sanitary purposes, located in a
single - family, two - family or multi- family dwelling or mixed -use building.

Financial interest means an ownership interest, a creditor interest, or a

directorship or officership.
Good cause, for purposes of denying, refusing to renew, suspending or revoking a

license, means:

a) the licensee or applicant has violated, does not meet; or has failed to comply
with any of the terms, conditions, or provisions of this chapter, any rules
promulgated pursuant to this chapter, or any supplemental state or local law,
rules, or regulations;

b) the licensee or applicant has failed to comply with any special terms or
conditions that were placed on its license pursuant to an order of the state or
local licensing authority; or

c) the licensed premises have been operated in a manner that adversely affects
the public health or welfare or the safety of the immediate neighborhood in
which the licensed premises is located. Evidence to support such a finding can

include, without limitation, a continuing pattern of disorderly conduct, a
continuing pattern of drug related criminal conduct within the licensed
premises or proposed licensed premises or in the immediate area surrounding
such premises, a continuing pattern of criminal conduct directly related to or
arising from the operation of the medical marijuana center or medical
marijuana - infused products manufacturer, or an ongoing nuisance condition

emanating from or caused by the medical marijuana center or medical
marijuana- infused products manufacturer.

Leasable square feet means the total floor area of building designed for tenant
occupancy and exclusive use, including any basements, mezzanines, upper floors, or
storage areas.

License means a document issued by the city officially authorizing an applicant to
operate a medical marijuana business pursuant to this chapter.
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Licensee means the person to whom a license has been issued pursuant to this
chapter.

Licensed premises means that portion of a property, building, or other structure which
is owned or in possession of the licensee and which is used for the purpose of storing,
processing, displaying for sale, selling or otherwise distributing medical marijuana or
other products by a licensee.

Local licensing authority means the City of Louisville Local Licensing Authority.
Location means a particular parcel of land that may be identified by an address or

other descriptive means.
Medical marijuana means marijuana that is grown and sold pursuant to the provisions

of this chapter and for a purpose authorized by Section 14 of Article XVIII of the Colorado
State Constitution.

Medical marijuana business shall mean any person acting alone or in concert with
another person, whether for profit or not for profit, who cultivates, grows, harvests,
processes, packages, transports, displays, sells, dispenses or otherwise distributes the
stalks, stems, roots, seeds, leaves, buds or flowers of the plant (genus) cannabis, or any
mixture or preparation thereof, for medical use as authorized by Article XVIII, Section 14
of the Colorado Constitution.

Medical marijuana center means a person licensed pursuant to this chapter to

operate a business as described in C.R.S. § 12- 43.3 -402 and this chapter that sells medical
marijuana to registered patients or primary caregivers, but is not a primary caregiver.

Medical marijuana delivery business means a medical marijuana business that delivers
medical marijuana to a patient or primary caregiver at a location other than a licensed
premises.

Medical marijuanainfused products manufacturer means a person licensed pursuant
to this chapter to operate a business as described in C.R.S. § 1243.3 - 404 and this chapter.

Medical marijuana paraphernalia or paraphernalia means devices, contrivances,
instruments and paraphernalia for inhaling or otherwise consuming medical marijuana,
including, but not limited to, rolling papers, related tools, water pipes and vaporizers.

Minor patient means a patient Tess than eighteen (18) years of age.
Patient means a person who has a debilitating medical condition as defined in

Amendment 20.

Person means a natural person, partnership, association, company, corporation,

limited liability company, or organization, or a manager, agent, owner, director, servant,
officer, or employee thereof.

Premises means the legal parcel of property upon which a medical marijuana center
or medical marijuana- infused product manufacturer is located.

Primary caregiver means a natural person, other than the patient and the patient's
physician, who is eighteen (18) years of age or older and has significant responsibility for
managing the well -being of a patient who has a debilitating medical condition.

Registry identification card means that document, issued by the state, which identifies
a patient authorized to engage in the medical use of marijuana and such patient's primary
caregiver, if any has been designated.
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State licensing authority means the authority created for the purpose of regulating

and controlling the licensing of the cultivation, manufacture, distribution, and sale of
medical marijuana in this state, pursuant to C.R.S. § 12- 43.3 -201.

B. In addition to the definitions provided in subsection A. of this section, other terms
used in this chapter shall have the meaning ascribed to them in Amendment 20, C.R.S. §
12- 43.3 -101 et seq., C.R.S. § 25 -1.5 -106, and the rules and regulations promulgated by
the state licensing authority, and such definitions are hereby incorporated into this

chapter by this reference.

Sec. 5.10.030. Classes of medical marijuana licenses.

A. The local licensing authority may issue only the following medical marijuana
licenses upon payment of the fee and compliance with all local licensing requirements, as
determined by the local licensing authority:

1. A medical marijuana center license. A medical marijuana center license shall be
issued only to a person selling medical marijuana pursuant to the terms and conditions of
this chapter and C.R.S. § 12- 43.3 -402 to registered patients or primary caregivers, but is
not a primary caregiver.

2. A medical marijuana- infused products manufacturing license. A medical

marijuana- infused products manufacturing license may be issued to a person who

manufactures medical marijuana- infused products, pursuant to the terms and conditions
of this chapter and C.R.S. § 12- 43.3 -404.

Sec. 5.10.040. Authorization of the local licensing authority.

A. The City of Louisville's existing local licensing authority, previously established
pursuant to chapter 5.08 of this Code, shall have and exercise all the powers expressly
granted and necessarily implied to regulate the licensing of medical marijuana businesses
in the City of Louisville, including without limitation all such powers set forth in this Code
and C.R.S. § 12 -43.3 -101 et seq. as from time to time amended.

B. The local licensing authority may, consistent with the Code and applicable
provisions of state law, grant, approve, renew, or refuse licenses under this chapter;
conduct investigations as are required by law or as are appropriate to the administration

of this chapter; suspend or revoke licenses; and levy penalties, sanctions and other
conditions against licensees in the manner provided by law.

C. The local licensing authority shall have the authority to promulgate rules and
regulations for its administration of the licensing requirements of this chapter, and shall
have the power to issue subpoenas as provided in section 5.08.130 of this Code and C.R.S.
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12- 433 -101 et seq. as from time to time amended.

Sec. 5.10.050. License requirements; exemptions.

A. Except as provided in subsection B. of this section, it shall be unlawful for any
person to establish or operate a medical marijuana business in the city without first
having obtained a license for such business from the local licensing authority. Such

license shall be kept current at all times, and the failure to maintain a current license shall
constitute a violation of this section.

B. Primary caregivers who cultivate, possess or dispense medical marijuana to no
more than five patients, and patients who cultivate or possess medical marijuana for their
own medical use, are not considered medical marijuana businesses and are exempt from
the licensing requirements of this chapter, but shall be subject to the following
limitations:

1. All such cultivation shall be conducted entirely within a building or other fully
enclosed structure.

2. Not more than twelve (12) marijuana plants may be cultivated or kept at the same
parcel of property, of which no more than six (6) plants may be mature.

3. In no event shall a patient or primary caregiver keep, cultivate, grow or process
more medical marijuana than such person is entitled to possess under Article
XVIII, Section 14 of the Colorado Constitution and other applicable state laws and
regulations.

Notwithstanding the above, the five patient limit shall not apply to primary caregivers
who have been authorized by the state health agency to serve additional patients in
exceptional circumstances in accordance with C.R.S. § 25 -1.5- 106(8)

Sec. 5.10.060. Requirements of application for license; payment of application fees.

A. A person seeking a license or renewal of a license issued pursuant to this chapter

shall submit an application to the local licensing authority on forms provided by the city.
At the time of application for a new license, the applicant shall pay a non- refundable
application fee in the amount of Three Thousand Dollars ($3,000) to defray the costs
incurred by the city for processing the application. A fee in the amount of One Hundred
Dollars ($100) may be charged for the costs of each fingerprint analysis and background
investigation undertaken to qualify new applicants, managers, employees, and other
persons required to be qualified pursuant to this chapter. In addition, the applicant shall
provide one (1) of the following forms of identification:

1. an identification card issued in accordance with C.R.S. § 42 -2 -302;
2. a valid state driver's license;
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3. a valid driver's license containing a picture issued by another state;
4. a military identification card; or
5. a valid passport.

B. The applicant shall also provide the following information on a form approved by,
or acceptable to, the city, which information shall be required for the applicant, the
proposed manager and employees of the medical marijuana business, and all persons
having a ten (10) percent or more financial interest in the medical marijuana business
that is the subject of the application:

1. name, address, date of birth;

2. a complete set of fingerprints;

3. an acknowledgement and consent that the city will conduct a background
investigation, including a criminal history check, and that the city will be entitled
to full and complete disclosure of all financial records of the medical marijuana
business, including records of or relating to deposits, withdrawals, balances and
loans;

4. if the applicant is a business entity, information regarding the entity, including,
without limitation, the name and address of the entity, its legal status, a copy of
its articles of incorporation or organization or other filing required for
organization, copies of any ownership agreements, operating agreement, and
bylaws, and proof of registration with, or a certificate of good standing from, the
Colorado Secretary of State;

5. the name and complete address of the proposed medical marijuana business;
6. if the applicant is not the owner of the proposed licensed premises, a notarized

statement from the owner of such property authorizing the use of the property
for a medical marijuana center or medical marijuana- infused products
manufacturer;

7. a copy of any deed reflecting the ownership of, or lease reflecting the right to
possess, the proposed licensed premises;

8. evidence of a valid sales tax license for the business;
9. if the medical marijuana center will be providing medical marijuana in edible form,

evidence of any food establishment license or permit that may be required by the
State;

10. a " to scale" diagram of the premises, showing, without limitation, a site plan,
building layout, all entry ways and exits to the medical marijuana business, loading
zones and all areas in which medical marijuana will be stored, processed or
dispensed;

11. a comprehensive business plan for the medical marijuana business which shall
contain, without limitation, the following:

i. a security plan meeting the requirements of section 5.10.160;
ii. a description of all products to be sold;
iii. a signage plan that is in compliance with all applicable
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requirements of Section 5.10.150, this Code and the Commercial
Development Design Standards and Guidelines; and

iv. a plan for the disposal of medical marijuana and related byproducts
to ensure that such disposal is in compliance with all applicable
federal, state and local laws or regulations; and

12. any additional information that the local licensing authority reasonably

determines to be necessary in connection with the investigation and review of the
application.

C. A license issued pursuant to this chapter does not eliminate the need for the
licensee to obtain other required permits or licenses related to the operation of the
medical marijuana center or medical marijuana - infused products manufacturer

operation, including, without limitation, any State of Colorado license or any sales tax
license, business registration, development approvals or building permits required by this
Code.

D. Upon receipt of a completed application, the secretary of the local licensing
authority shall circulate the application to all affected service areas and departments of
the city to determine whether the application is in full compliance with all applicable
laws, rules and regulations.

E. The Planning and Building Safety Department shall, prior to issuance of the
license, perform an inspection of the proposed premises to determine compliance with
any applicable requirements of this chapter or other provisions of this Code.

F. Upon receipt of a complete application, the local licensing authority shall schedule
a public hearing upon the application to be held and conducted in accordance with
applicable provisions of C.R.S. §§ 12- 43.3 -302 and -303. The local licensing authority has

the authority to deny a license for good cause.

G. The local licensing authority shall have the authority to deny any application that
does not meet the requirements of this chapter. The local licensing authority shall also

have the authority to deny any application that contains any false, misleading or
incomplete information. Denial of an application for a license shall not be subject to
administrative review but only to review by a court of competent jurisdiction.

H. After approval of an application, a local license shall not be issued until the
building in which the business is to be conducted is ready for occupancy with such
furniture, fixtures, and equipment in place as are necessary to comply with this chapter
and any applicable provisions of this Code or state law or regulation and until the
Planning and Building Safety Department has performed the inspection required by C.R.S.

12- 43.3 - 303(4).
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Sec. 5.10.070. Location Criteria.

A. No medical marijuana center or medical marijuana- infused product manufacturer
shall, at the time it is established and first licensed by the city, be located within one
thousand three hundred twenty (1,320) feet of another medical marijuana center or
medical marijuana infused product manufacturer.

B. No medical marijuana center or medical marijuana- infused product manufacturer

shall, at the time it is established and first licensed by the city, be located:

1. within one thousand three hundred twenty (1,320) feet of: a public or private

preschool, elementary, middle, junior high, or high school; a public playground or
outdoor pool; an outdoor education facility serving children; an alcohol or drug
treatment facility; the principal campus of a college, university, or seminary; or a
residential child care facility;

2. upon any city property;

3. in a dwelling unit or any residentially zoned districts; or
4. within the Agricultural (A), Open Space ( OS) Administrative Office (AO),

Business Office (BO), Administrative Office Transitional (AO -T), Industrial (I),
Planned Community Zone District (PCZD), Mixed Use ( MU -R), Commercial
Neighborhood (CN), or Commercial Community (CC) zone districts.

C. No licensed premises for a medical marijuana center or medical marijuana- infused
product manufacturer shall, at the time it is established and first licensed by the city, be
located in a physical space exceeding eighteen hundred (1,800) square feet of leasable
floor space, nor shall such licensed premises ever exceed eighteen hundred (1,800)
square feet of leasable floor space.

D. No medical marijuana center or medical marijuana- infused product manufacturer
shall operate as an outdoor or transient retailer, vendor or peddler.

E. The distances described in subsections A; B and C above shall be computed by
direct measurement in' a straight line from the nearest property line of the land used for
the purposes stated in subsections A, B and C above to the nearest portion of the building
or unit in which the medical marijuana center or medical marijuana- infused product
manufacturer is located.

Sec. 5.10.080. Persons prohibited as licensees.

A. A license shall not be issued to or held by any person contrary to C.R.S. § 12 -43.3-

307 and the rules and regulations promulgated by the State of Colorado.
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B. No Iicense by this chapter shall be issued to, held by, or renewed by any
of the following:

1. A person until the annual fee therefor has been paid;

2. A person whose criminal history indicates that he or she is not of good moral
character;

3 . A corporation, if the criminal history of any of its officers, directors, or
stockholders indicates that the officer, director, or stockholder is not of good
moral character;

4. A partnership, association, limited liability company, or other entity, if the
criminal history of any of its managers or officers or person having a ten (10)
percent or more financial interest in such entity indicates he or she is not of
good moral character;

5. A licensed physician making patient recommendations;

6. A person employing, assisted by, or financed in whole or in part by any other
person whose criminal history indicates he or she is not of good moral
character and reputation satisfactory to the respective licensing authority;

7. A person under twenty -one years of age;

8. A person licensed pursuant to this chapter who, during a period of Iicensure,
or who, at the time of application, has failed to:

i. provide a surety bond or file any tax return with a taxing agency;
ii. pay any taxes, interest, or penalties due;
iii. pay any judgments due to a government agency;
iv. stay out of default on a government- issued student loan;
v. pay child support; or
vi. remedy an outstanding delinquency for taxes owed, an outstanding

delinquency for judgments owed to a government agency, or an
outstanding delinquency for child support;

9. A person who has discharged a sentence in the five years immediately
preceding the application date for a conviction of a felony or a person who at
any time has been convicted of a felony pursuant to any state or federal law
regarding the possession, distribution, or use of a controlled substance;

10. A person who employs another person at a medical marijuana business who

has not passed a criminal history record check;
11. A sheriff, deputy sheriff, police officer, or prosecuting officer, or an officer or

employee of the state licensing authority or a local licensing authority;
12. A person whose authority to be a primary caregiver has been revoked by the

state health agency;

13. A person for a license for a location that is currently licensed as a retail food

establishment or wholesale food registrant; or
14. A person who has not been a resident of Colorado for at least two years prior

to the date of the person's application; except that, for a person who submits
an application for Iicensure pursuant to this chapter by May 1, 2011, this
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requirement shall not apply to that person if the person was a resident of the
state of Colorado on December 15, 2009.

C. In investigating the qualifications of an applicant or a licensee, the local licensing
authority may have access to criminal history record information furnished by a criminal
justice agency subject to any restrictions imposed by such agency. In the event the local
licensing authority considers the applicant's criminal history record, the local licensing
authority shall also consider any information provided by the applicant regarding such

criminal history record, including but not limited to evidence of rehabilitation, character
references, and educational achievements, especially those items pertaining to the period

of time between the applicant's last criminal conviction and the consideration of the
application for a local license.

D. As used in subsection C of this section, "criminal justice agency" means any
federal, state, or municipal court or any governmental agency or subunit of such agency
that administers criminal justice pursuant to a statute or executive order and that
allocates a substantial part of its annual budget to the administration of criminal justice.

E. At the time of filing an application with the local .licensing authority for issuance or

renewal of a medical marijuana center license or medical marijuana- infused product
manufacturer license, the applicant.shall submit a set of his or her fingerprints and file

personal history information concerning the applicant's qualifications for a license on
forms prepared by the local licensing authority. The local licensing authority shall submit
the fingerprints to the Colorado bureau of investigation for the purpose of conducting
fingerprint -based criminal history record checks. The Colorado bureau of investigation
shall forward the fingerprints to the federal bureau of investigation for the purpose of

conducting fingerprint -based criminal history record checks. The local licensing authority
may .acquire a name -based criminal history record check for an applicant ora licensee
who has twice submitted to a fingerprint -based criminal history record check and whose
fingerprints are unclassifiable. An applicant who has previously submitted fingerprints for
local licensing purposes may request that the fingerprints on file be used. The local
licensing authority shall use the information resulting from the fingerprint -based criminal

history record check to investigate and determine whether an applicant is qualified to

hold a local license pursuant to-this chapter. The local licensing authority may verify any
of the information an applicant is required to submit.

Sec. 5.10.090. Duration of license; renewal.
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A. Upon issuance of a license, the city shall provide the licensee with one (1) original

of such license for each medical marijuana center or medical marijuana- infused product
manufacturer to be operated by the licensee in the city. Each such copy shall show the
name and address of the licensee, the type of facility or business for which it is issued,



and the address of the facility at which it is to be displayed.

B. Each license issued pursuant to this chapter shall be valid for one (1) year from the

date of issuance and may be renewed only as provided in this chapter. All renewals of a
license shall be for no more than one (1) year. An application for the renewal of an
existing license shall be made to the local licensing authority not more than sixty (60) days
and not less than forty -five (45) days prior to the date of expiration of the license. No
application for renewal shall be accepted by the local licensing authority prior to or after
such date except as provided is subsection C, below. The timely filing of a renewal
application shall extend the current license until a decision is made on the renewal.

C. Notwithstanding subsection B, a licensee whose license has been expired for not
more than ninety (90) days may file a late renewal application upon the payment of a
non - refundable late application fee in the amount of five hundred dollars ($500.00) at the
time the renewal application is submitted. A licensee who files a late renewal application
and pays the requisite fee may continue to operate until a decision is made on the
renewal.

Sec. 5.10.100. Annual license fee.

Upon and as a condition of issuance of a license or any renewal of a license, the licensee

shall pay to the city an annual license fee in an amount of One Thousand Five Hundred

Dollars ($1,500). The annual license fee may be refunded if the application is denied.

Sec. 5.10.110. Use and display of license.

A. A license shall not be transferable to another person.

B. Each license shall be limited to use at the premises specified in the application for
such license. Any change in location shall require the filing of an application for, and
issuance of, a new license under the provisions of section 5.10.060 above.

C. Each license shall be continuously posted in a conspicuous location at the licensed
premised of the medical marijuana center or medical marijuana- infused product
manufacturer.

D. Any person delivering medical marijuana in the city on behalf of a medical

marijuana . business shall have in his or her possession a true and accurate copy of the

license held by said business and shall, upon request by any police officer of the city or by
any other duly authorized law enforcement officer, produce the same for inspection.

Sec. 5.10.120. Management of licensed premises.
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Licensees who are natural persons shall either manage the licensed premises themselves
or employ a separate and distinct manager on the premises and report the name of such
manager to the local licensing authority. Licensees that are entities shall employ a
manager on the premises and report the name of the manager to the local licensing

authority. All managers must be natural persons who are at least twenty -one (21) years of
age. No manager shall be a person having a criminal history contrary to the requirements
described in Section 5.10.080.

Sec. 5.10.130. Change in manager, employee; change in financial interest; modification
of premises.

A. Each licensee shall report any change in managers or employees to the local
licensing authority within thirty (30) days after the change. Such report shall include all
information required for managers and employees under Section 5.10.060 of this chapter.

A fee for the costs of each fingerprint analysis and background investigation undertaken
to qualify new managers and employees may be charged.

B. Each licensee shall report in writing to the local licensing authority any transfer
or change of financial interest in the license holder or in the medical marijuana business
that is the subject of the license. Except as set forth in Subsection C. of this Section, such
report must be filed with the local licensing authority within thirty (30) days after any
such transfer or change. A report shall be required for any transfer of the capital stock of
any corporation regardless of size. No person having or acquiring a financial interest in
the medical marijuana business that is the subject of a license shall be a person having a
criminal history contrary to the requirements described in Section 5.10.080. A fee for the
costs of each fingerprint analysis and background investigation undertaken pursuant to
this chapter may be charged.

C. Any transfer or change of financial interest in the license holder that would

effect a transfer of controlling interest in the license shall require the filing and processing
of an application for a new license.

D. After a license is issued, the licensee shall make no physical change which
materially or substantially alters the licensed premises or the usage of the licensed
premises from the plans and specifications submitted at the time of obtaining the original
license without the prior written consent of the local licensing authority. For purposes of
this subsection, physical changes, alterations or modifications of the licensed premises, or
in the usage of the premises requiring prior written consent shall, be as specified in the
rules and regulations promulgated by the state licensing authority. Each application for
modification of premises shall be accompanied by an application fee of One Thousand
Five Hundred dollars ($1,500.00).

Sec. 5.10.140. Hours of operation.
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Medical marijuana centers may be open for business only between the hours of 8:00 a.m.
and 7:00 p.m.

Sec. 5.10.150. Signage and advertising.

All signage and advertising for any medical marijuana center or medical marijuana -
infused products manufacturer shall comply with all applicable provisions of this chapter,
title 17 of this Code, and the City of Louisville's .Commercial Development Design
Standards and Guidelines. In addition, no signage or advertising shall use the word

marijuana" or "cannabis," or any other word, phrase or symbol commonly understood to
refer to marijuana unless such word, phrase or symbol is immediately preceded by the
word "medical" in type and font that is at least as readily discernible as all other words,
phrases or symbols.. Such signage and advertising must clearly indicate that the products
and services are offered only for medical marijuana patients and primary caregivers.

Sec. 5.10.160. Security requirements.

Security requirements for any premises licensed pursuant to this chapter, shall include, at
a minimum, lighting, physical security, video, alarm requirements, and other minimum
procedures for internal control as deemed necessary by the local licensing authority to
properly administer and enforce the provisions of this chapter.

Security measures at all medical marijuana centers and medical marijuana- infused
product manufacturers shall be consistent with all requirements imposed by the state
licensing authority and its rules and regulations as authorized by C.R.S. § 12- 43.3 -101 et

seq. The local licensing authority shall have the authority to impose additional security
requirements upon a licensee as part of any order or stipulation issued in connection with
a proceeding for suspension or revocation of a license.

Sec. 5.10.170. Required notices.

A. There shall be posted in a conspicuous location in each medical marijuana center
and medical marijuana- infused product manufacturer a legible sign containing warnings
that:

1. the possession, use or distribution of marijuana is a violation of federal law;

2. the possession, use or distribution of marijuana for nonmedical purposes is a
violation of state law;

3. it is illegal under state law to drive a motor vehicle or to operate machinery when
under the influence of, or impaired by, marijuana; and

4. no one under the age of eighteen (18) years is permitted on the premises except
minor patients accompanied by a parent or legal guardian in possession of a state
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registry card for such minor patient.

Sec. 5.10.180. Cultivation and growing by licensees.

The cultivation and growing of marijuana plants is prohibited within the City of Louisville,
except as permitted under section 5.10.050.8. ,

Sec. 5.10.190. Sale of edible products.

A. Medical marijuana centers may not be co- located with facilities used to prepare,
produce or assemble food, whether for medical or nonmedical purposes.

B. Any food products sold by a medical marijuana center shall either be inspected by
an agency of the Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment or, if no such ..
inspection has occurred, shall contain a label indicating the lack of any such inspection.

Sec. 5.10.200. Labeling.

All marijuana sold or otherwise distributed by the licensee shall be packaged and labeled
in a manner that advises the purchaser that the marijuana is intended for use solely by
the patient to whom it is sold and that any resale or redistribution of the marijuana to any
person other than a patient or primary caregiver is a criminal violation.

Sec. 5.10.210. On consumption of medical marijuana.

The consumption, ingestion or inhalation of medical marijuana on or within the licensed
premises of a medical marijuana center or medical marijuana- infused product

manufacturer is prohibited.

Sec. 5.10.220. Prohibited acts.

A. It shall be unlawful for any licensee to:

1. employ any person to manage a medical marijuana center or medical marijuana .
infused - product manufacturer facility or to dispense medical marijuana who is not
at least twenty- one (21) years of age r who has a criminal history contrary to the
requirements described in Section 5.10.080;

2. sell, give, dispense or otherwise distribute medical marijuana to anyone other
than a patient or primary caregiver;

3. sell, give, dispense or otherwise distribute to any patient or primary caregiver
more than two (2) ounces of any usable form of medical marijuana within any
seven -day period of time or in such other quantities allowed pursuant to
Amendment 20;

4. to maintain, sell, dispense or otherwise distribute mature medical marijuana
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plants at any medical marijuana center; -
5. purchase or otherwise obtain from another licensed medical marijuana center in

Colorado more medical marijuana than permitted by state law or regulation;
6. permit on the licensed premises any person other than:

i. the licensee, the licensee's manager, employees and financial
interest holders;

ii. a patient in possession of a registry identification card or its
functional equivalent under Section 14(3)(d) of Amendment 20;

iii. a minor patient accompanied by a parent or lawful guardian in
possession of the minor patient's registry identification card;

iv. a primary caregiver in possession of his or her patient's registry
identification card or its functional equivalent under Section

14(3)(d) of Amendment 20 and the patient's written designation of
said person as the patient's primary caregiver, as submitted to the
Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment;

v. a person whose physical presence and assistance are necessary to
assist a patient;

vi. a person who is actively engaged in the maintenance, repair or
improvement of the licensed premises or in the provision of
accounting or other professional services directly related to the
conduct of the licensee's medical marijuana business;

vii. law enforcement officers, inspectors and other officials or

employees of any federal, state or local government or agency
engaged in the lawful performance of their official duties;

7. permit the sale or consumption of alcohol beverages on the licensed premises; or
8. cultivate or permit the cultivation of medical marijuana on the licensed premises.

Sec. 5.10.230. Visibility of activities; control of emissions.

A. All activities of medical marijuana centers and medical marijuana infused product
manufacturers, including, without limitation, processing, displaying, selling and storage,
shall be conducted indoors.

B. No medical marijuana or paraphernalia shall be displayed or kept in a center or
infused product manufacturer so as to be visible from outside the licensed premises.

C. ` Sufficient measures and means of preventing smoke, odors, debris, dust, fluids
and other substances from exiting a medical marijuana business must be provided at all
times. In the event that any odors, debris, dust, fluids or other substances exit a medical
marijuana center or infused product manufacturer, the owner of the subject premises
and the licensee shall be jointly and severally liable for such conditions and shall be
responsible for immediate, full clean -up and correction of such condition. The licensee
shall properly dispose of all such materials, items and other substances in a safe, sanitary
and secure manner and in accordance with all applicable federal, state and local laws and
regulations.
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Sec. 5.10.240. Disposal of marijuana byproducts.

The disposal of medical marijuana, byproducts and paraphernalia shall be done in
accordance with plans and procedures approved in advance by the local licensing
authority.

Sec. 5.10.250. Deliveries of medical marijuana.

Deliveries of medical marijuana and paraphernalia by licensees operating a medical
marijuana delivery business, whether or not such business is conducted in conjunction
with a city - licensed medical marijuana center or medical marijuana - infused product
manufacturer, shall be made only to patients and primary caregivers and only in the
amounts specified in Section 5.10.220.A.3above. All such deliveries shall be subject to
the record keeping requirements contained in Sec. 5.10.270 below.

Sec. 5.10.260. Sales and use tax.

Each licensee shall collect and remit city sales and use taxes on all medical marijuana,

paraphernalia and other tangible personal property sold, dispensed, or purchased at the
medical marijuana center, in accordance with the requirements of chapter 3.20 of this
Code.

Sec. 5.10.270. Required books and records.

A. Every licensee shall maintain an accurate and complete record of all medical
marijuana purchased, sold or dispensed by the medical marijuana business in any usable
form. Such record shall include the following:

1. the identity of the seller and purchaser involved in each transaction;
2. the total quantity of, and amount paid for, the medical marijuana; and
3. the date, time and location of each transaction.

B. Every patient or primary caregiver shall provide to the licensee, and the licensee
shall record, the following information for such books and records:

1. the patient or primary caregiver's name, date of birth, and current street address,
including city, state and zip code;

2. the form of identification that was presented by the patient or primary caregiver,
which may include any of the following, and the identifying number, if any, from
such form:

i. an identification card issued in accordance with C.R.S. § 42 -2 -302,
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C.R.S.,

ii. a valid state driver's license,
iii. a valid driver's license containing a picture issued by another state,
iv. a military identification card
v. a valid passport, or
vi. an alien registration card;

3. a registry identification card or its functional equivalent under Section 14(3)(d) of
Amendment 20 and, in the case of a primary caregiver, the date the primary

caregiver was designated by the patient for whom the medical marijuana was
purchased.

C. Information provided to the licensee by a patient or primary caregiver under the
provisions of this section need not include any information regarding the patient's
physician or medical condition.

D. All transactions shall be kept in a numerical register in the order in which they
occur.

E. All records required to be kept under this chapter must be kept in the English
language in a legible manner and must be preserved and made available for inspection
for a period of three (3) years after the date of the transaction. Information inspected by
the city police department or other city departments pursuant to this chapter shall be
used for regulatory and law enforcement purposes only and shall not be a matter of
public record.

Sec. 5.10.280. Inspection of licensed premises.

A. Each licensee shall keep a complete set of all records necessary to show fully the
business transactions of the licensee, all of which shall be open at all times during
business hours for the inspection and examination by the local licensing authority or its
duly authorized representatives, and by the city police department for the purposes of
investigating and determining compliance with the provisions of this chapter and any
other applicable state and local laws or regulations. The local licensing authority may
require any licensee to furnish such information as it considers necessary for the proper
administration of this chapter and may require an audit to be made of the books of
account and records on such occasions as it may consider necessary by an auditor to be

selected by the local licensing authority who shall likewise have access to all books and
records of the licensee, and the expense thereof shall be paid by the licensee.

B. The licensed premises, including any places of storage where medical marijuana is
stored, sold, or dispensed, shall be subject to inspection by the local licensing authority or
its duly authorized representatives, and by the city police department, during all business
hours and other times of apparent activity, for the purpose of inspection or investigation.
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For examination of any inventory or books and records required to be kept by the
licensees, access shall be required during business hours. Where any part of the licensed
premises consists of a locked area, upon demand to the licensee, such area shall be made

available for inspection without delay, and, upon request by authorized representatives
of the local licensing authority or city, the licensee shall open the area for inspection.

C. Each licensee shall retain all books and records necessary to show fully the
business transactions of the licensee for a period of the current tax year and the three
immediately prior tax years.

D. Nothing in this Section or Section 5.10.070 shall require the disclosure of
information contrary to the provisions of federal or state law or Amendment 20 which are
intended to protect the privacy of patients.

Sec. 5.10.290. Non - renewal, suspension, or revocation of license.

The local licensing authority may, after notice and hearing, suspend, revoke or refuse to
renew a license for good cause. The local licensing authority is authorized to adopt rules
and procedures governing the conduct of such hearings. No portion of any application or
license fees previously paid shall be refunded in the event of any suspension or
revocation of a license.

Sec. 5.10.300: Violations and penalties.

In addition to the possible denial, suspension, revocation or nonrenewal of a license
under the provisions of this chapter, any person, including, but not limited to, any
licensee, manager or employee of a medical marijuana business, or any customer of such
business, who violates any of the provisions of this chapter, shall be guilty of a

misdemeanor punishable as provided in section 1.28.010 of this Code.

Sec. 5.10.310. No City liability; indemnification.

A. By accepting a license issued pursuant to this chapter, the licensee waives and
releases the city, its officers, elected and appointed officials, employees, attorneys,
agents and authorized volunteers from any liability for injuries, damages or liabilities of
any kind that result from any arrest or prosecution of the owners, operators, employees,
clients or customers of the medical marijuana business for a violation of state or federal
laws, rules or regulations.

B. By accepting a license issued pursuant to this chapter, all licensees, jointly and
severally if more than one, agree to indemnify, defend and hold harmless the city, its
officers, elected and appointed officials, employees, attorneys, agents, authorized
volunteers, insurers and self - insurance pool against all liability, claims and demands on
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account of any injury, loss, or damage, including, without limitation, claims arising from
bodily injury, personal injury, sickness, disease, death, property loss or damage or any
other loss of any kind whatsoever arising out of or are in any manner connected with the
operation of the medical marijuana business that is the subject of the license.

Sec. 5.10.320 Other laws remain applicable.

A. To the extent the State has adopted or adopts in the future any additional or
stricter law or regulation governing the sale or distribution Hof medical marijuana, the
additional or stricter regulation shall control the establishment or operation of any
medical marijuana business in the city. Compliance with any applicable state law or
regulation shall be deemed an additional requirement for issuance or denial of any
license under this chapter, and noncompliance with any applicable state law or regulation
shall be grounds for non - renewal, revocation or suspension of any license issued
hereunder.

B. Any licensee may be required to demonstrate, upon demand by the local licensing

authority or by law enforcement officers that the source and quantity of any marijuana
found upon the licensed premises are in full compliance with any applicable state law or
regulation.

C. If the State or federal government prohibits the sale or other distribution of
marijuana through medical marijuana centers or medical marijuana- infused products
manufacturers, any license issued hereunder shall be deemed immediately revoked by
operation of law, with no ground for appeal or other redress on behalf of the licensee.

D. The issuance of any license pursuant to this chapter shall not be deemed to create
an exception, defense or immunity to any person in regard to any potential criminal
liability the person may have for the cultivation, possession, sale, distribution or use of
marijuana.

Sec. 5.10.330. Severability.

If any section, sentence, clause, phrase, word or other provision of this chapter is for any
reason held to be unconstitutional or otherwise invalid, such holding shall not affect the

validity of the remaining sections, sentences, clauses, phrases, words or other provisions
of this chapter or the validity of this chapter as an entirety, it being the legislative intent
that this chapter shall_ stand, notwithstanding the invalidity of any section, sentence,

clause, phrase, word or other provision.

Section 2. Any owner or operator of an existing medical marijuana business
within the City shall, on or before May 1, 2011, submit a complete application for a
license under the provisions of Section 5.10.060 of the Louisville Municipal Code as
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enacted by the adoption of this ordinance, whether or not such owner or operator has
previously obtained any other license or permit related to such business. Said application
shall be submitted to the City in the same business name and name as appear on

any other license or permit previously issued to such business by the City. If such
application is for a location different than the present location of the medical marijuana
business, said location must be consistent with the location requirements contained in
Section 5.10.070 of the Louisville Municipal Code, as enacted by this ordinance, and
consistent with the zoning requirements contained in Ordinance 1591 Series 2011. If such

application for a new location is approved by the City, the establishment of the medical

marijuana business at such new location shall be subject to all provisions and
requirements of the Louisville Municipal Code, including those enacted by this ordinance
and Ordinance No. 1591, Series 2011.

Section 3. Any person owning or operating an existing medical marijuana
business in the City who fails to submit a complete application as required in Section 2
above, on or before May 2, 2011, shall, as of 12:00 a.m. on May 3, 2011, immediately
cease operating said business until such time, if at all, that a new license has been issued
by the City pursuant to chapter 5.10 of the Louisville Municipal Code.

Section 4. Any person owning or operating an existing medical marijuana
business whose complete application for licensing is timely filed under Section 2, above,
shall be allowed to continue to operate pending action on such application by the local
licensing authority, during which period operations shall be conducted in accordance with
all provisions and requirements of the Louisville Municipal Code, including those enacted
by this ordinance and Ordinance No. 1591, Series 2011, except for any location or zone
district requirements contained in this ordinance or Ordinance No. 1591, Series 2011,
with which the existing business location does not comply on the effective date hereof,
and except that the applicant shall not be required to pay the annual license fee until
such time, if at all, that the local licensing authority approves a medical marijuana center
or medical marijuana- infused products manufacturer license for the existing business. If
such a license is issued, the existing medical marijuana business shall be permitted to
remain in operation upon payment of the annual license fee and shall be subject to all

provisions and requirements of the Louisville Municipal Code, including those enacted by
this ordinance and Ordinance No. 1591, Series 2011, except for any location or zone
district requirements contained in this ordinance or Ordinance No. 1591, Series 2011,
with which the existing business location does not comply on the effective date hereof.
For the purposes of this Ordinance, the term "existing medical marijuana business" shall
mean any medical marijuana business that, prior to October 20, 2009, had filed business

registration and had been issued a sales tax license from the City and has been
continuously operated as a medical marijuana business in accordance with state and local
laws and regulations since such date.
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Section 5. Any person who submits an application for an existing medical
marijuana business under Section 2 above and is denied the issuance of such license shall,

immediately upon receipt of such notice of denial, cease operating said business. For the

purpose of this provision, notice of denial shall be deemed to have been received ten (10)
days from the date of mailing of the notice.

Section 6. The failure to cease operation of an existing medical marijuana business in
violation of Section 2 or 3 of this Ordinance shall constitute the commission of a

misdemeanor criminal offense by the owner and manager of the medical marijuana business,
punishable by a fine of not more than $1,000 or by imprisonment not to exceed one year, or
by both such fine and imprisonment. Any violation of any other provision of this Ordinance

shall also constitute the commission of a misdemeanor criminal offense, punishable by a fine
of not more than $1,000 or by imprisonment not to exceed one year, or by both such fine
and imprisonment. Each day during any portion of which any violation of any provision of
this Ordinance is committed, continued, or permitted by any such person shall be a separate
offense.

Section 7. The moratorium imposed by Ordinance No. 1561, Series 2009 and
extended by Ordinance Nos. 1570 and 1574,. Series 2010, and. Ordinance No. 1589, Series

2011, shall expire as of the effective date of this Ordinance, and the provisions of said
Ordinances, shall thereafter be of no further force and effect.

INTRODUCED, READ, PASSED ON FIRST READING, AND ORDERED PUBLISHED this

day of , 2011.

ATTEST:

Nancy Varra, City Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Light, Kelly & Dawes, P.C.
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City Attorney

PASSED AND ADOPTED ON SECOND AND FINAL READING this day of
2011.

ATTEST:

Nancy Varra, City Clerk
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ORDINANCE NO. 1591

SERIES 2011

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING TITLE 17 OF THE LOUISVILLE MUNICIPAL CODE TO ADOPT

REGULATIONS REGARDING MEDICAL MARIJUANA BUSINESSES

WHEREAS, Article XVIII, Section 14 of the Colorado Constitution, referred to as

Amendment 20, was approved by Colorado voters in November 2000; and

WHEREAS, Amendment 20 created a limited exception to the state's criminal laws

for any "patient" or "primary caregiver" in lawful possession of a registry identification
card to engage or assist in the medical use of marijuana and permits physicians to

authorize medical marijuana use for patients who have been diagnosed with debilitating
medical conditions; and

WHEREAS, Amendment 20 prohibits a patient from engaging in the medical use of
marijuana in a way that endangers the health or well -being of any person or in the plain

view of, or in a place open to, the general public; and

WHEREAS, the possession, use, sale, distribution or transportation of marijuana is
still a violation of federal law and, when possessed, used, sold, distributed or transported
for any purpose other than medical use, a violation of state law as well; and

WHEREAS, the Governor on June 7, 2010 signed into law House Bill 10 -1284 (HB
10 -1284) which provides guidance for local governments to regulate medical marijuana
businesses; and

WHEREAS, HB 10 -1284 outlines multiple options for local municipalities from the

outright banning of medical marijuana businesses to establishing detailed regulation and
licensing requirements; and

WHEREAS, the City of Louisville is a .home rule municipal corporation and, in

addition to the authority set forth in HB 10 -1284 and other state statutes, has authority
pursuant to Article XX of the Colorado Constitution and the Louisville Home Rule Charter
to establish zoning districts and zoning regulations regulating the use of and within the

City; and

WHEREAS, the Louisville City Council directed staff to develop a series of

ordinances that will allow certain medical marijuana businesses as permitted land uses
and license them with additional local licensing standards and regulations beyond those
set forth in HB 10 -1284, including without limitation provisions concerning such things as
additional or different distance restrictions, restrictions on the size of medical marijuana

businesses, minimum security measures, hours of operation, restrictions or requirements

162



pertaining to deliveries, restrictions on signage, and standards that facility owners and
employees must satisfy; and

WHEREAS, the Louisville Planning Commission, after notice by publication and a
public hearing, has recommended the City Council approve the amendments to Title 17 of
the Louisville Municipal Code set forth in this ordinance; and

WHEREAS, by adoption of this ordinance, the City Council does not intend to
authorize or make legal any act that is not permitted under federal or state law but rather
to establish local regulations governing the location and use of land for medical marijuana
businesses; and

WHEREAS, City Council has provided notice of a public hearing on said ordinance
by publication as provided by law and held a public hearing as provided in said notice;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
LOUISVILLE, COLORADO:

Section 1. Section 17.08.321 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby

repealed in its entirety.

Section 2. Chapter 17.08 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby amended
by the addition of new Sections 17.08.263, 17.08.321, 17.08.356 and 17.08.367, to read
as follows:

Sec. 17.08.263. Location.

Location means a particular parcel of land that may be identified by an address or
other descriptive means.

Sec. 17.08.321.A.(1) Medical marijuana business.
Medical marijuana business means any person acting alone or in concert with
another person, whether for profit or not for profit, who cultivates, grows,
harvests, processes, packages, transports, displays, sells, dispenses or otherwise
distributes the stalks, stems, roots, seeds, leaves, buds or flowers of the plant
genus) cannabis, or any mixture or preparation thereof, for medical use as
authorized by Article XVIII, Section 14 of the Colorado Constitution.

Sec. 17.08.321.A.(2) Medical marijuana center.
Medical marijuana center means a person licensed pursuant to this code to
operate a business as described in C.R.S. § 12- 43.3 -402 and chapter 5.10 of this

code that sells medical marijuana to registered patients or primary caregivers as
defined in Article XVIII, Section 14 of the Colorado Constitution, but is not a
primary caregiver.
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Sec. 17.08.321.A.(3) Medical marijuana- infused products manufacturer.
Medical marijuana- infused products manufacturer means a person licensed

pursuant to this code to operate a business as described in C.R.S. § 12- 43.3 -404

and chapter 5.10 of this code.

Sec. 17.08.356.A.(1) Optional premises.
Optional premises means the premises specified in an application for a medical
marijuana center license with related growing facilities in Colorado for which the
application seeks authorization to grow and cultivate marijuana for a purpose
authorized by Article XVIII, Section 14 of the Colorado Constitution.

Sec. 17.08.356.A.(2) Optional premises cultivation operation.
Optional premises cultivation operation means a business as described in C.R.S. §
12- 43.3 -403.

Sec. 17.08.367. Person.

Person means a natural person, partnership, association, company, corporation,
limited liability company, or organization, or a manager, agent, owner, director,
servant, officer, or employee thereof.

Section 3. Section 17.12.030 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby
amended by the addition of new use groups 29a, 29b, 29c and 29d, to read as follows:

Sec. 17.12.030. Use groups.

Section 4. Section 17.16.040 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby amended

to read as follows: ( words added are bold and underlined; words deleted are bold and

stricken through):
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Sec. 17.08.321.A.(3) Medical marijuana- infused products manufacturer.
Medical marijuana- infused products manufacturer means a person licensed

pursuant to this code to operate a business as described in C.R.S. § 12- 43.3 -404

and chapter 5.10 of this code.

Sec. 17.08.356.A.(1) Optional premises.
Optional premises means the premises specified in an application for a medical

marijuana center license with related growing facilities in Colorado for which the
application seeks authorization to grow and cultivate marijuana for a purpose
authorized by Article XVIII, Section 14 of the Colorado Constitution.

Sec. 17.08.356.A.(2) Optional premises cultivation operation.
Optional premises cultivation operation means a business as described in C.R.S. §

12- 43.3 - 403.

Sec. 17.08.367. Person.

Person means a natural person, partnership, association, company, corporation,
limited liability company, or organization, or a manager, agent, owner, director,
servant, officer, or employee thereof.

Section 3. Section 17.12.030 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby
amended by the addition of new use groups 29a, 29b, 29c and 29d, to read as follows:

Sec. 17.12.030. Use groups.

Section 4. Section 17.16.040 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby amended

to read as follows: ( words added are bold and underlined; words deleted are bold and

stricken through):
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Sec. 17.16.040Home occupations.

H. The following uses, because of their tendency to go beyond the limits

permitted for home occupations and thereby impair the use and value of the

residential area, shall not be permitted as home occupations: auto repair or
motorized implement repair; dance, music or other types of instruction (if more
than four students being instructed at one time); dental offices; medical offices;
medical marijuana elisoeFisaFies centers; medical mariivana — infused products

manufacturers; medical marijuana optional premises cultivation operations; the

painting of vehicles, trailers or boats; private schools with organized classes; radio
and television repair; barber and /or beauty shop; welding shops; nursing homes;
massage therapy by a massage therapist; sexually oriented businesses; and,

irrespective of whether the use may be categorized as a sexually oriented
business, any retail or wholesale sales to consumers upon the premises of any .
types of materials specified in this title which describe or depict specified sexual
activities or specified anatomical areas.

Section 5. Chapter 17.16 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby amended by
the addition of a new Section 17.16.235, to read as follows:

Sec. 17.16.235 Medical marijuana business.

A. Except for medical marijuana center and medical marijuana- infused products

manufacturer uses in . locations permitted under sections 17.12.030 and
5.10.070 and licensed pursuant to chapter 5.10, and for those activities

exempt from licensing under section 5.10.050.B, it is unlawful for any person

to operate, cause to be operated or permit to be operated in the city any
medical marijuana business.

B. No medical marijuana center or medical marijuana - infused product
manufacturer shall, at the time it is established and first licensed by the city,
be located:

1. within one thousand three hundred twenty (1,320) feet of another medical

marijuana center or medical marijuana- infused product manufacturer.
2. within one thousand three hundred twenty (1,320) feet of: a public or private

preschool, elementary, middle, junior high, or high school; a public
playground or outdoor pool; an outdoor education facility serving children; an
alcohol or drug treatment facility; the principal campus of a college,
university, or seminary; or a residential child care facility;

3. upon any city property;
4. in a dwelling unit or any residentially zoned districts; or

165



5. within the Agricultural (A), Open Space ( OS) Administrative Office ( AO),
Business Office (BO), Administrative Office Transitional (AO -T), Industrial (I),
Planned Community Zone District (PCZD), Mixed Use ( MU -R), Commercial
Neighborhood (CN), or Commercial Community (CC) zone districts.

C. No licensed premises for a medical marijuana center or medical marijuana-
infused product manufacturer shall, at the time it is established and first
licensed by the city, be located in a physical space exceeding eighteen hundred
1,800) square feet of leasable floor space, nor shall such a licensed premises
ever exceed eighteen hundred (1,800) square feet of leasable floor space.

D. No medical marijuana center or medical marijuana - infused product

manufacturer shall operate as an outdoor or transient retailer, vendor or
peddler.

E. The distances described in subsections B and C above shall be computed by

direct measurement in a straight line from the nearest property line of the
land used for the purposes stated in subsections B and C above to the nearest
portion of the building or unit in which the medical marijuana center or
medical marijuana- infused product manufacturer is located.

Section 6. The restriction set forth in Section 17.16.235.B.1as herein adopted

shall not apply to an "existing medical marijuana business" as defined in Section 4 of
Ordinance No. 1590, Series 2011, nor to a new license application upon sale of such a
business; however, such business shall be subject to all other provisions and

requirements of the Louisville Municipal Code, including without limitation those enacted
by this ordinance and Ordinance No. 1590, Series 2011, and further, such restriction shall
apply in the case of discontinuance or destruction as provided Chapter 17.36 of said
Code.

Section 7. Any person who violates any provision of this ordinance shall be
punished by a fine of not more than $1,000 or by imprisonment not to exceed one year, or
by both such fine and imprisonment. Each day during any portion of which any violation of
any provision of this ordinance is committed, continued, or permitted by any such person
shall be a separate offense.

Section 8. If any portion of this ordinance is held to be invalid for any reason
such decisions shall not affect the validity of the remaining portions of this ordinance The

City Council hereby declares that it would have passed this ordinance and each part
hereof irrespective of the fact that anyone part be declared invalid

Section 9. The repeal or modification of any portion of the Louisville
Municipal Code by this ordinance shall not release, extinguish, alter, modify, or change, in
whole or in part, any penalty, forfeiture or liability, either civil or criminal, which shall
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have been incurred under such provision and each provision shall be treated and held as

still remaining in force for the purpose of sustaining any and all proper actions, suits,
proceedings and prosecutions for the enforcement of the penalty, forfeiture or liability as
well as for the purpose of sustaining any judgment, decree or order which can or may be
rendered, entered or made in such actions, suits proceedings or prosecutions.

Section 10. All other ordinances or portions thereof inconsistent or conflicting
with this ordinance or any portions hereof are hereby repealed to the extent of such
inconsistency or conflict.

ATTEST:

ATTEST:

INTRODUCED, READ, PASSED ON FIRST READING, AND ORDERED PUBLISHED this
day of , 2011.

Nancy Varra, City Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Light, Kelly & Dawes, P.C.

City Attorney

PASSED AND ADOPTED ON SECOND AND FINAL READING this .. day of
2011.

Nancy Varra, City Clerk
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1648 Criminal Law and Procedure Ch. 355

HOUSE BILL 10 -1284

CI- LAPTER 355

CRIMINAL LAW AND PROCEDURE

BY REPRESENTATIVE(S) Massey and Summers. McCann. Rice. Labuda. Kagan, Pmumer:

also SENATORS) Romer and Spence.

AN ACT

CONCERNING. REGULATION OF MEDICAL MARIduANA.AND MAKING AN APPROPRIATION THEREFOR.

Be it enacted by the General Assembly of the State of Colorado:

SECTION. 1. Title 12, Colorado Revised Statutes, is amended BY THE
ADDITION OF A NEW ARTICLE to read:

ARTICLE 43.3

Medical Marijuana

PART 1

COLORADO MEDICAL MARIJUANA CODE

12- 43.3 -101. Short title. THIS ARTICLE SHALL BE KNOWN AND MAY BE CITED AS

THE "COLORADO MEDICAL MARIJUANA CODE ". •

12- 43.3 -102. Legislative declaration. (I) THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY HEREBY
DECLARES THAT THIS ARTICLE SHALL BE DEEMED AN EXERCISE OF THE POLICE

POWERS OF THE STATE FOR THE PROTECTION OF THE ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL

WELFARE AND THE HEALTH, PEACE, AND MORALS OF THE PEOPLE OF THIS STATE.

2) THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY FURTHER DECLARES - THAT IT IS UNLAWFUL UNDER
STATE LAW TO CULTIVATE, MANUFACTURE,. DISTRIBUTE, OR SELL MEDICAL
MARIJUANA, EXCEPT IN COMPLIANCE WITH THE TERMS, CONDITIONS, LIMITATIONS,
AND RESTRICTIONS IN SECTION 14 OF ARTICLE XVIII OF THE STATE CONSTITUTION

AND THIS ARTICLE OR WHEN ACTING AS A PRIMARY CAREGIVER IN COMPLIANCE WITH

THE TERMS, CONDITIONS, LIMITATIONS, AND RESTRICTIONS OF SECTION 25 -1.5 -106,
C.R.S.

Capital letters indicate near material added to existing statutes; (lushes through words indicate deletions
firma existing statutes and such material not part glad.
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12- 43.3 -103. Applicability. (1) (a) ON JULY 1, 2010, A PERSON WHO IS
OPERATING AN ESTABLISHED, LOCALLY APPROVED BUSINESS FOR THE PURPOSE OF

CULTIVATION, MANUFACTURE, OR SALE OF MEDICAL MARIJUANA OR MEDICAL
MARIJUANA - INFUSED PRODUCTS OR A PERSON WHO HAS APPLIED TO A LOCAL

GOVERNMENT TO OPERATE A LOCALLY APPROVED BUSINESS FOR THE PURPOSE OF

CULTIVATION, MANUFACTURE, OR SALE OF MEDICAL MARIJUANA OR MEDICAL

MARIJUANA- INFLSED.PRODUCTS WHICH IS SUBSEQUENTLY GRANTED MAY CONTINUE
TO OPERATE THAT BUSINESS IN ACCORDANCE WITH ANY APPLICABLE STATE OR

LOCAL LAWS. "ESTABLISHED, AS USED IN THIS PARAGRAPH (a), SHALL MEAN
OWNING OR LEASING A SPACE WITH A STOREFRONT AND REMITTING SALES TAXES IN

A TIMELY MANNER ON RETAIL SALES OF THE BUSINESS AS REQUIRED PURSUANT TO

39 -26 -105, C.R.S., AS WELL AS ANY APPLICABLE LOCAL SALES TAXES.

b) • TO CONTINUE OPERATING A BUSINESS OR OPERATION AS DESCRIBED IN
PARAGRAPH (a).OF THIS SUBSECTION (1), THE OWNER SHALL, ON OR BEFORE AUGUST
1, 2010, COMPLETE FORMS AS PROVIDED BY THE DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE AND
SHALL PAY A FEE, WHICH SHALL BE CREDITED TO THE MEDICAL MARIJUANA LICENSE

CASH FUND ESTABLISHED PURSUANT TO SECTION 12- 43.3 -501. THE PURPOSE OF THE

FEE SHALL BE TO PAY FOR THE DIRECT AND INDIRECT COSTS OF THE STATE LICENSING

AUTHORITY AND THE DEVELOPMENT OF APPLICATION PROCEDURES AND RULES

NECESSARY TO IMPLEMENT THIS ARTICLE. PAYMENT OF THE FEE AND COMPLETION

OF THE FORM SHALL NOT CREATE A LOCAL OR STATE LICENSE OR A PRESENT OR

FUTURE ENTITLEMENT TO RECEIVE A LICENSE. AN OWNER ISSUED A LOCAL LICENSE

AFTER AUGUST 1, 2010, SHALL COMPLETE THE FORMS AND PAY THE FEE PURSUANT
TO THIS PARAGRAPH (b) WITHIN THIRTY DAYS OF ISSUANCE OF THE LOCAL LICENSE.
IN ADDITION TO ANY CRIMINAL PENALTIES FOR SELLING WITHOUT A LICENSE, IT
SHALL BE UNLAWFUL TO CONTINUE OPERATING A BUSINESS OR OPERATION WITHOUT

FILING THE FORMS AND PAYING THE FEE AS DESCRIBED IN THIS SUBSECTION (b). AND
ANY VIOLATION OF • THIS SECTION SHALL BE PRIMA -FACIE EVIDENCE OF

UNSATISFACTORY CHARACTER, RECORD, AND REPUTATION FOR ANY FUTURE
APPLICATION FOR LICENSE UNDER THIS ARTICLE.

c) A COUNTY, CITY AND COUNTY, OR MUNICIPALITY SHALL PROVIDE - TO THE
STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY, UPON REQUEST, A LIST THAT INCLUDES THE NAME AND
LOCATION OF EACH LOCAL CENTER OR OPERATION LICENSED IN SAID COUNTY, CITY

AND COUNTY, OR MUNICIPALITY SO THAT THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY CAN

IDENTIFY ANY CENTER OR OPERATION OPERATING UNLAWFULLY.

2) (a) PRIOR TO JULY 1, 2011, A COUNTY, CITY AND COUNTY, OR MUNICIPALITY
MAY ADOPT AND ENFORCE A RESOLUTION OR ORDINANCE LICENSING, REGULATING,

OR PROHIBITING THE CULTIVATION OR SALE OF MEDICAL MARIJUAN A. IN A COUNTY,
CITY AND COUNTY, OR MUNICIPALITY WHERE SUCH AN ORDINANCE OR RESOLUTION

HAS BEEN ADOPTED, A PERSON WHO IS NOT REGISTERED AS A PATIENT OR PRIMARY

CAREGIVER PURSUANT TO SECTION 25 -1.5 -106, C.R.S., AND WHO ISCULTIVATINGOR
SELLING MEDICAL MARIJUANA SHALLNOT BE ENTITLED TO AN AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE

TO A CRIMINAL PROSECUTION AS PROVIDED FOR IN SECTION 14 OF ARTICLE XVIII OF

THE STATE CONSTITUTION UNLESS THE PERSON IS IN COMPLIANCE WITH THE

APPLICABLE COUNTY OR MUNICIPAL LAW.

b) ON OR BEFORE SEPTEMBER 1, 2010, A BUSINESS OR OPERATION SHALL CERTIFY
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THAT IT IS CULTIVATING AT LEAST SEVENTY PERCENT OF THE MEDICAL MARIJUANA

NECESSARY FOR ITS OPERATION.

c) ON AND AFTER JULY 1, 2011, ALL BUSINESSES FOR THE PURPOSE OF
CULTIVATION, MANUFACTURE, OR SALE OF MEDICAL MARIJUANA OR MEDICAL

MARIJUANA-INFUSED PRODUCTS, AS DEFINED IN THIS ARTICLE, SHALL BE SUBJECT TO
THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THIS ARTICLE AND ANY RULES PROMULGATED

PURSUANT TO THIS ARTICLE.

12- 43.3 -104. Definitions. As USED IN THIS ARTICLE, UNLESS THE CONTEXT
OTHERWISE REQUIRES:

1) "GOOD CAUSE", FOR PURPOSES OF REFUSING OR DENYING A LICENSE RENEWAL,
REINSTATEMENT, OR INITIAL LICENSE ISSUANCE, MEANS:

a) THE LICENSEE OR APPLICANT HAS VIOLATED, DOES NOT MEET, OR HAS FAILED
TO COMPLY WITH ANY OF THE TERMS, CONDITIONS, OR PROVISIONS OF THIS ARTICLE,

ANY RULES PROMULGATED PURSUANT TO THIS ARTICLE, OR ANY SUPPLEMENTAL

LOCAL LAW, RULES, OR REGULATIONS;

b) THE LICENSEE OR APPLICANT HAS FAILED TO COMPLY WITH ANY SPECIAL
TERMS OR CONDITIONS THAT WERE PLACED ON ITS LICENSE PURSUANT TO AN ORDER

OF THE STATE OR LOCAL LICENSING AUTHORITY;

c) THE LICENSED PREMISES HAVE BEEN OPERATED IN A MANNER THAT

ADVERSELY AFFECTS THE PUBLIC HEALTH OR WELFARE OR THE SAFETY OF THE

IMMEDLATE NEIGHBORHOOD IN WHICH THE ESTABLISHMENT IS LOCATED.

2) "LICENSE" MEANS TO GRANT A LICENSE OR REGISTRATION PURSUANT TO THIS
ARTICLE.

3) "LICENSED PREMISES" MEANS THE PREMISES SPECIFIED IN AN A PPLICATION FOR
A LICENSE UNDER THIS ARTICLE, WHICH ARE OWNED OR IN POSSESSION OF THE

LICENSEE AND WITHIN WHICH THE LICENSEE IS AUTHORIZED. TO CULTIVATE,

MANUFACTURE, DISTRIBUTE, OR SELL MEDICAL MARIJUANA IN ACCORDANCE WITH
THE PROVISIONS OF THIS ARTICLE. •

4) 'LICENSEE" MEANS A PERSON LICENSED OR REGISTERED PURSUANT TO THIS
ARTICLE.

5) "LOCAL LICENSING AUTHORITY" MEANS AN AUTHORITY DESIGNATED BY
MUNICIPAL OR COUNTY CHARTER, MUNICIPAL ORDINANCE, OR COUNTY RESOLUTION.

6) "LOCATION" MEANS A PARTICULAR PARCEL OF LAND THAT MAY BE IDENTIFIED
BY AN ADDRESS OR OTHER DESCRIPTIVE MEANS.

7) "MEDICAL MARIJUANA" MEANS MARIJUANA THAT IS GROWN AND SOLD

PURSUANT TO THE PROVISIONS OF THIS ARTICLE AND FOR A PURPOSE AUTHORIZED

BY SECTION 14 OF ARTICLE XVIII OF THE STATE CONSTITUTION.

8) "MEDICAL MARIJUANA CENTER" MEANS A PERSON LICENSED PURSUANT TO
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THIS ARTICLE TO OPERATE A BUSINESS AS DESCRIBED IN SECTION 12- 43.3 -402 THAT

SELLS MEDICAL MARI.UANA TO REGISTERED PATIENTS OR PRIMARY CAREGIVERS AS

DEFINED IN SECTION 14 OF ARTICLE XVIII OF THE STATE CONSTITUTION, BUT IS NOT
A PRIMARY CAREGIVER.

9) "MEDICAL MARIJUANA - INFUSED PRODUCT" MEANS A PRODUCT INFUSED WITH
MEDICAL MARIJUANA THAT IS INTENDED FOR USE OR CONSUMPTION OTHER THAN BY

SMOKING, INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO EDIBLE PRODUCTS, OINTMENTS, AND
TINCTURES. THESE PRODUCTS, WHEN MANUFACTURED OR SOLD BY A LICENSED
MEDICAL MARIJUANA CENTER OR A MEDICAL MARIJUANA- INFUSED PRODUCT

MANUFACTURER,' SHALL NOT BE CONSIDERED A FOOD OR DRUG FOR THE PURPOSES

OF THE "COLORADO FOOD AND DRUG ACT ", PART 4 OF ARTICLE 5 OF TITLE 25,
C.R.S.

10) "MEDICAL MARIJUANA - INFUSED PRODUCTS MANUFACTURER" MEANS A
PERSON LICENSED PURSUANT TO THIS ARTICLE TO OPERATE A BUSINESS AS

DESCRIBED IN SECTION 12- 43.3 -404.

1 1) "OPTIONAL PREMISES" MEANS THE PREMISES SPECIFIED IN AN APPLICATION
FOR A MEDICAL MARIJUANA CENTER LICENSE WITH RELATED GROWING FACILITIES IN

COLORADO FOR WHICH THE LICENSEE IS AUTHORIZED TO GROW AND CULTIVATE

MARIJUANA FOR A PURPOSE AUTHORIZED BY SECTION 14 OF ARTICLE XVIII OF THE

STATE CONSTITUTION.

12) "OPTIONAL PREMISES CULTIVATION OPERATION" MEANS A PERSON LICENSED
PURSUANT TO THIS ARTICLE TO OPERATE A BUSINESS AS . DESCRIBED IN SECTION

12- 43.3 -403.

13) "PERSON" MEANS A NATURAL PERSON, PARTNERSHIP, ASSOCIATION,
COMPANY, CORPORATION, LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY, OR ORGANIZATION, OR A
MANAGER, - AGENT, OWNER, DIRECTOR, SERVANT OFFICER, OR EMPLOYEE THEREOF.

14) "PREMISES" MEANS A DISTINCT AND • DEFINITE LOCATION, WHICH MAY
INCLUDE A BUILDING, A PART OF A BUILDING, A ROOM, -OR ANY OTHER DEFINITE
CONTIGUOUS AREA..

15) " SCHOOL" MEANS A PUBLIC OR PRIVATE PRESCHOOL OR A PUBLIC OR PRIVATE
ELEMENTARY, MIDDLE, JUNIOR HIGH, OR HIGH SCHOOL.

16) "STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY" MEANS THE AUTHORITY CREATED FOR THE
PURPOSE OF REGULATING AND CONTROLLING THE LICENSING OF THE CULTIVATION,

MANUFACTURE, DISTRIBUTION, AND SALE OF MEDICAL MARIJUAN A IN THIS STATE,
PURSUANT TO SECTION 12- 43.3 -201.

12 -43.3 -105. Limited access areas. • SUBJECT TO THE PROVISIONS OF

12- 43.3 -701, A LIMITED ACCESS AREA SHALL BE A BUILDING, ROOM, OR OTHER
CONTIGUOUS AREA UPON THE LICENSED PREMISES WHERE MEDICAL MARIJUANA IS

GROWN, CULTIVATED, STORED, WEIGHED, DISPLAYED, PACKAGED, SOLD, OR
POSSESSED FOR SALE, UNDER CONTROL OF THE LICENSEE, WITH LIMITED ACCESS TO

ONLY THOSE PERSONS LICENSED BY THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY. ALL AREAS

OF INGRESS OR EGRESS TO LIMITED ACCESS AREAS SHALL BE CLEARLY IDENTIFIED AS
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12- 43.3 -106. Local option. THE OPERATION OF THIS ARTICLE SHALL BE
STATEWIDE. UNLESS A MUNICIPALITY, COUNTY, CITY_ OR CITY AND COUNTY, BY

EITHER A MAJORITY OF THE REGISTERED ELECTORS OF THE MUNICIPALITY, COUNTY,

CITY, OR CITY AND COUNTY VOTING AT A REGULAR ELECTION OR SPECIAL ELECTION
CALLED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE "COLORADO MUNICIPAL ELECTION CODE OF

1965 ", ARTICLE 10 OF TITLE 31, C.R.S., OR THE "UNIFORM ELECTION CODE OF
1992 ", ARTICLES 1 TO 13 OF TITLE 1, C.R.S., AS APPLICABLE, OR A MAJORITY OF THE
MEMBERS OF THE GOVERNING BOARD FOR THE MUNICIPALITY, COUNTY, CITY, OR

CITY AND COUNTY, VOTE TO PROHIBIT THE OPERATION OF MEDICAL MARIJUANA

CENTERS, OPTIONAL PREMISES CULTIVATION OPERATIONS, AND MEDICAL
MARIJUANA- INFUSED PRODUCTS MANUFACTURERS' LICENSES.

PART 2

STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY

12 -43.3 -201. State licensing authority creation - repeal. (1) FOR THE
PURPOSE OF REGULATING AND CONTROLLING THE LICENSING OF THE CULTIVATION,

MANUFACTURE, DISTRIBUTION, AND SALE OF MEDICAL MARIJUANA IN THIS STATE,
THERE IS HEREBY CREATED THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY, \VHICH SHALL BE THE
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF THE DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE OR THE DEPUTY DIRECTOR

OF THE DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE IF THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SO DESIGNATES.

2) THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF THE DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE SHALL BE THE
CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER OF THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY AND MAY

EMPLOY, PURSUANT TO SECTION 13 OF ARTICLE XII OF THE STATE CONSTITUTION,
SUCH.OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES AS MAY BE DETERMINED TO BE NECESSARY, WHICH

OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES SHALL BE PART OF THE DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE. THE •

STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY SHALL, AT ITS DISCRETION, BASED UPON WORKLOAD,
EMPLOY NO MORE THAN ONE FULL TIME EQUIVALENT EMPLOYEE FOR EACH TEN
MEDICAL MARIJUANA CENTERS LICENSED BY OR MAKING APPLICATION WITH THE

AUTHORITY. No MONEYS SHALL BE APPROPRIATED TO THE STATE LICENSING

AUTHORITY. FROM THE GENERAL FUND FOR THE OPERATION OF THIS ARTICLE, NOR

SHALL THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY EXPEND ANY GENERAL FUND MONEYS FOR

THE OPERATION OF THIS ARTICLE.

3) (a) DURING FISCAL YEAR 2010- 2011, THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY SHALL
CONSIDER EMPLOYMENT OF TEMPORARY OR CONTRACT STAFF TO CONDUCT

BACKGROUND INVESTIGATIONS. THE ADDITIONAL COST OF THE BACKGROUND

INVESTIGATIONS SHALL NOT EXCEED FIVE HUNDRED THOUSAND DOLLARS.

b) ON JULY 1, 2010, THE DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENT
SHALL LOAN TO THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY, CREATED IN 12-43.3-201, A SUM
NOT TO EXCEED ONE MILLION DOLLARS FROM THE MEDICAL MARIJUANA CASH FUND

CREATED IN 25 -1.5 -106. THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY SHALL PAY BACK THE

ONE MILLION DOLLAR LOAN TO THE DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC. HEALTH AND

ENVIRONMENT NO LATER THAN DECEMBER 3 I , 2010.

c) THIS SUBSECTION (3) IS REPEALED, EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 2011.
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12- 43.3 -202. Powers and duties of state licensing authority - repeal. (1) THE
STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY SHALL:

a) GRANT OR REFUSE STATE LICENSES FOR THE CULTIVATION, MANUFACTURE,
DISTRIBUTION, AND SALE OF MEDICAL MARIJUANA AS PROVIDED BY LAW; SUSPEND,

FINE, RESTRICT, REVOKE SUCH LICENSES UPON A VIOLATION OF THIS ARTICLE, OR

A RULE PROMULGATED PURSUANT TO THIS ARTICLE; AND IMPOSE ANY PENALTY
AUTHORIZED BY THIS ARTICLE OR ANY RULE PROMULGATED PURSUANT TO THIS

ARTICLE. THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY MAY TAKE ANY ACTION WITH RESPECT

TO A REGISTRATION PURSUANT TO THIS ARTICLE AS IT MAY WITH RESPECT TO A

LICENSE PURSUANT TO THIS ARTICLE, IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE PROCEDURES
ESTABLISHED PURSUANT TO THIS ARTICLE.

b) (I) PROMULGATE SUCH RULES AND SUCH SPECIAL RULINGS AND FINDINGS AS
NECESSARY FOR THE PROPER REGULATION AND CONTROL OF THE CULTIVATION,

MANUFACTURE, DISTRIBUTION, AND SALE OF MEDICAL MARIJUANA AND FOR THE

ENFORCEMENT OF THIS ARTICLE. A COUNTY. MUNICIPALITY, OR CITY AND COUNTY
THAT HAS ADOPTED A TEMPORARY MORATORIUM REGARDING THE SUBJECT MATTER

OF THIS ARTICLE SHALL BE SPECIFICALLY AUTHORIZED TO EXTEND THE MORATORIUM

UNTIL THE EFFECTIVE DATE OF THE RULES ADOPTED BY THE DEPARTMENT OF

REVENUE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THIS ARTICLE.

II) (A) THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY SHALL CONDUCT A PUBLIC REVIEW
HEARING WITH THE DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENT BY

SEPTEMBER 1, 2010, TO RECEIVE PUBLIC INPUT ON ANY EMERGENCY RULES
ADOPTED BY THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY AND BE PROVIDED WITH AN UPDATE

FROM THE INDUSTRY, CAREGIVERS, PATIENTS, AND OTHER STAKEHOLDERS
REGARDING THE INDUSTRY'S CURRENT STATUS. THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY

SHALL PROVIDE AT LEAST FIVE BUSINESS DAYS' NOTICE PRIOR TO THE HEARING.

B) THIS SUBPARAGRAPH (II) IS REPEALED, EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 2011.

c) HEAR AND DETERMINE AT A PUBLIC HEARING ANY APPEALS OF A STATE
LICENSE DENIAL AND ANY COMPLAINTS AGAINST A LICENSEE AND ADMINISTER

OATHS AND ISSUE SUBPOENAS TO REQUIRE THE PRESENCE OF PERSONS AND THE
PRODUCTION OF PAPERS, BOOKS, AND RECORDS NECESSARY TO THE DETERMINATION
OF ANY HEARING SO HELD, ALL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ARTICLE 4 OF TITLE 24, C.R.S.
THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY MAY, AT ITS DISCRETION, DELEGATE TO THE
DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE HEARING OFFICERS THE AUTHORITY TO CONDUCT

LICENSING, DISCIPLINARY, AND RULEMAKING HEARINGS UNDER SECTION 24 -4 -105,
C.R.S. WHEN CONDUCTING SUCH HEARINGS, THE HEARING OFFICERS SHALL BE
EMPLOYEES OF THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY UNDER THE DIRECTION AND

SUPERVISION OF THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR AND THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY.

d) MAINTAIN THE CONFIDENTIALITY OF REPORTS OBTAINED FROM A LICENSEE
SHOWING THE SALES VOLUME OR QUANTITY OF MEDICAL MARIJUANA SOLD OR ANY
OTHER RECORDS THAT ARE EXEMPT FROM PUBLIC INSPECTION PURSUANT TO STATE

LAW;

e) DEVELOP SUCH FORMS LICENSES, IDENTIFICATION CARDS, AND APPLICATIONS
AS ARE NECESSARY OR CONVENIENT IN THE DISCRETION OF THE STATE LICENSING
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AUTHORITY FOR THE ADMINISTRATION OF THIS ARTICLE OR ANY OF THE RULES

PROMULGATED UNDER THIS ARTICLE; •

1) PREPARE AND TRANSMIT ANNUALLY, IN THE FORM AND MANNER PRESCRIBED
BY THE HEADS OF THE PRINCIPAL DEPARTMENTS PURSUANT TO SECTION 24 -1 -136,

C.R.S., A REPORT ACCOUNTING TO THE GOVERNOR FOR THE EFFICIENT DISCHARGE
OF ALL RESPONSIBILITIES ASSIGNED BY LAW OR DIRECTIVE TO THE STATE LICENSING

AUTHORITY; AND

g) IN RECOGNITION OF THE POTENTIAL MEDICINAL VALUE OF MEDICAL

MARUUANA, MAKE A REQUEST BY JANUARY 1, 2012, TO THE FEDERAL DRUG
ENFORCEMENT ADMINISTRATION TO CONSIDER RESCHEDULING, FOR

PHARMACEUTICAL PURPOSES, MEDICAL MARIJUANA FROM A SCHEDULE I
CONTROLLED SUBSTANCE TO A SCHEDULE II CONTROLLED SUBSTANCE.

2) (a) RULES PROMULGATED PURSUANT TO PARAGRAPH (b) OF SUBSECTION (1)
OF THIS SECTION MAY INCLUDE, BUT NEED NOT BE LIMITED TO, THE FOLLOWING

SUBJECTS:

I) COMPLIANCE WITH, ENFORCEMENT OF, OR VIOLATION OF ANY PROVISION OF
THIS ARTICLE, OR ANY RULE ISSUED PURSUANT TO THIS ARTICLE, INCLUDING
PROCEDURES AND GROUNDS FOR DENYING, SUSPENDING, FINING, RESTRICTING, OR
REVOKING A STATE LICENSE ISSUED PURSUANT TO THIS ARTICLE

II) SPECIFICATIONS OF DUTIES OF OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES OF THE STATE
LICENSING AUTHORITY;

III) INSTRUCTIONS FOR LOCAL LICENSING AUTHORITIES AND LAW ENFORCEMENT
OFFICERS;

IV) REQUIREMENTS FOR INSPECTIONS,-INVESTIGATIONS, SEARCHES, SEIZURES,
AND SUCH ADDITIONAL ACTIVITIES AS MAY BECOME NECESSARY FROM TIME TO TIME;

V) CREATION OF A RANGE OF PENALTIES FOR. USE BY THE STATE LICENSING
AUTHORITY;

VI) PROHIBITION OF MISREPRESENTATION AND UNFAIR PRACTICES;

VII) CONTROL OF INFORMATIONAL AND PRODUCT DISPLAYS ON LICENSED

PREMISES;

VIII) DEVELOPMENT OF INDIVIDUAL IDENTIFICATION CARDS FOR OWNERS,
OFFICERS, MANAGERS, CONTRACTORS, EMPLOYEES, AND OTHER SUPPORT STAFF OF
ENTITIES LICENSED PURSUANT TO THIS ARTICLE, INCLUDING A FINGERPRINT -BASED

CRIMINAL HISTORY RECORD CHECK AS MAY BE REQUIRED BY THE STATE LICENSING

AUTHORITY PRIOR TO ISSUING A CARD;

IX) IDENTIFICATION OF STATE LICENSEES AND THEIR OWNERS, OFFICERS,

MANAGERS, AND EMPLOYEES;

X) SECURITY REQUIREMENTS FOR ANY PREMISES LICENSED PURSUANT TO THIS
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ARTICLE, INCLUDING, AT A MINIMUM, LIGHTING, PHYSICAL SECURITY, VIDEO; ALARM

REQUIREMENTS, AND OTHER MINIMUM PROCEDURES FOR INTERNAL CONTROL AS
DEEMED . NECESSARY BY THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY • TO PROPERLY

ADMINISTER AND ENFORCE THE PROVISIONS OF THIS ARTICLE, INCLUDING REPORTING

REQUIREMENTS FOR CHANGES, ALTERATIONS, OR MODIFICATIONS TO THE PREMISES;

XI) REGULATION OF THE STORAGE OF, WAREHOUSES FOR, AND TRANSPORTATION
OF MEDICAL MARIJUANA;

XII) SANITARY REQUIREMENTS FOR MEDICAL MARIJUANA CENTERS, INCLUDING
BUT NOT LIMITED TO SANITARY REQUIREMENTS FOR THE PREPARATION OF MEDICAL
MARIJUANA - INFUSED PRODUCTS;

XIII) THE SPECIFICATION OF ACCEPTABLE FORMS OF PICTURE IDENTIFICATION
THAT A MEDICAL MARIJUANA CENTER MAY ACCEPT WHEN VERIFYING A SALE;

XIV) LABELING STANDARDS;

XV) RECORDS TO BE KEPT BY LICENSEES AND THE REQUIRED AVAILABILITY OF
THE RECORDS;

XVI) STATE LICENSING PROCEDURES, INCLUDING PROCEDURES FOR RENEWALS,
REINSTATEMENTS, INITIAL LICENSES, AND THE PAYMENT OF LICENSING FEES;

XVII) THE REPORTING AND TRANSMITTAL OF MONTHLY SALES TAX PAYMENTS
BY MEDICAL MARIJUANA CENTERS;

XVIII) AUTHORIZATION FOR THE DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE TO HAVE ACCESS TO
LICENSING INFORMATION TO ENSURE SALES AND INCOME TAX PAYMENT AND THE

EFFECTIVE ADMINISTRATION OF THIS ARTICLE;

XIX) AUTHORIZATION FOR THE DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE TO ISSUE

ADMINISTRATIVE CITATIONS AND PROCEDURES FOR ISSUING, APPEALING AND

CREATING A CITATION VIOLATION LIST AND SCHEDULE OF PENALTIES; AND

XX) SUCH OTHER MATTERS AS ARE NECESSARY FOR THE FAIR, IMPARTIAL,
STRINGENT, AND COMPREHENSIVE ADMINISTRATION OF THIS ARTICLE.

b) NOTHING IN THIS ARTICLE SHALL BE CONSTRUED AS DELEGATING TO THE
STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY THE POWER TO FIX PRICES FOR MEDICAL MARIJUANA.

c) NOTHING IN THIS ARTICLE SHALL BE CONSTRUED TO LIMIT A LAW

ENFORCEMENT AGENCY'S ABILITY TO INVESTIGATE UNLAWFUL ACTIVITY IN

RELATION TO A MEDICAL MARIJUANA CENTER, OPTIONAL PREMISES CULTIVATION

OPERATION, OR MEDICAL MARIJUANA - INFUSED PRODUCTS MANUFACTURER. A LAW
ENFORCEMENT AGENCY SHALL HAVE THE AUTHORITY TO RUN A COLORADO CRIME

INFORMATION CENTER CRIMINAL HISTORY RECORD CHECK OF A PRIMARY

CAREGIVER, LICENSEE, OR EMPLOYEE OF A LICENSEE DURING AN INVESTIGATION OF
UNLAWFUL ACTIVITY RELATED TO MEDICAL MARIJUANA.
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12 -43.3 -301. Local licensing authority - applications - licenses. (1) A LOCAL
LICENSING AUTHORITY MAY ISSUE ONLY THE FOLLOWING.MEDICAL MARIJUANA

LICENSES UPON PAYMENT OF THE FEE AND COMPLIANCE WITH ALL LOCAL LICENSING

REQUIREMENTS TO BE DETERMINED BY THE LOCAL LICENSING AUTHORITY:

a) A MEDICAL MARIJUANA CENTER LICENSE;

h) AN OPTIONAL PREMISES CULTIVATION LICENSE;

c) A MEDICAL MARIJUANA- INFUSED PRODUCTS MANUFACTURING LICENSE.

2) (a) A LOCAL LICENSING AUTHORITY SHALL NOT ISSUE A LOCAL LICENSE
WITHIN A MUNICIPALITY, CITY AND COUNTY OR THE UNINCORPORATED PORTION OF

A COUNTY UNLESS THE GOVERNING BODY OF THE MUNICIPALITY OR CITY AND

COUNTY HAS ADOPTED AN ORDINANCE, OR THE GOVERNING BODY OF THE COUNTY

HAS ADOPTED A RESOLUTION, CONTAINING SPECIFIC STANDARDS FOR LICENSE

ISSUANCE, OR IF NO SUCH ORDINANCE OR RESOLUTION IS ADOPTED PRIOR TO JULY
1, 2011, THEN A LOCAL LICENSING AUTHORITY SHALL CONSIDER THE MINIMUM
LICENSING REQUIREMENTS OF THIS PART 3 WHEN ISSUING A LICENSE.

b) IN ADDITION TO ALL OTHER STANDARDS APPLICABLE TO THE ISSUANCE OF
LICENSES UNDER THIS ARTICLE, THE LOCAL GOVERNING BODY MAY ADOPT
ADDITIONAL STANDARDS FOR THE ISSUANCE OF MEDICAL MARIJUANA CENTER,

OPTIONAL PREMISES CULTIVATION, OR MEDICAL MARIJUANA- INFUSED PRODUCTS
MANUFACTURER LICENSES CONSISTENT WITH THE INTENT OF THIS ARTICLE THAT MAY

INCLUDE, BUT NEED NOT BE LIMITED TO:

I) DISTANCE RESTRICTIONS BETWEEN PREMISES FOR WHICH LOCAL LICENSES ARE
ISSUED;

II) REASONABLE RESTRICTIONS ON THE SIZE OF AN APPLICANT'S LICENSED
PREMISES; AND

III) ANY OTHER REQUIREMENTS NECESSARY TO ENSURE THE CONTROL OF THE
PREMISES AND THE EASE OF ENFORCEMENT OF THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE

LICENSE.

3) AN APPLICATION FOR A LICENSE SPECIFIED IN SUBSECTION (I) OF THIS SECTION
SHALL BE FILED WITH THE APPROPRIATE LOCAL LICENSING AUTHORITY ON FORMS

PROVIDED BY THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY AND SHALL CONTAIN SUCH

INFC)RMATION AS THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY MAY REQUIRE AND ANY FORMS

AS THE LOCAL LICENSING AUTHORITY MAY REQUIRE. EACH APPLICATION SHALL BE
VERIFIED BY THE OATH OR AFFIRMATION OF THE PERSONS PRESCRIBED BY THE STATE

LICENSING AUTHORITY.

4) AN APPLICANT SHALL FILE AT THE TIME OF APPLICATION FORA LOCAL LICENSE
PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS FOR THE INTERIOR OF THE BUILDING IF THE BUILDING TO

BE OCCUPIED IS IN EXISTENCE AT THE TIME. IF THE BUILDING IS NOT IN EXISTENCE,
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THE APPLICANT SHALL FILE A PLOT PLAN AND A DETAILED SKETCH FOR THE INTERIOR

AND SUBMIT AN ARCHITECT`S DRAWING OF THE BUILDING TO BE CONSTRUCTED. IN

ITS DISCRETION, THE. LOCAL • OR STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY MAY IMPOSE

ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS NECESSARY FOR THE APPROVAL OF THE APPLICATION.

12- 43.3 -302. Public hearing notice - posting and publication. (1) UPON
RECEIPT OF AN APPLICATION FOR A LOCAL LICENSE, EXCEPT AN APPLICATION FOR

RENEWAL OR FOR TRANSFER OF OWNERSHIP, A LOCAL LICENSING AUTHORITY MAY

SCHEDULE A PUBLIC HEARING UPON THE APPLICATION TO BE HELD NOT LESS THAN

THIRTY DAYS AFTER THE DATE OF THE APPLICATION. IF THE LOCAL LICENSING

AUTHORITY SCHEDULES A HEARING FOR A MEDICAL MARIJUANA CENTER

APPLICATION, IT SHALL POST AND PUBLISH PUBLIC NOTICE THEREOF NOT LESS THAN
TEN DAYS PRIOR TO THE HEARING. THE LOCAL LICENSING AUTHORITY SHALL•GIVE

PUBLIC NOTICE BY THE POSTING OF A SIGN IN A CONSPICUOUS PLACE ON THE

MEDICAL MARIJUANA CENTER PREMISES FOR WHICH APPLICATION HAS BEEN MADE

AND BY PUBLICATION IN A NEWSPAPER OF GENERAL CIRCULATION IN THE COUNTY

IN WHICH THE MEDICAL MARLTUANA CENTER PREMISES ARE LOCATED.

2) PUBLIC NOTICE GIVEN BY POSTING SHALL INCLUDE A SIGN OF SUITABLE
MATERIAL, NOT LESS THAN TWENTY-TWO INCFIES WIDE AND TWENTY -SIX INCHES

FIIGH, COMPOSED OF LETTERS NOT LESS THAN ONE INCH IN HEIGHT AND STATING THE

TYPE OF LICENSE APPLIED FOR, THE DATE OF THE APPLICATION, THE DATE OF THE

HEARING, THE NAME AND ADDRESS OF THE APPLICANT, AND SUCH OTHER

INFORMATION AS MAY BE REQUIRED TO FULLY APPRISE THE PUBLIC OF THE NATURE
OF THE APPLICATION. THE SIGN SHALL CONTAIN THE NAMES AND ADDRESSES OF THE

OFFICERS, DIRECTORS, OR MANAGER OF THE FACILITY TO BE LICENSED.

3) PUBLIC NOTICE GIVEN BY PUBLICATION SHALL CONTAIN THE SAME
INFORMATION AS THAT REQUIRED FOR SIGNS.

4) IF THE BUILDING IN WHICH MEDICAL MARIJUANA. IS TO BE SOLD IS IN
EXISTENCE -AT THE TIME OF THE APPLICATION, A SIGN POSTED AS REQUIRED IN

SUBSECTIONS (1) AND •(2) OF THIS SECTION SHALL BE PLACED SO .AS TO BE
CONSPICUOUS AND PLAINLY VISIBLE TO THE GENERAL PUBLIC. IF THE BUILDING IS

NOT CONSTRUCTED AT THE TIME OF THE APPLICATION, THE APPLICANT SHALL POST
A SIGN AT THE PREMISES UPON WHICH THE BUILDING IS TO BE CONSTRUCTED IN SUCH

A MANNER THAT THE NOTICE SHALL BE CONSPICUOUS AND PLAINLY VISIBLE TO THE

GENERAL PUBLIC'.

5) (a) A LOCAL LICENSING AUTHORITY, OR A LICENSE APPLICANT WITH LOCAL
LICENSING AUTHORITY APPROVAL, MAY REQUEST THAT THE STATE LICENSING
AUTHORITY CONDUCT A CONCURRENT REVIEW OF A NEW LICENSE APPLICATION

PRIOR TO THE LOCAL LICENSING AUTHORITY'S FINAL APPROVAL OF THE LICENSE

APPLICATION. LOCAL LICENSING AUTHORITIES WHO PERMIT A CONCURRENT REVIEW

WILL CONTINUE TO INDEPENDENTLY REVIEW THE APPLICANT'SLICENSEAPPLIC_ATION.

b) WHEN CONDUCTING A CONCURRENT APPLICATION REVIEW, THE STATE
LICENSING AUTHORITYMAY ADVISE THE LOCAL LICENSING AUTHORITY OF ANY ITEMS

THAT IT FINDS THAT COULD RESULT IN THE DENIAL OF THE LICENSE APPLICATION.

UPON CORRECTION OF THE NOTED DISCREPANCIES IF THE CORRECTION IS PERMITTED

BY THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY, THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY SHALL
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NOTIFY THE LOCAL LICENSING AUTHORITY OF ITS CONDITIONAL APPROVAL OF THE

LICENSE APPLICATION SUBJECT TO THE FINAL APPROVAL BY THE LOCAL LICENSING

AUTHORITY. THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY SHALL THEN ISSUE THE APPLICANT'S

STATE LICENSE UPON RECEIVING EVIDENCE OF FINAL APPROVAL BY THE LOCAL

LICENSING AUTHORITY. ,

c) ALL APPLICATIONS SUBMITTED FOR CONCURRENT REVIEW SHALL BE

ACCOMPANIED BY ALL APPLICABLE STATE LICENSE AND APPLICATION FEES. ANY

APPLICATIONS THAT ARE LATER DENIED OR WITHDRAWN MAY ALLOW FOR A REFUND

OF LICENSE FEES ONLY. ALL APPLICATION FEES PROVIDED BY AN APPLICANT SHALL

BE RETAINED BY THE RESPECTIVE LICENSING AUTHORITY. .

12- 43.3 -303. Results of investigation - decision of authorities. (1) NOT LESS
THAN FIVE DAYS PRIOR TO THE DATE OF THE PUBLIC HEARING AUTHORIZED IN

SECTION 12-43.3-302, THE LOCAL LICENSING AUTHORITY SHALL MAKE KNOWN ITS
FINDINGS, BASED ON ITS INVESTIGATION, IN WRITING TO THE APPLICANT AND OTHER
PARTIES OF INTEREST. THE LOCAL LICENSING AUTHORITY HAS AUTHORITY TO

REFUSE TO ISSUE A LICENSE PROVIDED FOR IN THIS SECTION FOR GOOD CAUSE,

SUBJECT TO JUDICIAL REVIEW.

2) BEFORE ENTERING A DECISION APPROVING OR DENYING THE APPLICATION FOR
A LOCAL LICENSE, THE LOCAL LICENSING AUTHORITY MAY CONSIDER, EXCEPT WHERE

THIS ARTICLE SPECIFICALLY PROVIDES OTHERWISE, THE FACTS AND EVIDENCE
ADDUCED AS A RESULT OF ITS INVESTIGATION, AS WELL AS ANY OTHER FACTS

PERTINENT TO THE TYPE - OF LICENSE FOR WHICH APPLICATION HAS BEEN MADE,
INCLUDING THE NUMBER, TYPE, AND AVAILABILITY OF MEDICAL MARIJUANA
OUTLETS LOCATED IN OR NEAR THE PREMISES UNDER CONSIDERATION, AND ANY

OTHER PERTINENT MATTERS AFFECTING THE QUALIFICATIONS OF THE APPLICANT FOR
THE CONDUCT OF THE TYPE OF BUSINESS PROPOSED.

3) WITHIN THIRTY DAYS. AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING OR COMPLETION OF THE
APPLICATION INVESTIGATION, A LOCAL LICENSING AUTHORITY SHALL ISSUE ITS
DECISION APPROVING OR DENYING AN APPLICATION FOR LOCAL LICENSURE.' THE

DECISION SHALL BE IN WRITING AND SHALL STATE THE REASONS FOR THE DECISION.

THE LOCAL LICENSING AUTHORITY SHALL SEND A COPY OF THE DECISION BY

CERTIFIED MAIL TO THE APPLICANT AT THE ADDRESS SHOWN IN THE APPLICATION.

4) AFTER APPROVAL OF AN APPLICATION, A LOCAL LICENSING AUTHORITY SHALL
NOT ISSUE A LOCAL LICENSE UNTIL THE BUILDING IN WHICH THE BUSINESS TO BE

CONDUCTED IS READY FOR OCCUPANCY WITH SUCH FURNITURE, FLXTURES, AND
EQUIPMENT IN PLACE AS ARE NECESSARY TO COMPLY WITH THE APPLICABLE
PROVISIONS OF THIS ARTICLE, AND THEN ONLY AFTER THE LOCAL LICENSING

AUTHORITY HAS INSPECTED THE PREMISES TO DETERMINE THAT THE APPLICANT HAS

COMPLIED WITH THE ARCHITECT'S DRAWING AND THE PLOT PLAN AND DETAILED

SKETCH FOR THE INTERIOR OF THE BUILDING SUBMITTED WITH THE APPLICATION.

5) AFTER APPROVAL OF AN APPLICATION FOR LOCAL LICENSURE, THE LOCAL
LICENSING AUTHORITY SHALL NOTIFY THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY OF SUCH

APPROVAL, WHO SHALL INVESTIGATE AND EITHER APPROVE OR DISAPPROVE THE

APPLICATION FOR STATE LICENSURE.
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12- 43.3 -304. Medical marijuana license bond. (1) BEFORE THE STATE
LICENSING AUTHORITY ISSUES A STATE LICENSE TO AN APPLICANT, THE APPLICANT

SHALL PROCURE AND FILE WITH THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY EVIDENCE OF A

GOOD AND SUFFICIENT BOND IN THE AMOUNT OF FIVE THOUSAND DOLLARS WITH

CORPORATE SURETY THEREON DULY LICENSED TO DO BUSINESS WITH THE STATE,

APPROVED AS TO FORM BY THE ATTORNEY GENERAL OF THE STATE, AND

CONDITIONED THAT THE APPLICANT SHALL REPORT AND PAY ALL SALES AND USE

TAXES DUE TO THE STATE, OR FOR WHICH THE STATE IS THE COLLECTOR OR

COLLECTING AGENT, IN A TIMELY MANNER, AS PROVIDED IN LAW.

2) A CORPORATE SURETY SHALL NOT BE REQUIRED TO MAKE PAYMENTS TO THE
STATE CLAIMING UNDER SUCH BOND UNTIL A FINAL DETERMINATION OF FAILURE TO

PAY TAXES DUE TO THE STATE HAS BEEN MADE BY THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY

OR A COURT OF COMPETENT JURISDICTION. •

3) ALL BONDS REQUIRED PURSUANT TO THIS SECTION SHALL BE RENEWED AT
SUCH TIME AS THE BONDHOLDER'S LICENSE IS RENEWED. THE RENEWAL MAY BE -

ACCOMPLISHED THROUGH A CONTINUATION CERTIFICATE ISSUED BY THE SURETY.

12- 43.3 -305. State licensing authority - application and issuance procedures.
1) APPLICATIONS FOR _A STATE LICENSE UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF THIS ARTICLE
SHALL BE MADE TO THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY ON FORMS PREPARED AND

FURNISHED BY THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY AND SHALL SET FORTH SUCH

INFORMATION AS THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY MAY REQUIRE TO ENABLE THE -
STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY TO DETERMINE WHETHER A STATE LICENSE SHOULD BE

GRANTED. THE INFORMATION SHALL INCLUDE THE NAME AND ADDRESS OF THE

APPLICANT, THE NAMES AND ADDRESSES OF THE OFFICERS, DIRECTORS, OR
MANAGERS, AND ALL OTHER INFORMATION DEEMED NECESSARY BY THE STATE

LICENSING AUTHORITY. EACH APPLICATION SHALL BE VERIFIED BY THE OATH OR

AFFIRMATION OF SUCH PERSON OR PERSONS AS THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY

MAY PRESCRIBE.

2) THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY SHALL NOT ISSUE A' STATE LICENSE
PURSUANT TO THIS SECTION UNTIL THE LOCAL LICENSING AUTHORITY HAS APPROVED

THE APPLICATION FOR A LOCAL LICENSE AND ISSUED A LOCAL LICENSE AS PROVIDED

FOR IN SECTIONS 12- 43.3 -301 TO 12- 43.3 -303.

3) NOTHING IN THIS ARTICLE SHALL PREEMPT OR OTHERWISE IMPAIR THE POWER
OF A LOCAL GOVERNMENT TO ENACT ORDINANCES OR RESOLUTIONS CONCERNING

MATTERS AUTHORIZED TO LOCAL GOVERNMENTS.

12- 43.3 -306. Denial of application. (1) THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY
SHALL DENY A STATE LICENSE IF THE PREMISES ON WFIICH THE APPLICANT PROPOSES

TO CONDUCT ITS BUSINESS DO NOT MEET THE REQUIREMENTS OF THIS ARTICLE OR

FOR REASONS SET FORTH IN SECTION 12- 43.3 -104 (1) (c) OR 12- 43.3 -305.

2) IF THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY DENIES A STATE LICENSE PURSUANT.TO
SUBSECTION (1) OF THIS SECTION, THE APPLICANT SHALLBE ENTITLED TO A HEARING
PURSUANT TO ARTICLE 4 OF TITLE 24, C.R.S. THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY
SHALL PROVIDE WRITTEN NOTICE OF THE GROUNDS FOR DENIAL OF THE STATE

LICENSE TO THE APPLICANT AND TO THE LOCAL LICENSING AUTHORITY AT LEAST
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FIFTEEN DAYS PRIOR TO THE HEARING. .

1243.3 -307. Persons prohibited as licensees. (1) (a) A LICENSE PROVIDED BY
THIS ARTICLE SHALL NOT BE ISSUED TO OR HELD BY:

I) A PERSON UNTIL THE ANNUAL FEE THEREFORE HAS BEEN PAID;

II) A PERSON WHOSE CRIMINAL HISTORY INDICATES THAT HE OR SHE IS NOT OF
GOOD MORAL CHARACTER;

III) A CORPORATION, IF THE .CRIMINAL HISTORY OF ANY OF ITS OFFICERS,
DIRECTORS, OR STOCKHOLDERS INDICATES THAT THE OFFICER, DIRECTOR, OR
STOCKHOLDER IS NOT OF GOOD MORAL CHARACTER;

IV) A LICENSED PHYSICIAN MAKING PATIENT RECOMMENDATIONS;

V) A PERSON EMPLOYING, ASSISTED BY, OR FINANCED IN WHOLE OR IN PART BY
ANY OTHER PERSON WHOSE CRIMINAL HISTORY INDICATES HE OR SHE IS NOT OF

GOOD CHARACTER AND REPUTATION SATISFACTORY TO THE RESPECTIVE LICENSING

AUTHORITY; •

VI) A PERSON UNDER TWENTY -ONE YEARS OF AGE;

VII) A PERSON LICENSED PURSUANT TO THIS ARTICLE WHO, DURING A PERIOD OF
LICENSURE, OR WHO, AT THE TIME OF APPLICATION, HAS FAILED TO:

A) PROVIDE A SURETY BOND OR FILE ANY TAX RETURN WITH A TAXING AGENCY;

B) PAY ANY TAXES, INTEREST, OR PENALTIES DUE;

C) PAY ANY JUDGMENTS DUE TO A GOVERNMENT AGENCY;

D) STAY OUT OF DEFAULT ON A GOVERNMENT- ISSUED STUDENT LOAN:

E) PAY CHILD SUPPORT; OR

F) REMEDY AN OUTSTANDING DELINQUENCY FOR TAXES OWED, AN
OUTSTANDING DELINQUENCY FOR JUDGMENTS OWED TO A GOVERNMENT AGENCY,
OR AN OUTSTANDING DELINQUENCY FOR CHILD SUPPORT.

VIII) A PERSON WHO HAS DISCHARGED A SENTENCE IN THE FIVE YEARS

IMMEDIATELY PRECEDING THE APPLICATION DATE FOR A CONVICTION OF A FELONY

OR A PERSON WHO AT ANY TIME HAS BEEN CONVICTED OF A FELONY PURSUANT'TO

ANY STATE OR FEDERAL LAW REGARDING THE POSSESSION, DISTRIBUTION, OR USE OF
A CONTROLLED SUBSTANCE.

IX) A PERSON WHO EMPLOYS ANOTHER PERSON AT A MEDICAL MARIJUANA
FACILITY WHO HAS NOT PASSED A CRIMINAL HISTORY RECORD CHECK;

X) A SHERIFF, DEPUTY SHERIFF, POLICE OFFICER, OR PROSECUTING OFFICER; OR
AN OFFICER OR EMPLOYEE OF THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY OR A LOCAL

180



Ch. 355

LICENSING AUTHORITY;

Criminal Law and Procedure 1661

XI) A PERSON WHOSE AUTHORITY TO BE A PRIMARY CAREGIVER AS DEFINED IN
SECTION 25 -1.5 -106 (2) HAS BEEN REVOKED BY THE STATE HEALTH AGENCY;

XII) A PERSON FOR A LICENSE FOR A LOCATION THAT IS CURRENTLY LICENSED
AS A RETAIL FOOD ESTABLISHMENT OR WHOLESALE FOOD REGISTRANT; OR

XIII) A PERSON WHO HAS NOT BEEN A RESIDENT OF COLORADO FOR AT LEAST
TWO YEARS PRIOR TO THE DATE OF THE PERSON'S APPLICATION; EXCEPT THAT FOR
A PERSON WHO SUBMITS AN APPLICATION FOR LICENSURE PURSUANT TO' THIS

ARTICLE BY DECEMBER 15, 2010, THIS REQUIREMENT SHALL NOT APPLY TO THAT
PERSON IF THE PERSON WAS A RESIDENT OF THE STATE OF COLORADO ON DECEMBER

15; 2009.

2) (a) IN INVESTIGATING THE QUALIFICATIONS OF AN APPLICANT OR A LICENSEE,
THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY MAY HAVE ACCESS TO 'CRIMINAL HISTORY RECORD

INFORMATION FURNISHED BY A CRIMINAL JUSTICE AGENCY SUBJECT TO ANY

RESTRICTIONS IMPOSED BY SUCH AGENCY. IN THE EVENT THE STATE LICENSING

AUTHORITY CONSIDERS THE APPLICANT'S CRIMINAL HISTORY RECORD, THE STATE

LICENSING AUTHORITY SHALL ALSO CONSIDER ANY INFORMATION PROVIDED BY THE

APPLICANT REGARDING SUCH CRIMINAL HISTORY RECORD, INCLUDING BUT NOT

LIMITED TO EVIDENCE OF REHABILITATION, CHARACTER REFERENCES, AND

EDUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMENTS, ESPECIALLY THOSE ITEMS PERTAINING TO THE PERIOD
OF TIME BETWEEN THE APPLICANT'S LAST CRIMINAL CONVICTION AND THE

CONSIDERATION OF THE APPLICATION FOR A STATE LICENSE..

h) As USED IN PARAGRAPH (a) OF THIS SUBSECTION (2), "CRIMINAL JUSTICE
AGENCY" MEANS ANY FEDERAL, STATE, OR MUNICIPAL COURT OR ANY
GOVERNMENTAL AGENCY OR SUBUNIT OF SUCH AGENCY THAT ADMINISTERS

CRIMINAL JUSTICE PURSUANT TO A STATUTE OR EXECUTIVE ORDER AND THAT

ALLOCATES A SUBSTANTIAL PART OF ITS ANNUAL BUDGET TO THE ADMINISTRATION

OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE.

c) AT THE TIME OF FILING AN APPLICATION FOR ISSUANCE OR RENEWAL OF A
STATE MEDICAL MARIJUANA CENTER LICENSE, MEDICAL MARIJUANA - INFUSED

PRODUCT MANUFACTURER LICENSE, OR OPTIONAL PREMISES CULTIVATION LICENSE,
AN APPLICANT SHALL SUBMIT A SET OF HIS OR HER FINGERPRINTS AND FILE

PERSONAL HISTORY INFORMATION CONCERNING THE APPLICANT'S QUALIFICATIONS
FOR A STATE LICENSE ON FORMS PREPARED BY THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY.

THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY SHALL SUBMIT THE FINGERPRINTS TO THE

COLORADO BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION FOR THE PURPOSE OF CONDUCTING

FINGERPRINT -BASED CRIMINAL HISTORY RECORD CHECKS. THE COLORADO BUREAU

OF INVESTIGATION SHALL FORWARD THE FINGERPRINTS TO THE FEDERAL BUREAU OF

INVESTIGATION FOR THE PURPOSE OF CONDUCTING FINGERPRINT -BASED CRIMINAL

HISTORY RECORD CHECKS. THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY MAY ACQUIRE A
NAME -BASED CRIMINAL HISTORY RECORD CHECK FOR AN APPLICANT OR A LICENSE

HOLDER WHO HAS TWICE SUBMITTED TO A FINGERPRINT -BASED CRIMINAL HISTORY

RECORD CHECK AND WHOSE FINGERPRINTS ARE UNCLASSIFIABLE. AN APPLICANT

WHO HAS PREVIOUSLY SUBMITTED FINGERPRINTS FOR STATE LICENSING PURPOSES

MAY REQUEST THAT THE FINGERPRINTS ON FILE BE USED THE STATE LICENSING
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AUTHORITY SHALL USE THE INFORMATION RESULTING FROM THE FINGERPRLNT -BASED

CRIMINAL HISTORY RECORD CHECK TO INVESTIGATE AND DETERMINE WHETHER AN

APPLICANT IS QUALIFIED TO HOLD A STATE LICENSE PURSUANT TO THIS ARTICLE.
THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY MAY VERIFY ANY OF THE INFORMATION AN

APPLICANT IS REQUIRED TO SUBMIT.

12- 43.3 -308. Restrictions for applications for new licenses. (1) THE STATE OR
A LOCAL LICENSING AUTHORITY SHALL NOT RECEIVE OR ACT UPON AN APPLICATION

FOR THE ISSUANCE OF A STATE OR LOCAL LICENSE PURSUANT TO THIS ARTICLE:

a) IF THE APPLICATION FOR A STATE OR LOCAL LICENSE CONCERNS A PARTICULAR
LOCATION THAT IS THE SAME AS OR WITHIN ONE THOUSAND FEET OFA LOCATION FOR

WHICH, WITHIN THE TWO YEARS IMMEDIATELY PRECEDING THE DATE OF THE

APPLICATION, THE STATE OR A LOCAL LICENSING AUTHORITY DENIED AN
APPLICATION FOR THE SAME CLASS OF LICENSE DUE TO THE NATURE OF THE USE OR

OTHER CONCERN RELATED TO THE LOCATION;

b) UNTIL IT IS ESTABLISHED THAT THE APPLICANT IS, OR WILL BE, ENTITLED TO
POSSESSION OF THE PREMISES FOR WHICH APPLICATION IS MADE UNDER A LEASE,
RENTAL AGREEMENT, OR OTHER ARRANGEMENT FOR POSSESSION. OF THE PREMISES

OR BY VIRTUE OF OWNERSHIP OF THE PREMISES;

c) FOR A LOCATION IN AN AREA WHERE THE CULTIVATION, MANUFACTURE, AND
SALE OF MEDICAL MARIJUANA AS CONTEMPLATED IS NOT PERMITTED UNDER THE

APPLICABLE ZONING LAWS OF THE MUNICIPALITY, CITY AND COUNTY, OR COUNTY;

d) (I) IF THE BUILDING IN WFIICH MEDICAL MARIJUANA IS TO BE SOLD IS LOCATED
WITHIN ONE THOUSAND FEET OF A SCHOOL, AN ALCOHOL OR DRUG TREATMENT

FACILITY, OR THE PRINCIPAL CAMPUS OF A COLLEGE, UNIVERSITY, OR SEMINARY, OR
A RESIDENTIAL CHILD CARE FACILITY. THE PROVISIONS OF THIS SECTION SHALL NOT

AFFECT THE RENEWAL OR RE- ISSUANCE OF A LICENSE ONCE GRANTED OR APPLY TO

LICENSED PREMISES LOCATED OR TO BE LOCATED ON LAND OWNED BY A

MUNICIPALITY, NOR SHALL THE PROVISIONS OF THIS SECTION APPLY TO AN EXISTING

LICENSED PREMISES ON LAND OWNED BY THE STATE, OR APPLY TO A LICENSE IN
EFFECT AND ACTIVELY DOING BUSINESS BEFORE SAID PRINCIPAL CAMPUS WAS

CONSTRUCTED. THE LOCAL LICENSING AUTHORITY OF A CITY AND COUNTY, BY RULE
OR REGULATION, THE GOVERNING BODY OF A MUNICIPALITY, BY ORDINANCE, AND
THE GOVERNING BODY OF A COUNTY, BY RESOLUTION, MAY VARY THE DISTANCE
RESTRICTIONS IMPOSED BY THIS ' SUBPARAGRAPH (I) FOR A LICENSE OR MAY
ELIMINATE ONE OR MORE TYPES OF SCHOOLS, CAMPUSES, OR FACILITIES FROM THE
APPLICATION OF A DISTANCE RESTRICTION ESTABLISHED BY OR PURSUANT TO THIS

SUBPARAGRAPH (I).

II) THE DISTANCES REFERRED TO IN THIS PARAGRAPH (d) ARE TO BE COMPUTED
BY DIRECT MEASUREMENT FROM THE NEAREST PROPERTY LINE OF THE LAND USED

FOR A SCHOOL OR CAMPUS TO THE NEAREST PORTION OF THE BUILDING IN WHICH

MEDICAL MARIJUANA IS TO BE SOLD, USING A ROUTE OF DIRECT PEDESTRI.AN ACCESS.

III) IN ADDITION TO THE REQUIREMENTS OF SECTION 12-43.3-303 (2), THE LOCAL
LICENSING. AUTHORITY SHALL CONSIDER THE EVIDENCE AND MAKE A SPECIFIC

FINDING OF FACT AS TO WHETHER THE BUILDING IN WHICH THE MEDICAL MARIJUANA
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IS TO BE SOLD IS LOCATED WITHIN ANY DISTANCE RESTRICTIONS ESTABLISHED BY OR

PURSUANT TO THIS PARAGRAPH (d).

12- 43.3 -309. Transfer of ownership. (1) A STATE OR LOCAL LICENSE GRANTED
UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF THIS ARTICLE SHALL NOT BE TRANSFERABLE EXCEPT AS

PROVIDED IN THIS SECTION, BUT THIS SECTION SHALL NOT PREVENT A CHANGE OF

LOCATION AS PROVIDED IN SECTION 12- 43.3 -310 (13).

2) FOR A TRANSFER OF OWNERSHIP, A LICENSE HOLDER SHALL APPLY TO THE
STATE AND LOCAL LICENSINGAUTHORITIES ON FORMS PREPARED AND FURNISHED BY

THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY. IN DETERMINING WHETHER TO PERMIT A

TRANSFER OF OWNERSHIP, THE STATE AND LOCAL LICENSING AUTHORITIES SHALL

CONSIDER ONLY THE REQUIREMENTS OF THIS ARTICLE, ANY RULES PROMULGATED
BY THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY, AND ANY OTHER LOCAL RESTRICTIONS. THE
LOCAL LICENSING AUTHORITY MAY HOLD A HEARING ON THE APPLICATION FOR

TRANSFER OF OWNERSHIP. THE LOCAL LICENSING AUTHORITY SHALL NOT HOLD A

HEARING PURSUANT TO THIS SUBSECTION ( 2) UNTIL THE • LOCAL LICENSING
AUTHORITY HAS POSTED A NOTICE OF HEARING IN THE MANNER DESCRIBED IN

SECTION 12- 43.3 -302 (2) ON THE LICENSED MEDICAL MARIJUANA CENTER PREMISES
FOR A PERIOD OF TEN DAYS AND HAS.PROVIDED NOTICE OF THE HEARING TO THE

APPLICANT AT LEAST TEN DAYS PRIOR TO THE HEARING. ANY TRANSFER OF

OWNERSHIP HEARING BY THE STATE LICENSING. AUTHORITY SHALL BE HELD IN

COMPLLANCE WITH THE REQUIREMENTS SPECIFIED IN SECTION 12-43.3-302.

12 -43.3 -310. Licensing in general. (1) THIS ARTICLE AUTHORIZES A COUNTY,
MUNICIPALITY. OR CITY AND COUNTY TO PROHIBIT THE OPERATION OF MEDICAL

MARIJUANA CENTERS, OPTIONAL PREMISES CULTIVATION OPERATIONS, AND MEDICAL

MARIJUANA- INFUSED PRODUCTS MANUFACTURERS' LICENSES AND TO ENACT

REASONABLE REGULATIONS OR OTHER RESTRICTIONS APPLICABLE TO MEDICAL

MARIJUANA CENTERS, OPTIONAL PREMISES CULTIVATION LICENSES, AND MEDICAL
MARIJUANA- INFUSED PRODUCTS MANUFACTURERS' LICENSES BASED ON LOCAL

GOVERNMENT ZONING, HEALTH, SAFETY, AND PUBLIC WELFARE LAWS FOR THE
DISTRIBUTION OF MEDICAL MARIJUANA THAT ARE MORE RESTRICTIVE THAN THIS

ARTICLE.

2) A MEDICAL MARIJUANA CENTER, OPTIONAL PREMISES _ CULTIVATION
OPERATION, OR MEDICAL MARIJUANA- INFUSED PRODUCTS MANUFACTURER MAY NOT
OPERATE UNTIL IT HAS BEEN LICENSED BY THE LOCAL LICENSING AUTHORITY AND

THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY PURSUANT TO THIS ARTICLE. IN CONNECTION

WITH A LICENSE, THE APPLICANT SHALL PROVIDE A COMPLETE AND ACCURATE LIST

OF ALL OWNERS, OFFICERS, AND EMPLOYEES WHO WORK AT, MANAGE, OWN, OR ARE
OTHERWISE ASSOCIATED WITH THE OPERATION AND SHALL PROVIDE A COMPLETE

AND ACCURATE APPLICATION AS REQUIRED BY THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY.

3) A MEDICAL MARIJUANA CENTER, OPTIONAL PREMISES CULTIVATION
OPERATION, OR MEDICAL MARIJUANA- INFUSED PRODUCTS MANUFACTURER SHALL
NOTIFY THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY IN WRITING WITHIN TEN DAYS AFTER AN •

OWNER, OFFICER, OR EMPLOYEE CEASES TO WORK AT, MANAGE, OWN, OR OTHERWISE

BE ASSOCIATED WITH THE OPERATION. THE OWNER, OFFICER, OR EMPLOYEE SHALL
SURRENDER HIS OR HER IDENTIFICATION CARD TO THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY

ON OR BEFORE THE DATE OF THE NOTIFICATION. .
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4) A MEDICAL MARIJUANA CENTER, OPTIONAL PREMISES CULTIVATION
OPERATION, OR MEDICAL MARIJUANA - INFUSED PRODUCTS MANUFACTURER SHALL

NOTIFY THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY IN WRITING OF THE NAME, ADDRESS, AND
DATE OF BIRTH OF AN OWNER, OFFICER, MANAGER, OR EMPLOYEE BEFORE THE NEW
OWNER, OFFICER, OR EMPLOYEE BEGINS WORKING AT, MANAGING, OWNING, OR BEING

ASSOCIATED WITH THE OPERATION. THE OWNER, OFFICER, MANAGER, OR EMPLOYEE
SHALL PASS A FINGERPRINT -BASED CRIMINAL HISTORY RECORD CHECK AS REQUIRED

BY THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY AND OBTAIN THE REQUIRED IDENTIFICATION

PRIOR TO BEING ASSOCIATED WITH, MANAGING, OWNING, OR WORKING AT THE
OPERATION.

5) A MEDICAL .MARIJUANA CENTER, OPTIONAL PREMISES CULTIVATION
OPERATION, OR MEDICAL MARIJUANA - INFUSED PRODUCTS MANUFACTURER SHALL

NOT ACQUIRE, POSSESS, CULTIVATE, DELIVER, TRANSFER, TRANSPORT, SUPPLY, OR

DISPENSE MARIJUANA FOR ANY PURPOSE EXCEPT TO ASSIST PATIENTS, AS DEFINED

BY SECTION 14(1) OF ARTICLE.XVIII OF THE -STATE CONSTITUTION.

6) ALL OWNERS, OFFICERS, MANAGERS, AND • EMPLOYEES OF A MEDICAL
MARIJUANA CENTER, OPTIONAL PREMISES CULTIVATION OPERATION, OR MEDICAL
MARIJUANA- INFUSED ' PRODUCTS MANUFACTURER SHALL BE RESIDENTS OF

COLORADO. A LOCAL LICENSINGAUTHORITY SHALL NOT ISSUE A LICENSE PROVIDED

FOR IN THIS ARTICLE UNTIL THAT SHARE OF THE LICENSE APPLICATION FEE DUE TO

THE STATE HAS BEEN RECEIVED BY THE DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE. ALL LICENSES

GRANTED PURSUANT TO THIS ARTICLE SHALL BE VALID FOR A PERIOD NOT TO EXCEED

TWO YEARS FROM THE DATE OF ISSUANCE UNLESS REVOKED OR SUSPENDED

PURSUANT TO THIS ARTICLE OR THE RULES PROMULGATED PURSUANT TO THIS

ARTICLE.

7) BEFORE GRANTING A LOCAL OR STATE LICENSE, THE RESPECTIVE LICENSING •
AUTHORITY MAY CONSIDER, EXCEPT WHERE THIS ARTICLE SPECIFICALLY PROVIDES

OTHERWISE, THE REQUIREMENTS OF THIS ARTICLE AND ANY RULES PROMULGATED
PURSUANT TO THIS ARTICLE, AND ALL OTHER REASONABLE RESTRICTIONS THAT ARE
OR MAY BE PLACED UPON THE LICENSEE BY THE LICENSING AUTHORITY. WITH

RESPECT TO A SECOND OR ADDITIONAL LICENSE FOR THE SAME LICENSEE OR THE

SAME OWNER OF ANOTHER LICENSED BUSINESS PURSUANT TO THIS ARTICLE, EACH

LICENSING AUTHORITY SHALL CONSIDER THE EFFECT ON COMPETITION OF GRANTING

OR DENYING THE ADDITIONAL LICENSES TO SUCH LICENSEE AND SHALL NOT APPROVE

AN APPLICATION FOR A SECOND OR ADDITIONAL LICENSE THAT WOULD HAVE THE -

EFFECT OF RESTRAINING. COMPETITION.

8) (a) EACH LICENSE ISSUED UNDER THIS ARTICLE IS SEPARATE AND DISTINCT.
IT IS UNLAWFUL FOR A PERSON TO EXERCISE ANY OF THE PRIVILEGES GRANTED

UNDER A LICENSE' OTHER THAN THE LICENSE THAT THE PERSON HOLDS OR FOR A

LICENSEE TO ALLOW ANY PERSON TO EXERCISE THE PRIVILEGES GRANTED

UNDER THE LICENSEE'S LICENSE. A SEPARATE LICENSE SHALL BE REQUIRED FOR
EACH SPECIFIC BUSINESS OR BUSINESS ENTITY AND EACH GEOGRAPHICAL LOCATION.

b) AT ALL TIMES, A LICENSEE SHALL POSSESS AND MAINTAIN POSSESSION OF THE
PREMISES OR OPTIONAL PREMISES FOR WHICH THE LICENSE IS ISSUED BY OWNERSHIP,

LEASE, RENTAL, OR OTHER ARRANGEMENT FOR POSSESSION OF THE PREMISES.
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9) (a) THE LICENSES PROVIDED PURSUANT TO THIS ARTICLE SHALL SPECIFY THE
DATE OF ISSUANCE, THE PERIOD OF LICENSURE, THE NAME OF THE LICENSEE, AND THE
PREMISES OR OPTIONAL PREMISES LICENSED. THE LICENSEE SHALL CONSPICUOUSLY

PLACE THE LICENSE AT ALL TIMES ON THE LICENSED PREMISES OR OPTIONAL

PREMISES.

b) A LOCAL LICENSING AUTHORITY SHALL NOT TRANSFER LOCATION OF•OR
RENEW A LICENSE TO SELL MEDICAL MARIJUANA UNTIL THE APPLICANT FOR THE

LICENSE PRODUCES A LICENSE ISSUED AND GRANTED BY THE STATE LICENSING

AUTHORITY COVERING THE WHOLE PERIOD FOR WHICH A LICENSE OR LICENSE

RENEWAL IS SOUGHT.

10) IN COMPUTING ANY PERIOD OF TIME PRESCRIBED BY THIS ARTICLE, THE DAY
OF THE ACT, EVENT, OR DEFAULT FROM WHICH - THE DESIGNATED PERIOD OF TIME

BEGINS TO RUN SHALL NOT BE INCLUDED. SATURDAYS, SUNDAYS, AND LEGAL
HOLIDAYS SHALL BE COUNTED AS ANY OTHER DAY.

11) A LICENSEE SHALL REPORT EACH TRANSFER OR CHANGE OF FINANCIAL
INTEREST IN THE LICENSE TO THE STATE AND LOCAL LICENSING AUTHORITIES, THIRTY

DAYS PRIOR TO ANY TRANSFER OR CHANGE PURSUANT TO SECTION 12- 43.3 -309. A

REPORT SHALL BE REQUIRED FOR TRANSFERS OF CAPITAL STOCK OF ANY
CORPORATION REGARDLESS OF SIZE.

12) EACH LICENSEE SHALL MANAGE THE LICENSED PREMISES HIMSELF OR
HERSELF OR EMPLOY A SEPARATE AND DISTINCT MANAGER. ON THE PREMISES AND

SHALL REPORT THE NAME OF THE MANAGER TO THE STATE AND LOCAL LICENSING

AUTHORITIES. THE LICENSEE SHALL REPORT ANY CHANGE IN MANAGER TO THE

STATE AND LOCAL LICENSING AUTHORITIES THIRTY DAYS PRIOR TO THE .CHANGE

PURSUANT TO SECTION 12 -43.3 -309.

13)(a) A LICEN SEE MAY MOVE HIS OR HER PERMANENT LOCATION TO ANY OTHER
PLACE IN THE SAME MUNICIPALITY OR CITY AND COUNTY FOR WHICH THE LICENSE

WAS ORIGINALLY GRANTED, OR IN THE SAME COUNTY IF THE LICENSE WAS GRANTED
FOR A PLACE OUTSIDE THE - CORPORATE LIMITS OF A MUNICIPALITY OR CITY AND

COUNTY, BUT IT SHALL BE UNLAWFUL TO CULTIVATE, MANUFACTURE, DISTRIBUTE
OR SELL MEDICAL MARIJUANA AT ANY SUCH PLACE UNTIL PERMISSION TO DO SO IS

GRANTED BY THE STATE AND LOCAL LICENSING AUTHORITIES PROVIDED FOR IN THIS

ARTICLE. •

b) IN PERMITTING A CHANGE OF LOCATION, - THE STATE AND LOCAL LICENSING
AUTHORITIES SHALL CONSIDER ALL REASONABLE RESTRICTIONS THAT ARE OR MAY

BE PLACED UPON • THE NEW LOCATION BY THE GOVERNING BOARD OR LOCAL

LICENSING AUTHORITY OF THE MUNICIPALITY, CITY AND COUNTY, OR COUNTY AND
ANY SUCH CHANGE IN LOCATION SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH ALL

REQUIREMENTS OF THIS ARTICLE AND RULES PROMULGATED PURSUANT TO THIS

ARTICLE.

14) THE LOCATION OF AN OPTIONAL PREMISES CULTIVATION OPERATION AS
DESCRIBED IN SECTION 12-43.3-403 SHALL BE A CONFIDENTIAL RECORD AND SHALL

BE EXEMPT FROM THE COLORADO OPEN RECORDS ACT. STATE AND LOCAL

LICENSING AUTHORITIES SHALL KEEP THE LOCATION OF AN OPTIONAL PREMISES
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CULTIVATION OPERATION CONFIDENTIAL AND SHALL REDACT THE LOCATION FROM

ALL PUBLIC RECORDS. NOTWITHSTANDING ANY PROVISION OF LAW TO THE

CONTRARY, A STATE OR 'LOCAL LICENSING AGENCY MAY SHARE INFORMATION

REGARDING THE LOCATION OF AN OPTIONAL PREMISES CULTIVATION OPERATION

WITH A PEACE OFFICER OR A LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCY. -

12-43.3-311.. License renewal. (1) NINETY DAYS PRIOR TO THE EXPIRATION
DATE OF AN EXISTING LICENSE; THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY SHALL NOTIFY THE

LICENSEE OF THE EXPIRATION DATE BY FIRST CLASS MAIL AT THE LICENSEE'S

ADDRESS OF RECORD WITH THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY A LICENSEE SHALL

APPLY FOR THE RENEWAL OF AN EXISTING LICENSE TO THE LOCAL LICENSING

AUTHORITY NOT LESS THAN FORTY -FIVE DAYS AND TO THE STATE LICENSING

AUTHORITY NOT LESS THAN THIRTY DAYS PRIOR TO THE DATE OF EXPIRATION. A

LOCAL LICENSING AUTHORITY SHALL NOT ACCEPT AN APPLICATION FOR RENEWAL

OFA LICENSE AFTER THE DATE OF EXPIRATION. EXCEPT AS PROVIDED IN SUBSECTION

2) OF THIS SECTION. THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY MAY EXTEND THE

EXPIRATION DATE OF THE LICENSE AND ACCEPT A LATE APPLICATION FOR RENEWAL

OF A LICENSE PROVIDED THAT THE APPLICANT HAS FILED A TIMELY RENEWAL

APPLICATION WITH THE LOCAL LICENSING AUTHORITY. ALL RENEWALS FILED WITH

THE LOCAL LICENSING AUTHORITY AND SUBSEQUENTLY APPROVED BY THE LOCAL
LICENSING AUTHORITY SHALL NEXT BE PROCESSED BY THE STATE LICENSING

AUTHORITY. THE STATE OR THE LOCAL LICENSING AUTHORITY, IN ITS DISCRETION,

SUBJECT TO THE REQUIREMENTS OF THIS SUBSECTION (1) AND SUBSECTION (2) OF
THIS SECTION AND BASED UPON REASONABLE GROUNDS, MAY WAIVE THE

FORTY -FIVE -DAY OR THIRTY -DAY TIME REQUIREMENTS SET FORTH IN THIS

SUBSECTION (1). THE LOCAL LICENSING AUTHORITY MAY HOLD -A HEARING ON THE
APPLICATION FOR RENEWAL ONLY IF THE LICENSEE HAS HAD COMPLAINTS FILED

AGAINST IT, HAS A HISTORY OF VIOLATIONS, OR THERE ARE ALLEGATIONS AGAINST
THE LICENSEE THAT WOULD CONSTITUTE GOOD CAUSE. THE LOCAL LICENSING

AUTHORITY SHALL NOT HOLD A RENEWAL HEARING PROVIDED FOR BY THIS

SUBSECTION (1) FOR A MEDICAL MARIJUANA CENTER UNTIL IT HAS POSTED A NOTICE
OF HEARING ON THE LICENSED MEDICAL MARIJUANA CENTER PREMISES IN THE

MANNER DESCRIBED IN SECTION 12- 43.3 -302 (2) FOR A PERIOD OF TEN DAYS AND
PROVIDED NOTICE TO THE APPLICANT AT LEAST TEN DAYS PRIOR TO THE HEARING.

THE LOCAL LICENSING AUTHORITY MAY REFUSE TO RENEW ANY LICENSE FOR GOOD

CAUSE, SUBJECT TO JUDICIAL REVIEW.

2) (a) NOTWITHSTANDING THE PROVISIONS OF SUBSECTION (1) OF THIS SECTION,
A LICENSEE WHOSE LICENSE HAS BEEN EXPIRED FOR NOT MORE THAN NINETY DAYS

MAY FILE A LATE RENEWAL APPLICATION UPON THE PAYMENT OF ANONREFUNDABLE

LATE APPLICATION FEE OF FIVE HUNDRED DOLLARS TO THE LOCAL LICENSING

AUTHORITY. A LICENSEE WHO FILES A LATE RENEWAL APPLICATION AND PAYS THE

REQUISITE FEES MAY CONTINUE TO OPERATE UNTIL BOTH THE STATE AND LOCAL
LICENSING AUTHORITIES HAVE TAKEN FINAL ACTION TO APPROVE OR DENY THE

LICENSEE'S LATE RENEWAL APPLICATION UNLESS THE STATE OR LOCAL LICENSING

AUTHORITY SUMMARILY SUSPENDS THE LICENSE PURSUANT TO ARTICLE 4 OF TITLE

24, C.R.S., THIS ARTICLE, AND RULES PROMULGATED PURSUANT TO THIS ARTICLE.

b) THE STATE AND. LOCAL LICENSING AUTHORITIES MAY NOT ACCEPT A LATE
RENEWAL APPLICATION MORE THAN NINETY DAYS AFTER THE EXPIRATION OF A

LICENSEE'SPERMANENT ANNUAL LICENSE. A LICENSEE WHOSE PERMANENT ANNUAL
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LICENSE HAS BEEN EXPIRED FOR MORE THAN NINETY DAYS SHALL NOT CULTIVATE,

MANUFACTURE, DISTRIBUTE, OR SELL ANY MEDICAL MARIJUANA UNTIL ALL

REQUIRED LICENSES HAVE BEEN OBTAINED.

c) NOTWITHSTANDING THE AMOUNT SPECIFIED FOR THE LATE APPLICATION FEE
IN PARAGRAPH (a) OF THIS SUBSECTION (2), THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY BY
RULE OR AS OTHERWISE PROVIDED BY LAW MAY REDUCE THE AMOUNT OF THE FEE

IF NECESSARY PURSUANT TO SECTION 24 -75 -402 (3), C.R.S., BY REDUCING THE
UNCOMMITTED RESERVES OF THE FUND TO WHICH ALL OR ANY PORTION OF THE FEE

IS CREDITED. AFTER THE UNCOMMITTED RESERVES OF THE FUND ARE SUFFICIENTLY

REDUCED, THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY BY RULE OR AS OTHERWISE PROVIDED
BY LAW MAY INCREASE THE AMOUNT OF THE FEE AS PROVIDED IN SECTION 24 -75 -402

4), C.R.S. •

12- 43.3 -312. Inactive licenses. THE STATE OR LOCAL LICENSING AUTHORITY, IN
ITS DISCRETION, MAY REVOKE OR ELECT NOT TO RENEW ANY LICENSE IF IT

DETERMINES THAT THE LICENSED PREMISES HAVE BEEN INACTIVE, WITHOUT GOOD

CAUSE, FOR AT LEAST ONE YEAR.

12- 43.3 -313. Unlawful financial assistance. ( 1) THE STATE LICENSING

AUTHORITY, BY RULE AND REGULATION, SHALL REQUIRE A COMPLETE DISCLOSURE
OF ALL PERSONS HAVING A DIRECT OR INDIRECT FINANCIAL INTEREST, AND THE
EXTENT OF SUCH INTEREST_ IN EACH LICENSE ISSUED UNDER THIS ARTICLE.

2) A PERSON SHALL NOT HAVE AN UNREPORTED FINANCIAL INTEREST IN A
LICENSE PURSUANT TO THIS ARTICLE UNLESS THAT PERSON HAS UNDERGONE A

FINGERPRINT -BASED CRIMINAL HISTORY RECORD CHECK AS PROVIDED FOR BY THE

STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY IN ITS RULES; EXCEPT THAT THIS SUBSECTION (2)
SHALL NOT APPLY TO BANKS, SAVINGS AND LOAN ASSOCIATIONS, OR INDUSTRIAL
BANKS SUPERVISED AND REGULATED BY AN AGENCY OF THE STATE OR FEDERAL •

GOVERNMENT, OR TO FHA- APPROVED MORTGAGEES, OR TO STOCKHOLDERS,
DIRECTORS, OR OFFICERS THEREOF.

3) THIS SECTION IS INTENDED TO PROHIBIT AND PREVENT THE CONTROL OF THE
OUTLETS FOR THE •SALE OF MEDICAL MARIJUANA BY A PERSON OR PARTY OTHER
THAN THE PERSONS LICENSED PURSUANT TO THE PROVISIONS OF THIS ARTICLE.

PART 4

LICENSE TYPES

12- 43.3 -401. Classes of licenses. (1) FOR THE PURPOSE OF REGULATING THE
CULTIVATION, MANUFACTURE, DISTRIBUTION, AND SALE OF MEDICAL MARIJUANA,
THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY IN ITS DISCRETION, UPON APPLICATION IN THE
PRESCRIBED FORM MADE TO IT, MAY ISSUE AND GRANT TO THE APPLICANT A LICENSE

FROM ANY OF THE FOLLOWING CLASSES, SUBJECT TO THE PROVISIONS AND
RESTRICTIONS PROVIDED BY THIS ARTICLE:

a) MEDICAL MARIJUANA CENTER LICENSE;

b) OPTIONAL PREMISES CULTIVATION LICENSE;
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c) MEDICAL MARIJUANA- INFUSED PRODUCTS MANUFACTURING LICENSE; AND

d) OCCUPATIONAL LICENSES AND REGISTRATIONS FOR OWNERS, MANAGERS,
OPERATORS, EMPLOYEES,'CONTRACTORS, AND OTHER SUPPORT STAFF EMPLOYED BY,

WORKING IN, OR HAVING ACCESS TO RESTRICTED AREAS OF THE LICENSED PREMISES.
AS DETERMINED BY THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY. THE STATE LICENSING

AUTHORITY MAY TAKE ANY ACTION WITH RESPECT TO A REGISTRATION PURSUANT

TO THIS ARTICLE AS IT MAY WITH RESPECT TO A LICENSE PURSUANT TO THIS ARTICLE,
IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE PROCEDURES ESTABLISHED - PURSUANT TO THIS ARTICLE.

2) ALL PERSONS LICENSED PURSUANT TO THIS ARTICLE SHALL COLLECT SALES
TAX ON ALL SALES MADE PURSUANT TO THE LICENSING ACTIVITIES.

3) A STATE CHARTERED BANK OR A CREDIT UNION MAY LOAN MONEY TO ANY
PERSON LICENSED PURSUANT TO THIS ARTICLE FOR THE OPERATION OF A LICENSED

BUSINESS. •

12- 43.3 -402. Medical marijuana center license.. (1) A MEDICAL MARIJUANA
CENTER LICENSE SHALL BE ISSUED ONLY TO A PERSON SELLINGMEDICAL MARIJUANA

PURSUANT TO THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THIS ARTICLE.

2) (a) NOT \WITHSTANDING THE PROVISIONS OF THIS SECTION, A MEDICAL
MARIJUANA CENTER LICENSEE MAY ALSO SELL MEDICAL MARIJUANA- INFUSED

PRODUCTS THAT ARE PREPACKAGED AND LABELED SO AS TO CLEARLY INDICATE ALL

OF THE FOLLOWING:

I) THAT THE PRODUCT CONTAINS MEDICAL MARIJUANA;

II) THAT THE PRODUCT IS MANUFACTURED WITHOUT ANY REGULATORY

OVERSIGHT FOR HEALTH, SAFETY, OR EFFICACY; AND

III) THAT THERE MAY BE HEALTH RISKS ASSOCIATED WITH THE CONSUMPTION OR
USE OF THE PRODUCT..

b) A MEDICAL MARIJUAN A LICENSEE MAY CONTRACT WITH A MEDICAL

MARIJUANA- INFUSED PRODUCTS MANUFACTURING LICENSEE FOR THE MANUFACTURE

OFMEDICAL MARIJUANA-INFUSED PRODUC :TS UPON A MEDICAL MARIJUANA- INFUSED

PRODUCTS MANUFACTURING LICENSEE'S LICENSED PREMISES.

3) EVERY PERSON SELLING MEDICAL MARIJUANA AS PROVIDED FOR IN THIS
ARTICLE SHALL SELL ONLY MEDICAL MARIJUANA GROWN IN ITS MEDICAL MARLTUANA

OPTIONAL PREMISES LICENSED PURSUANT TO THIS ARTICLE. THE PROVISIONS OF THIS

SUBSECTION (3) SHALL NOT APPLY TO MEDICAL MARIJUANA- INFUSED PRODUCTS.

4) NOTWITHSTANDING THE REQUIREMENTS OF SUBSECTION (3) OF THIS SECTION
TO THE CONTRARY, A MEDICAL MARIJUANA LICENSEE MAY PURCHASE NOT MORE

THAN THIRTY PERCENT OF ITS TOTAL ON -HAND INVENTORY OF MEDICAL MARIJUANA

FROM ANOTHER LICENSED MEDICAL MARIJUANA CENTER IN COLORADO. A MEDICAL

MARIJUANA CENTER MAY SELL NO MORE THAN THIRTY PERCENT OF ITS TOTAL

ON -HAND INVENTORY TO ANOTHER COLORADO LICENSED MEDICAL MARLTUANA

LICENSEE.
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5) PRIOR TO INITIATING - A SALE, THE EMPLOYEE OF THE MEDICAL MARIJUANA
CENTER MAKING THE SALE SHALL VERIFY THAT THE PURCHASER HAS A VALID -

REGISTRATION CARD ISSUED PURSUANT TO SECTION 25 -1.5 -106, C.R.S., AND A
VALID PICTURE IDENTIFICATION CARD THAT MATCHES THE NAME. ON THE

REGISTRATION CARD.

6) A. LICENSED MEDICAL MARIJUANA CENTER MAY PROVIDE A SMALL AMOUNT
OF ITS MEDICAL MARIJUANA FOR TESTING TO A LABORATORY THAT IS LICENSED

PURSUANT TO THE OCCUPATIONAL LICENSING RULES PROMULGATED PURSUANT TO

SECTION 12 -43.3 -202 (2) (a) (IV). •

7) ALL MEDICAL MARIJUANA SOLD AT A LICENSED MEDICAL MARIJUANA CENTER
SHALL BE LABELED WITH A LIST OF ALL CHEMICAL ADDITIVES, INCLUDING BUT NOT

LIMITED TO NONORGANIC PESTICIDES, HERBICIDES, AND FERTILIZERS, THAT WERE
USED IN THE CULTIVATION AND THE PRODUCTION OF THE MEDICAL MARIJUANA.

8) A LICENSED MEDICAL MARIJUANA CENTER SHALL COMPLY WITH ALL

PROVISIONS OF ARTICLE 34 OF TITLE 24, C.R.S.. AS THE PROVISIONS RELATE TO

PERSONS WITH DISABILITIES:

12 -43.3 -403. Optional premises cultivation license. AN OPTIONAL PREMISES
CULTIVATION LICENSE MAY BE ISSUED ONLY TO A PERSON LICENSED PURSUANT TO

SECTION 12 -43.3 -402 (1) OR 12 -43.3 -404 (1) WHO GROWS AND CULTIVATES MEDICAL
MARIJUANA AT AN ADDITIONAL COLORADO LICENSED PREMISES CONTIGUOUS OR

NOT CONTIGUOUS WITH THE LICENSED PREMISES OF THE PERSON'S MEDICAL

MARIJUANA CENTER LICENSE OR THE PERSON'S MEDICAL MARIJUANA- INFUSED

PRODUCTS MANUFACTURING LICENSE. .

12 -43.3 -404. Medical marijuana- infused products manufacturing license.
1) A MEDICAL MARIJUANA - INFUSED PRODUCTS MANUFACTURING LICENSE MAY BE
ISSUED TO A PERSON WHO MANUFACTURES MEDICAL MARIJUANA- INFUSED

PRODUCTS, PURSUANT TO THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THIS ARTICLE.

2) MEDICAL MARIJUANA-INFUSED PRODUCTS SHALL BE PREPARED ON A LICENSED
PREMISES THAT IS USED EXCLUSIVELY FOR THE MANUFACTURE AND PREPARATION

OF MEDICAL MARIJUANA- INFUSED PRODUCTS AND USING EQUIPMENT THAT IS USED
EXCLUSIVELY FOR THE MANUFACTURE AND PREPARATION OF MEDICAL

MARIJUANA- INFUSED PRODUCTS.

3) A MEDICAL MARIJUANA-INFUSED PRODUCTS LICENSEE SHALL HAVE AWRITTEN
AGREEMENT OR CONTRACT WITH A MEDICAL MARIJUANA CENTER LICENSEE. WHICH

CONTRACT SHALL AT A MINIMUM SET FORTH THE TOTAL AMOUNT OF MEDICAL

MARIJUANA OBTAINED FROM A MEDICAL MARIJUANA CENTER LICENSEE TO BE USED

IN THE MANUFACTURING PROCESS, AND THE TOTAL AMOUNT OF MEDICAL
MARIJUANA - INFUSED PRODUCTS TO BE MANUFACTURED FROM THE MEDICAL

MARIJUAN 4 OBTAINED FROM THE MEDICAL MARIJUANA CENTER. A MEDICAL

MARIJUANA- INFUSED PRODUCTS LICENSEE SHALL NOT USE MEDICAL MARIJUANA

FROM MORE THAN FIVE DIFFERENT MEDICAL MARIJUANA CENTERS IN THE

PRODUCTION OF ONE MEDICAL MARIJUANA- INFUSED PRODUCT. THE MEDICAL

MARIJUANA- INFUSED PRODUCTS MANUFACTURING LICENSEE MAY SELL ITS

PRODUCTS TO ANY LICENSED MEDICAL MARIJUANA CENTER..
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4) ALL LICENSED PREMISES ON WHICH MEDICAL MARIJUANA-INFUSED PRODUCTS
ARE MANUFACTURED SHALL MEET THE SANITARY STANDARDS FOR MEDICAL

MARIJUANA-INFUSED PRODUCT PREPA RATION PROMULGATED PURSUANT TO SECTION •

12- 43.3 - 202(2) (a) (XII).

5) THE MEDICAL MARIJUANA- INFUSED PRODUCT SHALL BE SEALED AND

CONSPICUOUSLY LABELED IN COMPLIANCE WITH THIS ARTICLE AND ANY RULES

PROMULGATED PURSUANT TO THIS ARTICLE.

6) MEDICAL MARIJUANA- INFUSED PRODUCTS MAY NOT BE CONSUMED ON. A
PREMISES LICENSED PURSUANT TO THIS ARTICLE.

7) NOTWITHSTANDINGANY OTHER PROVISION OF STATE LAW, SALES OF MEDICAL'
MARIJUANA - INFUSED PRODUCTS SHALL NOT BE EXEMPT FROM STATE OR LOCAL

SALES TAX.

8) A MEDICAL MARIJUANA-INFUSED PRODUCTS LICENSEE THAT HAS AN OPTIONAL
PREMISES CULTIVATION LICENSE SHALL NOT SELL ANY OF THE MEDICAL MARIJUANA

THAT IT CULTIVATES.

12- 43.3 -501. Medical marijuana license cash fund. (1) ALL MONEYS

COLLECTED BY THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY PURSUANT TO THIS ARTICLE SHALL

BE TRANSMITTED TO THE STATE TREASURER, WHO SHALL CREDIT THE SAME TO THE

MEDICAL MARIJUANA LICENSE CASH FUND, WHICH FUND IS HEREBY CREATED AND
REFERRED TO IN THIS SECTION AS THE "FUND ". THE MONEYS IN THE FUND SHALL BE

SUBJECT TO ANNUAL APPROPRIATION BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY TO THE

DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE FOR THE DIRECT AND INDIRECT COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH

IMPLEMENTING THIS ARTICLE. ANY MONEYS IN THE FUND NOT EXPENDED FOR THE

PURPOSE OFTHISARTICLEMAY BE INVESTED BY THE STATE TREASURER AS PROVIDED

BY LAW. ALL INTEREST AND INCOME DERIVED FROM THE INVESTMENT AND DEPOSIT

OF MONEYS IN THE FUND SHALL BE CREDITED TO THE FUND. ANY UNEXPENDED AND

UNENCUMBERED MONEYS REMAINING IN THE FUND AT THE END OF A FISCAL YEAR

SHALL REMAIN IN THE FUND AND SHALL NOT BE CREDITED OR TRANSFERRED TO THE

GENERAL FUND OR ANOTHER FUND.

2) THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF THE DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE BY RULE OR AS
OTHERWISE PROVIDED BY LAW MAY REDUCE THE AMOUNT OF ONE OR MORE OF THE

FEES IF NECESSARY PURSUANT TO SECTION 24- 75- 402 (3), C.R.S., TO REDUCE THE
UNCOMMITTED RESERVES OF THE FUND TO WHICH ALL OR ANY PORTION OF ONE OR

MORE OF THE FEES IS CREDITED. AFTER THE UNCOMMITTED RESERVES OF THE FUND

ARE SUFFICIENTLY REDUCED. THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR BY RULE OR AS OTHERWISE

PROVIDED BY LAW MAY INCREASE THE AMOUNT OF ONE OR MORE OF THE FEES AS

PROVIDED IN SECTION 24 -75 -402 (4), C.R.S.

3)(a) THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY SHALL ESTABLISH FEES FOR PROCESSING
THE FOLLO WING TYPES OF APPLICATIONS, LICENSES; NOTICES, OR REPORTS REQUIRED
TO BE SUBMITTED TO THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY:
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I) APPLICATIONS FOR LICENSES LISTED IN SECTION 12- 43.3 -401 AND RULES
PROMULGATED PURSUANT TO THAT SECTION:

II) APPLICATIONS TO CHANGE LOCATION PURSUANT TO SECTION 12-43.3-310 AND
RULES PROMULGATED PURSUANT TO THAT SECTION;

III) APPLICATIONS FOR TRANSFER OF OWNERSHIP PURSUANT TO SECTION

12 -43.3 -310 AND RULES PROMULGATED PURSUANT TO THAT SECTION;

IV) LICENSE RENEWAL AND • EXPIRED LICENSE RENEWAL APPLICATIONS
PURSUANT TO SECTION 12- 43.3 -311; AND

V) LICENSES AS LISTED IN SECTION 12 -43.3 -401.

b) THE AMOUNTS OF SUCH FEES, WHEN ADDED TO THE OTHER FEES TRANSFERRED
TO THE FUND PURSUANT TO THIS SECTION SHALL REFLECT THE ACTUAL DIRECT AND

INDIRECT COSTS OF THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY IN THE ADMINISTRATION AND

ENFORCEMENT OF THIS • ARTICLE SO THAT THE FEES AVOID EXCEEDING THE

STATUTORY LIMIT ON UNCOMMITTED RESERVES IN ADMINISTRATIVE AGENCY CASH

FUNDS AS SET FORTH IN SECTION 24 -75 -402 (3), C.R.S.

c) THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY MAY CHARGE APPLICANTS LICENSED UNDER
THIS ARTICLE A FEE FOR THE COST OF EACH FINGERPRINT ANALYSIS AND

BACKGROUND INVESTIGATION UNDERTAKEN TO QUALIFY NEW OFFICERS, DIRECTORS,

MANAGERS, OR EMPLOYEES.

d) AT LEAST ANNUALLY THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY SHALL REVIEW THE
AMOUNTS OF THE FEES AND, IF NECESSARY, ADJUST THE AMOUNTS TO REFLECT THE
DIRECT AND INDIRECT COSTS OF THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY.

3) EXCEPT AS PROVIDED IN SUBSECTION (4) OF THIS SECTION, THE STATE
LICENSING AUTHORITY SHALL ESTABLISH A BASIC FEE THAT SHALL BE PAID AT THE

TIME OF SERVICE OF ANY SUBPOENA UPON THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY, PLUS
A FEE FOR MEALS AND A FEE FOR MILEAGE. AT•THE RATE PRESCRIBED FOR STATE

OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES IN SECTION 24 -9 -104, C .R.S., FOR EACH MILE ACTUALLY
AND NECESSARILY TRAVELED IN GOING TO AND RETURNING FROM THE PLACE NAMED

IN THE SUBPOENA. IF THE PERSON NAMED IN THE SUBPOENA IS REQUIRED TO ATTEND
THE PLACE NAMED IN THE SUBPOENA FOR MORE THAN ONE DAY, THERE SHALL BE

PAID, IN ADVANCE, A SUM TO BE ESTABLISHED BY THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY

FOR EACH DAY OF ATTENDANCE TO COVER THE EXPENSES OF THE PERSON NAMED IN

THE SUBPOENA.

4) THE SUBPOENA FEE ESTABLISHED PURSUANT TO SUBSECTION (3) OF THIS
SECTION SHALL NOT BE APPLICABLE TO ANY FEDERAL, STATE OR LOCAL
GOVERNMENTAL AGENCY.

12- 43.3 -502. Fees - allocation. (1) EXCEPT AS OTHERWISE PROVIDED, ALL FEES
AND FINES PROVIDED FOR BY THIS ARTICLE SHALL BE PAID TO THE DEPARTMENT OF

REVENUE, WHICH SHALL TRANSMIT THE FEES TOTHE STATE TREASURER. THE STATE
TREASURER SHALL CREDIT THE FEES TO THE MEDICAL MARIJUANA LICENSE CASH
FUND CREATED IN SECTION 12- 43.3 -501.
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2) THE EXPENDITURES OF THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY SHALL BE PAID OUT
OF APPROPRIATIONS FROM MEDICAL MARIJUANA LICENSE CASH FUND CREATED IN

SECTION 12 -43.3 -501.

12- 43.3 -503. Local license fees. (1) EACH APPLICATION FOR A LOCAL LICENSE
PROVIDED FOR IN THIS ARTICLE FILED WITH A LOCAL LICENSING AUTHORITY SHALL

BE ACCOMPANIED BY AN APPLICATION FEE IN AN AMOUNT DETERMINED BY THE

LOCAL LICENSLNG AUTHORITY.

2) LICENSE FEES AS DETERMINED BY THE LOCAL LICENSING AUTHORITY SHALL
BE PAID TO THE TREASURER OF THE MUNICIPALITY, CITY AND COUNTY, OR COUNTY

WHERE THE LICENSED PREMISES IS LOCATED IN ADVANCE OF THE APPROVAL, DENIAL,
OR RENEWAL OF THE LICENSE.

PART 6

DISCIPLINARY ACTIONS

12- 43.3 -601. Suspension - revocation - fines. (1) IN ADDITION TO ANY OTHER
SANCTIONS•PRESCRIBED BY THIS ARTICLE OR RULES PROMULGATED PURSUANT TO

THIS ARTICLE, THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY ORA LOCAL LICENSING AUTHORITY

HAS THE POWER, ON ITS OWN MOTION OR ON COMPLAINT, AFTER INVESTIGATION AND
OPPORTUNITY FOR A PUBLIC FIEARING AT WHICH THE LICENSEE SHALL•BE AFFORDED

AN OPPORTUNITY TO BE HEARD, TO SUSPEND OR REVOKE A LICENSE ISSUED BY THE
RESPECTIVE AUTHORITY FOR A VIOLATION BY THE LICENSEE OR BY ANY OF THE

AGENTS OR EMPLOYEES OF THE LICENSEE OF THE PROVISIONS OF THIS ARTICLE, OR

ANY OF THE RULES PROMULGATED PURSUANT TO THIS ARTICLE, OR OF ANY OF THE

TERMS, CONDITIONS, OR PROVISIONS OF THE LICENSE ISSUED BY THE STATE OR LOCAL
LICENSING AUTHORITY. THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY OR A LOCAL LICENSING

AUTHORITY HAS THE POWER TO ADMINISTER OATHS AND ISSUE SUBPOENAS TO

REQUIRE THE PRESENCE OF PERSONS AND THE PRODUCTION OF PAPERS, BOOKS, AND
RECORDS NECESSARY TO THE DETERMINATION OF A HEARING THAT THE STATE OR

LOCAL LICENSING AUTHORITY IS AUTHORIZED TO CONDUCT.

2) THE STATE OR LOCAL LICENSING AUTHORITY SHALL PROVIDE NOTICE OF
SUSPENSION, REVOCATION, FINE, OR OTHER SANCTION, AS WELL AS THE REQUIRED
NOTICE OF THE HEARING PURSUANTTO SUBSECTION (1) OF THIS SECTION, BY MAILING
THE SAME IN WRITING TO THE LICENSEE AT THE ADDRESS CONTAINED IN THE

LICENSE. EXCEPT IN THE CASE OF A SUMMARY SUSPENSION, A SUSPENSION SHALL

NOT BE FOR A LONGER PERIOD THAN SIX MONTHS. IF A LICENSE IS SUSPENDED OR

REVOKED, A PART OF THE FEES PAID THEREFORE SHALL NOT BE RETURNED TO THE
LICENSEE. ANY LICENSE OR PERMIT MAY BE SUMMARILY SUSPENDED BY THE ISSUING

LICENSING AUTHORITY WITHOUT NOTICE PENDING ANY • PROSECUTION.

INVESTIGATION, OR PUBLIC HEARING PURSUANT TO THE TERMS OF SECTION 24 -4 -104

4), C.R.S. NOTHING IN THIS SECTION SHALL PREVENT THE SUMMARY SUSPENSION
OF A LICENSE PURSUANT TO SECTION 24 -4 -104 (4), C.R.S. EACH PATIENT

REGISTERED WITFI A MEDICAL MARIJUANA CENTER •THAT HAS HAD ITS LICENSE

SUMMARILY SUSPENDED MAY IMMEDIATELY TRANSFER HIS OR HER PRIMARY CENTER

TO ANOTHER LICENSED MEDICAL MARIJUANA CENTER.

3) (a) WHENEVER A DECISION OF THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY OR A LOCAL
LICENSING AUTHORITY SUSPENDING A LICENSE FOR FOURTEEN DAYS OR LESS
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BECOMES FINAL, THE LICENSEE MAY, BEFORE THE OPERATIVE DATE OF THE
SUSPENSION, PETITION FOR PERMISSION TO PAY A FINE IN LIEU OF HAVING THE

LICENSE SUSPENDED FOR ALL OR PART OF THE SUSPENSION PERIOD. UPON THE
RECEIPT OF THE PETITION, THE STATE OR LOCAL LICENSING AUTHORITY MAY, IN ITS
SOLE DISCRETION, STAY THE PROPOSED SUSPENSION AND CAUSE ANY INVESTIGATION.
TO BE MADE WHICH IT DEEMS DESIRABLE AND MAY, IN ITS SOLE DISCRETION, GRANT

THE PETITION IF THE STATE OR LOCAL LICENSING AUTHORITY IS SATISFIED THAT:

I) THE PUBLIC WELFARE AND MORALS WOULD NOT BE IMPAIRED BY PERMITTING
THE LICENSEE TO OPERATE DURING THE PERIOD SET FOR SUSPENSION AND THAT THE

PAYMENT OF THE FINE WILL ACHIEVE THE DESIRED DISCIPLINARY PURPOSES;

II) THE BOOKS AND RECORDS OF THE LICENSEE ARE KEPT IN SUCH A MANNER
THAT THE LOSS OF SALES THAT THE LICENSEE WOULD HAVE SUFFERED HAD THE
SUSPENSION GONE INTO EFFECT CAN BE DETERMINED WITH REASONABLE ACCURACY;

AND

III) THE LICENSEE HAS NOT HAD HIS OR HER LICENSE SUSPENDED OR REVOKED,
NOR HAD ANY SUSPENSION STAYED BY PAYMENT OF A FINE, DURING THE TWO YEARS

IMMEDIATELY PRECEDING THE DATE OF THE MOTION OR COMPLAINT THAT RESULTED
IN A FINAL DECISION TO SUSPEND THE LICENSE OR PERMIT.

b) THE FINE ACCEPTED SHALL BE NOT LESS THAN FIVE HUNDRED DOLLARS NOR
MORE THAN ONE HUNDRED THOUSAND DOLLARS.

c) PAYMENT OF A FINE PURSUANT TO THE PROVISIONS OF THIS SUBSECTION (3)
SHALL BE IN THE FORM OF CASH OR IN THE FORM OF A CERTIFIED CHECK OR

CASHIER'S CHECK MADE PAYABLE TO THE STATE OR LOCAL LICENSING AUTHORITY,

WHICHEVER IS APPROPRIATE.

4) UPON PAYMENT OF THE FINE PURSUANT TO SUBSECTION (3) OF THIS SECTION,
THE STATE OR LOCAL LICENSING AUTHORITY SHALL ENTER ITS FURTHER ORDER

PERMANENTLY STAYING THE IMPOSITION OF THE SUSPENSION. IF THE FINE IS PAID TO
A LOCAL LICENSING AUTHORITY, THE GOVERNING BODY OF THE AUTHORITY SHALL

CAUSE THE MONEYS TO BE PAID INTO THE GENERAL FUND OF THE LOCAL LICENSING

AUTHORITY. FINES PAID TO THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY PURSUANT TO

SUBSECTION (3) OF THIS SECTION SHALL BE TRANSMITTED TO THE STATE TREASURER
WHO SHALL CREDIT THE SAME TO THE MEDICAL MARIJUANA LICENSE CASH FUND

CREATED IN SECTION 12-43.3-501.

5) IN CONNECTION WITH A PETITION PURSUANT TO SUBSECTION (3) OF THIS
SECTION, THE AUTHORITY OF THE STATE ORLOCAL LICENSINGAUTHORITY IS LIMITED
TO THE GRANTING OF SUCH STAYS AS ARE NECESSARY FOR THE AUTHORITY TO

COMPLETE ITS INVESTIGATION AND MAKE ITS FINDINGS AND, IF THE AUTHORITY

MAKES SUCH FINDINGS, TO THE GRANTING OF AN ORDER PERMANENTLY STAYING THE
IMPOSITION OF THE ENTIRE SUSPENSION OR THAT PORTION OF THE SUSPENSION NOT

OTHERWISE CONDITIONALLY STAYED.

6) IF THE STATE OR LOCAL LICENSING AUTHORITY DOES NOT MAKE THE FINDINGS
REQUIRED IN PARAGRAPH (a) OF SUBSECTION (3) OF THIS SECTION AND DOES NOT
ORDER THE SUSPENSION PERMANENTLY STAYED, THE SUSPENSION SHALL GO INTO
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EFFECT ON THE OPERATIVE DATE FINALLY SET BY THE STATE OR LOCAL LICENSING

AUTHORITY.

7) EACH LOCAL LICENSING AUTHORITY SHALL REPORT ALL ACTIONS TAKEN TO
IMPOSE FINES, SUSPENSIONS, AND REVOCATIONS -TO THE STATE LICENSING

AUTHORITY IN A MANNER REQUIRED BY THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY. No

LATER THAN JANUARY 15 OF EACH YEAR, THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY SHALL
COMPILE A REPORT OF THE PRECEDING YEAR'S ACTIONS IN WHICH FINES,
SUSPENSIONS, OR REVOCATIONS WERE IMPOSED BY LOCAL LICENSING AUTHORITIES

AND BY THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY. THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY SHALL
FILE ONE COPY OF THE REPORT WITH THE CHIEF CLERK OF THE HOUSE OF

REPRESENTATIVES, ONE COPY WITH THE SECRETARY OF THE SENATE, AND SIX COPIES
IN THE JOINT LEGISLATIVE LIBRARY.

PART 7

INSPECTION OF BOOKS AND RECORDS

12- 43.3 -701. Inspection procedures. (1) EACH LICENSEE SHALL KEEP A
COMPLETE SET OF ALL RECORDS NECESSARY TO SHOW FULLY THE BUSINESS

TRANSACTIONS OF THE LICENSEE, ALL OF WHICH SHALL BE OPEN AT ALL TIMES
DURING BUSINESS HOURS FOR THE INSPECTION AND EXAMINATION OF THE STATE

LICENSING AUTHORITY OR ITS DULY AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVES. THE STATE

LICENSINGAUTHORITY MAY REQUIRE ANY LICENSEE TO FURNISH SUCH INFORMATION
AS IT CONSIDERS NECESSARY FOR THE PROPER ADMINISTRATION OF THIS ARTICLE

AND MAY REQUIRE AN AUDIT TO BE MADE OF THE BOOKS OF ACCOUNT AND RECORDS
ON SUCH OCCASIONS AS IT MAY CONSIDER NECESSARY BY AN AUDITOR TO BE

SELECTED BY THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY WHO SHALL LIKEWISE HAVE ACCESS

TO ALL BOOKS AND RECORDS OF THE LICENSEE, AND THE EXPENSE THEREOF SHALL
BE PAID BY THE LICENSEE.

2) THE LICENSED PREMISES, INCLUDING ANY PLACES OF STORAGE WHERE
MEDICAL MARIJUANA IS GROWN, STORED, - CULTIVATED, SOLD, OR DISPENSED, SHALL
BE SUBJECT TO INSPECTION BY THE STATE OR LOCAL LICENSING AUTHORITIES AND

THEIR INVESTIGATORS, DURING ALL BUSINESS HOURS AND OTHER TIMES OF

APPARENT ACTIVITY, FOR THE PURPOSE, OF INSPECTION OR INVESTIGATION. FOR
EXAMINATION OF ANY INVENTORY OR BOOKS AND RECORDS REQUIRED TO BE KEPT

BY THE LICENSEES, ACCESS SHALL BE REQUIRED DURING BUSINESS HOURS. WHERE
ANY PART OF THE LICENSED PREMISES CONSISTS OFA LOCKED AREA_ UPON DEMAND

TO THE LICENSEE, SUCH AREA SHALL BE MADE AVAILABLE FOR INSPECTION WITHOUT

DELAY, AND, UPON REQUEST BY AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVES OF THE STATE OR

LOCAL LICENSING AUTHORITY, THE LICENSEE SHALL OPEN THE AREA FOR
INSPECTION.

3) EACH LICENSEE SHALL RETAIN ALL BOOKS AND RECORDS NECESSARY TO
SHOW FULLY THE BUSINESS TRANSACTIONS OF THE LICENSEE FOR A PERIOD OF THE

CURRENT TAX YEAR .AND THE THREE IMMEDIATELY PRIOR TAX YEARS.

PART 8

JUDICIAL REVIEW

12- 43.3 -801. Judicial review. DECISIONS BY THE STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY
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OR A LOCAL LICENSING AUTHORITY SHALL BE SUBJECT TO JUDICIAL REVIEW

PURSUANT TO SECTION 24 -4 -106; C.R.S.

PART 9

UNLAWFUL ACTS - ENFORCEMENT

12 -43.3 -901. Unlawfulacts- exceptions. (1) EXCEPT AS OTHERWISE PROVIDED
IN THIS ARTICLE, IT IS UNLAWFUL FOR A PERSON:

a) To CONSUME MEDICAL MARIJUANA IN A LICENSED MEDICAL MARIJUANA
CENTER, AND IT SHALL BE UNLAWFUL FOR A MEDICAL MARIJUANA LICENSEE TO

ALLOW MEDICAL MARIJUANA TO BE CONSUMED UPON ITS LICENSED PREMISES; •

b) WITH KNOWLEDGE, TO PERMIT OR FAIL TO PREVENT THE USE OF HIS OR HER
REGISTRY IDENTIFICATION BY ANY OTHER PERSON FOR THE UNLAWFUL PURCHASING

OF MEDICAL MARIJUANA; OR

c) To CONTINUE OPERATING A BUSINESS FOR THE PURPOSE OF CULTIVATION,
MANUFACTURE, OR SALE OF MEDICAL MARIJUANA OR MEDICAL MARIJUANA- INFUSED
PRODUCTS WITHOUT FILING THE FORMS AND PAYING THE FEE AS DESCRIBED IN

SECTION 12- 43.3 -103 (1) (b).

d) To CONTINUE OPERATING A BUSINESS FOR THE PURPOSE OF CULTIVATION,
MANUFACTURE, OR SALE OF MEDICAL MARIJUANA OR MEDICAL MARIJUANA- INFUSED

PRODUCTS WITHOUT SATISFYING THE CONDITIONS OF SECTION 12 -43.3 -103 (2) (b).

2) IT IS UNLAWFUL FOR A PERSON TO BUY, SELL, TRANSFER GIVE AWAY, OR
ACQUIRE MEDICAL MARIJUANA EXCEPT AS ALLOWED PURSUANT TO THIS ARTICLE.

3) IT IS UNLAWFUL FOR A PERSON LICENSED PURSUANT TO THIS ARTICLE:

a) TO BE WITHIN A LIMITED- ACCESS AREA UNLESS THE PERSON'S LICENSE BADGE
IS DISPLAYED AS REQUIRED BY THIS ARTICLE,' EXCEPT AS PROVIDED IN SECTION

12 -43.3 -701;

b) To FAIL TO DESIGNATE AREAS OF INGRESS AND EGRESS FOR LIMITED- ACCESS
AREAS AND POST SIGNS IN CONSPICUOUS LOCATIONS AS REQUIRED •BY THIS ARTICLE;

c) To FAIL TO REPORT A TRANSFER REQUIRED BY SECTION 12- 43.3 -310 (11.); OR

d) TO FAIL TO REPORT THE NAME OF OR A CHANGE IN MANAGERS AS REQUIRED
BY SECTION 12- 43.3 -310 (12).

4) IT IS UNLAWFUL FOR ANY PERSON LICENSED TO SELL MEDICAL MARIJUANA
PURSUANT TO THIS ARTICLE:

a) To DISPLAY ANY SIGNS THAT ARE INCONSISTENT WITH LOCAL LAWS OR
REGULATIONS;

b) TO USE ADVERTISING MATERIAL THAT IS MISLEADING, DECEPTIVE, OR FALSE,
OR THAT IS DESIGNED TO APPEAL TO MINORS;
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c) To PROVIDE PUBLIC PREMISES, OR ANY PORTION THEREOF, FOR THE PURPOSE
OF CONSUMPTION OF MEDICAL MARIJUANA IN ANY FORM;

d) (I) To SELL MEDICAL MARIJUANA TO A PERSON NOT LICENSED PURSUANT TO
THIS ARTICLE OR TO A PERSON NOT ABLE TO PRODUCE A VALID PATIENT.REGISTRY

IDENTIFICATION CARD. NOTWITHSTANDING ANY PROVISION IN THIS SUBPARAGRAPH

I) TO THE CONTRARY, A PERSON UNDER TWENTY -ONE YEARS OF AGE SHALL NOT BE
EMPLOYED TO SELL OR DISPENSE MEDICAL MARIJUANA AT AMEDIC :AL MARIJUANA •

CENTER OR GROW OR CULTIVATE MEDICAL MARIJUANA AT AN OPTIONAL PREMISES

CULTIVATION OPERATION.

II) IF A LICENSEE OR A LICENSEE'S EMPLOYEE HAS REASONABLE CAUSE TO
BELIEVE THAT A PERSON IS EXHIBITING A FRAUDULENT PATIENT REGISTRY

IDENTIFICATION CARD IN AN ATTEMPT TO OBTAIN MEDICAL MARIJUANA, THE
LICENSEE OR EMPLOYEE SHALL BE AUTHORIZED TO CONFISCATE THE FRAUDULENT

PATIENT REGISTRY IDENTIFICATION CARD, IF POSSIBLE, AND SHALL, WITHIN
SEVENTY-TWO HOURS AFTER THE CONFISCATION, TURN IT OVER TO THE STATE

HEALTH DEPARTMENT OR LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCY. THE FAILURE TO

CONFISCATE THE FRAUDULENT PATIENT REGISTRY IDENTIFICATION CARD OR TO TURN

IT OVER TO THE STATE HEALTH DEPARTMENT OR A STATE OR LOCAL LAW

ENFORCEMENT AGENCY WITHIN SEVENTY -TWO HOURS AFTER THE CONFISCATION

SHALL NOT CONSTITUTE A CRIMINAL OFFENSE.

e) To POSSESS MORE THAN SIX MEDICAL MARIJUANA PLANTS AND TWO OUNCES
OF MEDICAL MARIJUANA FOR EACH PATIENT WHO HAS REGISTERED THE CENTER AS

HIS OR HER PRIMARY CENTER PURSUANT TO SECTION 25 -1.5 -106 (6) (f), C.R.S.;
EXCEPT THAT A MEDICAL MARIJUANA CENTER MAY HAVE AN AMOUNT THAT

EXCEEDS THE SIX -PLANT AND TWO -OUNCE PRODUCT PER PATIENT LIMIT IF THE

CENTER SELLS TO PATIENTS THAT ARE AUTHORIZED TO HAVE MORE THAN SLX PLANTS.
AND TWO OUNCES OF PRODUCT: IN THE CASE OF A PATIENT AUTHORIZED TO EXCEED
THE SIX -PLANT . AND TWO-OUNCE LIMIT, THE CENTER SHALL OBTAIN

DOCUMENTATION FROM THE PATIENT'S PHYSICIAN THAT THE PATIENT NEEDS MORE

THAN SIX PLANTS AND TWO OUNCES OF PRODUCT. :

1) To OFFER FOR SALE OR SOLICIT AN ORDER FOR MEDICAL MARIJUANA IN PERSON
EXCEPT WITHIN THE LICENSED PREMISES;

g) To HAVE IN POSSESSION OR UPON THE LICENSED PREMISES ANY MEDICAL
MARIJUANA, THE SALE OF WHICH IS,NOT PERMITTED BY THE LICENSE;

h) To BUY MEDICAL MARIJUANA FROM A PERSON NOT LICENSED TO SELL AS
PROVIDED BY THIS ARTICLE;

i) To SELL MEDICAL MARIJUANA EXCEPT IN THE PERMANENT LOCATION

SPECIFICALLY DESIGNATED IN THE LICENSE FOR SALE;

1) To HAVE ON THE LICENSED PREMISES ANY MEDICAL MARIJUANA OR
MARIJUANA PARAPHERNALIA THAT SHOWS EVIDENCE OF THE MEDICAL MARIJUAN A

HAVING BEEN CONSUMED OR PARTIALLY CONSUMED;

k) To REQUIRE A MEDICAL MARIJUANA CENTER OR MEDICAL MARIJUANA CENTER
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WITH AN OPTION AL PREMISES CULTIVATION LICENSE TO MAKE DELIVERY TO ANY

PREMISES OTHER THAN. THE SPECIFIC LICENSED PREMISES WHERE THE MEDICAL

MARIJUANA IS TO BE SOLD; OR

1) To SELL, SERVE, OR DISTRIBUTE MEDICAL MARIJUANA AT ANY TIME OTHER
THAN BETWEEN TFIE HOURS OF 8:00 A.M. AND 7:00 P.M. MONDAY THROUGH

SUNDAY.

m) To VIOLATE THE PROVISIONS OF SECTION 6 -2 -103 OR 6 -2 -105, C.R.S.

5) EXCEPT AS PROVIDED IN SECTIONS 12- 43.3 -402 (4); 12- 43.3 -403, AND
12 -43.3 -404, IT IS UNLAWFUL FOR A MEDICAL MARIJUANA CENTER, MEDICAL
MARIJUANA - INFUSED PRODUCTS MANUFACTURING OPERATION WITH AN OPTIONAL

PREMISES CULTIVATION LICENSE, OR MEDICAL MARIJUANA CENTER WITH AN

OPTIONAL PREMISES CULTIVATION LICENSE TO SELL, DELIVER, OR CAUSE TO BE
DELIVERED TO A LICENSEE ANY MEDICAL MARIJUANA NOT GROWN UPON ITS

LICENSED PREMISES, OR FOR A LICENSEE OR MEDICAL MARIJUANA CENTER WITH AN

OPTIONAL PREMISES CULTIVATION LICENSE OR MEDICAL MARIJUANA- INFUSED

PRODUCTS MANUFACTURING OPERATION WITH AN OPTIONAL PREMISES CULTIVATION

LICENSE TO SELL, POSSESS, OR PERMIT SALE OF MEDICAL MARITUANA NOT GROWN
UPON ITS LICENSED PREMISES. A VIOLATION OF THE PROVISIONS OF THIS SUBSECTION

5) BY A LICENSEE SHALL BE GROUNDS FOR THE IMMEDIATE REVOCATION OF THE
LICENSE GRANTED UNDER THIS ARTICLE.

6) IT SHALL BE UNLAWFUL FOR A PHYS!CLN WHO MAKES PATIENTREFERRALS TO
A LICENSED MEDICAL MARIJUANA CENTER TO RECEIVE ANYTHING OF VALUE FROM

THE MEDICAL MARIJUANA CENTER LICENSEE OR ITS AGENTS, SERVANTS, OFFICERS,
OR OWNERS OR ANYONE FINANCIALLY INTERESTED IN THE LICENSEE_ AND IT SHALL

BE UNLAWFUL FOR A LICENSEE 'LICENSED PURSUANT TO THIS ARTICLE TO OFFER

ANYTHING OF VALUE TO A PHYSICIAN FOR MAKING PATIENT, REFERRALS TO THE
LICENSED MEDICAL MARIJUANA CENTER.

7) A PERSON WHO COMMITS ANY ACTS THAT ARE UNLAWFUL PURSUANT TO THIS
SECTION COMMITS A CLASS 2 MISDEMEANOR AND SHALL BE PUNISHED AS PROVIDED

IN SECTION 18 -1.3 -501, C.R.S.; EXCEPT FOR VIOLATIONS THAT WOULD ALSO
CONSTITUTE A VIOLATION OF TITLE 18, C.R.S., WHICH VIOLATION SHALL BE
CHARGED AND PROSECUTED PURSUANT TO TITLE 18, C.R.S.

PART 10

SUNSET REVIEW

12- 43.3 -1001. Sunset review - article repeal. (I) THIS ARTICLE IS REPEALED, .
EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 2015.

2) PRIOR TO THE REPEAL OF THIS ARTICLE; THE DEPARTMENT OF REGULATORY
AGENCIES SHALL CONDUCT A SUNSET REVIEW AS DESCRIBED IN SECTION 24-34-104

8); C.R.S.

SECTION 2..25 -1.5 -106, Colorado Revised Statutes, is amended to read:

25 -1.5 -106. Medical marijuana program - powers and duties of the state
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health agency - repeal. ( 1) Legislative declaration. ( a) THE GENERAL

ASSEMBLY HEREBY DECLARES THAT IT IS NECESSARY TO IMPLEMENT RULES TO

ENSURE THAT PATIENTS SUFFERING FROM LEGITIMATE DEBILITATING MEDICAL

CONDITIONS ARE ABLE TO SAFELY GAIN ACCESS TO MEDICAL MARIJUANA AND TO

ENSURE THAT THESE PATIENTS:

I) ARE NOT SUBJECT TO CRIMINAL PROSECUTION FOR THEIR USE QF MEDICAL
MARIJUANA IN ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION 14 OF ARTICLE XVIII OF THE STATE

CONSTITUTION, THIS SECTION, AND THE RULES OF THE STATE HEALTH AGENCY; AND

II) ARE ABLE TO ESTABLISH AN AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE TO THEIR USE OF MEDICAL
MARIJUANA IN ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION 14 OF ARTICLE XVIII OF THE STATE

CONSTITUTION, THIS SECTION, AND THE RULES OF THE STATE HEALTH AGENCY.

b) THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY HEREBY DECLARES THAT IT IS NECESSARY TO
IMPLEMENT RULES 10 PREVENT PERSONS WHO DO NOT SUFFER FROM LEGITIMATE

DEBILITATING MEDICAL CONDITIONS FROM USING SECTION 14 OF ARTICLE XVIII OF

THE STATE CONSTITUTION AS A MEANS TO SELL, ACQUIRE, POSSESS, PRODUCE, USE,
OR TRANSPORT MARIJUANA IN VIOLATION OF STATE AND FEDERAL LAWS.

2) Definitions. IN ADDITION TO THE DEFINITIONS SET FORTH IN SECTION 14 (1)
OF ARTICLE XVIII OF THE STATE CONSTITUTION, AS USED IN THIS SECTION, UNLESS
THE CONTEXT OTHERWISE REQUIRES, "PRIMARY CAREGIVER" MEANS A NATURAL
PERSON, OTHER THAN THE PATIENT OR THE PATIENT'S PHYSICL4N, WHO IS EIGHTEEN
YEARS OF AGE OR OLDER AND HAS SIGNIFICANT RESPONSIBILITY FOR MANAGING THE

WELL -BEING OF A PATIENT WHO HAS A DEBILITATING MEDICAL CONDITION.

0.1(3) Rule - making. (a) The department shall, pursuant to section 14 of article
XVIII of the state constitution, promulgate rules of administration concerning the
iunplementation of the medical marijuana program established by suck section and
that specifically govern the following:

f r} (I) The establishment and maintenance of a confidential registry of patients
who have applied for and are entitled to receive a registry identification card;

fir). (II) The development by the department of an application forth and making
such form available to residents of this state seeking to be listed on the confidential
registry of patients who are entitled to receive a registry identification card;

r} (III) The verification by the department of medical information concerning
patients who have applied for a confidential registry card;

rb} (IV) The issuance and form of confidential registry identification cards;

r} (V) Communications with law enforcement officials about confidential
registry identification cards that have been suspended where a patient is no longer
diagnosed as having a debilitating medical condition, and

7f)- (VI) The manner in which the department may consider adding debilitating
medical conditions to the list ofdebilitating medical conditions contained in section
14 of article XVIII of the state
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constitution; AND

VII) A WAIVER PROCESS TO ALLOW A HOMEBOUND PATIENT WHO IS ON THE
REGISTRY TO HAVE A PRIMARY CAREGIVER TRANSPORT THE PATIENT'S MEDICAL

MARIJUANA FROM A LICENSED MEDICAL MARIJUANA CENTER TO THE PATIENT. •

b) THE. STATE HEALTH AGENCY MAY PROMULGATE RULES REGARDING THE
FOLLOWING:

I) WHAT CONSTITUTES " SIGNIFICANT RESPONSIBILITY FOR . MANAGING THE

WELL -BEING OF A PATIENT "; EXCEPT THAT THE ACT OF SUPPLYING MEDICAL

MARIJUANA OR MARIJUANA PARAPHERNALIA, BY ITSELF, IS INSUFFICIENT TO
CONSTITUTE "SIGNIFICANT RESPONSIBILITY FOR MANAGING THE WELL -BEING OF A

PATIENT ";

II) THE DEVELOPMENT OF A FORM FOR A PRIMARY CAREGIVER TO USE IN
APPLYING TO THE REGISTRY, WHICH FORM SHALL REQUIRE, AT A MINIMUM, THAT THE

APPLICANT PROVIDE HIS OR HER FULL NAME, HOME ADDRESS, DATE OF BIRTH, AND
AN ATTESTATION THAT THE APPLICANT HAS A SIGNIFICANT RESPONSIBILITY FOR

MANAGING THE WELL -BEING OF THE PATIENT FOR WHOM HE OR SHE IS DESIGNATED

AS THE PRIMARY CAREGIVER.AND THAT HE OR SHE UNDERSTANDS AND WILL ABIDE

BY SECTION 14 OF ARTICLE XVIII OF THE STATE CONSTITUTION, THIS SECTION, AND
THE RULES PROMULGATED BY THE STATE HEALTH AGENCY PURSUANT TO THIS

SECTION;

III). THE DEVELOPMENT OF A FORM TFIAT CONSTITUTES " WRITTEN

DOCUMENTATION ", AS DEFINED AND USED IN SECTION 14 OF ARTICLE XVIII OF THE

STATE CONSTITUTION, WHICH FORM A PHYSICIAN SHALL USE WHEN MAKING A

MEDICAL MARIJUANA RECOMMENDATION FOR A PATIENT; AND

IV) THE GROUNDS AND PROCEDURE FOR A PATIENT TO CHANGE HIS OR HER
DESIGNATED PRIMARY CAREGIVER.

c) (I) THE STATE HEALTH AGENCY SHALL CONDUCT A PUBLIC REVIEW HEARING
WITH THE DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE BY SEPTEMBER I. 2010, TO RECEIVE PUBLIC
INPUT ON ANY EMERGENCY RULES ADOPTED BY THE STATE HEALTH AGENCY AND BE

PROVIDED WITH AN UPDATE FROM THE INDUSTRY, CAREGIVERS, PATIENTS, AND
OTHER STAKEHOLDERS REGARDING THE INDUSTRY'S CURRENT STATUSt THE STATE

HEALTH AGENCY SFIALL PROVIDE AT LEAST FIVE BUSINESS DAYS' NOTICE PRIOR TO

THE HEARING.

II) THIS PARAGRAPH (c) IS REPEALED, EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 2011.

4) NOTWITHSTANDING ANY OTHER REQUIREMENTS TO THE CONTRARY, NOTICE
ISSUED BY THE STATE HEALTH AGENCY FOR A RULEMAKING HEARING PURSUANT TO

SECTION 24 -4 -103, C.R.S., FOR RULES CONCERNING THE MEDICAL MARIJUANA
PROGRAM SHALL BE SUFFICIENT IF THE STATE HEALTH AGENCY PROVIDES THE NOTICE

NO LATER THAN FORTY-FIVE DAYS IN ADVANCE OF THE RULEMAKING HEARING IN AT

LEAST ONE PUBLICATION IN A NEWSPAPER OF GENERAL DISTRIBUTION IN THE STATE

AND POSTS THE NOTICE ON THE STATE HEALTH AGENCY'S WEB SITE; EXCEPT THAT
EMERGENCY RULES PURSUANT TO SECTION 24 -4 -103 (6), C.R.S., SHALL NOT
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5) Primary caregivers. (a) A PRIMARY CAREGIVER MAY NOT DELEGATE TO
ANY OTHER PERSON HIS OR HER AUTHORITY TO PROVIDE MEDICAL MARIJUANA TO A

PATIENT NOR MAY A PRIMARY CAREGIVER ENGAGE OTHERS TO ASSIST IN PROVIDING

MEDICAL MARIJUANA TO A PATIENT:

h) Two. OR MORE PRIMARY CAREGIVERS SHALL NOT JOIN TOGETHER FOR THE
PURPOSE OF CULTIVATING MEDICAL MARIJUANA.

c) ONLY A MEDICAL MARIJUANA CENTER WITH AN OPTIONAL PREMISES

CULTIVATION LICENSE, A MEDICAL MARIJUANA- INFUSED PRODUCTS

MANUFACTURING OPERATION WITH AN OPTIONAL PREMISES CULTIVATION LICENSE,

OR A PRIMARY CAREGIVER FOR HIS OR HER PATIENTS OR A PATIENT FOR HIMSELF OR

HERSELF MAY CULTIVATE OR PROVIDE MARIJUANA AND ONLY FOR MEDICAL USE.

d) A PRIMARY CAREGIVER SHALL PROVIDE TO A LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCY,
UPON INQUIRY, THE REGISTRY IDENTIFICATION CARD NUMBER OF EACH OF HIS OR •
HER PATIENTS. THE STATE HEALTH AGENCY SHALL MAINTAIN A REGISTRY OF THIS

INFORMATION AND MAKE IT AVAILABLE TWENTY -FOUR HOURS PER DAY AND SEVEN

DAYS A WEEK TO LAW ENFORCEMENT FOR VERIFICATION PURPOSES. UPON INQUIRY
BY A LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICER AS TO AN INDIVIDUAL'S STATUS AS A PATIENT OR

PRIMARY CAREGIVER, THE STATE HEALTH AGENCY SHALL CHECK THE REGISTRY. IF
THE INDIVIDUAL IS NOT REGISTERED AS A PATIENT OR PRIMARY CAREGIVER, THE
STATE HEALTH AGENCY MAY PROVIDE THAT RESPONSE TO LAW ENFORCEMENT. IF

THE PERSON IS A REGISTERED PATIENT OR PRIMARY CAREGIVER, THE STATE HEALTH
AGENCY MAY NOT RELEASE INFORMATION UNLESS CONSISTENT WITH SECTION 14 OF
ARTICLE XVIII OF THE STATE CONSTITUTION. THE STATE HEALTH AGENCY MAY

PROMULGATE RULES TO PROVIDE FOR THE EFFICIENT ADMINISTRATION OF THIS

PARAGRAPH (d).

6) Patient - primary caregiver relationship. (a) A PERSON SHALL BE LISTED
AS A PRIMARY CAREGIVER FOR NO MORE THAN FIVE PATIENTS ON THE MEDICAL

MARIJUANA PROGRAM REGISTRY AT ANY GIVEN TIME; EXCEPT THAT THE STATE

HEALTH AGENCY MAY ALLOW A. PRIMARY CAREGIVER TO SERVE MORE THAN FIVE

PATIENTS IN EXCEPTIONAL CIRCUMSTANCES. IN DETERMINING WHETHER

EXCEPTIONAL CIRCUMSTANCES EXIST, THE STATE HEALTH AGENCY MAY CONSIDER
THE PROXIMITY OF MEDICAL MARIJUANA CENTERS TO THE PATIENT. A PRIMARY

CAREGIVER SHALL MAINTAIN A LIST OF HIS OR HER PATIENTS INCLUDING THE
REGISTRY IDENTIFICATION CARD NUMBER OF EACH PATIENT AT ALL TIMES.

b) A PATIENT SHALL HAVE ONLY ONE PRIMARY CAREGIVER AT ANY GIVEN TIME.

c) A PATIENT WHO HAS DESIGNATED A PRIMARY CAREGIVER FOR HIMSELF OR
HERSELF MAY NOT BE DESIGNATED AS A PRIMARY CAREGIVER FOR ANOTHER

PATIENT.

d) A PRIMARY CAREGIVER MAY NOT CHARGE A PATIENT MORE THAN THE COST
OF CULTIVATING OR PURCHASING THE MEDICAL MARIJUANA, BUT MAY CHARGE FOR

CAREGIVER SERVICES.
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e) (I) THE STATE HEALTH AGENCY SHALL MAINTAIN A SECURE AND
CONFIDENTIAL REGISTRY OF AVAILABLE PRIMARY CAREGIVERS FOR THOSE PATIENTS .

WHO ARE UNABLE TO SECURE THE SERVICES OF A PRIMARY CAREGIVER.

II) AN EXISTING PRIMARY CAREGIVER MAY INDICATE AT THE TIME OF

REGISTRATION WHETHER HE'OR SHE WOULD BE WILLING TO HANDLE ADDITIONAL

PATIENTS AND WAIVE CONFIDENTIALITY TO ALLOW RELEASE OF FIIS ORHER CONTACT

INFORMATION TO PHYSICIANS OR REGISTERED PATIENTS ONLY.

III) . AN INDIVIDUAL WHO IS NOT REGISTERED BUT IS WILLING TO PROVIDE
PRIMARY CAREGIVING SERVICES MAY SUBMIT HIS OR HER CONTACT INFORMATION TO

BE PLACED ON THE PRIMARY CAREGIVER REGISTRY.

IV) A PATIENT - PRIMARY CAREGIVER ARRANGEMENT SECURED PURSUANT TO THIS
PARAGRAPH (e) SHALL BE STRICTLY BETWEEN THE PATIENT AND THE POTENTLAL
PRTh'IARY CAREGIVER. THE STATE HEALTH AGENCY, • BY PROVIDING THE
INFORMATION REQUIRED BY THIS PARAGRAPH (e), SHALL NOT ENDORSE OR VOUCH
FOR A PRIMARY CAREGIVER.

V) THE STATE HEALTH AGENCY MAY MAKE AN EXCEPTION, BASED ON A REQUEST
FROM A PATIENT, TO PARAGRAPH (a) OF THIS SUBSECTION (6) LIMITING PRIMARY
CAREGIVERS TO FIVE PATIENTS. IF THE STATE HEALTH AGENCY MAKES AN

EXCEPTION TO THE LIMIT, THE STATE HEALTH AGENCY SHALL NOTE THE EXCEPTION
ON THE PRIMARY CAREGIVER'S RECORD IN THE REGISTRY.

f) AT THE TIME A PATIENT APPLIES FOR INCLUSION ON THE CONFIDENTIAL
REGISTRY, THE PATIENT SHALL INDICATE WHETHER THE PATIENT INTENDS TO

CULTIVATE HIS OR HER OWN MEDICAL MARIJUANA, BOTH CULTIVATE HIS OR HER
OWN MEDICAL MARIJUANA AND OBTAIN IT FROM EITHER A PRIMARY CAREGIVER OR

LICENSED MEDICAL MARIJUANA CENTER, OR INTENDS TO OBTAIN IT FROM EITHER A

PRIMARY CAREGIVER OR A LICENSED MEDICAL MARIJUANA CENTER. IF THE PATIENT

ELECTS TO USE A LICENSED MEDICAL MARIJUANA CENTER, THE PATIENT SHALL
REGISTER THE PRIMARY CENTER HE OR SHE INTENDS TO USE.

7) Registry identification card required - denial - revocation - renewal.

a) To BE CONSIDERED IN COMPLIANCE WITH THE PROVISIONS OF SECTION 14 OF
ARTICLE XVIII OF THE STATE CONSTITUTION, THIS SECTION, AND THE RULES OF THE
STATE HEALTH AGENCY, A PATIENT OR PRIMARY CAREGIVER SHALL HAVE HIS OR HER
REGISTRY IDENTIFICATION CARD IN HIS OR HER POSSESSION AT ALL TIMES THAT HE
OR SHE IS IN POSSESSION OF ANY FORM OF MEDICAL MARIJUANA AND PRODUCE THE

SAME UPON REQUEST OF A LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICER TO DEMONSTRATE THAT THE

PATIENT OR PRIMARY CAREGIVER IS NOT IN VIOLATION OF THE LAW; EXCEPT THAT,
IF MORE THAN THIRTY -FIVE DAYS HAVE PASSED SINCE -THE DATE THE PATIENT OR

PRIMARY CAREGIVER FILED HIS OR HER MEDICAL MARIJUANA PROGRAM APPLICATION

AND THE STATE HEALTH AGENCY HAS NOT YET ISSUED OR DENIED A REGISTRY

IDENTIFICATION CARD, A COPY OF THE PATIENT'S OR PRIMARY CAREGIVER'S
APPLICATION ALONG WITH PROOF OF THE DATE OF SUBMISSION SHALL BE IN THE

PATIENT'S OR PRIMARY CAREGIVER'S POSSESSION AT ALL TIMES THAT HE OR SHE • IS

IN POSSESSION OF ANY FORM OF MEDICAL MARIJUANA UNTIL THE STATE HEALTH

AGENCY ISSUES OR DENIES THE REGISTRY IDENTIFICATION CARD. A PERSON WHO

VIOLATES SECTION 14 OF ARTICLE XVIII OF THE STATE CONSTITUTION, THIS SECTION,
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OR THE RULES PROMULGATED BY THE STATE HEALTH AGENCY MAY BE SUBJECT TO

CRLMINAL PROSECUTION FOR VIOLATIONS OF SECTION 18 -18 -406, C.R.S.

b) THE STATE HEALTH AGENCY vIAY DENY A PATIENT'S OR PRIMARY CAREGIVER'S
APPLICATION FOR A REGISTRY IDENTIFICATION CARD OR REVOKE THE CARD IF THE

STATE HEALTFI AGENCY,' IN ACCORDANCE WITH ARTICLE 4 OF TITLE 24, C.R.S.,
DETERMINES THAT THE PHYSICIAN WHO DLAGNOSED THE PATIENT'S DEBILITATING

MEDICAL CONDITION, THE PATIENT, OR THE PRIMARY CAREGIVER VIOLATED SECTION

14 OF ARTICLE XVIII OF THE STATE CONSTITUTION, THIS SECTION, OR THE RULES
PROMULGATED BY THE STATE HEALTH AGENCY PURSUANT TO THIS SECTION; EXCEPT
THAT, .WHEN A PHYSICIAN'S VIOLATION IS THE BASIS FOR ADVERSE ACTION, THE
STATE HEALTH AGENCY MAY ONLY DENY OR REVOKE A PATIENT'S APPLICATION OR

REGISTRY IDENTIFICATION CARD WHEN THE PHYSICIAN'S VIOLATION IS RELATED TO

THE ISSUANCE OF A MEDICAL MARIJUANA RECOMMENDATION.

c) A PATIENT OR PRIMARY CAREGIVER REGISTRY IDENTIFICATION CARD SHALL
BE VALID FOR ONE YEAR AND SHALL CONTAIN A UNIQUE IDENTIFICATION NUMBER.
IT SHALL BE THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE PATIENT OR PRIMARY CAREGIVER TO APPLY

TO RENEW HIS OR HER REGISTRY IDENTIFICATION CARD PRIOR TO THE DATE ON

WHICH THE CARD EXPIRES. THE STATE HEALTH AGENCY SHALL DEVELOP A FORM
FOR A PATIENT OR PRIMARY CAREGIVER TO USE IN RENEWING HIS OR HER REGISTRY

IDENTIFICATION CARD.

d) IF THE STATE 'HEALTH AGENCY GRANTS A PATIENT A WAIVER TO ALLOW A
PRIMARY CAREGIVER TO TRANSPORT THE PATIENT'S MEDICAL MARIJUANA FROM A

MEDICAL MARIJUANA CENTER TO THE PATIENT, THE STATE HEALTH AGENCY SHALL
DESIGNATE THE WAIVER ON THE PATIENT'S REGISTRY IDENTIFICATION CARD.

e) A HOMEBOUND PATIENT WHO RECEIVES A WAIVER FROM THE STATE HEALTH
AGENCY TO ALLOW A PRIMARY CAREGIVER TO TRANSPORT THE PATIENT'S MEDICAL

MARIJUANA TO THE PATIENT FROM A MEDICAL MARIJUANA CENTER SHALL PROVIDE

THE PRIMARY CAREGIVER WITH THE PATIENT'S REGISTRY IDENTIFICATION CARD,
WHICH THE PRIMARY CAREGIVER SHALL CARRY WHEN THE PRIMARY CAREGIVER IS

TRANSPORTING THE MEDICAL MARIJUANA. A MEDICAL MARIJUANA CENTER MAY

PROVIDE THE MEDICAL MARIJUANA TO THE PRIMARY CAREGIVER FOR TRANSPORT TO

THE PATIENT IF THE PRIMARY CAREGIVER PRODUCES THE PATIENT'S REGISTRY

IDENTIFICATION CARD.

8) Use of medical marijuana. (a) THE USE OF MEDICAL MARIJUANA IS
ALLOWED UNDER STATE LAW TO THE EXTENT THAT IT IS CARRIED OUT IN

ACCORDANCE WITH THE PROVISIONS OF SECTION 14 OF ARTICLE XVIII OF THE STATE

CONSTITUTION, THIS SECTION, AND THE RULES OF THE STATE HEALTH AGENCY.

U) A PATIENT OR PRIMARY CAREGIVER SHALL NOT:

I) ENGAGE IN THE MEDICAL USE OF MARIJUANA IN A WAY THAT ENDANGERS THE
HEALTH AND WELL -BEING OF A PERSON;

II) ENGAGE IN THE MEDICAL USE OF MARIJUANA IN PLAIN VIEW OF OR IN A PLACE
OPEN TO THE GENERAL PUBLIC;
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III) UNDERTAKE ANY TASK WHILE UNDER THE INFLUENCE OF MEDICAL

MARIJUANA, WHEN DOING SO WOULD CONSTITUTE NEGLIGENCE OR PROFESSIONAL

MALPRACTICE;

IV) POSSESS MEDICAL MARIJUANA OR OTHERWISE ENGAGE IN THE USE OF
MEDICAL MARIJUANA IN OR ON THE GROUNDS OF A SCHOOL OR IN A SCHOOL BUS;

V) ENGAGE IN THE USE OF MEDICAL MARIJUANA WHILE:

A) IN A CORRECTIONAL FACILITY OR A COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS FACILITY;.

B) SUBJECT TO A SENTENCE TO INCARCERATION; OR

C) IN A VEHICLE, AIRCRAFT, OR MOTORBOAT;

VI) OPERATE, NAVIGATE, OR BE IN ACTUAL PHYSICAL CONTROL OF ANY VEHICLE,
AIRCRAFT, OR MOTORBOAT WHILE UNDER THE INFLUENCE OF MEDICAL MARIJUANA;
OR

VII) USE MEDICAL MARIJUANA IF THE PERSON DOES NOT HAVE A DEBILITATING
MEDICAL CONDITION AS DIAGNOSED BY THE PERSON'S PHYSICIAN IN THE COURSE OF

A BONA FIDE PHYSICIAN- PATIENT RELATIONSHIP AND FOR WHICH THE PHYSICIAN HAS

RECOMMENDED THE USE OF MEDICAL MARIJUANA:

c) A PERSON SHALL NOT ESTABLISH A' BUSINESS TO PERMIT PATIENTS TO
CONGREGATE AND SMOKE OR OTHERWISE CONSUME MEDICAL MARIJUANA.

9) Limit on cultivation of medical marijuana. ONLY REGISTERED PATIENTS,
LICENSED PRIMARY CAREGIVERS, MEDICAL MARIJUANA - INFUSED PRODUCTS

MANUFACTURING OPERATIONS WITH AN OPTIONAL PREMISES CULTIVATION LICENSE,
AND LICENSED MEDICAL MARIJUANA CENTERS WITH OPTIONAL PREMISES

CULTIVATION LICENSES MAY CULTIVATE MEDICAL MARIJUANA.

10) Affirmative defense. IF A PATIENT OR PRIMARY CAREGIVER RAISES AN
AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE AS PROVIDED IN SECTION 14 (4) (h) OF ARTICLE XVIII OF THE
STATE CONSTITUTION, THE PATIENT'S PHYSICIAN SHALL CERTIFY THE SPECIFIC
AMOUNTS IN EXCESS OF TWO OUNCES THAT ARE NECESSARY TO ADDRESS THE

PATIENT'S DEBILITATING MEDICAL CONDITION AND WHY SUCH AMOUNTS ARE

NECESSARY. A PATIENT WHO ASSERTS THIS AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE SHALL WAIVE

CONFIDENTIALITY PRIVILEGES RELATED TO THE CONDITION OR CONDITIONS THAT

WERE THE BASIS FOR THE RECOMMENDATION. IF A PATIENT, PRIMARY CAREGIVER,
OR PHYSICLAN RAISES AN EXCEPTION TO THE STATE CRIMINAL LAWS AS PROVIDED IN

SECTION 14 (2) (b) OR (c) OF ARTICLE XVIII OF THE STATE CONSTITUTION; THE
PATIENT, PRIMARY CAREGIVER OR PHYSICIAN WAIVES THE CONFIDENTIALITY OF HIS

OR HER RECORDS RELATED TO THE CONDITION OR CONDITIONS THAT WERE THE BASIS

FOR THE RECOMMENDATION MAINTAINED BY SHE STATE HEALTH AGENCY FOR THE

MEDICAL MARIJUANA PROGRAM_ UPON REQUEST OF A LAW ENFORCEMENTAGENCY
FOR SUCH RECORDS, THE STATE HEALTH AGENCY SHALL ONLY PROVIDE RECORDS

PERTAINING TO THE INDIVIDUAL RAISING THE EXCEPTION, AND SHALL REDACT ALL

OTHER PATIENT, PRIMARY CAREGIVER, OR PHYSICIAN IDENTIFYING INFORMATION. -
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11) (a) EXCEPT AS PROVIDED IN PARAGRAPH - (b) OF THIS SUBSECTION (11), THE
STATE HEALTH AGENCY SHALL ESTABLISH A BASIC FEE THAT SHALL BE PAID AT THE

TIME OF SERVICE OF ANY SUBPOENA UPON THE STATE HEALTH AGENCY, PLUS A FEE
FOR MEALS AND A FEE FOR MILEAGE AT THE RATE PRESCRIBED FOR STATE OFFICERS

AND EMPLOYEES IN SECTION 24 -9 -.104, C.R.S., FOR EACH MILE ACTUALLY AND
NECESSARILY TRAVELED IN GOING TO AND RETURNING FROM THE PLACE NAMED IN

THE SUBPOENA. IF THE PERSON NAMED IN THE SUBPOENA IS REQUIRED TO ATTEND
THE PLACE NAMED IN THE SUBPOENA FOR MORE THAN ONE DAY, THERE SHALL BE

PAID, IN ADVANCE, A SUM TO BE ESTABLISHED BY THE STATE HEALTH AGENCY FOR
EACH DAY OF ATTENDANCE TO COVER THE EXPENSES OF THE PERSON NAMED IN THE

SUBPOENA.

b) THE SUBPOENA FEE ESTABLISHED PURSUANT TO PARAGRAPH (a) OF THIS
SUBSECTION (II) SHALL NOT BE APPLICABLE TO ANY FEDERAL, STATE, OR LOCAL
GOVERNMENTAL AGENCY.

12) Fees. The dcpat,tttce1& STATE HEALTH AGENCY may collect fees from
patients who, pursuant to section 14 of article XVIII of the state constitution, apply
to the medical marijuana program ,,taL1i 1ILd b for a utatijuattu
registry identification CARD for the purpose of offsetting the dc.p,,u ,ucut STATE
HEALTH AGENCY'S direct and indirect costs of administering the program. The
amount of strcfr THE fees shall be set by rule of the Stat., Luaal of Ii,aItl STATE
HEALTH AGENCY. THE AMOUNT OF THE FEES SET PURSUANT TO THIS SECTION SHALL

REFLECT THE ACTUAL DIRECT AND INDIRECT COSTS OF THE STATE LICENSING

AUTHORITY IN THE ADMINISTRATION AND ENFORCEMENT OF THIS ARTICLE SO THAT

THE FEES AVOID EXCEEDING THE STATUTORY LIMIT ON UNCOMMITTED RESERVES IN

ADMINISTRATIVE AGENCY CASH FUNDS AS SET FORTH IN SECTION 24 -75 -402 (3),
C.R.S.- All fees collected by the Lku,,..ttt STATE HEALTH AGENCY through the
medical marijuana program shall be transferred to the state treasurer who shall
credit the same to the medical marijuana program cash fund, which fund is hereby
created.

r} (13) Cash fund. (a) The medical marijuana program cash fund shall be
subject to annual appropriation by the general assembly to the dc,pattu,c.at STATE
HEALTH AGENCY for the purpose of establishing, operating, and maintaining the
medical marijuana program. y , c ttut, 14 of att, :VIII of tL. ,tat.

Lutttit All moneys credited to the medical marijuana program cash fund and
all interest derived from the deposit of such moneys that are not expended during
the fiscal year shall be retained in the fund for future use and shall not be credited
or transferred to the general fund or any other fund.

b) Pvutvv111„tattdttts ati p I uuaLUtcn,
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SECTION 3. 25 -5 -403, Colorado Revised Statutes, is amended BY THE
ADDITION OF A NEW SUBSECTION to read:

2.5 -5 -403. Offenses. (3) THE PROVISIONS OF THIS SECTION SHALL NOT APPLY TO
A MEDICAL MARIJUANA CENTER OR A MEDICAL - MARIJUANA- INFUSED PRODUCTS
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MANUFACTURER LICENSED PURSUANT TO ARTICLE 43.3 OF TITLE 12, C.R.S., THAT
MANUFACTURES OR SELLS A FOOD PRODUCT THAT CONTAINS MEDICAL MARIJUANA

SO LONG AS THE FOOD PRODUCT IS LABELED AS CONTAINING MEDICAL MARIJUANA

AND THE LABEL SPECIFIES THAT THE PRODUCT IS MANUFACTURED WITHOUT ANY

REGULATORY OVERSIGHT FOR HEALTH, SAFETY, OR EFFICACY, AND THAT THERE MAY

BE HEALTH RISKS ASSOCIATED WITH THE CONSUMPTION OR USE OF THE PRODUCT.

SECTION 4. 16- 2.5- 121 ;Colorado Revised Statutes, is amended to read:

16 -2.5 -121. Executive director of the department of revenue - senior director
of enforcement for the department of revenue. The executive director and the
senior director ofenforcement of the department of revenue are peace officers while
engaged in the performance of their duties whose authority includes the
enforcement of laws and rules regarding automobile dealers pursuant to section
12 -6 -105 (1) (d) (II), C.R.S., the lottery pursuant to sections 24 -35 -205 (3) and
24 -35 -206 (7), C.R.S., MEDICAL MARIJUANA PURSUANT TO ARTICLE 43.3 OF TITLE
12, C.R.S., limited gaining pursuant to section 12- 47.1 -204, C.R.S., liquor pursuant
to section 12 -47 -904 (1), C.R.S., and racing events pursuantto section 12 -60 -203
1), C.R.S., and the enforcement of all laws of the state of Colorado and who may
be certified by the P.O.S.T. board.

SECTION 5. Part 1 of article 2.5 of title 16, Colorado Revised Statutes, is
amended BY THE ADDITION OF A NEW SECTION to read:

16 -2.5- 124.5. Director of marijuana enforcement and medical marijuana
enforcement investigator. A MEDICAL MARIJUANA ENFORCEMENT INVESTIGATOR
IS A PEACE OFFICER WHILE ENGAGED IN THE PERFORMANCE OF HIS OR HER DUTIES

AND WHILE ACTING UNDER PROPER ORDERS OR RULES PURSUANT TO ARTICLE 43.3

OF TITLE 12 C.R.S., AND SHALL ALSO INCLUDE THE ENFORCEMENT OF ALL LAWS OF
THE STATE OF COLORADO AND WHO MAY BE CERTIFIED BY THE P.O.S.T. BOARD.

SECTION .6. 24 -75 -402 (5), Colorado Revised Statutes, is amended BY THE
ADDITION OF A NEW PARAGRAPH to read:. •

24 -75 -402. Cash funds - limit on uncommitted reserves - reduction in

amount of fees - exclusions. (5) Notwithstanding any provision of this section to
the contrary, the following cash funds are excluded from the (imitations specified
in this section: 

y

Z) THE MEDICAL MARIJUANA LICENSE CASH FUND CREATED IN SECTION

12 -43.3 -501, C.R.S. .

SECTION 7. 39 -26 -102, Colorado Revised Statutes, is amended BY THE
ADDITION OF A NEW SUBSECTION to read:

39 -26 -102. Definitions. As used in this article, unless the context otherwise
requires:

5.8) "MEDICAL MARIJUANA" SHALL HAVE THE SAME MEANING AS SET FORTH IN
SECTION I2 -43.3- 104.(7), C.R.S. .
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SECTION 8. 39-26-123 (1), Colorado Revised Statutes, is amended BY THE •
ADDITION OF A NEW PARAGRAPH to read:

39 -26 -123. Receipts - disposition - transfers of general fund surplus - sales
tax holding fund - creation - definitions - repeal. (1) As used in this section,
unless the context otherwise requires:

a.5) "SALES TAXES ATTRIBUTABLE TO SALES OF MEDICAL MARIJUANA" MEANS
THE NET REVENUE RAISED FROM THE STATE SALES TAXES IMPOSED PURSUANT TO

THIS ARTICLE ON THE SALES OF MEDICAL MARIJUANA.

SECTION 9. 39 -26 -123, Colorado Revised Statutes, is amended BY THE
ADDITION OF A NEW SUBSECTION to read:

39 -26 -123. Receipts - disposition - transfers of general fund surplus - sales
tax holding fund - creation - definitions - repeal. (6) (a) FOR ANY STATE FISCAL
YEAR COMMENCING ON OR AFTER JULY 1, 2010, THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY SHALL
ANNUALLY APPROPRIATE THE FIRST TWO MILLION DOLLARS OF SALES TAXES

ATTRIBUTABLE TO SALES OF MEDICAL MARIJUANA OR EQUALLY APPROPRIATE THE
SALES TAXES ATTRIBUTABLE TO SALES OF MEDICAL MARIJUANA IF TWO MILLION

DOLLARS IS NOT GENERATED.

b) (I) ONE HALF OF THE MONEYS DESCRIBED IN •PARAGRAPH (a) OF THIS
SUBSECTION (6) SHALL BE APPROPRIATED TO THE DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES
TO BE USED TO PROVIDE INTEGRATED BEHAVIORAL HEALTH SERVICES FOR JUVENILES
AND ADULTS WITH SUBSTANCE USE DISORDERS AND MENTAL HEALTH TREATMENT

NEEDS WHO ARE INVOLVED WITH, OR AT RISK OF INVOLVEMENT WITH, THE CRIMINAL

JUSTICE SYSTEM. THE MONEYS DESCRIBED IN PARAGRAPH (a) OF THIS SUBSECTION
6) SHALL BE APPROPRIATED TO THE DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES TO BE USED
TO PROVIDE INTEGRATED BEHAVIORAL HEALTH SERVICES FOR JUVENILES AND

ADULTS WITH SUBSTANCE USE DISORDERS OR WITH SUBSTANCE USE DISORDERS AND

MENTAL HEALTH TREATMENT NEEDS WHO ARE INVOLVED WITH, OR AT RISK OF

INVOLVEMENT WITH, THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM. THE DEPARTMENT SHALL
ENSURE THAT APPROPRIATIONS IN THIS LINE ITEM ARE DISTRIBUTED THROUGH THE

DEPARTMENT'SDESIGNATED MANAGED SERVICE ORGANIZATIONS AND COMMUNITY

MENTAL HEALTH CENTERS. THE APPROPRIATIONS SHALL BE BASED ON, INCLUDING
BUT NOT LIMITED TO SUBSTANCE USE AND MENTAL HEALTH PREVALENCE DATA THAT

IS DEVELOPED WORKING COLLABORATIVELY WITH THE MANAGED SERVICES

ORGANIZATIONS AND - COMMUNITY MENTAL HEALTH CENTERS.

II) ONE HALF OF THE MONEYS DESCRIBED IN PARAGRAPH (a) OF THIS SUBSECTION
6) SHALL BE APPROPRIATED TO THE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH CARE POLICY AND
FINANCING FOR SCREENING, BRIEF INTERVENTION, AND REFERRAL TO TREATMENT
FOR INDIVIDUALS AT RISK OF SUBSTANCE ABUSE PURSUANTTO SECTION 25.5 -5 -202

1) (u), C.R.S.

SECTION 10. 39 -26 -123, Colorado Revised Statutes, is amended BY THE
ADDITION OF A NEW SUBSECTION to read: -.

39 -26 -123. Receipts - disposition - transfers of general fund surplus - sales
tax holding fund - creation - definitions - repeal. (6) FOR ANY STATE FISCAL
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YEAR COMMENCING ON OR AFTER JULY 1; 2010, THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY SHALL
ANNUALLY APPROPRIATE THE FIRST .TWO MILLION DOLLARS OF SALES TAXES

ATTRIBUTABLE TO SALES TAXES PAID BY PERSONS OR ENTITIES LICENSED BY ARTICLE

43 ? OF TITLE 12, C.R.S., OR EQUALLY APPROPRIATE THE • SALES TAXES
ATTRIBUTABLE TO SALES TAXES PAID BY PERSONS OR ENTITIES LICENSED BY ARTICLE

43.3 OF TITLE 12, C.R.S., IF LESS THAN TWO MILLION DOLLARS IS GENERATED. THE
MONEYS DESCRIBED IN THIS SUBSECTION (6) SHALL BE APPROPRIATED TO THE
DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES TO BE USED TO PROVIDE INTEGRATED

BEHAVIORAL HEALTH SERVICES FOR JUVENILES AND ADULTS WITH SUBSTANCE USE

DISORDERS OR WITH SUBSTANCE USEDISORDERS AND MENTAL HEALTH TREATMENT

NEEDS WHO ARE INVOLVED WITH, OR AT RISK OF INVOLVEMENT WITH, THE CRIMINAL
JUSTICE SYSTEM. THE DEPARTMENT SHALL ENSURE THAT APPROPRIATIONS LN THIS

LINE ITEM ARE DISTRIBUTED THROUGH THE. DEPARTMENT'S DESIGNATED MANAGED

SERVICE ORGANIZATIONS AND COMMUNITY MENTAL HEALTH CENTERS: THE

APPROPRIATIONS SHALL BE BASED ON, INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO SUBSTANCE

USE AND MENTAL HEALTH PREVALENCE DATA THAT IS DEVELOPED WORKING

COLLABORATIVELY WITH THE MANAGED SERVICES ORGANIZATIONS AND •

COMMUNITY MENTAL HEALTH CENTERS. •

SECTION 11. 25 -14 -203 (16), Colorado Revised Statutes, is amended to read:

25 -14 -203. Definitions. As used in this part 2, unless the context otherwise
requires:

16) "Smoking" means the burning of a li_hted cigarette, cigar, pipe, or any other
matter or substance that contains tobacco OR MEDICAL MARIJUANA AS DEFINED BY

SECTION 12 -43.3 -104 (7), C.R.S.

SECTION 12. 24 -34 -104 (46), Colorado Revised Statutes, is amended BY THE
ADDITION OF A NEW PARAGRAPH to read:

24 -34 -104. General assembly review of regulatory agencies and functions for
termination, continuation, or reestablishment. (46) The following agencies,
functions, or both shall terminate on July 1, 2015:

o) THE REGULATION QF PERSONS LICENSED PURSUANT TO ARTICLE 43.3 OF TITLE
12, C.R.S.

SECTION 13. 24 -72 -202 (6) (b) (XI) and (6)•(b) (XII), Colorado Revised
Statutes, are amended, and the said 24 -72 -202 (6) (b) is further amended BY THE
ADDITION OF A NEW SUBPARAGRAPH, to read:

24 -72 -202. Definitions. As used in this part 2, unless the context otherwise.
requires: -

6) (b) "Public records" does not include:

XI) Information security incident reports prepared pursuant to section
24 -37.5 -404 (2) (e) or 24 -37.5 -404.5 (2) (e); or

XII) Information security audit and assessment reports prepared pursuant to
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section 24 -37.5 -403 (2) (d) or 24 -37.5 -404.5 (2) (d); OR

XIII) STATE AND LOCAL APPLICATIONS AND LICENSES FOR AN OPTIONAL

PREMISES CULTIVATION OPERATION AS DESCRIBED LN SECTION 12 -43.3 -403 C.R.S.,
AND THE LOCATION OF THE OPTIONAL PREMISES CULTIVATION OPERATION.

SECTION 14. Part 7 of article 26 of title 39, Colorado Revised Statutes, is
amended BY THE ADDITION OF A NEW SECTION to read:

39 -26 -726. Medical marijuana - debilitating conditions and ability to -.
purchase. ALL SALES OF MEDICAL MARIJUANA TO A PATIENT WHO IS DETERMINED
TO BE INDIGENT FOR PURPOSES OF WAIVING • THE FEE REQUIRED BY SECTION

25 -1.5 -106, C.R.S. SHALL BE EXEMPT FROM TAXATION UNDER PART 1 OF THIS
ARTICLE. IF THE PATIENT IS DETERMINED TO BE INDIGENT THE STATE HEALTH •

AGENCY SHALL MARK HIS OR HER REGISTRY IDENTIFICATION CARD AS SUCH AND THE

PATIENT SHALL PRESENT THE CARD TO THE LICENSED MEDICAL MARIJUANA CENTER

TO RECEIVE THE TAX EXEMPTION.

SECTION 15. Appropriation. (1) In addition to any other appropriation, there
is hereby appropriated, out of any moneys in the general fund not otherwise
appropriated, to the department of human services, for allocation to mental health
and alcohol and drug abuse services, for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 2010, the
sum of three hundred thirty -four thousand two hundred twenty -seven dollars
334,227), or so much thereof as niay he necessary, for the implementation of this
act.

2) In addition to any other appropriation, there is hereby appropriated, out of any
moneys in the medical marijuana license cash fund created in section 12- 43.3 -501
1), Colorado Revised Statutes, not otherwise appropriated, to the department of
revenue, for allocation to the enforcement business group, for the fiscal year
beginning July 1, 2010, the sum of ten million three hundred seventeen.thousand-
five hundred eighty -three dollars ($10,317,583) cash funds and 110.0 FTE, or' so
much thereof as may be necessary, for the implementation of this act.

3) In addition to any other appropriation, there is hereby appropriated to the
department of law, for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 2010, the sum of two
hundred seventy -one thousand three hundred sixty -eight dollars ($271,368) and 2.0
FTE, or so much thereof as maybe for the provision of legal services to
the department of revenue related to the implementation of this act. Said sum shall -
be from reappropriated funds received from the department of revenue out of the
appropriation made in subsection (2) of this section.

4) In addition to any other appropriation, there is hereby appropriated to the
department of public safety, Colorado bureau of investigation, for the fiscal year
beginning July 1, 2010, the sum of two hundred sixty thousand seven hunched
dollars ($260,700) and 1.2 FTE, or so much thereof as may be necessary, for the -
provision of background checks to the department of revenue related to the
implementation of this act. Said sum shall be from reappropriated funds received
from the department of revenue out of the appropriation made in subsection (2) of
this section.
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5) In addition to any other appropriation, there is hereby appropriated out of any
moneys in the medical marijuana program cash fund created in section 25 -1.5 -106
12), Colorado Revised Statutes, not otherwise appropriated, to the department of.
public health and environment, for allocation to the center . for • health and
environmental education, for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 2010, the sum of
fifty-nine thousand seven hundred forty -seven dollars ($59,747) cash funds and 1.2
FTE, or so much thereof as may be necessary, for the implementation of this act.

SECTION 16. Appropriation. (1) In addition to any other appropriation, there
is hereby appropriated, out of any moneys in the general fund not otherwise
appropriated, to the department of human services,. for allocation to mental health
and alcohol and dnig abuse services, for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 2010, the
sum of six hundred sixty -eight thousand four hundred fifty -four dollars ($668,454),
or so much thereof as may be necessary, for the implementation of this act.

2) In addition to any other appropriation, there is hereby appropriated; out of any
moneys in the medical marijuana license cash fund created in section 12 -43.3 -501
1), Colorado Revised Statutes, not otherwise appropriated, to the department of
revenue, for allocation to the enforcement business group, for the fiscal year
beginning July 1, 2010, the sum of ten million three hundred seventeen thousand
five hundred eighty -three dollars ($10,317,583) cash funds and 110.0 FTE, or so
much thereof as may be necessary, for the implementation of this act.

3) In addition to any other appropriation, there is hereby appropriated to the
department of law, for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 2010, the suns of two
hundred seventy -one thousand three hundred sixty -eight dollars ($271,368) and 2.0
FTE, or so 'inch thereof as may be necessary, for the provision of legal services to
the department of revenue related to the implementation of this act. Said sum shall.
be from reappropriated funds received from the department of revenue out of the
appropriation made in subsection (2) of this section.

4) In addition to any other appropriation, there is hereby appropriated' to the
department of public safety, Colorado bureau of investigation, for the fiscal year
beginning July 1, 2010; the sum of two hundred sixty thousand seven hundred
dollars ($260,700) and 12' FTE, or, so much. thereof as may be necessary, for the
provision of background checks to the department of revenue related to the
implementation of this act. Said sum shall be from reappropriated funds received
from the department of revenue out of the appropriation made in subsection (2) of
this section.

5) In addition to any other appropriation, there is hereby appropriated, out of any
moneys in the medical marijuana program cash fund created in section 25 -1.5 -106
12), Colorado Revised Statutes, not otherwise appropriated, to the department of
public health and environment, for allocation to the center for health and
environmental education, for the fiscal. year beginning July 1, 2010, the suin of
fifty -nine thousand seven hundred forty -seven dollars ($59,747) cash funds and 1.2
FTE, or so much thereof as may be necessary, for the implementation of this act.

SECTION 17. Severability. If any provision of this act or the application
thereof to any person or circumstance is held invalid, such invalidity shall not affect
other provisions or applications of. the act that can be given effect without the
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invalid provision or application, and to this end the provisions of this act are
declared to be severable.

SECTION 18. Specified effective date. (1) Except as otherwise provided in
subsection. (2) of this section, this act shall take effect July 1, 2010.

2) (a) Sections 9 and 15 of this act shall take effect only if House Bill 10 -1033
is enacted and becomes law and shall take effect upon the effective date of House
Bill 10 -1033.

b) Sections 10 and 16 of this act shall take effect only if section 9 of this act does
not take effect and does not become law.

SECTION 19. Safety clause. The general assembly hereby finds, determines,
and declares that this act is necessary for the immediate preservation of the public
peace, health, and safety.

Approved: June 7, 2010
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Cityof
Louisville

COLORADO SINCE 1882

City Council

Meeting Minutes

March 15,  2011

City Hall,  Council Chambers
749 Main Street

7:00 PM

Call to Order Mayor Sisk called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.

Roll Call was taken and the following members were present:

City Council: Mayor Charles Sisk, Mayor Pro Tem Sheri Marsella.
Councilors:  Frost Yarnell, Dave Clabots, Hank Dalton
and Robert Muckle (arrived at 07:05 p.m.)

Absent: Councilor Ron Sackett

Staff Present: Malcolm Fleming, City Manager
Heather Balser, Deputy City Manager
Tom Phare, Public Works Director
Kevin Watson, Finance Director

Troy Russ, Planning Director
Joe Stevens, Parks Recreation Director
David Thompson, Senior Civil Engineer
Nancy Varra, City Clerk

Others Present:    Sam Light,  City Attorney

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

All rose for the pledge of allegiance to the flag.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA

Mayor Sisk called for changes to the agenda and hearing none, moved to approve the

agenda.  Councilor Yarnell seconded the motion.  All were in favor.  Absent:  Councilors
Sackett and Muckle.

APPROVAL OF THE CONSENT AGENDA

Mayor Sisk called for changes to the consent agenda and hearing none moved to
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City Council 749 Main Street Louisville CO 80027

303.335.4533 (phone)    303.335.4550 (fax)    www.louisvilleco.gov



City Council

Meeting Minutes

March 15, 2011

Page 2 of 12

approve the consent agenda, seconded by Councilor Yarnell.   All were in favor. Absent:
Councilors Sackett and Muckle.

A.  Approval of Bills

B.  Approval of March 1, 2011 Regular Minutes
C.  Resolution No.  12, Series 2011— A Resolution Approving a Preservation

and Restoration Grant for Exterior Site Improvements to the Jacoe-
Conarroe House Located at 1131 Jefferson Avenue

D.  Resolution No.  13, Series 2011— A Resolution Approving a Commercial
Card Agreement with First National Bank of Omaha

E.  Resolution No.  14, Series 2011— A Resolution Accepting the Dedication
of Right -of -Way for Hecla Drive and Designating for Use for Right -of-

Way and Utility Purposes Portions of City -Owned Outlot B of the
Davidson Highline P.U.D. Subdivision

F.  Approve Adler Fingru Open Space Stormwater Utility and Drainage
Easement Request

G.  Approve Keep It Clean Partnership Amended Intergovernmental
Agreement (IGA) to include City of Lafayette for Stormwater Phase II

Regulations
H.  Approve Cancellation of the March 22, 2011 City Council Study Session

PUBLIC COMMENTS ON ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA

Deborah Fahey,  1118 W. Enclave Circle,  Louisville, Co reported on the proceeds from
the Senior Foundation fundraisers.  The "Savor the Favor" event,  (proceeds from the

Empire Grill, Lucky Pie, The Huckleberry, Tibet's, Old Santa Fe Grill, Zucca's
Restaurant and the Cactus Wheel)  raised $2,700; the Annual Heat Relief

Dinner at the Recreation Center raised $2,500 and cash contributions of $32.50, for a

grand total of $5,232.50.  She thanked the Blue Parrot for donating the food, Word of
Mouth for the bread and Balfour for the brownies.  She thanked Kathy Martin and the
Recreation Staff for setting up the event and presented a letter to the Council, which

thanked Kathy Martin and the Recreation and Senior Center staff for all their efforts.

Alan Sobel,  1408 Kennedy,  Louisville, CO continued his filibuster he began in April of

2010, which addressed his perception the City of Louisville,  protects the interests of

large corporations and not the interest of the citizens.  He reported on CCTV, which he

believes started out as a public access television group, but now is a private media

company.  Mr. Sobel stated that CCTV is no longer a public access station, but still

enjoys access to the PEG fees and public access channel.  He noted none of the Board
Members are Louisville residents, which is stipulated in their contract with the City.
CCTV's studio is now located within a private studio in Lafayette and any broadcast

requires a fee and a criminal background check.  He did not believe the City of
Louisville should subsidize a non public access station.  He recommended the PEG
fees be put into an escrow account pending resolution of this matter and that this topic
be an agenda item at a future study session.
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COUNCIL INFORMATIONAL COMMENTS ON PERTINENT ITEMS NOT ON THE
AGENDA

Mayor Sisk asked City Manager Fleming to follow up on the CCTV allegations.

Mayor Sisk reported on the RTD Board meeting, where $305 Million dollars was

allocated for projects underfunded by FasTacks.  Those allocations included: $90
Million to US 36, $17 Million to the City of Longmont for a downtown station, $90 Million
to the North Metro line and $90 Million for the 1 -225 project.  RTD will conduct a public
meeting on the Northwest rail line at Louisville Middle School on March 16, from 6:00 to

8:00 p.m.  He stressed the importance of DRCOG allocating $80,000 to the City of
Louisville for station planning and thanked Deputy City Manager Balser and Councilor
Muckle for their efforts.

CITY MANAGER'S REPORT

City Manager Fleming reported two years ago,  Money Magazine ranked Louisville as

the number one place to live in the country.  He felt today, the City of Louisville is even

a better place to live and listed the many new additions to the City, including new

restaurants; steady housing prices; a new neighborhood to the north;  library circulation

passing the 500,000 mark in a year; more jobs thanks to Vestas; a Parking and

Pedestrian Action Plan and solar panels at the utility plants.  He asked others to send

him their lists of the City's attributes, which could be forwarded to Money Magazine.

REGULAR BUSINESS

PROCLAMATION FOR NUTRITION MONTH FOR SENORS

Mayor Sisk read the Proclamation, which proclaimed March 2011 as Nutrition Month in

the City of Louisville.

The following members of the Seniors Congregate Meal Site were recognized:  Richard

Cohen, Charlie Fischer,  Deborah Fahey and Carol and Jim Purfurst. Also recognized
were Senior Services Supervisor Katie Beasley and Community Resource Coordinator

Diane Evans, Mayor Pro Tem Marsella and Councilor Clabots.

Mayor Pro Tem Marsella thanked all the Brooks Cafe volunteers including Angie,
Richard, Charley,  Deborah, Carmen,  Dora, Juan and Stacy.  She also thanked Katie

Beasley and Diane Evans.

MEDICAL MARIJUANA LAND USE AND BUSINESS REGULATIONS
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ORDINANCE No. 1590, SERIES 2011 AN ORDINANCE AMENDING TITLE 5 OF
THE LOUISVILLE MUNICIPAL CODE TO ADOPT REGULATIONS REGARDING
BUSINESS LICENSING AND OPERATIONAL REQUIREMENTS FOR MEDICAL

MARIJUANA BUSINESSES 2nd Reading Public Hearing

ORDINANCE No. 1591, SERIES 2011 AN ORDINANCE AMENDING TITLE 17 OF
THE LOUISVILLE MUNICIPAL CODE TO ADOPT REGULATIONS REGARDING

MEDICAL MARIJUANA BUSINESSES 2" Reading Public Hearing

Mayor Sisk requested a City Attorney introduction.

City Attorney Light introduced Ordinances No.1590 and 1591, Series 2011.

Mayor Sisk opened the public hearing requested a Staff presentation on both

ordinances.

Planning Director Russ reviewed the second reading amendments to Ordinance 1590,
Series 2011.  Revisions were made in Section 4, Section 5.10.070.A and Section

17.16.235.B1.  He gave a brief history of Amendment 20 to the Colorado Constitution

approved by Colorado voters in 2000 and House Bill (HB)  10 -1284, concerning the

regulation of medical marijuana, which provides guidance on local governments' ability
to regulate such businesses.

Ordinance 1590, Series 2011 amends Title 5 of the LMC to: (1) establish a

comprehensive licensing ordinance for all medical marijuana centers and infused

products manufacturers; (2) set location requirements for medical marijuana businesses

and requirements governing the operation of these businesses; and (3) address the

cultivation of marijuana by patients and primary caregivers who serve no more than five

patients (unless the primary caregiver has been authorized by the state health agency
to serve additional patients) and do not constitute a medical marijuana center.

Types of Licenses and Licensing Procedures The proposed provisions would allow

two types of licenses:

1. A medical marijuana center (MMC) license shall be issued only to a person

selling medical marijuana pursuant to the terms and conditions of the City's
ordinance and C.R.S.    12- 43.3 -402 to registered patients or primary caregivers
as defined in Article XVIII, Section 14 of the Colorado Constitution, but is not a

primary caregiver.
2. A medical marijuana- infused products manufacturing license may be issued to

a person who manufactures medical marijuana- infused products, pursuant to the

terms and conditions of the City's ordinance and C.R.S.    12- 43.3 -404.

The ordinance designates the Authority as the licensing authority for the City.  It will

have the power to review and act on applications for new licenses and renewals and to
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consider revocation and suspension of licenses. The Authority is given the power to

adopt rules of procedure related to these activities.

Ordinance 1591, Series 2011 amends Title 17 of the LMC to define medical marijuana
businesses that may receive licenses consistent with definitions in HB 10 -1284 and to

specify the permitted and non permitted uses associated with medical marijuana
businesses. While HB 10 -1284 recognizes at a state level a license for cultivation
activities on identified optional premises, the City ordinance expressly prohibits
cultivation within the City.

Location, Proximity, and Size -In addition to the permitted uses and zoning designations
identified in Title 17, staff recommended the following criteria be included as part of the

licensing regulations:

1. Allowed only in the Commercial Business (C -B) zone district;
2. A 1,320' separation requirement from schools, public playgrounds, outdoor

pools,  outdoor education facilities serving children, alcohol or drug treatment

facilities, and residential childcare facilities;
3. A maximum allowance of no more than one medical marijuana business within

a 1,320' radius;
4. A maximum leasable square feet allowance of 1,800 SF;
5.  Not allowed on City property; and

6.  Not allowed to operate as an outdoor vendor.

Mayor Sisk requested public comments.  There were no comments.

COUNCIL COMMENTS

Councilor Muckle requested restrictions on signage.  He felt if there were any
references to marijuana in the signage it should include "medical" marijuana and no

other phrases.

Mayor Pro Tem Marsella voiced her appreciation to Planning Director Russ,  Deputy City
Manager Balser and City Attorney Light for their work on both ordinances.

Mayor Sisk suggested that anyone who has any interest in a Medical Marijuana Center

be subject to the application process. He also voiced his appreciation to the staff for

their work.

Deputy City Manager Balser noted the Planning Commission's two dissenting votes felt

Medical Marijuana Centers should be banned in the City.

Mayor Sisk closed the public hearing.
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ORDINANCE No. 1590, SERIES 2011 AN ORDINANCE AMENDING TITLE 5 OF
THE LOUISVILLE MUNICIPAL CODE TO ADOPT REGULATIONS REGARDING
BUSINESS LICENSING AND OPERATIONAL REQUIREMENTS FOR MEDICAL

MARIJUANA BUSINESSES 2nd Reading Public Hearing

MOTION:  Mayor Pro Tem Marsella moved to approve Ordinance No.  1590, Series
2011 on second and final reading, seconded by Councilor Clabots.

City Attorney Light offered two friendly amendments:  1)  Remove from Pages 145 and
148 any reference of 10% financial ownership and 2) Revision to Section 5.10.150 to

add a phrase that no sign may refer to marijuana by any other identifier.

Mayor Pro Tem Marsella and Councilor Clabots accepted the friendly amendments.

VOTE:  Roll call vote was taken.  The motion carried by a vote of 6 -0. Absent:

Councilor Sackett.

ORDINANCE No. 1591, SERIES 2011 AN ORDINANCE AMENDING TITLE 17 OF

THE LOUISVILLE MUNICIPAL CODE TO ADOPT REGULATIONS REGARDING

MEDICAL MARIJUANA BUSINESSES 2 Reading Public Hearing

MOTION:  Mayor Pro Tem moved to approve Ordinance No.  1591, Series 2011 on

second and final reading, seconded by Councilor Clabots.  Roll call vote was taken.

The motion carried by a vote of 6 -0.  Absent:  Councilor Sackett.

ORDINANCE No. 1593, SERIES 2011 AN ORDINANCE AMENDING CHAPTER

13.12 OF THE LOUISVILLE MUNICIPAL CODE REGARDING TAP FEES FOR

WATER SERVICE CONNECTIONS HAVING DIFFERING TAP AND METER SIZES,
AND REGARDING BILLING FOR UTILITY SERVICES PROVIDED BY THE CITY —1

Reading Set Public Hearing

Mayor Sisk requested a City Attorney introduction.

City Attorney Light introduced Ordinance No.1593, Series 2011.

Mayor Sisk opened the public hearing and requested a Staff presentation.

Public Works Director Phare explained Ordinance No.  1593, Series 2011 proposes to

clarify the City Code pertaining to the actual physical size of water service lines and

meters in comparison to the capacity purchased and paid for at the time of building
permit.  Historically the City has allowed over sizing of water service lines, from the city
water main to a property being served,  beyond that purchased through a tap fee.

However,  in order to limit the demand a new service places on the water system meter

sizes are limited to the size of the service capacity purchased. This practice has allowed

phasing of developments and accommodating anticipated future water demands without
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needing to replace water service lines at great expense to the property owner and

significant impact to City infrastructure.

Staff also requests a second matter related to individual customer account management
also be addressed with ordinance changes. The City Manager proposes the Finance
Director have the authority to accept partial payments and installment sales, to grant
credits for water Teaks, and to waive penalties in certain situations. Customers facing
disconnection of service for failure to pay on delinquent accounts often request to make

partial payment or to commit to a payment plan in return for the City suspending service

disconnection. The Finance Department does not currently have the authority to

suspend the disconnection process for partial payments or pay -plan agreements.

Section 13.12.125 of the proposed ordinance allows the Finance Department to develop
written rules, policies, and procedures for the waiver of penalties. This provision is

similar to the provision for the waiver of penalties associated with delinquent sales tax.

The rules, policies and procedures developed by the Finance Department would be

presented for City Council consideration and approval.

Once the proposed ordinance becomes effective, the Finance Department will make a

billing rate change to all accounts that have a difference between their tap size and their

meter size. The change in the actual amount billed will vary depending on the amount of

consumption, the tap size currently used for billing, and the meter size proposed to be

used for billing.  Most of the individual accounts will see very small changes to their

monthly billing.  However, Staff has identified nine high- consumption accounts projected
to see significant changes.

Mayor Sisk requested public comments and hearing none, closed the public hearing.

MOTION: Councilor Muckle moved to approve Ordinance No.  1593, Series 2011 on

second and final reading, seconded by Councilor Dalton.   Roll call vote was taken.  The

motion carried by a vote of 6 -0. Absent:  Councilor Sackett.

RESOLUTION No. 15, SERIES 2011 A RESOLUTION APPROVING A CONTRACT

BETWEEN THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE AND THE COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF

TRANSPORTATION FOR INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS AT MCCASLIN

BOULEVARD AND DILLON ROAD

Mayor Sisk requested a Staff presentation.

Senior Civil Engineer Thompson explained the City of Louisville obtained approval from

the Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) and the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) to use federal earmark funds programmed for the US-

36/McCaslin Blvd Interchange for improvements at the McCaslin Blvd /Dillon Road

intersection. The City demonstrated the 2035 traffic queues for the US36 Corridor
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Project for the McCaslin Blvd /Dillon Road intersection are projected to impact the US36
and McCaslin Blvd signalized intersection.

The scope of the McCaslin Blvd /Dillon Road intersection project is to eliminate the split
phase of the existing traffic signal in order to improve the efficiency of the signal. This
will decrease overall delay at the intersection and traffic queues for northbound

McCaslin Blvd. The City will also look for opportunities to improve pedestrian and

bicycle mobility through the intersection.

There is a possibility right of way acquisition and /or construction easements will be

needed in order to construct the intersection improvements.  Michael Baker Jr.,  Inc. was

selected by the City to perform the preliminary engineering and right of way work (if
needed) for the intersection improvements. A Professional Services Agreement will be

executed between Michael Baker and the City to start the design and right of way work

once the contract is executed by CDOT.

The preliminary schedule is to complete the design work in 2011 and advertise the

project for construction in the early spring of 2012. The preliminary schedule and project
costs will be impacted if right of way must be acquired to construct the intersection

improvements. Staff will schedule a Study Session with City Council to discuss

recommended design improvements, project costs and project schedule at the

appropriate time in the future.

Mayor Sisk requested public comments.  There were no comments.

COUNCIL COMMENTS

Mayor Pro Tem Marsella asked if the right of way has to be increased, will CDOT

contribute to the funding.  Senior Civil Engineer Thompson confirmed CDOT would

contribute to the funding.

Mayor Sisk asked for a history of the project.  Senior Civil Engineer Thompson
explained at one time there was a joint project with the Town of Superior for the US-

36/McCaslin Blvd Interchange northeast loop. As that project was not cleared in the

environmental work, and thus not eligible for funding, those funds were diverted to

McCaslin Boulevard to eliminate the split phase of the existing traffic signal in order to

improve the efficiency of the signal as well mobility on US 36.

Mayor Sisk inquired why a contractor has already been determined.  Senior Civil

Engineer Thompson stated the RFP process per City policy was followed in order to

perform the preliminary engineering and right of way work (if needed) for the

intersection improvements.

Deputy City Manager Balser thanked CDOT for their cooperation.
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MOTION:  Councilor Dalton moved to approve Resolution No.  15, Series 2011,
seconded by Mayor Pro Tem Marsella.  Roll call vote was taken.  The motion carried by
a vote of 6 -0.  Absent: Councilor Sackett.

RESOLUTION No. 16, SERIES 2011 A RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING
APPROVAL OF A ONE (1) YEAR EXTENSION OF THE EXPIRATION OF THE

PRELIMINARY SUBDIVISION PLAT AND PRELIMINARY PLANNED UNIT
DEVELOPMENT (PUD) PLAN FOR 2270 SOUTH 88 STREET

CONOCOPHILLIPS), LOUISVILLE FROM APRIL 6, 2011 TO APRIL 6, 2012.

Mayor Sisk requested a Staff presentation.

Planning Director Russ explained the applicant (ConocoPhillips) has requested a one

year extension of the expiration of a preliminary subdivision plat and preliminary
planned unit development (PUD) plan for 2270 South 88th Street. The preliminary plat
and preliminary PUD development plan were originally approved by City Council on

April 6, 2010. An extension of the preliminary plat and preliminary development plan
expiration dates must be granted in order for the applicant to proceed to final

subdivision plat and final development plan after April 6, 2011.

Due to the scale of the project, ConocoPhillips has requested the one year extension to

April 6, 2012 to provide the applicant sufficient time to complete internal reviews and

submit the final development plans for approval. The one year extension of the approval
time is the only modification being requested to the preliminary plat and preliminary
PUD development plan. All other aspects of the original plan approved by City Council

remain unchanged.

Sections 16.12.030.(E) and Section 17.28.170.(D) of the LMC allow for a one -year
extension of approval time for preliminary subdivision plats and preliminary PUD

development plans respectively when applied for in writing to the Planning Commission.

The one year lifespan of the preliminary subdivision plat and preliminary PUD

development plans enables the City to ensure proposed development stays consistent

with City codes and regulations. There have been no changes to the LMC, the PCZD

zoning requirements, nor the Commercial Development Design Standards and

Guidelines that would warrant a reexamination of the approved preliminary subdivision

plat and preliminary PUD development plan.

The Planning Commission held a public hearing on March 10, 2011 and unanimously
approved a resolution recommending City Council approval of the Plat and PUD

expiration extension request with no conditions.  Staff recommended approval of the

one year extension of the expiration of the preliminary subdivision plat and preliminary
PUD development plan for ConocoPhillips, 2270 South 88 Street, from April 6, 2011 to

April 6, 2012 with no conditions.

APPLICANT PRESENTATION
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Wayne McCreesh, representing ConocoPhillips, confirmed due to the scale of the

project, the one year extension will provide the applicant sufficient time to complete
internal reviews and submit the final development plans for approval.

Mayor Sisk inquired about the ownership of the properties.  Mr.  McCreesh noted the

ownership of the properties has not changed.

Mayor Sisk requested public comment.  There were no public comments.

MOTION:  Councilor Dalton moved to approve Resolution No.  16, Series 2011,
seconded by Mayor Sisk.  All were in favor.  Absent: Councilor Sackett.

EXECUTIVE SESSION REAL PROPERTY ACQUISITION

Louisville Charter, Section 5 -2(c)   Authorized Topics Consideration of real

property acquisitions, only with respect to appraisals and other value estimates

and strategy, and C.R.S. 24- 6- 402(4)(a))

REGULAR BUSINESS ITEMS SUSPENDED

City Attorney Light explained the City Manager has requested an executive session for

the purpose of considering real property acquisitions potential purchase of land, but

only with respect to appraisals and other value estimates and strategy.

City Clerk Varra read the statement from Section 2.90.050 of the Louisville Municipal
Code, which outlines the topics eligible for discussion during an executive session.

City Attorney Light explained the executive session is for the purpose of considering
real property acquisitions potential purchase of land.  He cited the Statement of

Authority for convening an executive session as follows:  Louisville Charter, Section 5-

2(3)   Authorized Topics Consideration of real property acquisitions and the Colorado

Open Meeting Law, Section  .R,S. 24 -6- 402(4) (a).

Councilor Dalton recused himself from the executive session due to a possible conflict

of interest associated with this potential acquisition.  He asked if Council makes a

decision on the strategy on the property's acquisition, an announcement of the decision

be made, so he may be free to talk about it at a later date.

MOTION:  Mayor Sisk moved the City Council convene an executive session to discuss

and consider real property acquisitions,  but only with respect to appraisals and other

value estimates and strategy.  He requested the executive session include the City
Council, City Attorney Light, City Manager Fleming, Deputy City Manager Balser and

Parks and Recreation Director Stevens.  Councilor Clabots seconded the motion. All

were in favor.  Absent:  Councilor Sackett.  Councilor Dalton was recused from the

executive session and left the meeting.
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The City Council adjourned into executive session at 08:20 p.m.  The City Council
reconvened the business meeting at 09:09 p.m.

REGULAR BUSINESS ITEMS CONTINUED

REPORT DISCUSSION /DIRECTION /ACTION REAL PROPERTY ACQUISITION

City Attorney Light reported the executive session was for the purpose of considering
real property acquisitions.  In executive session staff received Council direction with

regard to strategy for potential acquisition for a parcel of property.  Staff will take the

direction and further pursue the acquisition strategy.  He noted if negotiations were

reached on any potential acquisition of property it would require Council review of

contract documents at a public meeting.

CITY ATTORNEY'S REPORT

City Attorney Light reported although the Consent Agenda was approved with Item 4B

March 1,  2011 City Council Minutes,  the City Council packet omitted a copy of the

minutes.  He asked Council for a motion to reconsider the Consent Agenda eliminating
Item 4B March 1,  2011 City Council Minutes.  The approval of the March 1,  2011

minutes will be brought forward to the April 5, 2011 meeting for Council approval.

MOTION:  Councilor Muckle moved the City Council reconsider and approve the

Consent Agenda with the omission of Item 4B March 1,  2011 City Council Minutes,
seconded by Mayor Pro Tem Marsella.  All were in favor.  Absent:  Councilors Sackett

and Dalton.

City Attorney reported the settlement payment was made to Hamon.   He noted there

are remaining issues regarding fees and costs relating to the litigation.  He requested an

executive session in April to discuss strategies for clearing the last remaining issues.

COUNCIL COMMENTS AND COMMITTEE REPORTS

None.

ADJOURN

MOTION: Councilor Clabots moved for adjournment, seconded by Councilor Yarnell.

All were in favor. Absent:  Councilors Sackett and Dalton. The meeting was adjourned
at 09:14 p.m.

i•11
Charl-F''    Mayor
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION
AGENDA ITEM 8C

SUBJECT: 

DATE: 

PRESENTED BY: 

ORDINANCE NO. 1675, SERIES 2014 — AN ORDINANCE

AMENDING CHAPTER 9. 76 OF THE LOUISVILLE MUNICIPAL

CODE CONCERNING PUBLIC CONSUMPTION OF MARIJUANA

2nd READING, PUBLIC HEARING (advertised Daily Camera
10/ 26/ 14) 

NOVEMBER 3, 2014

MEREDYTH MUTH, PUBLIC RELATIONS MANAGER

SUMMARY: 

During the City Council' s discussion of Ordinance No. 1669 on September 16, the
Council asked staff to remove from that ordinance language including marijuana
penalties in Chapter 8 of the Louisville Municipal Code ( LMC) and place that language

in Chapter 9. This language specifically relates to the use of marijuana in public places. 

The use of medical and recreational marijuana is legal under Article XVIII, §§ 14 and 16

of the Colorado Constitution, but the public use of marijuana remains unlawful. Chapter

9. 76 already contained language related to the outdoor consumption of marijuana. The
attached ordinance adds language specifically listing indoor areas "to which the public is
invited or to which the public is permitted." 

For purposes of this Chapter, "places of business to which the public is invited in or

in which the public is permitted," shall include but not be limited to, retail food

production or marketing establishments, restaurants, taverns, banks, commercial
establishments, theatres, waiting rooms, reception areas, meeting rooms, 
educational facilities, libraries, recreational facilities, health care facilities, facilities
providing live music or sporting events, and public transportation facilities. 

The City Attorney' s office also added a section prohibiting the consumption of marijuana
in retail marijuana stores, medical marijuana centers, retail marijuana products

manufacturing facilities and medical marijuana infused products manufacturing facilities. 
Consumption of marijuana in these areas is prohibited by state law, and the City has
similar provisions in Title 5 ( regarding the licensing of these businesses). However, 
people who want to understand the potential criminal offenses related to marijuana

consumption may turn solely to Title 9, which is the City's criminal code, without
realizing that consumption is also addressed in Title 5. 

The proposed ordinance specifically notes marijuana may be consumed in a private
residence by patients or persons twenty -one years of age or older in accordance with
Sections 14 and 16 of Article XVIII of the Colorado Constitution and other applicable

laws. 
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SUBJECT: 

DATE: 

ORDINANCE NO. 1675, SERIES 2014

NOVEMBER 3, 2014 PAGE 2 OF 2

FISCAL IMPACT: 

None. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Adopt Ordinance No. 1675, Series 2014. 

ATTACHMENT(S): 

1. Ordinance No. 1675, Series 2014
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ORDINANCE NO. 1675

SERIES 2014

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING CHAPTER 9.76 OF THE LOUISVILLE MUNICIPAL

CONCERNING PUBLIC CONSUMPTION OF MARIJUANA

WHEREAS, Article XVIII, § 16 of the Colorado Constitution, referred to as Amendment

64, was approved by Colorado voters in November 2012; and

WHEREAS, Amendment 64 legalized the private use of marijuana for persons twenty - 
one years of age or older; and

WHEREAS, the City Council previously enacted Chapter 9. 76 of the Louisville
Municipal Code, which among other things, prohibits the public consumption of marijuana; and

WHEREAS, the City Council desires to amend Chapter 9. 76 to further delineate the
places in which marijuana consumption is prohibited; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY

OF LOUISVILLE, COLORADO: 

Section 1. Section 9.76.010 ( Definitions) of Louisville Municipal Code is hereby by
amended by the addition of the following definition, which definition shall be inserted in
alphabetical order in said Section: 

Common area shall mean a lobby, hallway, elevator, restroom, or other area
where the public is likely to gather in close proximity. 

Section 2. Section 9. 76.030 ofLouisville Municipal Code is hereby by amended to read
as follows (words to be deleted are stricken through; words to be added are underlined): 

Sec. 9.76.030. Public consumption of marijuana prohibited. 

A. It shall be unlawful for any person to consume or use marijuana in
any place that is commonly or usually open to the general public, being either public
or private property, and including but not limited to, parks, open space, trails, 
sidewalks, streets, public rights -of -way, common areas and places of business epee

to which the public is invited in or in which the public is permitted. 

For purposes of this Chapter, " places of business to which the public is invited in or

in which the public is permitted," shall include but not be limited to, retail food

production or marketing establishments, restaurants, taverns, banks, commercial
establishments, theatres, waiting rooms, reception areas, meeting rooms, educational

facilities, libraries, recreational facilities, health care facilities, facilities providing
live music or sporting events, and public transportation facilities. 
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B. It shall be unlawful for any person to consume marijuana on the
premises of a medical marijuana center, medical marijuana - infused products

manufacturing facility, retail marijuana store or retail marijuana products
manufacturing facility, as defined in Sections 5. 10.020 and 5. 11. 020 of this Code, 
respectively. 

C. Nothing in this Section shall be construed to prohibit the use or
consumption of medical marijuana or marijuana by patients or persons twenty -one
21) years of age or older in a private residence in full compliance with Sections

14 and 16 of Article XVIII of the Colorado Constitution and other applicable

laws. 

Section 2. If any portion of this ordinance is held to be invalid for any reason, such
decision shall not affect the validity of the remaining portions of this ordinance. The City Council
hereby declares that it would have passed this ordinance and each part hereof irrespective of the fact
that any one part be declared invalid. 

Section 3. The repeal or modification of any provision of the Municipal Code of the
City of Louisville by this ordinance shall not release, extinguish, alter, modify, or change in whole
or in part any penalty, forfeiture, or liability, either civil or criminal, which shall have been incurred
under such provision, and each provision shall be treated and held as still remaining in force for the
purpose of sustaining any and all proper actions, suits, proceedings, and prosecutions for the
enforcement of the penalty, forfeiture, or liability, as well as for the purpose of sustaining any
judgment, decree, or order which can or may be rendered, entered, or made in such actions, suits, 
proceedings, or prosecutions. 

Section 4. All other ordinances or portions thereof inconsistent or conflicting with this
ordinance or any portion hereof are hereby repealed to the extent of such inconsistency or conflict. 

Section 5. Any person convicted of violating this ordinance may be punished by a fine
of not more than $2, 650.00, as shall be adjusted for inflation pursuant to C.R.S. § 13 -10 -113, or

by imprisonment not to exceed one year, or by both such fine and imprisonment; except that a
child under the age of eighteen years of age shall not be confined in a jail, lockup or other place
used for the confinement of adult offenders but may be held in a juvenile detention facility as
provided in C.R.S. § 31 - 10 -113. 
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INTRODUCED, READ, PASSED ON FIRST READING, AND ORDERED

PUBLISHED this 21st day ofOctober, 2014. 

Robert P. Muckle, Mayor

ATTEST: 

Nancy Varra, City Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Light Kelly, P.C. 
City Attorney

PASSED AND ADOPTED ON SECOND AND FINAL READING, this 3rd day of
October, 2014. 

ATTEST: 

Nancy Varra, City Clerk
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RESOLUTION No. 69, SERIES 2015

MOTION: Council member Lipton moved to approve Resolution No. 69, Series 2014, 

seconded by Mayor Pro Tem Dalton. Roll call vote was taken. The motion carried by a
vote of 7 -0. 

RESOLUTION No. 70, SERIES 2015

MOTION: Council member Lipton moved to approve Resolution No. 70, Series 2014, 

seconded by Council member Keany. Roll call vote was taken. The motion carried by a
vote of 7 -0. 

RESOLUTION No. 71, SERIES 2015

MOTION: Mayor Pro Tem Dalton moved to approve Resolution No. 71, Series 2014, 

seconded by Council member Lipton. Roll call vote was taken. The motion carried by a
vote of 7 -0. 

ORDINANCE No. 1675, SERIES 2014 — AN ORDINANCE AMENDING CHAPTER

9.78 OF THE LOUISVILLE MUNICIPAL CODE CONCERNING PUBLIC

CONSUMPTION OF MARIJUANA — 
2nd

Reading - Public Hearing

Mayor Muckle requested a City Attorney introduction. 

City Attorney Light read Ordinance No. 1675, Series 2014. 

Public Relations Manager Muth explained during the City Council' s discussion of
Ordinance No. 1669 on September 16, 2013, the Council asked staff to remove the

language including marijuana penalties in Chapter 8 of the Louisville Municipal Code
LMC) and place that language in Chapter 9. This language specifically relates to the

use of marijuana in public places. The use of medical and recreational marijuana is

legal under Article XVIII, §§ 14 and 16 of the Colorado Constitution, but the public use of

marijuana remains unlawful. Chapter 9. 76 already contained language related to the
outdoor consumption of marijuana. The ordinance adds language specifically listing
indoor areas "to which the public is invited or to which the public is permitted." 

For purposes of this Chapter, p̀laces of business to which the public is invited in or

in which the public is permitted," shall include but not be limited to, retail food

production or marketing establishments, restaurants, taverns, banks, commercial
establishments, theatres, waiting rooms, reception areas, meeting rooms, 
educational facilities, libraries, recreational facilities, health care facilities, facilities

providing live music or sporting events, and public transportation facilities. 

The City Attorney' s office also added a section prohibiting the consumption of marijuana
in retail marijuana stores, medical marijuana centers, retail marijuana products

manufacturing facilities and medical marijuana infused products manufacturing facilities. 
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Consumption of marijuana in these areas is prohibited by state law, and the City has
similar provisions in Title 5. However, people who want to understand the potential

criminal offenses related to marijuana consumption may turn solely to Title 9, which is
the City' s criminal code, without realizing consumption is also addressed in Title 5. 

The proposed ordinance specifically notes marijuana may be consumed in a private
residence by patients or persons twenty -one years of age or older in accordance with
Sections 14 and 16 of Article XVIII of the Colorado Constitution and other applicable

laws. Staff recommended the City Council adopt Ordinance No. 1675, Series 2014 on
second and final reading. 

Mayor Muckle called for public comment and hearing none, closed the public hearing. 

MOTION: Council member Lipton moved to approve Ordinance No. 1675 Series 2014

on second and final reading, seconded by Council member Loo. Roll call vote was

taken. The motion carried by a vote of 7 -0. 

ORDINANCE No. 1676, SERIES 2014 — AN ORDINANCE ADOPTING A CITY

POLICY ADDRESSING DEFENSE AND INDEMNIFICATION OBLIGATIONS TO CITY

OFFICIALS AND EMPLOYEES — 2nd Reading — Public Hearing

Mayor Muckle requested a City Attorney introduction. 

City Attorney Light read Ordinance No. 1676, Series 2014. 

Mayor Muckle requested a staff presentation. 

City Attorney Light explained the City recognizes a need to encourage elected and
appointed officials and employees to perform their duties effectively and efficiently. 
Also, under law the City is required to protect its officials and employees against claims
arising during the performance of duties and within the scope of employment, so long as
the conduct is not willful and wanton and other requirements are met. The ordinance

would codify a City policy regarding defense and indemnification obligations to City
officials and employees. Doing so will make clear the extent of the City's
responsibilities, and establish the circumstances under which the City will pay or
reimburse defense costs for claims and legal proceedings brought against City officials
and employees. 

The Legal Review Committee reviewed this issue at its August and September

meetings, including review of sample policies from other cities. The City Attorney's
August 15, 2014 memo to the Committee provided further background on the liability
and coverage issues addressed through the proposed ordinance. The proposed

ordinance is modeled closely after the City of Fort Collins ordinance, with some
additions specific to Louisville. Section 2. 06.040 establishes a procedure under which

the City will pay or reimburse defense costs for defense of a complaint under the City
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
AGENDA ITEM 3 

SUBJECT: DISCUSSION/DIRECTION – MARIJUANA REGULATIONS 
 
DATE:  FEBRUARY 27, 2017 
 
PRESENTED BY: MEREDYTH MUTH, CITY CLERK 
   ROB ZUCCARO, DIRECTOR OF PLANNING & BUILDING SAFETY 
 
 
SUMMARY: 
As a part of the 2017 Work Plan, the City Council asked to evaluate if there is a need for 
changes or updates to the City’s marijuana regulations.  
 
Current Regulations: 
The City currently allows for four types of marijuana licenses; each requires City and 
State approval. Local licenses must be approved by the Local Licensing Authority. 

 Retail Marijuana Store License 
 Retail Marijuana Testing Facility License 
 Medical Marijuana Center License 
 Medical Marijuana-Infused Products Manufacturing License 

 
Other regulations include: 

 A marijuana business may not be located within 1,320 feet of: a public or private 
preschool, elementary, middle, junior high, or high school; a public playground or 
outdoor pool; an outdoor education facility serving children; an alcohol or drug 
treatment facility; the principal campus of a college, university, or seminary; or a 
residential child care facility; 

 May not be in residential, agriculture, office, mixed use, or commercial-
neighborhood zoned districts 

 May not be in downtown 
 A medical center limited to 1800 square feet 
 A retail store limited to 2000 square feet 
 A shared retail/medical store limited to 3800 square feet 
 Hours of operation limited to 8 am – 10 pm 
 Limitations on the language and design of signage 
 No on-site consumption 
 Limit of four retail stores allowed in the City 

 
The City currently has two stores. One is a retail only store and one store is a combined 
retail and medical facility. From a City perspective, both have complied with all of the 
regulations. They follow the licensing rules, pay their sales tax, and the Police 
Department has not had problems with the stores or their clientele. 
 
Privacy rules prohibit the City from reporting the amount of sales tax the stores generate. 
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 

SUBJECT: MARIJUANA REGULATIONS 
 
DATE: FEBRUARY 27, 2018 PAGE 2 OF 2 

 

 
Possible Changes: 
The municipalities surrounding Louisville have a variety of different regulations. Superior 
and Broomfield do not allow marijuana at all while Lafayette, Boulder, and Boulder 
County allow all types of licenses including retail and medical sales, production, and 
cultivation. In addition to the City’s current allowance for retail and medical scales, the 
City could consider allowing cultivation and production of marijuana in certain areas.  
The City’s industrially zoned areas would be the most appropriate location to allow 
these uses. However, consideration of negative impacts such as odor, security and 
conflicts with other uses in and around the City’s industrial areas should be considered.   
The City’s current industrial areas are considered “light” industrial, and staff believes 
that such uses would be more appropriate in a “heavy” industrial area or more rural area 
further away from residential and recreational areas. Thus, staff recommends that the 
City maintain its current restriction on cultivation and production. However, if Council 
desires further consideration, staff could seek input from the Colorado Tech Center 
Owners Association and conduct further research on cultivation for future discussion.  
 
Currently, the City has one combined medical/retail facility (Ajoya). It is limited to 3800 
sf, combined between the retail and medical sales. The owners have sectioned off their 
store to meet the space requirement but have space they are leasing they are not 
allowed to use. They have asked the City to consider allowing them to expand so they 
can use the additional square footage they are paying to rent and to not limit the 
allowed area by retail and medical categories. As noted in the attached comparison 
table, Boulder limits dispensaries to 3,000 square feet, while Boulder County and 
Lafayette to not have size restrictions. Possible benefits of limiting the size of a retail 
operation could include limiting any possible negative impacts from the business, such 
as odor or security concerns. However, staff is not aware of any issues in Boulder 
County or Lafayette where there are currently no restrictions on the size of the business 
and recommends consideration of raising or eliminating the area restriction. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
Dependent on direction. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
Discussion/Direction. 
 
ATTACHMENT(S): 

1. 1320 foot buffer map 
2. Current Medical Regulations  
3. Current Retail Regulations 
4. Comparison Chart of Marijuana Regulations with Other Jurisdictions 
5. Comparison of liquor and marijuana regulations in the state 
6. Link to recent Colorado Public Radio piece on marijuana cultivation energy use 
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Chapter 5.10 - MEDICAL MARIJUANA

Sec. 5.10.010. - Purpose.

The provisions of this chapter are intended to implement the provisions of Article XVIII, Section 14 of the

Colorado Constitution and protect the rights of patients and their primary caregivers while also

protecting the health, safety, and welfare of the public and curtailing the unlawful possession, use,

distribution, or transportation of marijuana for unlawful purposes by:

Requiring that medical marijuana businesses be operated in a manner that minimizes potential

health and safety risks and mitigates the negative impacts that a medical marijuana business might

have on surrounding properties and persons;

Regulating the conduct of persons owning, operating and using medical marijuana businesses in

order to protect the public health, safety and welfare; and

Regulating the location and operation of medical marijuana businesses.

By adoption of this chapter, the city council does not intend to authorize or make legal any act that is not

permitted under federal or state law.

(Ord. No. 1590-2011, § 1, 3-15-2011)

Sec. 5.10.020. - De�nitions.

As used in this chapter, the following words or phrases shall have the following meanings:

Amendment 20 means that certain voter initiated amendment to the Colorado Constitution adopted November 7,

2000, which added Section 14 of Article XVIII to the Colorado Constitution.

Applicant means any person or entity who has submitted an application for a license or renewal of a license issued

pursuant to this chapter. If the applicant is an entity and not a natural person, applicant shall include all persons who

are the members, managers, o�cers and directors of such entity.

Cultivation means the process by which a person grows a marijuana plant.

Dwelling unit shall mean one or more rooms and a single kitchen and at least one bathroom, designed, occupied or

intended for occupancy as separate quarters for the exclusive use of a single family for living, cooking and sanitary

purposes, located in a single-family, two-family or multi-family dwelling or mixed-use building.

Financial interest means an ownership interest, a creditor interest, or a directorship or o�cership.

Good cause for purposes of denying, refusing to renew, suspending or revoking a license, means:

The licensee or applicant has violated, does not meet, or has failed to comply with any of the terms,

conditions, or provisions of this chapter, any rules promulgated pursuant to this chapter, or any

supplemental state or local law, rules, or regulations;

The licensee or applicant has failed to comply with any special terms or conditions that were placed

on its license pursuant to an order of the state or local licensing authority; or

The licensed premises have been operated in a manner that adversely a�ects the public health or

welfare or the safety of the immediate neighborhood in which the licensed premises is located.

[1]
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Evidence to support such a �nding can include, without limitation, a continuing pattern of disorderly

conduct, a continuing pattern of drug related criminal conduct within the licensed premises or

proposed licensed premises or in the immediate area surrounding such premises, a continuing

pattern of criminal conduct directly related to or arising from the operation of the medical

marijuana center or medical marijuana-infused products manufacturer, or an ongoing nuisance

condition emanating from or caused by the medical marijuana center or medical marijuana-infused

products manufacturer.

Leasable square feet means the total �oor area of building designed for tenant occupancy and exclusive use,

including any basements, mezzanines, upper �oors, or storage areas.

License means a document issued by the city o�cially authorizing an applicant to operate a medical marijuana

business pursuant to this chapter.

Licensee means the person to whom a license has been issued pursuant to this chapter.

Licensed premises means that portion of a property, building, or other structure which is owned or in possession of

the licensee and which is used for the purpose of storing, processing, displaying for sale, selling or otherwise

distributing medical marijuana or other products by a licensee.

Local licensing authority means the City of Louisville local licensing authority.

Location means a particular parcel of land that may be identi�ed by an address or other descriptive means.

Medical marijuana means marijuana that is grown and sold pursuant to the provisions of this chapter and for a

purpose authorized by Section 14 of Article XVIII of the Colorado State Constitution.

Medical marijuana business shall mean any person acting alone or in concert with another person, whether for

pro�t or not for pro�t, who cultivates, grows, harvests, processes, packages, transports, displays, sells, dispenses or

otherwise distributes the stalks, stems, roots, seeds, leaves, buds or �owers of the plant (genus) cannabis, or any

mixture or preparation thereof, for medical use as authorized by Article XVIII, Section 14 of the Colorado Constitution.

Medical marijuana center means a person licensed pursuant to this chapter to operate a business as described in

C.R.S. § 12-43.3-402 and this chapter that sells medical marijuana to registered patients or primary caregivers, but is not

a primary caregiver.

Medical marijuana delivery business means a medical marijuana business that delivers medical marijuana to a

patient or primary caregiver at a location other than a licensed premises.

Medical marijuana-infused products manufacturer means a person licensed pursuant to this chapter to operate a

business as described in C.R.S. § 12-43.3-404 and this chapter.

Medical marijuana paraphernalia or paraphernalia means devices, contrivances, instruments and paraphernalia for

inhaling or otherwise consuming medical marijuana, including, but not limited to, rolling papers, related tools, water

pipes and vaporizers.

Minor patient means a patient less than 18 years of age.

Patient means a person who has a debilitating medical condition as de�ned in Amendment 20.
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Person means a natural person, partnership, association, company, corporation, limited liability company, or

organization, or a manager, agent, owner, director, servant, o�cer, or employee thereof.

Premises means the legal parcel of property upon which a medical marijuana center or medical marijuana-infused

product manufacturer is located.

Primary caregiver means a natural person, other than the patient and the patient's physician, who is 18 years of age

or older and has signi�cant responsibility for managing the well-being of a patient who has a debilitating medical

condition.

Registry identi�cation card means that document, issued by the state, which identi�es a patient authorized to

engage in the medical use of marijuana and such patient's primary caregiver, if any has been designated.

State licensing authority means the authority created for the purpose of regulating and controlling the licensing of

the cultivation, manufacture, distribution, and sale of medical marijuana in this state, pursuant to C.R.S. § 12-43.3-201.

In addition to the de�nitions provided in subsection A. of this section, other terms used in this chapter

shall have the meaning ascribed to them in Amendment 20, C.R.S. § 12-43.3-101 et seq., C.R.S. § 25-1.5-

106, and the rules and regulations promulgated by the state licensing authority, and such de�nitions are

hereby incorporated into this chapter by this reference.

(Ord. No. 1590-2011, § 1, 3-15-2011)

Sec. 5.10.030. - Classes of medical marijuana licenses.

The local licensing authority may issue only the following medical marijuana licenses upon payment of

the fee and compliance with all local licensing requirements, as determined by the local licensing

authority:

A medical marijuana center license. A medical marijuana center license shall be issued only to a

person selling medical marijuana pursuant to the terms and conditions of this chapter and C.R.S. §

12-43.3-402 to registered patients or primary caregivers, but is not a primary caregiver.

A medical marijuana-infused products manufacturing license. A medical marijuana-infused

products manufacturing license may be issued to a person who manufactures medical marijuana-

infused products, pursuant to the terms and conditions of this chapter and C.R.S. § 12-43.3-404.

(Ord. No. 1590-2011, § 1, 3-15-2011)

Sec. 5.10.040. - Authorization of the local licensing authority.

The City of Louisville's existing local licensing authority, previously established pursuant to Chapter 5.08

of this Code, shall have and exercise all the powers expressly granted and necessarily implied to regulate

the licensing of medical marijuana businesses in the City of Louisville, including without limitation all such

powers set forth in this Code and C.R.S. § 12-43.3-101 et seq. as from time to time amended.

The local licensing authority may, consistent with the Code and applicable provisions of state law, grant,

approve, renew, or refuse licenses under this chapter; conduct investigations as are required by law or as

are appropriate to the administration of this chapter; suspend or revoke licenses; and levy penalties,

sanctions and other conditions against licensees in the manner provided by law.
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The local licensing authority shall have the authority to promulgate rules and regulations for its administrat

licensing requirements of this chapter, and shall have the power to issue subpoenas as provided in section 5

this Code and C.R.S. § 12-43.3-101 et seq. as from time to time amended.

(Ord. No. 1590-2011, § 1, 3-15-2011)

Sec. 5.10.050. - License requirements; exemptions.

Except as provided in subsection B. of this section, it shall be unlawful for any person to establish or

operate a medical marijuana business in the city without �rst having obtained a license for such business

from the local licensing authority. Such license shall be kept current at all times, and the failure to

maintain a current license shall constitute a violation of this section.

Primary caregivers who cultivate, possess or dispense medical marijuana to no more than �ve patients,

and patients who cultivate or possess medical marijuana for their own medical use, are not considered

medical marijuana businesses and are exempt from the licensing requirements of this chapter, but shall

be subject to the following limitations:

All such cultivation shall be conducted entirely within a building or other fully enclosed structure.

Not more than 12 marijuana plants may be cultivated or kept at the same parcel of property, of

which no more than six plants may be mature.

In no event shall a patient or primary caregiver keep, cultivate, grow or process more medical

marijuana than such person is entitled to possess under Article XVIII, Section 14 of the Colorado

Constitution and other applicable state laws and regulations.

Notwithstanding the above, the �ve patient limit shall not apply to primary caregivers who have been

authorized by the state health agency to serve additional patients in exceptional circumstances in

accordance with C.R.S. § 25-1.5-106(8).

(Ord. No. 1590-2011, § 1, 3-15-2011)

Sec. 5.10.060. - Application and fee.

A person seeking a license or renewal of a license issued pursuant to this chapter shall submit an

application to the local licensing authority on forms provided by the city. At the time of application for a

new license, the applicant shall pay a nonrefundable application fee in the amount as established by

resolution of the city council to defray the costs incurred by the city for processing the application. A fee

in the amount established by resolution of the city council may be charged for the costs of each

�ngerprint analysis and background investigation undertaken to qualify new applicants, managers,

employees, and other persons required to be quali�ed pursuant to this chapter. In addition, the

applicant shall provide one of the following forms of identi�cation:

An identi�cation card issued in accordance with C.R.S. § 42-2-302;

A valid state driver's license;

A valid driver's license containing a picture issued by another state;

A military identi�cation card; or

A valid passport.

The applicant shall also provide the following information on a form approved by, or acceptable to, the
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C.

city, which information shall be required for the applicant, the proposed manager and employees of the

medical marijuana business, and all persons having any �nancial interest in the medical marijuana

business that is the subject of the application:

Name, address, date of birth;

A complete set of �ngerprints;

An acknowledgement and consent that the city will conduct a background investigation, including a

criminal history check, and that the city will be entitled to full and complete disclosure of all �nancial

records of the medical marijuana business, including records of or relating to deposits, withdrawals,

balances and loans;

If the applicant is a business entity, information regarding the entity, including, without limitation,

the name and address of the entity, its legal status, a copy of its articles of incorporation or

organization or other �ling required for organization, copies of any ownership agreements,

operating agreement, and bylaws, and proof of registration with, or a certi�cate of good standing

from, the Colorado Secretary of State;

The name and complete address of the proposed medical marijuana business;

If the applicant is not the owner of the proposed licensed premises, a notarized statement from the

owner of such property authorizing the use of the property for a medical marijuana center or

medical marijuana-infused products manufacturer;

A copy of any deed re�ecting the ownership of, or lease re�ecting the right to possess, the

proposed licensed premises;

Evidence of a valid sales tax license for the business;

If the medical marijuana center will be providing medical marijuana in edible form, evidence of any

food establishment license or permit that may be required by the state;

A "to scale" diagram of the premises, showing, without limitation, a site plan, building layout, all

entry ways and exits to the medical marijuana business, loading zones and all areas in which

medical marijuana will be stored, processed or dispensed;

A comprehensive business plan for the medical marijuana business which shall contain, without

limitation, the following:

A security plan meeting the requirements of section 5.10.160 of this chapter;

A description of all products to be sold;

A signage plan that is in compliance with all applicable requirements of section 5.10.150 of this

chapter, this Code and the commercial development design standards and guidelines; and

A plan for the disposal of medical marijuana and related byproducts to ensure that such

disposal is in compliance with all applicable federal, state and local laws or regulations; and

Any additional information that the local licensing authority reasonably determines to be necessary

in connection with the investigation and review of the application.

A license issued pursuant to this chapter does not eliminate the need for the licensee to obtain other

required permits or licenses related to the operation of the medical marijuana center or medical

marijuana-infused products manufacturer operation, including, without limitation, any State of Colorado

license or any sales tax license, business registration, development approvals or building permits

required by this Code.
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Upon receipt of a completed application, the secretary of the local licensing authority shall circulate the app

all a�ected service areas and departments of the city to determine whether the application is in full complia

applicable laws, rules and regulations.

The planning and building safety department shall, prior to issuance of the license, perform an inspection

of the proposed premises to determine compliance with any applicable requirements of this chapter or

other provisions of this Code.

Upon receipt of a complete application, the local licensing authority shall schedule a public hearing upon

the application to be held and conducted in accordance with applicable provisions of C.R.S. §§ 12-43.3-

302 and 12-43.3-303. The local licensing authority has the authority to deny a license for good cause.

The local licensing authority shall have the authority to deny any application that does not meet the

requirements of this chapter. The local licensing authority shall also have the authority to deny any

application that contains any false, misleading or incomplete information. Denial of an application for a

license shall not be subject to administrative review but only to review by a court of competent

jurisdiction.

After approval of an application, a local license shall not be issued until the building in which the business

is to be conducted is ready for occupancy with such furniture, �xtures, and equipment in place as are

necessary to comply with this chapter and any applicable provisions of this Code or state law or

regulation and until the planning and building safety department has performed the inspection required

by C.R.S. § 12-43.3-303(4).

(Ord. No. 1590-2011, § 1, 3-15-2011; Ord. No. 1594-2011, § 6, 6-7-2011)

Sec. 5.10.070. - Location criteria.

No medical marijuana center or medical marijuana-infused product manufacturer shall, at the time it is

established and �rst licensed by the city, be located within 1,320 feet of another medical marijuana

center or medical marijuana infused product manufacturer.

No medical marijuana center or medical marijuana-infused product manufacturer shall, at the time it is

established and �rst licensed by the city, be located:

Within 1,320 feet of: a public or private preschool, elementary, middle, junior high, or high school; a

public playground or outdoor pool; an outdoor education facility serving children; an alcohol or

drug treatment facility; the principal campus of a college, university, or seminary; or a residential

child care facility;

Upon any city property;

In a dwelling unit or any residentially zoned districts; or

Within the agricultural (A), open space (OS) administrative o�ce (AO), business o�ce (BO),

administrative o�ce transitional (AO-T), industrial (I), planned community zone district (PCZD),

mixed use (MU-R), commercial neighborhood (CN), or commercial community (CC) zone districts.

No licensed premises for a medical marijuana center or medical marijuana-infused product

manufacturer shall, at the time it is established and �rst licensed by the city, be located in a physical

space exceeding 1,800 square feet of leasable �oor space, nor shall such licensed premises ever exceed

1,800 square feet of leasable �oor space.

No medical marijuana center or medical marijuana-infused product manufacturer shall operate as an
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outdoor or transient retailer, vendor or peddler.

The distances described in subsections A, B and C of this section shall be computed by direct

measurement in a straight line from the nearest property line of the land used for the purposes stated in

subsections A, B and C of this section to the nearest portion of the building or unit in which the medical

marijuana center or medical marijuana-infused product manufacturer is located.

(Ord. No. 1590-2011, § 1, 3-15-2011)

Sec. 5.10.080. - Persons prohibited as licensees.

A license shall not be issued to or held by any person contrary to C.R.S. § 12-43.3-307 and the rules and

regulations promulgated by the State of Colorado.

No license provided by this chapter shall be issued to, held by, or renewed by any of the following:

A person until the annual fee therefor has been paid;

A person whose criminal history indicates that he or she is not of good moral character;

A corporation, if the criminal history of any of its o�cers, directors, or stockholders indicates that

the o�cer, director, or stockholder is not of good moral character;

A partnership, association, limited liability company, or other entity, if the criminal history of any of

its managers or o�cers or person having any �nancial interest in such entity indicates he or she is

not of good moral character;

A licensed physician making patient recommendations;

A person employing, assisted by, or �nanced in whole or in part by any other person whose criminal

history indicates he or she is not of good moral character and reputation satisfactory to the

respective licensing authority;

A person under 21 years of age;

A person licensed pursuant to this chapter who, during a period of licensure, or who, at the time of

application, has failed to:

Provide a surety bond or �le any tax return with a taxing agency;

Pay any taxes, interest, or penalties due;

Pay any judgments due to a government agency;

Stay out of default on a government-issued student loan;

Pay child support; or

Remedy an outstanding delinquency for taxes owed, an outstanding delinquency for

judgments owed to a government agency, or an outstanding delinquency for child support.

A person who has discharged a sentence in the �ve years immediately preceding the application

date for a conviction of a felony or a person who at any time has been convicted of a felony

pursuant to any state or federal law regarding the possession, distribution, or use of a controlled

substance;

A person who employs another person at a medical marijuana business who has not passed a

criminal history record check;

A sheri�, deputy sheri�, police o�cer, or prosecuting o�cer, or an o�cer or employee of the state

licensing authority or a local licensing authority;
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A person whose authority to be a primary caregiver has been revoked by the state health agency;

A person for a license for a location that is currently licensed as a retail food establishment or

wholesale food registrant; or

A person who has not been a resident of Colorado for at least two years prior to the date of the

person's application; except that, for a person who submits an application for licensure pursuant to

this chapter by May 1, 2011, this requirement shall not apply to that person if the person was a

resident of the State of Colorado on December 15, 2009.

In investigating the quali�cations of an applicant or a licensee, the local licensing authority may have

access to criminal history record information furnished by a criminal justice agency subject to any

restrictions imposed by such agency. In the event the local licensing authority considers the applicant's

criminal history record, the local licensing authority shall also consider any information provided by the

applicant regarding such criminal history record, including but not limited to evidence of rehabilitation,

character references, and educational achievements, especially those items pertaining to the period of

time between the applicant's last criminal conviction and the consideration of the application for a local

license.

As used in subsection C of this section, "criminal justice agency" means any federal, state, or municipal

court or any governmental agency or subunit of such agency that administers criminal justice pursuant to

a statute or executive order and that allocates a substantial part of its annual budget to the

administration of criminal justice.

At the time of �ling an application with the local licensing authority for issuance or renewal of a medical

marijuana center license or medical marijuana-infused product manufacturer license, the applicant shall

submit a set of his or her �ngerprints and �le personal history information concerning the applicant's

quali�cations for a license on forms prepared by the local licensing authority. The local licensing

authority shall submit the �ngerprints to the Colorado bureau of investigation for the purpose of

conducting �ngerprint-based criminal history record checks. The Colorado bureau of investigation shall

forward the �ngerprints to the federal bureau of investigation for the purpose of conducting �ngerprint-

based criminal history record checks. The local licensing authority may acquire a name-based criminal

history record check for an applicant or a licensee who has twice submitted to a �ngerprint-based

criminal history record check and whose �ngerprints are unclassi�able. An applicant who has previously

submitted �ngerprints for local licensing purposes may request that the �ngerprints on �le be used. The

local licensing authority shall use the information resulting from the �ngerprint-based criminal history

record check to investigate and determine whether an applicant is quali�ed to hold a local license

pursuant to this chapter. The local licensing authority may verify any of the information an applicant is

required to submit.

(Ord. No. 1590-2011, § 1, 3-15-2011)

Sec. 5.10.090. - Duration of license; renewal.

Upon issuance of a license, the city shall provide the licensee with one original of such license for each

medical marijuana center or medical marijuana-infused product manufacturer to be operated by the

licensee in the city. Each such copy shall show the name and address of the licensee, the type of facility

or business for which it is issued, and the address of the facility at which it is to be displayed.

Each license issued pursuant to this chapter shall be valid for one year from the date of issuance and
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may be renewed only as provided in this chapter. All renewals of a license shall be for no more than one

year. An application for the renewal of an existing license shall be made to the local licensing authority

not more than 60 days and not less than 45 days prior to the date of expiration of the license. No

application for renewal shall be accepted by the local licensing authority prior to or after such date

except as provided is subsection C of this section. The timely �ling of a renewal application shall extend

the current license until a decision is made on the renewal.

Notwithstanding subsection B, a licensee whose license has been expired for not more than 90 days may

�le a late renewal application upon the payment of a nonrefundable late application fee at the time the

renewal application is submitted in the amount as established by resolution of the city council. A licensee

who �les a late renewal application and pays the requisite fee may continue to operate until a decision is

made on the renewal.

(Ord. No. 1590-2011, § 1, 3-15-2011; Ord. No. 1594-2011, § 7, 6-7-2011)

Sec. 5.10.100. - Annual license fee.

Upon and as a condition of issuance of a license or any renewal of a license, the licensee shall pay to the city an

annual license fee in an amount as established by resolution of the city council. The annual license fee may be refunded

if the application is denied.

(Ord. No. 1590-2011, § 1, 3-15-2011; Ord. No. 1594-2011, § 8, 6-7-2011)

Sec. 5.10.110. - Use and display of license.

A license shall not be transferable to another person except as provided in section 5.10.130.C.

Each license shall be limited to use at the premises speci�ed in the application for such license. A licensee

may move its permanent location to another place in the city upon application to and approval by the

local licensing authority. In determining whether to permit a change in location, the local licensing

authority shall consider all reasonable restrictions that are or may be placed upon the new location by

the local licensing authority, and any such change in location shall be in accordance with all requirements

of this Chapter 5.10 (including, but not limited to, the location criteria set forth in section 5.10.070), C.R.S.

§ 12-43.4-101, et seq., and any related rules and regulations, as from time to time amended.

Each license shall be continuously posted in a conspicuous location at the licensed premised of the

medical marijuana center or medical marijuana-infused product manufacturer.

Any person delivering medical marijuana in the city on behalf of a medical marijuana business shall have

in his or her possession a true and accurate copy of the license held by said business and shall, upon

request by any police o�cer of the city or by any other duly authorized law enforcement o�cer, produce

the same for inspection.

(Ord. No. 1590-2011, § 1, 3-15-2011; Ord. No. 1642-2013, § 1, 9-3-2013)

Sec. 5.10.120. - Management of licensed premises.

Licensees who are natural persons shall either manage the licensed premises themselves or employ a separate and

distinct manager on the premises and report the name of such manager to the local licensing authority. Licensees that

are entities shall employ a manager on the premises and report the name of the manager to the local licensing

55

https://library.municode.com/
https://library.municode.com/


2/9/2018 Louisville, CO Code of Ordinances

10/17

A.

B.

C.

D.

authority. All managers must be natural persons who are at least 21 years of age. No manager shall be a person having

a criminal history contrary to the requirements described in section 5.10.080 of this chapter.

(Ord. No. 1590-2011, § 1, 3-15-2011)

Sec. 5.10.130. - Change in manager, employee; change in �nancial interest; modi�cation of premises.

Each licensee shall report any change in managers or employees to the local licensing authority within 30

days after the change. Such report shall include all information required for managers and employees

under section 5.10.060 of this chapter. A fee for the costs of each �ngerprint analysis and background

investigation undertaken to qualify new managers and employees may be charged.

Each licensee shall report in writing to the local licensing authority any transfer or change of �nancial

interest in the license holder or in the medical marijuana business that is the subject of the license.

Except as set forth in subsection C. of this section, such report must be �led with the local licensing

authority within 30 days after any such transfer or change. A report shall be required for any transfer of

the capital stock of any corporation regardless of size. No person having or acquiring a �nancial interest

in the medical marijuana business that is the subject of a license shall be a person having a criminal

history contrary to the requirements described in section 5.10.080 of this chapter. A fee for the costs of

each �ngerprint analysis and background investigation undertaken pursuant to this chapter may be

charged.

For a transfer of ownership, the license holder shall apply to the local licensing authority. In determining

whether to permit a transfer of ownership, the local licensing authority shall consider only the suitability

of the applicant pursuant to this Chapter 5.10, C.R.S. § 12-43.4-101, et seq., and any related rules and

regulations, as from time to time amended. The local licensing authority may hold a hearing on the

transfer application; provided the local licensing authority shall not hold a hearing until notice has been

posted and provided to the applicant in accordance with the requirements of C.R.S. § 12-43.3-309.

After a license is issued, the licensee shall make no physical change which materially or substantially

alters the licensed premises or the usage of the licensed premises from the plans and speci�cations

submitted at the time of obtaining the original license without the prior written consent of the local

licensing authority. For purposes of this subsection, physical changes, alterations or modi�cations of the

licensed premises, or in the usage of the premises requiring prior written consent shall be as speci�ed in

the rules and regulations promulgated by the state licensing authority. Each application for modi�cation

of premises shall be accompanied by an application fee in the amount as established by resolution of the

city council.

(Ord. No. 1590-2011, § 1, 3-15-2011; Ord. No. 1594-2011, § 9, 6-7-2011; Ord. No. 1642-2013, § 2, 9-3-2013)

Sec. 5.10.140. - Hours of operation.

Medical marijuana centers may be open for business only between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m.

(Ord. No. 1590-2011, § 1, 3-15-2011; Ord. No. 1718-2016, § 1, 5-3-2016)

Sec. 5.10.150. - Signage and advertising.
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All signage and advertising for any medical marijuana center or medical marijuana-infused products manufacturer

shall comply with all applicable provisions of this chapter, title 17 of this Code, and the city's commercial development

design standards and guidelines. In addition, no signage or advertising shall use the word "marijuana" or "cannabis," or

any other word, phrase or symbol commonly understood to refer to marijuana unless such word, phrase or symbol is

immediately preceded by the word "medical" in type and font that is at least as readily discernible as all other words,

phrases or symbols, and no signage visible outside of the premises shall use any word or phrase other than "medical

marijuana" to refer to marijuana. Such signage and advertising must clearly indicate that the products and services are

o�ered only for medical marijuana patients and primary caregivers.

(Ord. No. 1590-2011, § 1, 3-15-2011)

Sec. 5.10.160. - Security requirements.

Security requirements for any premises licensed pursuant to this chapter, shall include, at a minimum, lighting,

physical security, video, alarm requirements, and other minimum procedures for internal control as deemed necessary

by the local licensing authority to properly administer and enforce the provisions of this chapter.

Security measures at all medical marijuana centers and medical marijuana-infused product manufacturers shall be

consistent with all requirements imposed by the state licensing authority and its rules and regulations as authorized by

C.R.S. § 12-43.3-101 et seq. The local licensing authority shall have the authority to impose additional security

requirements upon a licensee as part of any order or stipulation issued in connection with a proceeding for suspension

or revocation of a license.

(Ord. No. 1590-2011, § 1, 3-15-2011)

Sec. 5.10.170. - Required notices.

There shall be posted in a conspicuous location in each medical marijuana center and medical marijuana-

infused product manufacturer a legible sign containing warnings that:

The possession, use or distribution of marijuana is a violation of federal law;

The possession, use or distribution of marijuana for nonmedical purposes is a violation of state law;

It is illegal under state law to drive a motor vehicle or to operate machinery when under the

in�uence of, or impaired by, marijuana; and

No one under the age of 18 years is permitted on the premises except minor patients accompanied

by a parent or legal guardian in possession of a state registry card for such minor patient.

(Ord. No. 1590-2011, § 1, 3-15-2011)

Sec. 5.10.180. - Cultivation and growing by licensees.

The cultivation and growing of marijuana plants is prohibited within the City of Louisville, except as permitted under

subsection 5.10.050.B of this chapter.

(Ord. No. 1590-2011, § 1, 3-15-2011)

Sec. 5.10.190. - Sale of edible products.
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Medical marijuana centers may not be co-located with facilities used to prepare, produce or assemble

food, whether for medical or nonmedical purposes.

Any food products sold by a medical marijuana center shall either be inspected by an agency of the

Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment or, if no such inspection has occurred, shall

contain a label indicating the lack of any such inspection.

(Ord. No. 1590-2011, § 1, 3-15-2011)

Sec. 5.10.200. - Labeling.

All marijuana sold or otherwise distributed by the licensee shall be packaged and labeled in a manner that advises

the purchaser that the marijuana is intended for use solely by the patient to whom it is sold and that any resale or

redistribution of the marijuana to any person other than a patient or primary caregiver is a criminal violation.

(Ord. No. 1590-2011, § 1, 3-15-2011)

Sec. 5.10.210. - On-site consumption of medical marijuana.

The consumption, ingestion or inhalation of medical marijuana on or within the licensed premises of a medical

marijuana center or medical marijuana-infused product manufacturer is prohibited.

(Ord. No. 1590-2011, § 1, 3-15-2011)

Sec. 5.10.220. - Prohibited acts.

It shall be unlawful for any licensee to:

Employ any person to manage a medical marijuana center or medical marijuana infused-product

manufacturer facility or to dispense medical marijuana who is not at least 21 years of age or who

has a criminal history contrary to the requirements described in section 5.10.080 of this chapter;

Sell, give, dispense or otherwise distribute medical marijuana to anyone other than a patient or

primary caregiver;

Sell, give, dispense or otherwise distribute to any patient or primary caregiver more than two

ounces of any usable form of medical marijuana within any seven-day period of time or in such

other quantities allowed pursuant to Amendment 20;

To maintain, sell, dispense or otherwise distribute mature medical marijuana plants at any medical

marijuana center;

Purchase or otherwise obtain from another licensed medical marijuana center in Colorado more

medical marijuana than permitted by state law or regulation;

Permit on the licensed premises any person other than:

The licensee, the licensee's manager, employees and �nancial interest holders;

A patient in possession of a registry identi�cation card or its functional equivalent under

Section 14(3)(d) of Amendment 20;

A minor patient accompanied by a parent or lawful guardian in possession of the minor

patient's registry identi�cation card;
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A primary caregiver in possession of his or her patient's registry identi�cation card or its function

Section 14(3)(d) of Amendment 20 and the patient's written designation of said person as the pat

caregiver, as submitted to the Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment;

A person whose physical presence and assistance are necessary to assist a patient;

A person who is actively engaged in the maintenance, repair or improvement of the licensed

premises or in the provision of accounting or other professional services directly related to the

conduct of the licensee's medical marijuana business;

Law enforcement o�cers, inspectors and other o�cials or employees of any federal, state or

local government or agency engaged in the lawful performance of their o�cial duties;

Permit the sale or consumption of alcohol beverages on the licensed premises; or

Cultivate or permit the cultivation of medical marijuana on the licensed premises.

(Ord. No. 1590-2011, § 1, 3-15-2011)

Sec. 5.10.230. - Visibility of activities; control of emissions.

All activities of medical marijuana centers and medical marijuana infused product manufacturers,

including, without limitation, processing, displaying, selling and storage, shall be conducted indoors.

No medical marijuana or paraphernalia shall be displayed or kept in a center or infused product

manufacturer so as to be visible from outside the licensed premises.

Su�cient measures and means of preventing smoke, odors, debris, dust, �uids and other substances

from exiting a medical marijuana business must be provided at all times. In the event that any odors,

debris, dust, �uids or other substances exit a medical marijuana center or infused product manufacturer,

the owner of the subject premises and the licensee shall be jointly and severally liable for such conditions

and shall be responsible for immediate, full clean-up and correction of such condition. The licensee shall

properly dispose of all such materials, items and other substances in a safe, sanitary and secure manner

and in accordance with all applicable federal, state and local laws and regulations.

(Ord. No. 1590-2011, § 1, 3-15-2011)

Sec. 5.10.240. - Disposal of marijuana byproducts.

The disposal of medical marijuana, byproducts and paraphernalia shall be done in accordance with plans and

procedures approved in advance by the local licensing authority.

(Ord. No. 1590-2011, § 1, 3-15-2011)

Sec. 5.10.250. - Deliveries of medical marijuana.

Deliveries of medical marijuana and paraphernalia by licensees operating a medical marijuana delivery business,

whether or not such business is conducted in conjunction with a city-licensed medical marijuana center or medical

marijuana-infused product manufacturer, shall be made only to patients and primary caregivers and only in the

amounts speci�ed in subsection 5.10.220.A.3 of this chapter. All such deliveries shall be subject to the record keeping

requirements contained in section 5.10.270 of this chapter.

(Ord. No. 1590-2011, § 1, 3-15-2011)
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Sec. 5.10.260. - Sales and use tax.

Each licensee shall collect and remit city sales and use taxes on all medical marijuana, paraphernalia and other

tangible personal property sold, dispensed, or purchased at the medical marijuana center, in accordance with the

requirements of Chapter 3.20 of this Code.

(Ord. No. 1590-2011, § 1, 3-15-2011)

Sec. 5.10.270. - Required books and records.

Every licensee shall maintain an accurate and complete record of all medical marijuana purchased, sold

or dispensed by the medical marijuana business in any usable form. Such record shall include the

following:

The identity of the seller and purchaser involved in each transaction;

The total quantity of, and amount paid for, the medical marijuana; and

The date, time and location of each transaction.

Every patient or primary caregiver shall provide to the licensee, and the licensee shall record, the

following information for such books and records:

The patient or primary caregiver's name, date of birth, and current street address, including city,

state and zip code;

The form of identi�cation that was presented by the patient or primary caregiver, which may

include any of the following, and the identifying number, if any, from such form:

An identi�cation card issued in accordance with C.R.S. § 42-2-302,

A valid state driver's license;

A valid driver's license containing a picture issued by another state;

A military identi�cation card;

A valid passport; or

An alien registration card.

A registry identi�cation card or its functional equivalent under Section 14(3)(d) of Amendment 20

and, in the case of a primary caregiver, the date the primary caregiver was designated by the

patient for whom the medical marijuana was purchased.

Information provided to the licensee by a patient or primary caregiver under the provisions of this

section need not include any information regarding the patient's physician or medical condition.

All transactions shall be kept in a numerical register in the order in which they occur.

All records required to be kept under this chapter must be kept in the English language in a legible

manner and must be preserved and made available for inspection for a period of three years after the

date of the transaction. Information inspected by the city police department or other city departments

pursuant to this chapter shall be used for regulatory and law enforcement purposes only and shall not

be a matter of public record.

(Ord. No. 1590-2011, § 1, 3-15-2011)

Sec. 5.10.280. - Inspection of licensed premises.
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Each licensee shall keep a complete set of all records necessary to show fully the business transactions of

the licensee, all of which shall be open at all times during business hours for the inspection and

examination by the local licensing authority or its duly authorized representatives, and by the city police

department for the purposes of investigating and determining compliance with the provisions of this

chapter and any other applicable state and local laws or regulations. The local licensing authority may

require any licensee to furnish such information as it considers necessary for the proper administration

of this chapter and may require an audit to be made of the books of account and records on such

occasions as it may consider necessary by an auditor to be selected by the local licensing authority who

shall likewise have access to all books and records of the licensee, and the expense thereof shall be paid

by the licensee.

The licensed premises, including any places of storage where medical marijuana is stored, sold, or

dispensed, shall be subject to inspection by the local licensing authority or its duly authorized

representatives, and by the city police department, during all business hours and other times of apparent

activity, for the purpose of inspection or investigation. For examination of any inventory or books and

records required to be kept by the licensees, access shall be required during business hours. Where any

part of the licensed premises consists of a locked area, upon demand to the licensee, such area shall be

made available for inspection without delay, and, upon request by authorized representatives of the local

licensing authority or city, the licensee shall open the area for inspection.

Each licensee shall retain all books and records necessary to show fully the business transactions of the

licensee for a period of the current tax year and the three immediately prior tax years.

Nothing in this section or section 5.10.070 of this chapter shall require the disclosure of information

contrary to the provisions of federal or state law or Amendment 20 which are intended to protect the

privacy of patients.

(Ord. No. 1590-2011, § 1, 3-15-2011)

Sec. 5.10.290. - Non-renewal, suspension, or revocation of license.

The local licensing authority may, after notice and hearing, suspend, revoke or refuse to renew a license for good

cause. The local licensing authority is authorized to adopt rules and procedures governing the conduct of such hearings.

No portion of any application or license fees previously paid shall be refunded in the event of any suspension or

revocation of a license.

(Ord. No. 1590-2011, § 1, 3-15-2011)

Sec. 5.10.300. - Violations and penalties.

In addition to the possible denial, suspension, revocation or nonrenewal of a license under the provisions of this

chapter, any person, including, but not limited to, any licensee, manager or employee of a medical marijuana business,

or any customer of such business, who violates any of the provisions of this chapter, shall be guilty of a misdemeanor

punishable as provided in section 1.28.010 of this Code.

(Ord. No. 1590-2011, § 1, 3-15-2011)

Sec. 5.10.310. - No city liability; indemni�cation.
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By accepting a license issued pursuant to this chapter, the licensee waives and releases the city, its

o�cers, elected and appointed o�cials, employees, attorneys, agents and authorized volunteers from

any liability for injuries, damages or liabilities of any kind that result from any arrest or prosecution of the

owners, operators, employees, clients or customers of the medical marijuana business for a violation of

state or federal laws, rules or regulations.

By accepting a license issued pursuant to this chapter, all licensees, jointly and severally if more than one,

agree to indemnify, defend and hold harmless the city, its o�cers, elected and appointed o�cials,

employees, attorneys, agents, authorized volunteers, insurers and self-insurance pool against all liability,

claims and demands on account of any injury, loss, or damage, including, without limitation, claims

arising from bodily injury, personal injury, sickness, disease, death, property loss or damage or any other

loss of any kind whatsoever arising out of or are in any manner connected with the operation of the

medical marijuana business that is the subject of the license.

(Ord. No. 1590-2011, § 1, 3-15-2011)

Sec. 5.10.320. - Other laws remain applicable.

To the extent the state has adopted or adopts in the future any additional or stricter law or regulation

governing the sale or distribution of medical marijuana, the additional or stricter regulation shall control

the establishment or operation of any medical marijuana business in the city. Compliance with any

applicable state law or regulation shall be deemed an additional requirement for issuance or denial of

any license under this chapter, and noncompliance with any applicable state law or regulation shall be

grounds for non-renewal, revocation or suspension of any license issued hereunder.

Any licensee may be required to demonstrate, upon demand by the local licensing authority or by law

enforcement o�cers that the source and quantity of any marijuana found upon the licensed premises

are in full compliance with any applicable state law or regulation.

If the state or federal government prohibits the sale or other distribution of marijuana through medical

marijuana centers or medical marijuana-infused products manufacturers, any license issued hereunder

shall be deemed immediately revoked by operation of law, with no ground for appeal or other redress on

behalf of the licensee.

The issuance of any license pursuant to this chapter shall not be deemed to create an exception, defense

or immunity to any person in regard to any potential criminal liability the person may have for the

cultivation, possession, sale, distribution or use of marijuana.

(Ord. No. 1590-2011, § 1, 3-15-2011)

Sec. 5.10.330. - Severability.

If any section, sentence, clause, phrase, word or other provision of this chapter is for any reason held to be

unconstitutional or otherwise invalid, such holding shall not a�ect the validity of the remaining sections, sentences,

clauses, phrases, words or other provisions of this chapter or the validity of this chapter as an entirety, it being the

legislative intent that this chapter shall stand, notwithstanding the invalidity of any section, sentence, clause, phrase,

word or other provision.

(Ord. No. 1590-2011, § 1, 3-15-2011)

62



2/9/2018 Louisville, CO Code of Ordinances

1/18

A.

1.

2.

3.

B.

C.

A.

Chapter 5.11 - RETAIL MARIJUANA

Sec. 5.11.010. - Purpose; relationship with the Colorado retail marijuana code.

The provisions of this chapter are intended to implement the provisions of Article XVIII,

Section 16 of the Colorado Constitution while also protecting the health, safety, and welfare

of the public and curtailing the unlawful possession, use, distribution, or transportation of

marijuana for unlawful purposes by:

Requiring that retail marijuana establishments be operated in a manner that minimizes

potential health and safety risks and mitigates the negative impacts that a retail

marijuana establishment might have on surrounding properties and persons;

Regulating the conduct of persons owning, operating and using retail marijuana

establishments in order to protect the public health, safety and welfare; and

Regulating the location and operation of retail marijuana establishments.

By adoption of this chapter, the City Council does not intend to authorize or make legal any

act that is not permitted under federal or state law.

Except as otherwise speci�cally provided herein, this chapter incorporates the requirements

and procedures set forth in the Colorado Retail Marijuana Code. In the event of any con�ict

between the provisions of this chapter and the provisions of the Colorado Retail Marijuana

Code or any other applicable state or local law, ordinance, rule or regulation, the more

restrictive provision shall control.

(Ord. No. 1649-2013, § 1, 12-17-2013)

Sec. 5.11.020. - De�nitions.

As used in this chapter, the following words or phrases shall have the following meanings:

Amendment 64 means that certain voter initiated amendment to the Colorado Constitution adopted

November 6, 2012, which added Section 16 of Article XVIII to the Colorado Constitution.

Applicant means any person or entity who has submitted an application for a license, license renewal,

or other licensing action pursuant to this chapter. If the applicant is an entity and not a natural person,

applicant shall include all persons who are the members, managers, o�cers and directors of such entity.

Colorado Retail Marijuana Code means Article 43.3 of Title 12 of the Colorado Revised Statutes, as

amended.

Cultivation means the process by which a person grows a marijuana plant.

Division means the Marijuana Enforcement Division.
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Dwelling unit shall mean one or more rooms and a single kitchen and at least one bathroom, designed,

occupied or intended for occupancy as separate quarters for the exclusive use of a single family for living,

cooking and sanitary purposes, located in a single-family, two-family or multi-family dwelling or mixed-use

building.

Financial interest means an ownership interest, or a directorship or o�cership.

Good cause , for purposes of denying, refusing to renew, suspending or revoking a license, means:

The licensee or applicant has violated, does not meet, or has failed to comply with any

of the terms, conditions, or provisions of this chapter, any rules promulgated pursuant

to this chapter, or any applicable state or local law, rules, or regulations;

The licensee or applicant has failed to comply with any special terms or conditions that

were placed on its license pursuant to an order of the state or local licensing authority;

The licensed premises have been operated in a manner that adversely a�ects the public

health or welfare or the safety of the immediate neighborhood in which the licensed

premises is located. Evidence to support such a �nding can include, without limitation, a

continuing pattern of disorderly conduct, a continuing pattern of drug related criminal

conduct within the licensed premises or proposed licensed premises or in the

immediate area surrounding such premises, a continuing pattern of criminal conduct

directly related to or arising from the operation of the retail marijuana establishment,

or an ongoing nuisance condition emanating from or caused by the retail marijuana

establishment; or

The applicant or licensee has been found to be currently delinquent in the payment of

any state or local taxes, and record of such delinquency has been �led in a court having

jurisdiction, or has been made a public record by some other lawful means.

Leasable square feet means the total �oor area of building designed for tenant occupancy and exclusive

use, including any basements, mezzanines, upper �oors, or storage areas.

License means a document issued by the city o�cially authorizing an applicant to operate a retail

marijuana establishment pursuant to this chapter.

Licensee means the person to whom a license has been issued pursuant to this chapter.

Licensed premises means the premises speci�ed in an application for a license under this chapter,

which are owned or in possession of the licensee and within which the licensee is authorized to

manufacture, distribute, sell, or test retail marijuana and retail marijuana products in accordance with this

chapter and all applicable laws, rules and regulations.

Local licensing authority means the City of Louisville Local Licensing Authority.
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Location means a particular parcel of land that may be identi�ed by an address or other descriptive

means.

Marijuana means all parts of the plant of the genus cannabis whether growing or not, the seeds

thereof, the resin extracted from any part of the plant, and every compound, manufacture, salt, derivative,

mixture, or preparation of the plant, its seeds, or its resin, including marihuana concentrate. "Marijuana"

does not include industrial hemp, nor does it include �ber produced from the stalks, oil, or cake made from

the seeds of the plant, sterilized seed of the plant which is incapable of germination, or the weight of any

other ingredient combined with marijuana to prepare topical or oral administrations, food, drink, or other

product.

Marijuana accessories mean any equipment, products, or materials of any kind which are used,

intended for use, or designed for use in planting, propagating, cultivating, growing, harvesting, composting,

manufacturing, compounding, converting, producing, processing, preparing, testing, analyzing, packaging,

repackaging, storing, vaporizing or containing marijuana, or for ingesting, inhaling, or otherwise introducing

marijuana into the human body.

Marijuana club shall mean a place not used for residential purposes where individuals gather to

consume, grow, distribute or otherwise use marijuana or marijuana products for medical or personal use,

regardless of whether such place calls itself private or public or charges an admission, membership or

similar fee. A medical marijuana business or retail marijuana establishment with valid state and local

licenses shall not constitute a marijuana club.

Person means a natural person, partnership, association, company, corporation, limited liability

company, or organization; except that person does not include any governmental organization.

Premises means a distinctly identi�ed, as required by the state licensing authority, and de�nite location,

which may include a building, a part of a building, or any other de�nite contiguous area.

Public or private elementary, middle, junior high, or high school means existing public or private

elementary, middle, junior high, or high schools and public or private elementary, middle, junior high, or

high school sites designated as a use permitted by right on a planned community general development plan

that has been granted approval by the city council on or before the date an application for a retail marijuana

establishment license is received by the city.

Public playground means a city-owned outdoor public area used for play or recreation by children

containing recreational equipment such as slides or swings.

Retail marijuana means marijuana that is cultivated, manufactured, distributed, or sold by a licensed

retail marijuana establishment.
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Retail marijuana cultivation facility means an entity licensed to cultivate, prepare, and package

marijuana and sell marijuana to retail marijuana stores, to retail marijuana product manufacturing facilities,

and to other retail marijuana cultivation facilities, but not to consumers.

Retail marijuana establishment means a retail marijuana store or a retail marijuana testing facility.

Retail marijuana products means concentrated marijuana products and marijuana products that are

comprised of marijuana and other ingredients and are intended for use or consumption, such as, but not

limited to, edible products, ointments, and tinctures, and that are produced at a retail marijuana products

manufacturing facility.

Retail marijuana products manufacturing facility means an entity licensed to purchase marijuana;

manufacture, prepare, and package retail marijuana products; and sell marijuana and retail marijuana

products to other marijuana product manufacturing facilities and to retail marijuana stores, but not to

consumers.

Retail marijuana store means an entity licensed to purchase marijuana from marijuana cultivation

facilities and marijuana and marijuana products from marijuana product manufacturing facilities and sell

marijuana and marijuana products to consumers.

Marijuana testing facility means an entity licensed to analyze and certify the safety and potency of

marijuana.

Secretary means the secretary of the local licensing authority or such person's designee.

State licensing authority means the authority created for the purpose of regulating and controlling the

licensing of the cultivation, manufacture, distribution, sale, testing, and advertising of retail marijuana in this

state, pursuant to C.R.S. § 12-43.4-201.

In addition to the de�nitions provided in subsection A. of this section, other terms used in

this chapter shall have the meaning ascribed to them in Amendment 64, the Colorado Retail

Marijuana Code, and the rules and regulations promulgated thereunder, as in e�ect from

time to time, and such de�nitions are hereby incorporated into this chapter by this reference.

(Ord. No. 1649-2013, § 1, 12-17-2013; Ord. No. 1677-2014, § 1, 11-18-2014)

Sec. 5.11.030. - Classes and number of retail marijuana licenses authorized.

The local licensing authority may issue only the following retail marijuana licenses upon

payment of the fee and compliance with all local licensing requirements, as determined by

the local licensing authority:

A retail marijuana store license. A retail marijuana store license shall be issued only to a

person selling retail marijuana or retail marijuana products pursuant to the terms and

conditions of this chapter, C.R.S. § 12-43.4-402 and any related rules and regulations.
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A retail marijuana testing facility license shall be issued to a person who performs

testing and research on retail marijuana. The facility may develop and test retail

marijuana products, pursuant to the terms and conditions of this chapter, C.R.S. § 12-

43.4-405 and any related rules and regulations.

There shall be no more than four licensed retail marijuana stores operating within the city. If

at the time of application for a retail marijuana store license there are fewer than four retail

marijuana stores operating in the city, applications shall be reviewed and acted upon by the

local licensing authority in the order in which complete applications are received.

(Ord. No. 1649-2013, § 1, 12-17-2013)

Sec. 5.11.040. - Authorization of the local licensing authority.

The City of Louisville's existing local licensing authority, previously established pursuant to

chapter 5.08 of this Code, shall have and exercise all the powers expressly granted and

necessarily implied to regulate the licensing of retail marijuana establishments in the City of

Louisville, including without limitation all such powers set forth in this Code, the Colorado

Retail Marijuana Code, and all related rules and regulations, as from time to time amended.

The local licensing authority may grant, approve, renew, or refuse licenses under this

chapter; conduct investigations as are required by law or as are appropriate to the

administration of this chapter; suspend or revoke licenses; and levy penalties, sanctions and

other conditions against licensees in the manner provided by law.

The local licensing authority shall have the authority to promulgate rules and regulations for

its administration of the licensing requirements of this chapter, and shall have the power to

issue subpoenas as provided in section 5.08.130 of this Code, as from time to time amended.

(Ord. No. 1649-2013, § 1, 12-17-2013)

Sec. 5.11.050. - License requirements.

It shall be unlawful for any person to establish or operate a retail marijuana establishment in the city

without �rst having obtained a license for such business from the state and local licensing authorities. Such

licenses shall be kept current at all times, and the failure to maintain current licenses shall constitute a

violation of this section.

(Ord. No. 1649-2013, § 1, 12-17-2013)

Sec. 5.11.060. - Screening and response to state license applications.

Upon receipt of an application from the state licensing authority for a retail marijuana

license, the secretary of the local licensing authority shall:

Initially determine, in consultation with the planning and building safety department,
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whether or not the proposed location complies with any and all zoning and land use

laws of the city and any and all restrictions on locations and types of retail marijuana

establishments permitted within the city as set forth in this chapter. If the secretary

makes an initial determination that the proposed license would be in violation of any

zoning law or other restriction set forth in this Code, the secretary shall notify the state

licensing authority in writing that the application is disapproved by the city. The failure

of the secretary to make such a determination upon the initial review of a state license

application shall not preclude the local licensing authority or the secretary from

determining that the proposed license is in violation of any zoning law or other

restriction set forth in this Code, and disapprove the issuance of a local license on this

basis.

For any application that is not disapproved as provided in subsection 1, the secretary

shall notify the state licensing authority in writing that the city's further consideration of

the application is subject to completion of the local licensing process described in this

chapter, after which the secretary will notify the state licensing authority in writing of

whether or not the retail marijuana license proposed in the application has or has not

been approved by the local licensing authority.

(Ord. No. 1649-2013, § 1, 12-17-2013)

Sec. 5.11.070. - Local license procedure.

Applications for local licenses shall be made on forms provided by the division and shall

include all materials required by the Colorado Retail Marijuana Code and the rules and

regulations adopted thereunder.

The applicant shall also provide the following information to the city, which information shall

be required for the applicant, the proposed manager of the retail marijuana establishment,

and all persons having any �nancial interest in the retail marijuana establishment that is the

subject of the application; to the extent that any of the following information has been

included with the applicant's state license application and forwarded to the city by the state

licensing authority, the local licensing authority may rely upon the information forwarded

from the state without requiring resubmittal of the same materials for the local license

application:

Name, address, date of birth;

A complete set of �ngerprints;

If the applicant is a business entity, information regarding the entity, including, without

limitation, the name and address of the entity, its legal status, a copy of its articles of

incorporation or organization or other �ling required for organization, copies of any

ownership agreements, operating agreement, and bylaws, and proof of registration

with, or a certi�cate of good standing from, the Colorado Secretary of State;
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The name and complete address of the proposed retail marijuana establishment;

If the applicant is not the owner of the proposed licensed premises, a notarized

statement from the owner of such property authorizing the use of the property for a

retail marijuana establishment;

A copy of any deed re�ecting the ownership of, or lease re�ecting the right to possess,

the proposed licensed premises;

Evidence of a valid sales tax license for the business;

A "to scale" diagram of the premises, showing, without limitation, a site plan, building

layout, leasable �oor space, all entryways and exits to the retail marijuana

establishment, loading zones and all areas in which retail marijuana or retail marijuana

products will be stored, processed or dispensed;

A comprehensive business plan for the retail marijuana establishment which shall

contain, without limitation, the following:

A security plan meeting the requirements of section 5.11.170;

A description of all products to be sold;

A signage plan that is in compliance with all applicable requirements of section

5.11.160, this Code and the applicable design standards and guidelines; and

Any additional information that the local licensing authority reasonably determines to

be necessary in connection with the investigation and review of the application.

A license issued pursuant to this chapter does not eliminate the need for the licensee to

obtain other required permits or licenses related to the operation of the retail marijuana

establishment, including, without limitation, any State of Colorado license or any sales tax

license, business registration, development approvals or building permits required by this

Code.

Upon receipt of a completed application, the secretary of the local licensing authority or his

or her designee shall circulate the application to all a�ected service areas and departments

of the city to determine whether the application is in full compliance with all applicable laws,

rules and regulations.

The planning and building safety department shall, prior to issuance of the license, perform

an inspection of the proposed premises to determine compliance with any applicable

requirements of this chapter or other provisions of this Code.

Upon receipt of a complete application, the local licensing authority shall schedule a public

hearing upon the application to be held and conducted in accordance with applicable

provisions of the Colorado Retail Marijuana Code and the rules and regulations adopted

thereunder. The local licensing authority has the authority to deny a license for good cause.

The local licensing authority shall have the authority to deny any application that does not

meet the requirements of this chapter, the Retail Marijuana Code, and any applicable state or
69
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local rule or regulation. The local licensing authority shall also have the authority to deny any

application that contains any false, misleading or incomplete information. Denial of an

application for a license shall not be subject to administrative review but only to review by a

court of competent jurisdiction.

After approval of an application, a local license shall not be issued until a state license has

been issued and the building in which the business is to be conducted is ready for occupancy

with such furniture, �xtures, and equipment in place as are necessary to comply with this

chapter and any applicable provisions of this Code or state law or regulation and until the

planning and building safety department has performed the inspection required by this

chapter.

(Ord. No. 1649-2013, § 1, 12-17-2013)

Sec. 5.11.080. - Location criteria; co-location.

No retail marijuana establishment shall, at the time it is established and �rst licensed by the

city, be located within 1,320 feet of: a public or private preschool, elementary, middle, junior

high, or high school; or a public playground, all as de�ned in section 5.11.020 of this Code; or

a public pool; or an outdoor education facility serving children; or an alcohol or drug

treatment facility; or the principal campus of a college, university, or seminary; or a

residential child care facility.

Further no retail marijuana establishment shall be located, permitted, or licensed to operate:

Upon any city property; or

In a dwelling unit or any residentially zoned districts; or

Within Downtown Louisville as de�ned by section 17.08.113 of this Code; or

Within the Agricultural (A), Open Space (OS), Administrative O�ce Transitional (AO-T),

Mixed Use (MU-R), or Commercial Neighborhood (CN) zone districts, or any other zoned

area in which the retail marijuana establishment is not a permitted use.

No licensed premises for a retail marijuana store shall, at the time it is established and �rst

licensed by the city, be located in a physical space exceeding 2,000 square feet of leasable

�oor space, nor shall such licensed premises ever exceed 2,000 square feet of leasable �oor

space. The maximum physical space occupied by any medical marijuana business and retail

marijuana establishment sharing premises shall never exceed 3,800 square feet of leasable

�oor space.

No retail marijuana establishment shall operate as an outdoor or transient retailer, vendor or

peddler, or as any temporary or accessory use.

The distances described in subsection A above shall be computed by direct measurement in

a straight line from the nearest property line of the land used for the purposes stated in
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subsection A above to the nearest portion of the building or unit in which the retail marijuana

establishment is located.

Medical marijuana businesses and retail marijuana establishments are subject to the

following shared licensed premises and operational separation requirements:

A medical marijuana center that does not authorize patients under the age of 21 years

to be on the premises, may also hold a retail marijuana store license and operate a dual

retail business operation on the same licensed premises. In such case the medical

marijuana center licensee must post signage that clearly conveys that persons under

the age of 21 years may not enter. Under these circumstances and upon approval of the

local and state licensing authorities, the medical marijuana center and the retail

marijuana store may share the same entrances and exits, and medical marijuana and

retail marijuana may be separately displayed on the same sale �oor. Record keeping for

the business operations of both must allow the local and state licensing authorities and

city to clearly distinguish the inventories and business transactions of medical

marijuana and medical marijuana-infused products from retail marijuana and retail

marijuana products.

A medical marijuana center that authorizes medical marijuana patients under the age of

21 years to be on the premises is prohibited from sharing its licensed premises with a

retail marijuana establishment. The two shall not be co-located in this instance and shall

maintain distinctly separate licensed premises; including, but not limited to, separate

retail and storage areas, separate entrances and exits, separate inventories, separate

point-of-sale operations, and separate record-keeping.

Co-located licensed operations shall be operated in accordance with all applicable state

and local, rules and regulations.

(Ord. No. 1649-2013, § 1, 12-17-2013)

Sec. 5.11.090. - Persons prohibited as licensees; background checks.

A license shall not be issued to or held by any person contrary to C.R.S. § 12-43.4-306 and the

rules and regulations promulgated by the State of Colorado.

In investigating the quali�cations of an applicant, licensee, owner, or manager of a retail

marijuana establishment, the local licensing authority shall make a �nding and determination

as to the good moral character and criminal history of such persons in accordance with the

standards and procedures set forth in the Colorado Retail Marijuana Code and the rules and

regulations promulgated thereunder. In so doing, the local licensing authority may

incorporate any �ndings as to good character and criminal history previously made by the

state licensing authority or may, in its sole discretion, make its own �ndings.

The city shall not be required to perform a criminal background check if the state licensing
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authority has already performed a criminal background check or may, in its sole discretion,

perform its own background check. In such case, the local licensing authority may have

access to criminal history record information furnished by a criminal justice agency subject to

any restrictions imposed by such agency. In the event the local licensing authority considers

the applicant's criminal history record, the local licensing authority shall also consider any

information provided by the applicant regarding such criminal history record, including but

not limited to evidence of rehabilitation, character references, and educational achievements,

especially those items pertaining to the period of time between the applicant's last criminal

conviction and the consideration of the application for a local license. If the city performs the

criminal background check, a fee in the amount established by resolution of city council may

be charged for the costs of each �ngerprint analysis and background investigation

undertaken to qualify new applicants, managers, and any other persons required to be

quali�ed pursuant to the Colorado Retail Marijuana Code, this chapter, and any related rules

and regulations. The local licensing authority may verify any of the information an applicant

is required to submit.

(Ord. No. 1649-2013, § 1, 12-17-2013)

Sec. 5.11.100. - Duration of license; renewal.

Upon issuance of a license, the city shall provide the licensee with one original of such license

for each retail marijuana establishment to be operated by the licensee in the city. Each such

copy shall show the name and address of the licensee, the type of facility or business for

which it is issued, and the address of the facility at which it is to be displayed.

Each license issued pursuant to this chapter shall be valid for one year from the date of

issuance and may be renewed only as provided in this chapter. All renewals of a license shall

be for no more than one year. The local licensing authority shall act on renewal applications

received from the state licensing authority in accordance with the applicable provisions of

the Colorado Retail Marijuana Code and the rules and regulations promulgated thereunder.

The timely �ling of a renewal application shall extend the current license until a decision is

made on the renewal.

Notwithstanding subsection B, a licensee whose license has been expired for not more than

ninety (90) days may �le a late renewal application upon the payment of a nonrefundable

late application fee in the amount established by city council by resolution to the local

licensing authority. A licensee who �les a late renewal application and pays the requisite fee

may continue to operate until a decision is made on the renewal.

The local licensing authority may deny a renewal application for good cause pursuant to

section 5.11.260.

(Ord. No. 1649-2013, § 1, 12-17-2013)
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Sec. 5.11.110. - Annual operating fee.

Upon and as a condition of issuance of a license or any renewal of a license, the licensee shall pay to

the city an annual operating fee in an amount established by resolution of the city council. The annual

operating fee may be refunded if the application is denied.

(Ord. No. 1649-2013, § 1, 12-17-2013)

Sec. 5.11.120. - Use and display of license.

A license shall not be transferable to another person except as provided in section

5.11.140.C.

Each license shall be limited to use at the premises speci�ed in the application for such

license. A licensee may move its permanent location to another place in the city upon

application to and approval by the local licensing authority. In determining whether to permit

a change in location, the local licensing authority shall consider all reasonable restrictions

that are or may be placed upon the new location by the local licensing authority, and any

such change in location shall be in accordance with all requirements of this chapter 5.11

(including, but not limited to, the location criteria set forth in section 5.11.080), the Colorado

Retail Marijuana Code, and any related rules and regulations, as from time to time amended.

Each license shall be continuously posted in a conspicuous location at the licensed premises

of the retail marijuana establishment.

(Ord. No. 1649-2013, § 1, 12-17-2013)

Sec. 5.11.130. - Management of licensed premises; employees.

Licensees who are natural persons shall either manage the licensed premises themselves or employ a

separate and distinct manager on the premises and report the name of such manager to the local licensing

authority. Licensees that are entities shall employ a manager on the premises and report the name of the

manager to the local licensing authority. All managers and employees must be natural persons who are at

least 21 years of age. No manager shall be a person having a criminal history contrary to the requirements

of the Colorado Retail Marijuana Code or any rules or regulations promulgated thereunder.

(Ord. No. 1649-2013, § 1, 12-17-2013)

Sec. 5.11.140. - Change in manager; change in �nancial interest; modi�cation of premises.

Each licensee shall report any change in managers to the local licensing authority within

seven days after the change.

Each licensee shall report in writing to the local licensing authority any transfer or change of

�nancial interest in the license holder or in the retail marijuana establishment that is the
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subject of the license and receive approval prior to any transfer or change pursuant to

subsection C. of this section. A report is required for transfers of capital stock of any

corporation regardless of size.

For a transfer of ownership, the license holder shall apply to the state and local licensing

authorities. In determining whether to permit a transfer of ownership, the local licensing

authority shall consider only the suitability of the applicant pursuant to this chapter 5.11, the

Colorado Retail Marijuana Code, and any related rules and regulations, as from time to time

amended. The local licensing authority may hold a hearing on the transfer application;

provided the local licensing authority shall not hold a hearing until notice has been posted

and provided to the applicant in accordance with the requirements of C.R.S. § 12-43.4-308.

After a license is issued, the licensee shall make no physical change which materially or

substantially alters the licensed premises or the usage of the licensed premises from the

plans and speci�cations submitted at the time of obtaining the original license without the

prior written consent of the state and local licensing authorities. For purposes of this

subsection, physical changes, alterations or modi�cations of the licensed premises, or in the

usage of the premises requiring prior written consent shall be as speci�ed in the Colorado

Retail Marijuana Code and the rules and regulations promulgated thereunder. Each

application for modi�cation of premises shall be accompanied by an application fee in

amount established by resolution of the city council.

(Ord. No. 1649-2013, § 1, 12-17-2013)

Sec. 5.11.150. - Hours of operation.

Retail marijuana stores may be open for business only between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m.

(Ord. No. 1649-2013, § 1, 12-17-2013; Ord. No. 1718-2016, § 2, 5-3-2016)

Sec. 5.11.160. - Signage and advertising.

All signage and advertising for any retail marijuana establishment shall comply with all applicable

provisions of title 17 of this Code, the applicable design standards and guidelines, the Colorado Retail

Marijuana Code, and the rules and regulations adopted thereunder. In addition, all signage of the retail

marijuana establishment, including but not limited to temporary signage, shall contain only the business

name and trademark of the retail marijuana establishment.

(Ord. No. 1649-2013, § 1, 12-17-2013)

Sec. 5.11.170. - Security requirements.
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Security requirements for any premises licensed pursuant to this chapter, shall include, at a minimum,

lighting, physical security, video, alarm requirements, and other minimum procedures for internal control as

deemed necessary by the local licensing authority to properly administer and enforce the provisions of this

chapter.

Security measures at all retail marijuana establishments shall be consistent with all requirements

imposed by the state licensing authority and its rules and regulations as authorized by the Colorado Retail

Marijuana Code. The local licensing authority shall have the authority to impose additional security

requirements upon a licensee as part of any order or stipulation issued in connection with a proceeding for

suspension or revocation of a license.

(Ord. No. 1649-2013, § 1, 12-17-2013)

Sec. 5.11.180. - Cultivation, growing, and manufacturing.

The cultivation and growing of marijuana plants and the manufacturing of retail marijuana products is

prohibited within the City of Louisville, except as permitted for nonretail purposes under Article XVIII,

Sections 14 and 16 of the Colorado Constitution, consistent with all applicable state or local laws, rules or

regulations. It is unlawful for any person to operate, cause to be operated or permit to be operated in the

city a marijuana cultivation facility or a retail marijuana products manufacturing facility.

(Ord. No. 1649-2013, § 1, 12-17-2013)

Sec. 5.11.190. - Labeling.

All marijuana sold or otherwise distributed by the licensee shall be packaged and labeled in a manner

consistent with the Colorado Retail Marijuana Code, and any related rules and regulations, as from time to

time amended.

(Ord. No. 1649-2013, § 1, 12-17-2013)

Sec. 5.11.200. - Onsite consumption of retail marijuana.

The consumption of marijuana or marijuana products on or within the licensed premises of a retail

marijuana establishment is prohibited.

(Ord. No. 1649-2013, § 1, 12-17-2013)

Sec. 5.11.210. - Prohibited acts.

It shall be unlawful for any licensee to:

Violate or fail to comply with any provision of Amendment 64, the Colorado Retail
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Marijuana Code, any rules and regulations adopted thereunder, or any applicable state

or local law, ordinance, rule or regulation.

To allow marijuana or marijuana products to be consumed upon its licensed premises.

To use advertising material that is misleading, deceptive, or false or that is designed to

appeal to minors.

To sell retail marijuana or retail marijuana products to a person under 21 years of age

or to a person who does not present a government issued identi�cation at the time of

purchase.

To sell more than a quarter of an ounce of retail marijuana or more than a quarter of an

ounce equivalent of a retail marijuana product during a single transaction to a

nonresident of the State of Colorado.

To have on the licensed premises any retail marijuana, retail marijuana products, or

marijuana paraphernalia that shows evidence of the marijuana or marijuana product

having been consumed or partially consumed.

Distribute marijuana or marijuana products, with or without remuneration, directly to

another person using a mobile distribution center.

Distribute or allow the distribution of any marijuana or marijuana product without

charge within a retail marijuana establishment or any place open to the public for

purpose of promotion or advertising.

Distribute or allow the distribution of any coupon or similar writing, electronically or on

paper, which purports to allow the bearer to exchange the same for any marijuana or

marijuana product either free or at a discount.

It shall be unlawful for a retail marijuana store:

To sell or give away any consumable product, including but not limited to, cigarettes,

alcohol, or edible products that do not contain marijuana (e.g., soda, candy, and baked

goods).

To sell retail marijuana or retail marijuana products over the internet or to deliver

marijuana or marijuana products to a person not physically present in the licensed

premises.

It shall be unlawful for any person to engage in any form of business or commerce involving

the cultivation, processing, manufacturing, storage, sale, distribution or consumption of retail

marijuana other than those forms of businesses and commerce that are expressly permitted

by Amendment 64, the Colorado Retail Marijuana Code, and this Code.

(Ord. No. 1649-2013, § 1, 12-17-2013)

Sec. 5.11.220. - Visibility of activities; control of emissions.

All activities of retail marijuana establishments, including, without limitation, processing,
76
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displaying, selling and storage, shall be conducted indoors.

Su�cient measures and means of preventing smoke, odors, debris, dust, �uids and other

substances from exiting a retail marijuana establishment must be provided at all times. In

the event that any odors, debris, dust, �uids or other substances exit a retail marijuana

establishment, the owner of the subject premises and the licensee shall be jointly and

severally liable for such conditions and shall be responsible for immediate, full clean-up and

correction of such condition. The licensee shall properly dispose of all such materials, items

and other substances in a safe, sanitary and secure manner and in accordance with all

applicable federal, state and local laws and regulations.

(Ord. No. 1649-2013, § 1, 12-17-2013)

Sec. 5.11.230. - Disposal of marijuana byproducts.

The disposal of retail marijuana, byproducts and marijuana accessories shall be done in accordance

with the Colorado Retail Marijuana Code and any other applicable state and local laws, ordinances and

regulations.

(Ord. No. 1649-2013, § 1, 12-17-2013)

Sec. 5.11.240. - Sales and use tax.

Each licensee shall collect and remit city sales and use taxes on all retail marijuana, retail marijuana

products, marijuana accessories and other tangible personal property sold, dispensed, used or purchased

at the retail marijuana establishment, in accordance with the requirements of chapter 3.20 of this Code.

(Ord. No. 1649-2013, § 1, 12-17-2013)

Sec. 5.11.250. - Inspection of books and records and licensed premises.

Each licensee shall keep a complete set of all records necessary to show fully the business

transactions of the licensee, all of which shall be open at all times during business hours for

the inspection and examination by the local licensing authority or its duly authorized

representatives, and by the city police department for the purposes of investigating and

determining compliance with the provisions of this chapter and any other applicable state

and local laws or regulations. The local licensing authority may require any licensee to furnish

such information as it considers necessary for the proper administration of this chapter and

may require an audit to be made of the books of accounts and records on such occasions as

it may consider necessary by an auditor to be selected by the local licensing authority who

shall likewise have access to all books and records of the licensee, and the expense thereof

shall be paid by the licensee.

The licensed premises, including any places of storage where retail marijuana or retail
77
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A.

marijuana products are stored, sold, or dispensed, shall be subject to inspection by the local

licensing authority or its duly authorized representatives, and by the city police department,

during all business hours and other times of apparent activity, for the purpose of inspection

or investigation. For examination of any inventory or books and records required to be kept

by the licensees, access shall be required during business hours. Where any part of the

licensed premises consists of a locked area, upon demand to the licensee, such area shall be

made available for inspection without delay, and, upon request by authorized

representatives of the local licensing authority or city, the licensee shall open the area for

inspection.

Each licensee shall retain all books and records necessary to show fully the business

transactions of the licensee for a period of the current tax year and the three immediately

prior tax years.

(Ord. No. 1649-2013, § 1, 12-17-2013)

Sec. 5.11.260. - Nonrenewal, suspension, or revocation of license.

The local licensing authority may, after notice and hearing, suspend, revoke or refuse to renew a license

for good cause. The local licensing authority is authorized to adopt rules and procedures governing the

conduct of such hearings. No portion of any application or license fees previously paid shall be refunded in

the event of any suspension or revocation of a license.

(Ord. No. 1649-2013, § 1, 12-17-2013)

Sec. 5.11.265. - Marijuana clubs prohibited.

The establishment or operation of a marijuana club is prohibited in all zoning districts in the City.

(Ord. No. 1677-2014, § 2, 11-18-2014)

Sec. 5.11.270. - Violations and penalties.

In addition to the possible denial, suspension, revocation or nonrenewal of a license under the

provisions of this chapter, any person, including, but not limited to, any licensee, owner, manager or

employee of a retail marijuana establishment, or any customer of such business, who violates any of the

provisions of this chapter, shall be guilty of a misdemeanor punishable as provided in section 1.28.010 of

this Code.

(Ord. No. 1649-2013, § 1, 12-17-2013)

Sec. 5.11.280. - No city liability; indemni�cation.

By accepting a license issued pursuant to this chapter, the licensee waives and releases the
78
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D.

city, its o�cers, elected and appointed o�cials, employees, attorneys, agents and authorized

volunteers from any liability for injuries, damages or liabilities of any kind that result from

any arrest or prosecution of the owners, operators, employees, clients or customers of the

retail marijuana establishment for a violation of state or federal laws, rules or regulations.

By accepting a license issued pursuant to this chapter, all licensees, jointly and severally if

more than one, agree to indemnify, defend and hold harmless the city, its o�cers, elected

and appointed o�cials, employees, attorneys, agents, authorized volunteers, insurers and

self-insurance pool against all liability, claims and demands on account of any injury, loss, or

damage, including, without limitation, claims arising from bodily injury, personal injury,

sickness, disease, death, property loss or damage or any other loss of any kind whatsoever

arising out of or are in any manner connected with the operation of the retail marijuana

establishment that is the subject of the license.

(Ord. No. 1649-2013, § 1, 12-17-2013)

Sec. 5.11.290. - Other laws remain applicable.

To the extent the state has adopted or adopts in the future any additional or stricter law or

regulation governing the sale or distribution of retail marijuana or retail marijuana products,

the additional or stricter regulation shall control the establishment or operation of any retail

marijuana establishment in the city. Compliance with any applicable state law or regulation

shall be deemed an additional requirement for issuance or denial of any license under this

chapter, and noncompliance with any applicable state law or regulation shall be grounds for

nonrenewal, revocation or suspension of any license issued hereunder.

Any licensee may be required to demonstrate, upon demand by the local licensing authority

or by law enforcement o�cers that the source and quantity of any marijuana found upon the

licensed premises are in full compliance with any applicable state law or regulation.

If the state or federal government prohibits the sale or other distribution of marijuana

through retail marijuana establishments, any license issued hereunder shall be deemed

immediately revoked by operation of law, with no ground for appeal or other redress on

behalf of the licensee.

The issuance of any license pursuant to this chapter shall not be deemed to create an

exception, defense or immunity to any person in regard to any potential criminal liability the

person may have for the cultivation, possession, sale, distribution or use of marijuana.

(Ord. No. 1649-2013, § 1, 12-17-2013)

Sec. 5.11.300. - Severability.
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If any section, sentence, clause, phrase, word or other provision of this chapter is for any reason held to

be unconstitutional or otherwise invalid, such holding shall not a�ect the validity of the remaining sections,

sentences, clauses, phrases, words or other provisions of this chapter or the validity of this chapter as an

entirety, it being the legislative intent that this chapter shall stand, notwithstanding the invalidity of any

section, sentence, clause, phrase, word or other provision.

(Ord. No. 1649-2013, § 1, 12-17-2013)
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Louisville Boulder Boulder County Lafayette Broomfield Superior

Retail Sales Allow Allow Allow Allow
Medical Sales Allow Allow Allow Allow
Retail Product 

Manufacturing
Allow Allow Allow

Medical Product 

Manufacturing
Allow Allow Allow Allow

Retail Marijuana  

Testing Facility
Allow Allow Allow Allow

Medical Marijuana 

Testing Facility
Allow Allow Allow

Retail Cultivation Allow Allow Allow
Medical Cultivation Allow Allow Allow

Marijuana Research 

& Development
Allow Allow Allow

Distance 

Requirement
1320 Feet 1000 Feet 1000 feet 500 - 1000 feet

Limit on # of Retail 

Stores
4 None None 3

Geographic area 

limitations

Not allowed 
downtown

Not allowed in mixed use 
buildings where there is a 
residence in the building, or 
on the ground floor of the 
Downtown BID district. Don’t 

allow more than 3 MJ 
businesses within 500 feet of 
each other.

None
500 - 800 ft 

setbacks from 
certain streets

Square Footage 

Restrictions

Medical center is 
limited to 1800 
sf; retail store is 
limited to 2000 
sf; shared retail/ 
medical is limited 
to 3800 sf.

Dispensaries must be in 
personal services zones and 
may not be larger than 3,000 
square feet. Grows must be 
in light industrial zones and 
may not be larger than 
15,000 sq feet. MIPs must 
be in manufacturing or light 
industrial and may not be 
larger than 15,000 sq feet.

None None
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A
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COMPARISON OF MARIJUANA REGULATIONS IN AREA JURISDICTIONS
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Marijuana Regs Liquor Regs

Must be 1320 feet from any daycare or 
school. This is set by municipality.

Must be 500 feet from any school 1st grade 
and higher. This is set by state law, but 
municipality may decrease the distance.

New stores may not be within 1320 feet of 
another store. This is set by municipality.

New retail stores may not be within 1500 feet 
of another retail store. State law.

May deny a license for "undue 
concentration." (LLA denied a license once 
for this reason and was overruled by the 
State.)

Municipality may ban this use in certain 
areas, i.e. downtown.

Statute doesn't allow municipality to ban 
liquor as a use in an area.

Municipality may set hours of operation. Hours of operation set by state law.
Municipality may do a complete ban Municipality may do a complete ban
Landlord may choose to not rent to a 
marijuana use.
Collect local sales tax. Collect local sales tax.

An owner's association is allowed to bar 
marijuana businesses in its district.
All license types set by state law. All license types set by state law.
Must have a signed lease to apply for a 
license.

Must have a signed lease to apply for a 
license.

Apply first to the state. State then sends 
license application to the municipality.

Apply first to the municipality. Municipality 
then sends license application to the state.

State fees and local fees. Local fees set at 
the discretion of the municipality.

State fees and local fees. Local fees are 
limited by the state. (Louisville fees are much 
lower than the established limit.)

All employees required to have state issued 
"red card." Includes state mandated training 
for support personnel.

Local training sessions encouraged for all 
employees, not required.

Background checks required of all 
employees (part of "red card" application).

Background checks required of all owners of 
more than 10% and managers.

Requires LLA Public Hearing Requires LLA Public Hearing

COMPARISON OF MARIJUANA TO LIQUOR REGULATIONS

Many of the marijuana regulations are based on the language from Amendment 64 and 
were designed to give municipalities more control over how they handle marijuana. While 
both are considered matters of state-wide concern, municipalities have much greater 
control over local marijuana regulations.

Land Use 

and Other 

Regulations

Licensing

LLA = Local 
Licensing 
Authority

May impose additional excise tax. Requires 
TABOR election.
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or have individuals pay for the service. Councilmember Keany stated it has value in the 
program and may help address illegal dumping. Councilmember Maloney agreed. 
 
Public Comments 
 
Ken Gambon, 607 Augusta Drive and board president of the master association of Coal 
Creek Ranch HOA, stated they represent 486 homes surrounding the golf course. He 
stated the HOA covenants and bylaws control the area and are strictly enforced. 
Neighbors are allowed to compost on their property but no they do not have curb side 
pickup. Going forward he suggested working with the City to find a better solution for 
everyone but the City shouldn’t arbitrarily be able to change the rates of the HOAs 
service. The HOA doesn’t want an edict. He would like to know the costs of adding 
composting. He asked for better information for residents on what and how to compost. 
He stated everyone wants to do the right thing. 
 
Sandy Stewart, 649 Augusta Drive, stated everyone supports composting but what is 
offered is not easy and not effective. We need to know costs and benefits of a 
composting program. It needs to be thoughtful, not a knee-jerk program. The 
homeowners are in favor of keeping the program they have. 
 
Gene Kutscher, 637 Augusta Drive, also in the Coal Creek Ranch HOA; stated the 
composting numbers are misleading and the costs do make a difference to those on a 
fixed income. He stated adding a compost care may cause him to violate the HOA 
covenants if he can’t fit another waste cart in his garage. He stated most people in the 
HOA do not want to be in the City contract. 
 
John Leary, 1116 LaFarge Avenue, stated composting was strongly supported by 
residents when the program began and when we renewed the contract with Western, 
there was overwhelming support for the program. He stated composting was included in 
the program because that is what the people asked for. 
 

DISCUSSION/DIRECTION – MARIJUANA REGULATIONS 
 
Council members reviewed the current marijuana regulations and options for possible 
changes. Director Zuccaro noted staff supports increasing the allowable size for retail 
stores but does not recommend allowing cultivation in the light industrial areas. 
 
Public comments 
 
Shaun Gindi, 1100 West Dillon Road, owner of Ajoya stated he would like to expand his 
store size as he has space he rents that is not available for him to use. He could use the 
additional space for a variety of uses. 
 
Jim McTurner, general counsel of Starbuds, stated they do not have any requests at 
this time, but are interested in participating in this discussion. 
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Councilmember Maloney asked why staff doesn’t recommend allowing cultivation in the 
light industrial areas. Director Zuccaro stated some the concerns staff has heard for 
such a use are odor, security, and possible conflicts with use. Staff has not discussed 
this with the owner’s association in that area either. Staff can look into what other cities 
have done to mitigate any of these issues if Council would like to pursue this change. 
 
Councilmember Maloney stated the 2013 rules were conservative for good reason, but 
perhaps now we should get more information before making this determination. 
 
Councilmember Loo stated some cities that have done this note it requires staff time 
with expertise in licensing and inspecting cultivation sites.  
 
Mayor Muckle stated he supports increasing the store size. He does not support 
allowing grow operations mostly because we don’t have a problem filling our industrial 
park and businesses there are a focused cluster of certain kinds of businesses such as 
aerospace and food production. This use may not mix well with those businesses. 
 
Councilmember Maloney stated he would like to see the City regulate marijuana and 
liquor as similarly as possible. 
 
Councilmember Keany stated he would support allowing everything except cultivation 
including production, testing, research and development, and retail. He supports not 
allowing it in the downtown area and leaving the hours as they are currently set. He is 
also supportive of increasing the square footage of a store up to 5000 sf.  
 
Mayor Muckle agreed with Councilmember Keany. He added it seems we may be 
looking to solve a problem that doesn’t exist. He stated we many not necessarily want to 
change the rules now when the Federal Government may be getting stricter on this. 
 
Mayor Muckle asked if everyone supported the increase to 5000 sf; everyone in 
support. 
 
Mayor Muckle asked if everyone supported adding the all of the additional license types 
except cultivation. Members were in support of all the license types except cultivation. 
On cultivation, Council would like more information. 
 
Mayor Pro Tem Lipton suggested reevaluating the distance requirements and the limit 
on the number of retail stores. He supported continuing the ban in downtown as it is 
surrounded by residential. He would like to continue the discussion on changing the 
hours. 
 
Councilmember Leh stated he thinks the existing ¼ mile distance regulations have 
worked well and don’t need to be changed. He supports the downtown ban. He would 
like information on the other options. 
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Councilmember Loo supported adjusting the hours to midnight.  
 
Mayor Pro Tem Lipton stated he too would like to see marijuana regulated more like 
alcohol. He suggested the distances should be more like alcohol which is 500 feet.  
 
Members directed staff to get more on allowing cultivation. 
 
Members would like to see maps showing how many more locations would be available 
for marijuana uses if the distance requirements were reduced to 500 or 1000 feet. 
 
Staff will bring back more information for Council to review before bringing new 
regulations for consideration. 
 

DISCUSSION/DIRECTION – CITY COUNCIL USE OF STUDY SESSIONS VERSUS 
REGULAR OR SPECIAL MEETINGS 

 
Members discussed the changing of study sessions to special meetings or regular 
meetings as study sessions don’t allow Council the chance to give staff direction. 
 
Mayor Muckle stated he does not support making everything a regular meeting as that 
would affect how members’ absences are calculated. He stated the current system 
works and we can put more effort into reviewing what topics are put on study sessions. 
 
City Manager Balser stated staff will look closely at the advanced agenda to make sure 
items are scheduled appropriately and give enough time for a special meeting to be 
scheduled if needed. 
 
Mayor Pro Tem Lipton stated he has felt study sessions to be inefficient as Council 
cannot give direction and then items are scheduled again for an additional meeting to 
give direction. He prefers more special meetings to have good discussion and fewer 
study session. Councilmember Maloney agreed. 
 
Councilmember Leh stated residents may miss something important to them if the 
Council schedules more special meetings outside of the regular schedule. 
 
John Leary, 1116 LaFarge Avenue, stated it is important to understand decisions 
cannot be made in study sessions. He stated a meeting is a meeting and all should be 
televised. 
 
Members decided to continue to schedule special meetings as needed, but not change 
all study sessions to special meetings. 
 

ADJOURN 
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
AGENDA ITEM 8E 

SUBJECT: DISCUSSION/DIRECTION – POSSIBLE UPDATES TO 
MARIJUANA REGULATIONS 

 
DATE:  APRIL 17, 2018 
 
PRESENTED BY: MEREDYTH MUTH, CITY CLERK 
   ROB ZUCCARO, DIRECTOR OF PLANNING & BUILDING SAFETY 
 
 
SUMMARY: 
As a part of the 2017 Work Plan City Council asked staff to evaluate if there was a need 
for changes or updates to the City’s current marijuana regulations. 
 
Current Regulations: 
 

The City currently allows for four types of marijuana licenses, each of these licenses 
requires City and State approval. All local licenses must be approved by the Local 
Licensing Authority. 

 Retail Marijuana Store License 
 Retail Marijuana Testing Facility License 
 Medical Marijuana Center License 
 Medical Marijuana-Infused Products Manufacturing License 

 
Other regulations include: 

 A marijuana business may not be locate within 1,320 feet of: a public or 
private preschool, elementary, middle, junior high, or high school; a public 
playground or outdoor pool; an outdoor education facility serving children; an 
alcohol or drug treatment facility; the principal campus of a college, 
university, or seminary; or a residential child care facility; 

 May not be in residential, agriculture, office, mixed use, or commercial-
neighborhood zoned districts 

 May not be in downtown 
 A medical center limited to 1800 square feet 
 A retail store limited to 2000 square feet 
 A shared retail/medical store limited to 3800 square feet 
 Hours of operation limited to 8 am – 10 pm 
 Limitations on the language and design of signage 
 No on-site consumption 
 Limit of four retail stores allowed in the City 

 
The City currently has two stores. One is a retail only store and one store is a 
combined retail and medical facility. From a City regulatory perspective, both have 
complied with all of the regulations; they follow the licensing rules, pay their sales 
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tax, and the Police Department has not had problems with the stores or their 
clientele. 
 
Due to privacy rules, the City is not allowed to report the amount of sales tax the 
stores bring in. 

 
Council discussed possible changes at the February 27 City Council meeting and 
directed staff on the following items: 
 

Things not to change in the regulations: 
 Keep the ban on marijuana sales downtown. 

 
Things to change in the regulations: 

 Allow stores to be up to 5000 sq ft 
 Allow production and testing for both retail and medical 
 Remove the limit of four retail stores in town 

 
Items about which Council would like further discussion: 

 Cultivation – what have other Cities experienced with cultivation? 
 Distance Options for Retail Sales – look at revising the distance requirements 

to either 500 feet or 1000 feet or possibly aligning this with liquor regulations. 
 Retail Hours 

 
Cultivation 
 
Attachment number three gives some information on the experiences of some 
surrounding municipalities with cultivation. Between Boulder, Boulder County and 
Lafayette there are currently 89 grow operations in Boulder County. In general, security 
and odor have not been major problems, but each jurisdiction has had some minor 
issues. 
 
If Council would like to allow cultivation it will need to determine in what zone districts it 
would be allowed. Most cities that allow cultivation allow it only in industrial zoned 
areas. If Louisville followed that model it that would limit cultivation to the Colorado Tech 
Center and a few other areas in town zoned industrial. (Link to City zoning map.) In 
addition to zoning, the Council would need to determine if it would also like to have a 
buffer from any other uses (schools, daycares, etc.) similar to what is done with retail 
marijuana; which would reduce the areas available for this use depending on how the 
buffer areas are defined. 
 
Staff reached out to the Fire District to see if they have any concerns about grow 
operations. Chief Willson and Fire Marshal Mestas stated that as long as such 
operations meet all of the current building and fire codes they would not have any 
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specific concerns. It would require some additional work from Fire staff as annual 
inspections are required, but that can be done by current staff. Chief Willson noted this 
specific business can cause different kinds of hazards, but as long as they are aware of 
the hazard and the location, the Fire District is ok with this use. 
 
Chief Hayes suggested grow operations be required to have either on-site security, an 
alarm system, or both and also be required to have secure/locking trash cans. 
 
Distances 
 
On February 27 the Council discussed possibly changing the buffer required between 
retail marijuana stores and certain other uses. Currently a retail or medical marijuana 
business may not be located within 1,320 feet (1/4 mile) of: a public or private 
preschool, elementary, middle, junior high, or high school; a public playground or 
outdoor pool; an outdoor education facility serving children; an alcohol or drug treatment 
facility; the principal campus of a college, university, or seminary; or a residential child 
care facility. Council discussed possibly changing the buffer to 1000 feet or 500 feet. 
 
If the Council would like to regulate marijuana the same as alcohol, the buffer would be 
set at 500 feet from any school of 1st grade or higher, rather than the more extensive 
list of uses currently in the Code. In addition, there would be a requirement that stores 
be at least 1500 feet from one another. 
 
Staff has provided six maps that show the following buffer options: 

 500-foot Buffer from Restricted Properties in Current Code 
 500-foot Buffer from First Grade and Older 
 1000-foot Buffer from Restricted Properties in Current Code 
 1000-foot Buffer from First Grade and Older 
 ¼ mile Buffer from Restricted Properties in Current Code 
 ¼ mile Buffer from First Grade and Older 

 
Hours 
The City currently allows retail marijuana stores to be open for business only between 
the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. Boulder, Lafayette, and Boulder County have the 
same regulations. Those times could be extended if Council is interested in doing so. 
 
Other questions that may want to be discussed: 
 
One item that was not discussed in February was if Council would like to amend the 
code to align zoning requirements for retail and medical sales. You can see from the 
maps that the areas eligible for medical sales (CB Zone District only) do not align with 
those available for retail sales (CB, CC, CC-Mu, and P-C Zone Districts). 
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FISCAL IMPACT: 
Dependent on direction. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
Discussion/direction. Once Council determines what changes it would like to see in the 
regulations, staff will bring back an ordinance for consideration. 
 
ATTACHMENT(S): 

1. Current Medical Regulations  
2. Current Retail Regulations 
3. Cultivation Comparison Chart 
4. Maps for Retail/Medical Sales 

a. 500-foot Buffer from Restricted Properties in Current Code 
b. 500-foot Buffer from First Grade and Older 
c. 1000-foot Buffer from Restricted Properties in Current Code 
d. 1000-foot Buffer from First Grade and Older 
e. ¼ mile Buffer from Restricted Properties in Current Code 
f. ¼ mile Buffer from First Grade and Older 

5. Regulation Comparison Chart with Other Jurisdictions 
6. Regulation Comparison Chart with Liquor Regulations 
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Chapter 5.10 - MEDICAL MARIJUANA

Sec. 5.10.010. - Purpose.

The provisions of this chapter are intended to implement the provisions of Article XVIII, Section 14 of the

Colorado Constitution and protect the rights of patients and their primary caregivers while also

protecting the health, safety, and welfare of the public and curtailing the unlawful possession, use,

distribution, or transportation of marijuana for unlawful purposes by:

Requiring that medical marijuana businesses be operated in a manner that minimizes potential

health and safety risks and mitigates the negative impacts that a medical marijuana business might

have on surrounding properties and persons;

Regulating the conduct of persons owning, operating and using medical marijuana businesses in

order to protect the public health, safety and welfare; and

Regulating the location and operation of medical marijuana businesses.

By adoption of this chapter, the city council does not intend to authorize or make legal any act that is not

permitted under federal or state law.

(Ord. No. 1590-2011, § 1, 3-15-2011)

Sec. 5.10.020. - De nitions.

As used in this chapter, the following words or phrases shall have the following meanings:

Amendment 20 means that certain voter initiated amendment to the Colorado Constitution adopted November 7,

2000, which added Section 14 of Article XVIII to the Colorado Constitution.

Applicant means any person or entity who has submitted an application for a license or renewal of a license issued

pursuant to this chapter. If the applicant is an entity and not a natural person, applicant shall include all persons who

are the members, managers, o cers and directors of such entity.

Cultivation means the process by which a person grows a marijuana plant.

Dwelling unit shall mean one or more rooms and a single kitchen and at least one bathroom, designed, occupied or

intended for occupancy as separate quarters for the exclusive use of a single family for living, cooking and sanitary

purposes, located in a single-family, two-family or multi-family dwelling or mixed-use building.

Financial interest means an ownership interest, a creditor interest, or a directorship or o cership.

Good cause for purposes of denying, refusing to renew, suspending or revoking a license, means:

The licensee or applicant has violated, does not meet, or has failed to comply with any of the terms,

conditions, or provisions of this chapter, any rules promulgated pursuant to this chapter, or any

supplemental state or local law, rules, or regulations;

The licensee or applicant has failed to comply with any special terms or conditions that were placed

on its license pursuant to an order of the state or local licensing authority; or

The licensed premises have been operated in a manner that adversely a ects the public health or

welfare or the safety of the immediate neighborhood in which the licensed premises is located.

[1]Chapter 5.10 - MEDICAL MARIJUANA[
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Evidence to support such a nding can include, without limitation, a continuing pattern of disorderly

conduct, a continuing pattern of drug related criminal conduct within the licensed premises or

proposed licensed premises or in the immediate area surrounding such premises, a continuing

pattern of criminal conduct directly related to or arising from the operation of the medical

marijuana center or medical marijuana-infused products manufacturer, or an ongoing nuisance

condition emanating from or caused by the medical marijuana center or medical marijuana-infused

products manufacturer.

Leasable square feet means the total oor area of building designed for tenant occupancy and exclusive use,

including any basements, mezzanines, upper oors, or storage areas.

License means a document issued by the city o cially authorizing an applicant to operate a medical marijuana

business pursuant to this chapter.

Licensee means the person to whom a license has been issued pursuant to this chapter.

Licensed premises means that portion of a property, building, or other structure which is owned or in possession of

the licensee and which is used for the purpose of storing, processing, displaying for sale, selling or otherwise

distributing medical marijuana or other products by a licensee.

Local licensing authority means the City of Louisville local licensing authority.

Location means a particular parcel of land that may be identi ed by an address or other descriptive means.

Medical marijuana means marijuana that is grown and sold pursuant to the provisions of this chapter and for a

purpose authorized by Section 14 of Article XVIII of the Colorado State Constitution.

Medical marijuana business shall mean any person acting alone or in concert with another person, whether for

pro t or not for pro t, who cultivates, grows, harvests, processes, packages, transports, displays, sells, dispenses or

otherwise distributes the stalks, stems, roots, seeds, leaves, buds or owers of the plant (genus) cannabis, or any

mixture or preparation thereof, for medical use as authorized by Article XVIII, Section 14 of the Colorado Constitution.

Medical marijuana center means a person licensed pursuant to this chapter to operate a business as described in

C.R.S. § 12-43.3-402 and this chapter that sells medical marijuana to registered patients or primary caregivers, but is not

a primary caregiver.

Medical marijuana delivery business means a medical marijuana business that delivers medical marijuana to a

patient or primary caregiver at a location other than a licensed premises.

Medical marijuana-infused products manufacturer means a person licensed pursuant to this chapter to operate a

business as described in C.R.S. § 12-43.3-404 and this chapter.

Medical marijuana paraphernalia or paraphernalia means devices, contrivances, instruments and paraphernalia for

inhaling or otherwise consuming medical marijuana, including, but not limited to, rolling papers, related tools, water

pipes and vaporizers.

Minor patient means a patient less than 18 years of age.

Patient means a person who has a debilitating medical condition as de ned in Amendment 20.



2/9/2018 Louisville, CO Code of Ordinances

3/17

B.

A.

1.

2.

A.

B.

Person means a natural person, partnership, association, company, corporation, limited liability company, or

organization, or a manager, agent, owner, director, servant, o cer, or employee thereof.

Premises means the legal parcel of property upon which a medical marijuana center or medical marijuana-infused

product manufacturer is located.

Primary caregiver means a natural person, other than the patient and the patient's physician, who is 18 years of age

or older and has signi cant responsibility for managing the well-being of a patient who has a debilitating medical

condition.

Registry identi cation card means that document, issued by the state, which identi es a patient authorized to

engage in the medical use of marijuana and such patient's primary caregiver, if any has been designated.

State licensing authority means the authority created for the purpose of regulating and controlling the licensing of

the cultivation, manufacture, distribution, and sale of medical marijuana in this state, pursuant to C.R.S. § 12-43.3-201.

In addition to the de nitions provided in subsection A. of this section, other terms used in this chapter

shall have the meaning ascribed to them in Amendment 20, C.R.S. § 12-43.3-101 et seq., C.R.S. § 25-1.5-

106, and the rules and regulations promulgated by the state licensing authority, and such de nitions are

hereby incorporated into this chapter by this reference.

(Ord. No. 1590-2011, § 1, 3-15-2011)

Sec. 5.10.030. - Classes of medical marijuana licenses.

The local licensing authority may issue only the following medical marijuana licenses upon payment of

the fee and compliance with all local licensing requirements, as determined by the local licensing

authority:

A medical marijuana center license. A medical marijuana center license shall be issued only to a

person selling medical marijuana pursuant to the terms and conditions of this chapter and C.R.S. §

12-43.3-402 to registered patients or primary caregivers, but is not a primary caregiver.

A medical marijuana-infused products manufacturing license. A medical marijuana-infused

products manufacturing license may be issued to a person who manufactures medical marijuana-

infused products, pursuant to the terms and conditions of this chapter and C.R.S. § 12-43.3-404.

(Ord. No. 1590-2011, § 1, 3-15-2011)

Sec. 5.10.040. - Authorization of the local licensing authority.

The City of Louisville's existing local licensing authority, previously established pursuant to Chapter 5.08

of this Code, shall have and exercise all the powers expressly granted and necessarily implied to regulate

the licensing of medical marijuana businesses in the City of Louisville, including without limitation all such

powers set forth in this Code and C.R.S. § 12-43.3-101 et seq. as from time to time amended.

The local licensing authority may, consistent with the Code and applicable provisions of state law, grant,

approve, renew, or refuse licenses under this chapter; conduct investigations as are required by law or as

are appropriate to the administration of this chapter; suspend or revoke licenses; and levy penalties,

sanctions and other conditions against licensees in the manner provided by law.
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The local licensing authority shall have the authority to promulgate rules and regulations for its administrat

licensing requirements of this chapter, and shall have the power to issue subpoenas as provided in section 5

this Code and C.R.S. § 12-43.3-101 et seq. as from time to time amended.

(Ord. No. 1590-2011, § 1, 3-15-2011)

Sec. 5.10.050. - License requirements; exemptions.

Except as provided in subsection B. of this section, it shall be unlawful for any person to establish or

operate a medical marijuana business in the city without rst having obtained a license for such business

from the local licensing authority. Such license shall be kept current at all times, and the failure to

maintain a current license shall constitute a violation of this section.

Primary caregivers who cultivate, possess or dispense medical marijuana to no more than ve patients,

and patients who cultivate or possess medical marijuana for their own medical use, are not considered

medical marijuana businesses and are exempt from the licensing requirements of this chapter, but shall

be subject to the following limitations:

All such cultivation shall be conducted entirely within a building or other fully enclosed structure.

Not more than 12 marijuana plants may be cultivated or kept at the same parcel of property, of

which no more than six plants may be mature.

In no event shall a patient or primary caregiver keep, cultivate, grow or process more medical

marijuana than such person is entitled to possess under Article XVIII, Section 14 of the Colorado

Constitution and other applicable state laws and regulations.

Notwithstanding the above, the ve patient limit shall not apply to primary caregivers who have been

authorized by the state health agency to serve additional patients in exceptional circumstances in

accordance with C.R.S. § 25-1.5-106(8).

(Ord. No. 1590-2011, § 1, 3-15-2011)

Sec. 5.10.060. - Application and fee.

A person seeking a license or renewal of a license issued pursuant to this chapter shall submit an

application to the local licensing authority on forms provided by the city. At the time of application for a

new license, the applicant shall pay a nonrefundable application fee in the amount as established by

resolution of the city council to defray the costs incurred by the city for processing the application. A fee

in the amount established by resolution of the city council may be charged for the costs of each

ngerprint analysis and background investigation undertaken to qualify new applicants, managers,

employees, and other persons required to be quali ed pursuant to this chapter. In addition, the

applicant shall provide one of the following forms of identi cation:

An identi cation card issued in accordance with C.R.S. § 42-2-302;

A valid state driver's license;

A valid driver's license containing a picture issued by another state;

A military identi cation card; or

A valid passport.

The applicant shall also provide the following information on a form approved by, or acceptable to, the
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city, which information shall be required for the applicant, the proposed manager and employees of the

medical marijuana business, and all persons having any nancial interest in the medical marijuana

business that is the subject of the application:

Name, address, date of birth;

A complete set of ngerprints;

An acknowledgement and consent that the city will conduct a background investigation, including a

criminal history check, and that the city will be entitled to full and complete disclosure of all nancial

records of the medical marijuana business, including records of or relating to deposits, withdrawals,

balances and loans;

If the applicant is a business entity, information regarding the entity, including, without limitation,

the name and address of the entity, its legal status, a copy of its articles of incorporation or

organization or other ling required for organization, copies of any ownership agreements,

operating agreement, and bylaws, and proof of registration with, or a certi cate of good standing

from, the Colorado Secretary of State;

The name and complete address of the proposed medical marijuana business;

If the applicant is not the owner of the proposed licensed premises, a notarized statement from the

owner of such property authorizing the use of the property for a medical marijuana center or

medical marijuana-infused products manufacturer;

A copy of any deed re ecting the ownership of, or lease re ecting the right to possess, the

proposed licensed premises;

Evidence of a valid sales tax license for the business;

If the medical marijuana center will be providing medical marijuana in edible form, evidence of any

food establishment license or permit that may be required by the state;

A "to scale" diagram of the premises, showing, without limitation, a site plan, building layout, all

entry ways and exits to the medical marijuana business, loading zones and all areas in which

medical marijuana will be stored, processed or dispensed;

A comprehensive business plan for the medical marijuana business which shall contain, without

limitation, the following:

A security plan meeting the requirements of section 5.10.160 of this chapter;

A description of all products to be sold;

A signage plan that is in compliance with all applicable requirements of section 5.10.150 of this

chapter, this Code and the commercial development design standards and guidelines; and

A plan for the disposal of medical marijuana and related byproducts to ensure that such

disposal is in compliance with all applicable federal, state and local laws or regulations; and

Any additional information that the local licensing authority reasonably determines to be necessary

in connection with the investigation and review of the application.

A license issued pursuant to this chapter does not eliminate the need for the licensee to obtain other

required permits or licenses related to the operation of the medical marijuana center or medical

marijuana-infused products manufacturer operation, including, without limitation, any State of Colorado

license or any sales tax license, business registration, development approvals or building permits

required by this Code.
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Upon receipt of a completed application, the secretary of the local licensing authority shall circulate the app

all a ected service areas and departments of the city to determine whether the application is in full complia

applicable laws, rules and regulations.

The planning and building safety department shall, prior to issuance of the license, perform an inspection

of the proposed premises to determine compliance with any applicable requirements of this chapter or

other provisions of this Code.

Upon receipt of a complete application, the local licensing authority shall schedule a public hearing upon

the application to be held and conducted in accordance with applicable provisions of C.R.S. §§ 12-43.3-

302 and 12-43.3-303. The local licensing authority has the authority to deny a license for good cause.

The local licensing authority shall have the authority to deny any application that does not meet the

requirements of this chapter. The local licensing authority shall also have the authority to deny any

application that contains any false, misleading or incomplete information. Denial of an application for a

license shall not be subject to administrative review but only to review by a court of competent

jurisdiction.

After approval of an application, a local license shall not be issued until the building in which the business

is to be conducted is ready for occupancy with such furniture, xtures, and equipment in place as are

necessary to comply with this chapter and any applicable provisions of this Code or state law or

regulation and until the planning and building safety department has performed the inspection required

by C.R.S. § 12-43.3-303(4).

(Ord. No. 1590-2011, § 1, 3-15-2011; Ord. No. 1594-2011, § 6, 6-7-2011)

Sec. 5.10.070. - Location criteria.

No medical marijuana center or medical marijuana-infused product manufacturer shall, at the time it is

established and rst licensed by the city, be located within 1,320 feet of another medical marijuana

center or medical marijuana infused product manufacturer.

No medical marijuana center or medical marijuana-infused product manufacturer shall, at the time it is

established and rst licensed by the city, be located:

Within 1,320 feet of: a public or private preschool, elementary, middle, junior high, or high school; a

public playground or outdoor pool; an outdoor education facility serving children; an alcohol or

drug treatment facility; the principal campus of a college, university, or seminary; or a residential

child care facility;

Upon any city property;

In a dwelling unit or any residentially zoned districts; or

Within the agricultural (A), open space (OS) administrative o ce (AO), business o ce (BO),

administrative o ce transitional (AO-T), industrial (I), planned community zone district (PCZD),

mixed use (MU-R), commercial neighborhood (CN), or commercial community (CC) zone districts.

No licensed premises for a medical marijuana center or medical marijuana-infused product

manufacturer shall, at the time it is established and rst licensed by the city, be located in a physical

space exceeding 1,800 square feet of leasable oor space, nor shall such licensed premises ever exceed

1,800 square feet of leasable oor space.

No medical marijuana center or medical marijuana-infused product manufacturer shall operate as an
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outdoor or transient retailer, vendor or peddler.

The distances described in subsections A, B and C of this section shall be computed by direct

measurement in a straight line from the nearest property line of the land used for the purposes stated in

subsections A, B and C of this section to the nearest portion of the building or unit in which the medical

marijuana center or medical marijuana-infused product manufacturer is located.

(Ord. No. 1590-2011, § 1, 3-15-2011)

Sec. 5.10.080. - Persons prohibited as licensees.

A license shall not be issued to or held by any person contrary to C.R.S. § 12-43.3-307 and the rules and

regulations promulgated by the State of Colorado.

No license provided by this chapter shall be issued to, held by, or renewed by any of the following:

A person until the annual fee therefor has been paid;

A person whose criminal history indicates that he or she is not of good moral character;

A corporation, if the criminal history of any of its o cers, directors, or stockholders indicates that

the o cer, director, or stockholder is not of good moral character;

A partnership, association, limited liability company, or other entity, if the criminal history of any of

its managers or o cers or person having any nancial interest in such entity indicates he or she is

not of good moral character;

A licensed physician making patient recommendations;

A person employing, assisted by, or nanced in whole or in part by any other person whose criminal

history indicates he or she is not of good moral character and reputation satisfactory to the

respective licensing authority;

A person under 21 years of age;

A person licensed pursuant to this chapter who, during a period of licensure, or who, at the time of

application, has failed to:

Provide a surety bond or le any tax return with a taxing agency;

Pay any taxes, interest, or penalties due;

Pay any judgments due to a government agency;

Stay out of default on a government-issued student loan;

Pay child support; or

Remedy an outstanding delinquency for taxes owed, an outstanding delinquency for

judgments owed to a government agency, or an outstanding delinquency for child support.

A person who has discharged a sentence in the ve years immediately preceding the application

date for a conviction of a felony or a person who at any time has been convicted of a felony

pursuant to any state or federal law regarding the possession, distribution, or use of a controlled

substance;

A person who employs another person at a medical marijuana business who has not passed a

criminal history record check;

A sheri , deputy sheri , police o cer, or prosecuting o cer, or an o cer or employee of the state

licensing authority or a local licensing authority;
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A person whose authority to be a primary caregiver has been revoked by the state health agency;

A person for a license for a location that is currently licensed as a retail food establishment or

wholesale food registrant; or

A person who has not been a resident of Colorado for at least two years prior to the date of the

person's application; except that, for a person who submits an application for licensure pursuant to

this chapter by May 1, 2011, this requirement shall not apply to that person if the person was a

resident of the State of Colorado on December 15, 2009.

In investigating the quali cations of an applicant or a licensee, the local licensing authority may have

access to criminal history record information furnished by a criminal justice agency subject to any

restrictions imposed by such agency. In the event the local licensing authority considers the applicant's

criminal history record, the local licensing authority shall also consider any information provided by the

applicant regarding such criminal history record, including but not limited to evidence of rehabilitation,

character references, and educational achievements, especially those items pertaining to the period of

time between the applicant's last criminal conviction and the consideration of the application for a local

license.

As used in subsection C of this section, "criminal justice agency" means any federal, state, or municipal

court or any governmental agency or subunit of such agency that administers criminal justice pursuant to

a statute or executive order and that allocates a substantial part of its annual budget to the

administration of criminal justice.

At the time of ling an application with the local licensing authority for issuance or renewal of a medical

marijuana center license or medical marijuana-infused product manufacturer license, the applicant shall

submit a set of his or her ngerprints and le personal history information concerning the applicant's

quali cations for a license on forms prepared by the local licensing authority. The local licensing

authority shall submit the ngerprints to the Colorado bureau of investigation for the purpose of

conducting ngerprint-based criminal history record checks. The Colorado bureau of investigation shall

forward the ngerprints to the federal bureau of investigation for the purpose of conducting ngerprint-

based criminal history record checks. The local licensing authority may acquire a name-based criminal

history record check for an applicant or a licensee who has twice submitted to a ngerprint-based

criminal history record check and whose ngerprints are unclassi able. An applicant who has previously

submitted ngerprints for local licensing purposes may request that the ngerprints on le be used. The

local licensing authority shall use the information resulting from the ngerprint-based criminal history

record check to investigate and determine whether an applicant is quali ed to hold a local license

pursuant to this chapter. The local licensing authority may verify any of the information an applicant is

required to submit.

(Ord. No. 1590-2011, § 1, 3-15-2011)

Sec. 5.10.090. - Duration of license; renewal.

Upon issuance of a license, the city shall provide the licensee with one original of such license for each

medical marijuana center or medical marijuana-infused product manufacturer to be operated by the

licensee in the city. Each such copy shall show the name and address of the licensee, the type of facility

or business for which it is issued, and the address of the facility at which it is to be displayed.

Each license issued pursuant to this chapter shall be valid for one year from the date of issuance and
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may be renewed only as provided in this chapter. All renewals of a license shall be for no more than one

year. An application for the renewal of an existing license shall be made to the local licensing authority

not more than 60 days and not less than 45 days prior to the date of expiration of the license. No

application for renewal shall be accepted by the local licensing authority prior to or after such date

except as provided is subsection C of this section. The timely ling of a renewal application shall extend

the current license until a decision is made on the renewal.

Notwithstanding subsection B, a licensee whose license has been expired for not more than 90 days may

le a late renewal application upon the payment of a nonrefundable late application fee at the time the

renewal application is submitted in the amount as established by resolution of the city council. A licensee

who les a late renewal application and pays the requisite fee may continue to operate until a decision is

made on the renewal.

(Ord. No. 1590-2011, § 1, 3-15-2011; Ord. No. 1594-2011, § 7, 6-7-2011)

Sec. 5.10.100. - Annual license fee.

Upon and as a condition of issuance of a license or any renewal of a license, the licensee shall pay to the city an

annual license fee in an amount as established by resolution of the city council. The annual license fee may be refunded

if the application is denied.

(Ord. No. 1590-2011, § 1, 3-15-2011; Ord. No. 1594-2011, § 8, 6-7-2011)

Sec. 5.10.110. - Use and display of license.

A license shall not be transferable to another person except as provided in section 5.10.130.C.

Each license shall be limited to use at the premises speci ed in the application for such license. A licensee

may move its permanent location to another place in the city upon application to and approval by the

local licensing authority. In determining whether to permit a change in location, the local licensing

authority shall consider all reasonable restrictions that are or may be placed upon the new location by

the local licensing authority, and any such change in location shall be in accordance with all requirements

of this Chapter 5.10 (including, but not limited to, the location criteria set forth in section 5.10.070), C.R.S.

§ 12-43.4-101, et seq., and any related rules and regulations, as from time to time amended.

Each license shall be continuously posted in a conspicuous location at the licensed premised of the

medical marijuana center or medical marijuana-infused product manufacturer.

Any person delivering medical marijuana in the city on behalf of a medical marijuana business shall have

in his or her possession a true and accurate copy of the license held by said business and shall, upon

request by any police o cer of the city or by any other duly authorized law enforcement o cer, produce

the same for inspection.

(Ord. No. 1590-2011, § 1, 3-15-2011; Ord. No. 1642-2013, § 1, 9-3-2013)

Sec. 5.10.120. - Management of licensed premises.

Licensees who are natural persons shall either manage the licensed premises themselves or employ a separate and

distinct manager on the premises and report the name of such manager to the local licensing authority. Licensees that

are entities shall employ a manager on the premises and report the name of the manager to the local licensing
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authority. All managers must be natural persons who are at least 21 years of age. No manager shall be a person having

a criminal history contrary to the requirements described in section 5.10.080 of this chapter.

(Ord. No. 1590-2011, § 1, 3-15-2011)

Sec. 5.10.130. - Change in manager, employee; change in nancial interest; modi cation of premises.

Each licensee shall report any change in managers or employees to the local licensing authority within 30

days after the change. Such report shall include all information required for managers and employees

under section 5.10.060 of this chapter. A fee for the costs of each ngerprint analysis and background

investigation undertaken to qualify new managers and employees may be charged.

Each licensee shall report in writing to the local licensing authority any transfer or change of nancial

interest in the license holder or in the medical marijuana business that is the subject of the license.

Except as set forth in subsection C. of this section, such report must be led with the local licensing

authority within 30 days after any such transfer or change. A report shall be required for any transfer of

the capital stock of any corporation regardless of size. No person having or acquiring a nancial interest

in the medical marijuana business that is the subject of a license shall be a person having a criminal

history contrary to the requirements described in section 5.10.080 of this chapter. A fee for the costs of

each ngerprint analysis and background investigation undertaken pursuant to this chapter may be

charged.

For a transfer of ownership, the license holder shall apply to the local licensing authority. In determining

whether to permit a transfer of ownership, the local licensing authority shall consider only the suitability

of the applicant pursuant to this Chapter 5.10, C.R.S. § 12-43.4-101, et seq., and any related rules and

regulations, as from time to time amended. The local licensing authority may hold a hearing on the

transfer application; provided the local licensing authority shall not hold a hearing until notice has been

posted and provided to the applicant in accordance with the requirements of C.R.S. § 12-43.3-309.

After a license is issued, the licensee shall make no physical change which materially or substantially

alters the licensed premises or the usage of the licensed premises from the plans and speci cations

submitted at the time of obtaining the original license without the prior written consent of the local

licensing authority. For purposes of this subsection, physical changes, alterations or modi cations of the

licensed premises, or in the usage of the premises requiring prior written consent shall be as speci ed in

the rules and regulations promulgated by the state licensing authority. Each application for modi cation

of premises shall be accompanied by an application fee in the amount as established by resolution of the

city council.

(Ord. No. 1590-2011, § 1, 3-15-2011; Ord. No. 1594-2011, § 9, 6-7-2011; Ord. No. 1642-2013, § 2, 9-3-2013)

Sec. 5.10.140. - Hours of operation.

Medical marijuana centers may be open for business only between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m.

(Ord. No. 1590-2011, § 1, 3-15-2011; Ord. No. 1718-2016, § 1, 5-3-2016)

Sec. 5.10.150. - Signage and advertising.
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All signage and advertising for any medical marijuana center or medical marijuana-infused products manufacturer

shall comply with all applicable provisions of this chapter, title 17 of this Code, and the city's commercial development

design standards and guidelines. In addition, no signage or advertising shall use the word "marijuana" or "cannabis," or

any other word, phrase or symbol commonly understood to refer to marijuana unless such word, phrase or symbol is

immediately preceded by the word "medical" in type and font that is at least as readily discernible as all other words,

phrases or symbols, and no signage visible outside of the premises shall use any word or phrase other than "medical

marijuana" to refer to marijuana. Such signage and advertising must clearly indicate that the products and services are

o ered only for medical marijuana patients and primary caregivers.

(Ord. No. 1590-2011, § 1, 3-15-2011)

Sec. 5.10.160. - Security requirements.

Security requirements for any premises licensed pursuant to this chapter, shall include, at a minimum, lighting,

physical security, video, alarm requirements, and other minimum procedures for internal control as deemed necessary

by the local licensing authority to properly administer and enforce the provisions of this chapter.

Security measures at all medical marijuana centers and medical marijuana-infused product manufacturers shall be

consistent with all requirements imposed by the state licensing authority and its rules and regulations as authorized by

C.R.S. § 12-43.3-101 et seq. The local licensing authority shall have the authority to impose additional security

requirements upon a licensee as part of any order or stipulation issued in connection with a proceeding for suspension

or revocation of a license.

(Ord. No. 1590-2011, § 1, 3-15-2011)

Sec. 5.10.170. - Required notices.

There shall be posted in a conspicuous location in each medical marijuana center and medical marijuana-

infused product manufacturer a legible sign containing warnings that:

The possession, use or distribution of marijuana is a violation of federal law;

The possession, use or distribution of marijuana for nonmedical purposes is a violation of state law;

It is illegal under state law to drive a motor vehicle or to operate machinery when under the

in uence of, or impaired by, marijuana; and

No one under the age of 18 years is permitted on the premises except minor patients accompanied

by a parent or legal guardian in possession of a state registry card for such minor patient.

(Ord. No. 1590-2011, § 1, 3-15-2011)

Sec. 5.10.180. - Cultivation and growing by licensees.

The cultivation and growing of marijuana plants is prohibited within the City of Louisville, except as permitted under

subsection 5.10.050.B of this chapter.

(Ord. No. 1590-2011, § 1, 3-15-2011)

Sec. 5.10.190. - Sale of edible products.
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Medical marijuana centers may not be co-located with facilities used to prepare, produce or assemble

food, whether for medical or nonmedical purposes.

Any food products sold by a medical marijuana center shall either be inspected by an agency of the

Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment or, if no such inspection has occurred, shall

contain a label indicating the lack of any such inspection.

(Ord. No. 1590-2011, § 1, 3-15-2011)

Sec. 5.10.200. - Labeling.

All marijuana sold or otherwise distributed by the licensee shall be packaged and labeled in a manner that advises

the purchaser that the marijuana is intended for use solely by the patient to whom it is sold and that any resale or

redistribution of the marijuana to any person other than a patient or primary caregiver is a criminal violation.

(Ord. No. 1590-2011, § 1, 3-15-2011)

Sec. 5.10.210. - On-site consumption of medical marijuana.

The consumption, ingestion or inhalation of medical marijuana on or within the licensed premises of a medical

marijuana center or medical marijuana-infused product manufacturer is prohibited.

(Ord. No. 1590-2011, § 1, 3-15-2011)

Sec. 5.10.220. - Prohibited acts.

It shall be unlawful for any licensee to:

Employ any person to manage a medical marijuana center or medical marijuana infused-product

manufacturer facility or to dispense medical marijuana who is not at least 21 years of age or who

has a criminal history contrary to the requirements described in section 5.10.080 of this chapter;

Sell, give, dispense or otherwise distribute medical marijuana to anyone other than a patient or

primary caregiver;

Sell, give, dispense or otherwise distribute to any patient or primary caregiver more than two

ounces of any usable form of medical marijuana within any seven-day period of time or in such

other quantities allowed pursuant to Amendment 20;

To maintain, sell, dispense or otherwise distribute mature medical marijuana plants at any medical

marijuana center;

Purchase or otherwise obtain from another licensed medical marijuana center in Colorado more

medical marijuana than permitted by state law or regulation;

Permit on the licensed premises any person other than:

The licensee, the licensee's manager, employees and nancial interest holders;

A patient in possession of a registry identi cation card or its functional equivalent under

Section 14(3)(d) of Amendment 20;

A minor patient accompanied by a parent or lawful guardian in possession of the minor

patient's registry identi cation card;
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A primary caregiver in possession of his or her patient's registry identi cation card or its function

Section 14(3)(d) of Amendment 20 and the patient's written designation of said person as the pat

caregiver, as submitted to the Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment;

A person whose physical presence and assistance are necessary to assist a patient;

A person who is actively engaged in the maintenance, repair or improvement of the licensed

premises or in the provision of accounting or other professional services directly related to the

conduct of the licensee's medical marijuana business;

Law enforcement o cers, inspectors and other o cials or employees of any federal, state or

local government or agency engaged in the lawful performance of their o cial duties;

Permit the sale or consumption of alcohol beverages on the licensed premises; or

Cultivate or permit the cultivation of medical marijuana on the licensed premises.

(Ord. No. 1590-2011, § 1, 3-15-2011)

Sec. 5.10.230. - Visibility of activities; control of emissions.

All activities of medical marijuana centers and medical marijuana infused product manufacturers,

including, without limitation, processing, displaying, selling and storage, shall be conducted indoors.

No medical marijuana or paraphernalia shall be displayed or kept in a center or infused product

manufacturer so as to be visible from outside the licensed premises.

Su cient measures and means of preventing smoke, odors, debris, dust, uids and other substances

from exiting a medical marijuana business must be provided at all times. In the event that any odors,

debris, dust, uids or other substances exit a medical marijuana center or infused product manufacturer,

the owner of the subject premises and the licensee shall be jointly and severally liable for such conditions

and shall be responsible for immediate, full clean-up and correction of such condition. The licensee shall

properly dispose of all such materials, items and other substances in a safe, sanitary and secure manner

and in accordance with all applicable federal, state and local laws and regulations.

(Ord. No. 1590-2011, § 1, 3-15-2011)

Sec. 5.10.240. - Disposal of marijuana byproducts.

The disposal of medical marijuana, byproducts and paraphernalia shall be done in accordance with plans and

procedures approved in advance by the local licensing authority.

(Ord. No. 1590-2011, § 1, 3-15-2011)

Sec. 5.10.250. - Deliveries of medical marijuana.

Deliveries of medical marijuana and paraphernalia by licensees operating a medical marijuana delivery business,

whether or not such business is conducted in conjunction with a city-licensed medical marijuana center or medical

marijuana-infused product manufacturer, shall be made only to patients and primary caregivers and only in the

amounts speci ed in subsection 5.10.220.A.3 of this chapter. All such deliveries shall be subject to the record keeping

requirements contained in section 5.10.270 of this chapter.

(Ord. No. 1590-2011, § 1, 3-15-2011)
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Sec. 5.10.260. - Sales and use tax.

Each licensee shall collect and remit city sales and use taxes on all medical marijuana, paraphernalia and other

tangible personal property sold, dispensed, or purchased at the medical marijuana center, in accordance with the

requirements of Chapter 3.20 of this Code.

(Ord. No. 1590-2011, § 1, 3-15-2011)

Sec. 5.10.270. - Required books and records.

Every licensee shall maintain an accurate and complete record of all medical marijuana purchased, sold

or dispensed by the medical marijuana business in any usable form. Such record shall include the

following:

The identity of the seller and purchaser involved in each transaction;

The total quantity of, and amount paid for, the medical marijuana; and

The date, time and location of each transaction.

Every patient or primary caregiver shall provide to the licensee, and the licensee shall record, the

following information for such books and records:

The patient or primary caregiver's name, date of birth, and current street address, including city,

state and zip code;

The form of identi cation that was presented by the patient or primary caregiver, which may

include any of the following, and the identifying number, if any, from such form:

An identi cation card issued in accordance with C.R.S. § 42-2-302,

A valid state driver's license;

A valid driver's license containing a picture issued by another state;

A military identi cation card;

A valid passport; or

An alien registration card.

A registry identi cation card or its functional equivalent under Section 14(3)(d) of Amendment 20

and, in the case of a primary caregiver, the date the primary caregiver was designated by the

patient for whom the medical marijuana was purchased.

Information provided to the licensee by a patient or primary caregiver under the provisions of this

section need not include any information regarding the patient's physician or medical condition.

All transactions shall be kept in a numerical register in the order in which they occur.

All records required to be kept under this chapter must be kept in the English language in a legible

manner and must be preserved and made available for inspection for a period of three years after the

date of the transaction. Information inspected by the city police department or other city departments

pursuant to this chapter shall be used for regulatory and law enforcement purposes only and shall not

be a matter of public record.

(Ord. No. 1590-2011, § 1, 3-15-2011)

Sec. 5.10.280. - Inspection of licensed premises.
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Each licensee shall keep a complete set of all records necessary to show fully the business transactions of

the licensee, all of which shall be open at all times during business hours for the inspection and

examination by the local licensing authority or its duly authorized representatives, and by the city police

department for the purposes of investigating and determining compliance with the provisions of this

chapter and any other applicable state and local laws or regulations. The local licensing authority may

require any licensee to furnish such information as it considers necessary for the proper administration

of this chapter and may require an audit to be made of the books of account and records on such

occasions as it may consider necessary by an auditor to be selected by the local licensing authority who

shall likewise have access to all books and records of the licensee, and the expense thereof shall be paid

by the licensee.

The licensed premises, including any places of storage where medical marijuana is stored, sold, or

dispensed, shall be subject to inspection by the local licensing authority or its duly authorized

representatives, and by the city police department, during all business hours and other times of apparent

activity, for the purpose of inspection or investigation. For examination of any inventory or books and

records required to be kept by the licensees, access shall be required during business hours. Where any

part of the licensed premises consists of a locked area, upon demand to the licensee, such area shall be

made available for inspection without delay, and, upon request by authorized representatives of the local

licensing authority or city, the licensee shall open the area for inspection.

Each licensee shall retain all books and records necessary to show fully the business transactions of the

licensee for a period of the current tax year and the three immediately prior tax years.

Nothing in this section or section 5.10.070 of this chapter shall require the disclosure of information

contrary to the provisions of federal or state law or Amendment 20 which are intended to protect the

privacy of patients.

(Ord. No. 1590-2011, § 1, 3-15-2011)

Sec. 5.10.290. - Non-renewal, suspension, or revocation of license.

The local licensing authority may, after notice and hearing, suspend, revoke or refuse to renew a license for good

cause. The local licensing authority is authorized to adopt rules and procedures governing the conduct of such hearings.

No portion of any application or license fees previously paid shall be refunded in the event of any suspension or

revocation of a license.

(Ord. No. 1590-2011, § 1, 3-15-2011)

Sec. 5.10.300. - Violations and penalties.

In addition to the possible denial, suspension, revocation or nonrenewal of a license under the provisions of this

chapter, any person, including, but not limited to, any licensee, manager or employee of a medical marijuana business,

or any customer of such business, who violates any of the provisions of this chapter, shall be guilty of a misdemeanor

punishable as provided in section 1.28.010 of this Code.

(Ord. No. 1590-2011, § 1, 3-15-2011)

Sec. 5.10.310. - No city liability; indemni cation.
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By accepting a license issued pursuant to this chapter, the licensee waives and releases the city, its

o cers, elected and appointed o cials, employees, attorneys, agents and authorized volunteers from

any liability for injuries, damages or liabilities of any kind that result from any arrest or prosecution of the

owners, operators, employees, clients or customers of the medical marijuana business for a violation of

state or federal laws, rules or regulations.

By accepting a license issued pursuant to this chapter, all licensees, jointly and severally if more than one,

agree to indemnify, defend and hold harmless the city, its o cers, elected and appointed o cials,

employees, attorneys, agents, authorized volunteers, insurers and self-insurance pool against all liability,

claims and demands on account of any injury, loss, or damage, including, without limitation, claims

arising from bodily injury, personal injury, sickness, disease, death, property loss or damage or any other

loss of any kind whatsoever arising out of or are in any manner connected with the operation of the

medical marijuana business that is the subject of the license.

(Ord. No. 1590-2011, § 1, 3-15-2011)

Sec. 5.10.320. - Other laws remain applicable.

To the extent the state has adopted or adopts in the future any additional or stricter law or regulation

governing the sale or distribution of medical marijuana, the additional or stricter regulation shall control

the establishment or operation of any medical marijuana business in the city. Compliance with any

applicable state law or regulation shall be deemed an additional requirement for issuance or denial of

any license under this chapter, and noncompliance with any applicable state law or regulation shall be

grounds for non-renewal, revocation or suspension of any license issued hereunder.

Any licensee may be required to demonstrate, upon demand by the local licensing authority or by law

enforcement o cers that the source and quantity of any marijuana found upon the licensed premises

are in full compliance with any applicable state law or regulation.

If the state or federal government prohibits the sale or other distribution of marijuana through medical

marijuana centers or medical marijuana-infused products manufacturers, any license issued hereunder

shall be deemed immediately revoked by operation of law, with no ground for appeal or other redress on

behalf of the licensee.

The issuance of any license pursuant to this chapter shall not be deemed to create an exception, defense

or immunity to any person in regard to any potential criminal liability the person may have for the

cultivation, possession, sale, distribution or use of marijuana.

(Ord. No. 1590-2011, § 1, 3-15-2011)

Sec. 5.10.330. - Severability.

If any section, sentence, clause, phrase, word or other provision of this chapter is for any reason held to be

unconstitutional or otherwise invalid, such holding shall not a ect the validity of the remaining sections, sentences,

clauses, phrases, words or other provisions of this chapter or the validity of this chapter as an entirety, it being the

legislative intent that this chapter shall stand, notwithstanding the invalidity of any section, sentence, clause, phrase,

word or other provision.

(Ord. No. 1590-2011, § 1, 3-15-2011)
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Chapter 5.11 - RETAIL MARIJUANA

Sec. 5.11.010. - Purpose; relationship with the Colorado retail marijuana code.

The provisions of this chapter are intended to implement the provisions of Article XVIII,

Section 16 of the Colorado Constitution while also protecting the health, safety, and welfare

of the public and curtailing the unlawful possession, use, distribution, or transportation of

marijuana for unlawful purposes by:

Requiring that retail marijuana establishments be operated in a manner that minimizes

potential health and safety risks and mitigates the negative impacts that a retail

marijuana establishment might have on surrounding properties and persons;

Regulating the conduct of persons owning, operating and using retail marijuana

establishments in order to protect the public health, safety and welfare; and

Regulating the location and operation of retail marijuana establishments.

By adoption of this chapter, the City Council does not intend to authorize or make legal any

act that is not permitted under federal or state law.

Except as otherwise speci cally provided herein, this chapter incorporates the requirements

and procedures set forth in the Colorado Retail Marijuana Code. In the event of any con ict

between the provisions of this chapter and the provisions of the Colorado Retail Marijuana

Code or any other applicable state or local law, ordinance, rule or regulation, the more

restrictive provision shall control.

(Ord. No. 1649-2013, § 1, 12-17-2013)

Sec. 5.11.020. - De nitions.

As used in this chapter, the following words or phrases shall have the following meanings:

Amendment 64 means that certain voter initiated amendment to the Colorado Constitution adopted

November 6, 2012, which added Section 16 of Article XVIII to the Colorado Constitution.

Applicant means any person or entity who has submitted an application for a license, license renewal,

or other licensing action pursuant to this chapter. If the applicant is an entity and not a natural person,

applicant shall include all persons who are the members, managers, o cers and directors of such entity.

Colorado Retail Marijuana Code means Article 43.3 of Title 12 of the Colorado Revised Statutes, as

amended.

Cultivation means the process by which a person grows a marijuana plant.

Division means the Marijuana Enforcement Division.

Chapter 5.11 - RETAIL MARIJUANA
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Dwelling unit shall mean one or more rooms and a single kitchen and at least one bathroom, designed,

occupied or intended for occupancy as separate quarters for the exclusive use of a single family for living,

cooking and sanitary purposes, located in a single-family, two-family or multi-family dwelling or mixed-use

building.

Financial interest means an ownership interest, or a directorship or o cership.

Good cause , for purposes of denying, refusing to renew, suspending or revoking a license, means:

The licensee or applicant has violated, does not meet, or has failed to comply with any

of the terms, conditions, or provisions of this chapter, any rules promulgated pursuant

to this chapter, or any applicable state or local law, rules, or regulations;

The licensee or applicant has failed to comply with any special terms or conditions that

were placed on its license pursuant to an order of the state or local licensing authority;

The licensed premises have been operated in a manner that adversely a ects the public

health or welfare or the safety of the immediate neighborhood in which the licensed

premises is located. Evidence to support such a nding can include, without limitation, a

continuing pattern of disorderly conduct, a continuing pattern of drug related criminal

conduct within the licensed premises or proposed licensed premises or in the

immediate area surrounding such premises, a continuing pattern of criminal conduct

directly related to or arising from the operation of the retail marijuana establishment,

or an ongoing nuisance condition emanating from or caused by the retail marijuana

establishment; or

The applicant or licensee has been found to be currently delinquent in the payment of

any state or local taxes, and record of such delinquency has been led in a court having

jurisdiction, or has been made a public record by some other lawful means.

Leasable square feet means the total oor area of building designed for tenant occupancy and exclusive

use, including any basements, mezzanines, upper oors, or storage areas.

License means a document issued by the city o cially authorizing an applicant to operate a retail

marijuana establishment pursuant to this chapter.

Licensee means the person to whom a license has been issued pursuant to this chapter.

Licensed premises means the premises speci ed in an application for a license under this chapter,

which are owned or in possession of the licensee and within which the licensee is authorized to

manufacture, distribute, sell, or test retail marijuana and retail marijuana products in accordance with this

chapter and all applicable laws, rules and regulations.

Local licensing authority means the City of Louisville Local Licensing Authority.
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Location means a particular parcel of land that may be identi ed by an address or other descriptive

means.

Marijuana means all parts of the plant of the genus cannabis whether growing or not, the seeds

thereof, the resin extracted from any part of the plant, and every compound, manufacture, salt, derivative,

mixture, or preparation of the plant, its seeds, or its resin, including marihuana concentrate. "Marijuana"

does not include industrial hemp, nor does it include ber produced from the stalks, oil, or cake made from

the seeds of the plant, sterilized seed of the plant which is incapable of germination, or the weight of any

other ingredient combined with marijuana to prepare topical or oral administrations, food, drink, or other

product.

Marijuana accessories mean any equipment, products, or materials of any kind which are used,

intended for use, or designed for use in planting, propagating, cultivating, growing, harvesting, composting,

manufacturing, compounding, converting, producing, processing, preparing, testing, analyzing, packaging,

repackaging, storing, vaporizing or containing marijuana, or for ingesting, inhaling, or otherwise introducing

marijuana into the human body.

Marijuana club shall mean a place not used for residential purposes where individuals gather to

consume, grow, distribute or otherwise use marijuana or marijuana products for medical or personal use,

regardless of whether such place calls itself private or public or charges an admission, membership or

similar fee. A medical marijuana business or retail marijuana establishment with valid state and local

licenses shall not constitute a marijuana club.

Person means a natural person, partnership, association, company, corporation, limited liability

company, or organization; except that person does not include any governmental organization.

Premises means a distinctly identi ed, as required by the state licensing authority, and de nite location,

which may include a building, a part of a building, or any other de nite contiguous area.

Public or private elementary, middle, junior high, or high school means existing public or private

elementary, middle, junior high, or high schools and public or private elementary, middle, junior high, or

high school sites designated as a use permitted by right on a planned community general development plan

that has been granted approval by the city council on or before the date an application for a retail marijuana

establishment license is received by the city.

Public playground means a city-owned outdoor public area used for play or recreation by children

containing recreational equipment such as slides or swings.

Retail marijuana means marijuana that is cultivated, manufactured, distributed, or sold by a licensed

retail marijuana establishment.
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Retail marijuana cultivation facility means an entity licensed to cultivate, prepare, and package

marijuana and sell marijuana to retail marijuana stores, to retail marijuana product manufacturing facilities,

and to other retail marijuana cultivation facilities, but not to consumers.

Retail marijuana establishment means a retail marijuana store or a retail marijuana testing facility.

Retail marijuana products means concentrated marijuana products and marijuana products that are

comprised of marijuana and other ingredients and are intended for use or consumption, such as, but not

limited to, edible products, ointments, and tinctures, and that are produced at a retail marijuana products

manufacturing facility.

Retail marijuana products manufacturing facility means an entity licensed to purchase marijuana;

manufacture, prepare, and package retail marijuana products; and sell marijuana and retail marijuana

products to other marijuana product manufacturing facilities and to retail marijuana stores, but not to

consumers.

Retail marijuana store means an entity licensed to purchase marijuana from marijuana cultivation

facilities and marijuana and marijuana products from marijuana product manufacturing facilities and sell

marijuana and marijuana products to consumers.

Marijuana testing facility means an entity licensed to analyze and certify the safety and potency of

marijuana.

Secretary means the secretary of the local licensing authority or such person's designee.

State licensing authority means the authority created for the purpose of regulating and controlling the

licensing of the cultivation, manufacture, distribution, sale, testing, and advertising of retail marijuana in this

state, pursuant to C.R.S. § 12-43.4-201.

In addition to the de nitions provided in subsection A. of this section, other terms used in

this chapter shall have the meaning ascribed to them in Amendment 64, the Colorado Retail

Marijuana Code, and the rules and regulations promulgated thereunder, as in e ect from

time to time, and such de nitions are hereby incorporated into this chapter by this reference.

(Ord. No. 1649-2013, § 1, 12-17-2013; Ord. No. 1677-2014, § 1, 11-18-2014)

Sec. 5.11.030. - Classes and number of retail marijuana licenses authorized.

The local licensing authority may issue only the following retail marijuana licenses upon

payment of the fee and compliance with all local licensing requirements, as determined by

the local licensing authority:

A retail marijuana store license. A retail marijuana store license shall be issued only to a

person selling retail marijuana or retail marijuana products pursuant to the terms and

conditions of this chapter, C.R.S. § 12-43.4-402 and any related rules and regulations.
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A retail marijuana testing facility license shall be issued to a person who performs

testing and research on retail marijuana. The facility may develop and test retail

marijuana products, pursuant to the terms and conditions of this chapter, C.R.S. § 12-

43.4-405 and any related rules and regulations.

There shall be no more than four licensed retail marijuana stores operating within the city. If

at the time of application for a retail marijuana store license there are fewer than four retail

marijuana stores operating in the city, applications shall be reviewed and acted upon by the

local licensing authority in the order in which complete applications are received.

(Ord. No. 1649-2013, § 1, 12-17-2013)

Sec. 5.11.040. - Authorization of the local licensing authority.

The City of Louisville's existing local licensing authority, previously established pursuant to

chapter 5.08 of this Code, shall have and exercise all the powers expressly granted and

necessarily implied to regulate the licensing of retail marijuana establishments in the City of

Louisville, including without limitation all such powers set forth in this Code, the Colorado

Retail Marijuana Code, and all related rules and regulations, as from time to time amended.

The local licensing authority may grant, approve, renew, or refuse licenses under this

chapter; conduct investigations as are required by law or as are appropriate to the

administration of this chapter; suspend or revoke licenses; and levy penalties, sanctions and

other conditions against licensees in the manner provided by law.

The local licensing authority shall have the authority to promulgate rules and regulations for

its administration of the licensing requirements of this chapter, and shall have the power to

issue subpoenas as provided in section 5.08.130 of this Code, as from time to time amended.

(Ord. No. 1649-2013, § 1, 12-17-2013)

Sec. 5.11.050. - License requirements.

It shall be unlawful for any person to establish or operate a retail marijuana establishment in the city

without rst having obtained a license for such business from the state and local licensing authorities. Such

licenses shall be kept current at all times, and the failure to maintain current licenses shall constitute a

violation of this section.

(Ord. No. 1649-2013, § 1, 12-17-2013)

Sec. 5.11.060. - Screening and response to state license applications.

Upon receipt of an application from the state licensing authority for a retail marijuana

license, the secretary of the local licensing authority shall:

Initially determine, in consultation with the planning and building safety department,
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whether or not the proposed location complies with any and all zoning and land use

laws of the city and any and all restrictions on locations and types of retail marijuana

establishments permitted within the city as set forth in this chapter. If the secretary

makes an initial determination that the proposed license would be in violation of any

zoning law or other restriction set forth in this Code, the secretary shall notify the state

licensing authority in writing that the application is disapproved by the city. The failure

of the secretary to make such a determination upon the initial review of a state license

application shall not preclude the local licensing authority or the secretary from

determining that the proposed license is in violation of any zoning law or other

restriction set forth in this Code, and disapprove the issuance of a local license on this

basis.

For any application that is not disapproved as provided in subsection 1, the secretary

shall notify the state licensing authority in writing that the city's further consideration of

the application is subject to completion of the local licensing process described in this

chapter, after which the secretary will notify the state licensing authority in writing of

whether or not the retail marijuana license proposed in the application has or has not

been approved by the local licensing authority.

(Ord. No. 1649-2013, § 1, 12-17-2013)

Sec. 5.11.070. - Local license procedure.

Applications for local licenses shall be made on forms provided by the division and shall

include all materials required by the Colorado Retail Marijuana Code and the rules and

regulations adopted thereunder.

The applicant shall also provide the following information to the city, which information shall

be required for the applicant, the proposed manager of the retail marijuana establishment,

and all persons having any nancial interest in the retail marijuana establishment that is the

subject of the application; to the extent that any of the following information has been

included with the applicant's state license application and forwarded to the city by the state

licensing authority, the local licensing authority may rely upon the information forwarded

from the state without requiring resubmittal of the same materials for the local license

application:

Name, address, date of birth;

A complete set of ngerprints;

If the applicant is a business entity, information regarding the entity, including, without

limitation, the name and address of the entity, its legal status, a copy of its articles of

incorporation or organization or other ling required for organization, copies of any

ownership agreements, operating agreement, and bylaws, and proof of registration

with, or a certi cate of good standing from, the Colorado Secretary of State;
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The name and complete address of the proposed retail marijuana establishment;

If the applicant is not the owner of the proposed licensed premises, a notarized

statement from the owner of such property authorizing the use of the property for a

retail marijuana establishment;

A copy of any deed re ecting the ownership of, or lease re ecting the right to possess,

the proposed licensed premises;

Evidence of a valid sales tax license for the business;

A "to scale" diagram of the premises, showing, without limitation, a site plan, building

layout, leasable oor space, all entryways and exits to the retail marijuana

establishment, loading zones and all areas in which retail marijuana or retail marijuana

products will be stored, processed or dispensed;

A comprehensive business plan for the retail marijuana establishment which shall

contain, without limitation, the following:

A security plan meeting the requirements of section 5.11.170;

A description of all products to be sold;

A signage plan that is in compliance with all applicable requirements of section

5.11.160, this Code and the applicable design standards and guidelines; and

Any additional information that the local licensing authority reasonably determines to

be necessary in connection with the investigation and review of the application.

A license issued pursuant to this chapter does not eliminate the need for the licensee to

obtain other required permits or licenses related to the operation of the retail marijuana

establishment, including, without limitation, any State of Colorado license or any sales tax

license, business registration, development approvals or building permits required by this

Code.

Upon receipt of a completed application, the secretary of the local licensing authority or his

or her designee shall circulate the application to all a ected service areas and departments

of the city to determine whether the application is in full compliance with all applicable laws,

rules and regulations.

The planning and building safety department shall, prior to issuance of the license, perform

an inspection of the proposed premises to determine compliance with any applicable

requirements of this chapter or other provisions of this Code.

Upon receipt of a complete application, the local licensing authority shall schedule a public

hearing upon the application to be held and conducted in accordance with applicable

provisions of the Colorado Retail Marijuana Code and the rules and regulations adopted

thereunder. The local licensing authority has the authority to deny a license for good cause.

The local licensing authority shall have the authority to deny any application that does not

meet the requirements of this chapter, the Retail Marijuana Code, and any applicable state or
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local rule or regulation. The local licensing authority shall also have the authority to deny any

application that contains any false, misleading or incomplete information. Denial of an

application for a license shall not be subject to administrative review but only to review by a

court of competent jurisdiction.

After approval of an application, a local license shall not be issued until a state license has

been issued and the building in which the business is to be conducted is ready for occupancy

with such furniture, xtures, and equipment in place as are necessary to comply with this

chapter and any applicable provisions of this Code or state law or regulation and until the

planning and building safety department has performed the inspection required by this

chapter.

(Ord. No. 1649-2013, § 1, 12-17-2013)

Sec. 5.11.080. - Location criteria; co-location.

No retail marijuana establishment shall, at the time it is established and rst licensed by the

city, be located within 1,320 feet of: a public or private preschool, elementary, middle, junior

high, or high school; or a public playground, all as de ned in section 5.11.020 of this Code; or

a public pool; or an outdoor education facility serving children; or an alcohol or drug

treatment facility; or the principal campus of a college, university, or seminary; or a

residential child care facility.

Further no retail marijuana establishment shall be located, permitted, or licensed to operate:

Upon any city property; or

In a dwelling unit or any residentially zoned districts; or

Within Downtown Louisville as de ned by section 17.08.113 of this Code; or

Within the Agricultural (A), Open Space (OS), Administrative O ce Transitional (AO-T),

Mixed Use (MU-R), or Commercial Neighborhood (CN) zone districts, or any other zoned

area in which the retail marijuana establishment is not a permitted use.

No licensed premises for a retail marijuana store shall, at the time it is established and rst

licensed by the city, be located in a physical space exceeding 2,000 square feet of leasable

oor space, nor shall such licensed premises ever exceed 2,000 square feet of leasable oor

space. The maximum physical space occupied by any medical marijuana business and retail

marijuana establishment sharing premises shall never exceed 3,800 square feet of leasable

oor space.

No retail marijuana establishment shall operate as an outdoor or transient retailer, vendor or

peddler, or as any temporary or accessory use.

The distances described in subsection A above shall be computed by direct measurement in

a straight line from the nearest property line of the land used for the purposes stated in
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subsection A above to the nearest portion of the building or unit in which the retail marijuana

establishment is located.

Medical marijuana businesses and retail marijuana establishments are subject to the

following shared licensed premises and operational separation requirements:

A medical marijuana center that does not authorize patients under the age of 21 years

to be on the premises, may also hold a retail marijuana store license and operate a dual

retail business operation on the same licensed premises. In such case the medical

marijuana center licensee must post signage that clearly conveys that persons under

the age of 21 years may not enter. Under these circumstances and upon approval of the

local and state licensing authorities, the medical marijuana center and the retail

marijuana store may share the same entrances and exits, and medical marijuana and

retail marijuana may be separately displayed on the same sale oor. Record keeping for

the business operations of both must allow the local and state licensing authorities and

city to clearly distinguish the inventories and business transactions of medical

marijuana and medical marijuana-infused products from retail marijuana and retail

marijuana products.

A medical marijuana center that authorizes medical marijuana patients under the age of

21 years to be on the premises is prohibited from sharing its licensed premises with a

retail marijuana establishment. The two shall not be co-located in this instance and shall

maintain distinctly separate licensed premises; including, but not limited to, separate

retail and storage areas, separate entrances and exits, separate inventories, separate

point-of-sale operations, and separate record-keeping.

Co-located licensed operations shall be operated in accordance with all applicable state

and local, rules and regulations.

(Ord. No. 1649-2013, § 1, 12-17-2013)

Sec. 5.11.090. - Persons prohibited as licensees; background checks.

A license shall not be issued to or held by any person contrary to C.R.S. § 12-43.4-306 and the

rules and regulations promulgated by the State of Colorado.

In investigating the quali cations of an applicant, licensee, owner, or manager of a retail

marijuana establishment, the local licensing authority shall make a nding and determination

as to the good moral character and criminal history of such persons in accordance with the

standards and procedures set forth in the Colorado Retail Marijuana Code and the rules and

regulations promulgated thereunder. In so doing, the local licensing authority may

incorporate any ndings as to good character and criminal history previously made by the

state licensing authority or may, in its sole discretion, make its own ndings.

The city shall not be required to perform a criminal background check if the state licensing
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authority has already performed a criminal background check or may, in its sole discretion,

perform its own background check. In such case, the local licensing authority may have

access to criminal history record information furnished by a criminal justice agency subject to

any restrictions imposed by such agency. In the event the local licensing authority considers

the applicant's criminal history record, the local licensing authority shall also consider any

information provided by the applicant regarding such criminal history record, including but

not limited to evidence of rehabilitation, character references, and educational achievements,

especially those items pertaining to the period of time between the applicant's last criminal

conviction and the consideration of the application for a local license. If the city performs the

criminal background check, a fee in the amount established by resolution of city council may

be charged for the costs of each ngerprint analysis and background investigation

undertaken to qualify new applicants, managers, and any other persons required to be

quali ed pursuant to the Colorado Retail Marijuana Code, this chapter, and any related rules

and regulations. The local licensing authority may verify any of the information an applicant

is required to submit.

(Ord. No. 1649-2013, § 1, 12-17-2013)

Sec. 5.11.100. - Duration of license; renewal.

Upon issuance of a license, the city shall provide the licensee with one original of such license

for each retail marijuana establishment to be operated by the licensee in the city. Each such

copy shall show the name and address of the licensee, the type of facility or business for

which it is issued, and the address of the facility at which it is to be displayed.

Each license issued pursuant to this chapter shall be valid for one year from the date of

issuance and may be renewed only as provided in this chapter. All renewals of a license shall

be for no more than one year. The local licensing authority shall act on renewal applications

received from the state licensing authority in accordance with the applicable provisions of

the Colorado Retail Marijuana Code and the rules and regulations promulgated thereunder.

The timely ling of a renewal application shall extend the current license until a decision is

made on the renewal.

Notwithstanding subsection B, a licensee whose license has been expired for not more than

ninety (90) days may le a late renewal application upon the payment of a nonrefundable

late application fee in the amount established by city council by resolution to the local

licensing authority. A licensee who les a late renewal application and pays the requisite fee

may continue to operate until a decision is made on the renewal.

The local licensing authority may deny a renewal application for good cause pursuant to

section 5.11.260.

(Ord. No. 1649-2013, § 1, 12-17-2013)
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Sec. 5.11.110. - Annual operating fee.

Upon and as a condition of issuance of a license or any renewal of a license, the licensee shall pay to

the city an annual operating fee in an amount established by resolution of the city council. The annual

operating fee may be refunded if the application is denied.

(Ord. No. 1649-2013, § 1, 12-17-2013)

Sec. 5.11.120. - Use and display of license.

A license shall not be transferable to another person except as provided in section

5.11.140.C.

Each license shall be limited to use at the premises speci ed in the application for such

license. A licensee may move its permanent location to another place in the city upon

application to and approval by the local licensing authority. In determining whether to permit

a change in location, the local licensing authority shall consider all reasonable restrictions

that are or may be placed upon the new location by the local licensing authority, and any

such change in location shall be in accordance with all requirements of this chapter 5.11

(including, but not limited to, the location criteria set forth in section 5.11.080), the Colorado

Retail Marijuana Code, and any related rules and regulations, as from time to time amended.

Each license shall be continuously posted in a conspicuous location at the licensed premises

of the retail marijuana establishment.

(Ord. No. 1649-2013, § 1, 12-17-2013)

Sec. 5.11.130. - Management of licensed premises; employees.

Licensees who are natural persons shall either manage the licensed premises themselves or employ a

separate and distinct manager on the premises and report the name of such manager to the local licensing

authority. Licensees that are entities shall employ a manager on the premises and report the name of the

manager to the local licensing authority. All managers and employees must be natural persons who are at

least 21 years of age. No manager shall be a person having a criminal history contrary to the requirements

of the Colorado Retail Marijuana Code or any rules or regulations promulgated thereunder.

(Ord. No. 1649-2013, § 1, 12-17-2013)

Sec. 5.11.140. - Change in manager; change in nancial interest; modi cation of premises.

Each licensee shall report any change in managers to the local licensing authority within

seven days after the change.

Each licensee shall report in writing to the local licensing authority any transfer or change of

nancial interest in the license holder or in the retail marijuana establishment that is the
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subject of the license and receive approval prior to any transfer or change pursuant to

subsection C. of this section. A report is required for transfers of capital stock of any

corporation regardless of size.

For a transfer of ownership, the license holder shall apply to the state and local licensing

authorities. In determining whether to permit a transfer of ownership, the local licensing

authority shall consider only the suitability of the applicant pursuant to this chapter 5.11, the

Colorado Retail Marijuana Code, and any related rules and regulations, as from time to time

amended. The local licensing authority may hold a hearing on the transfer application;

provided the local licensing authority shall not hold a hearing until notice has been posted

and provided to the applicant in accordance with the requirements of C.R.S. § 12-43.4-308.

After a license is issued, the licensee shall make no physical change which materially or

substantially alters the licensed premises or the usage of the licensed premises from the

plans and speci cations submitted at the time of obtaining the original license without the

prior written consent of the state and local licensing authorities. For purposes of this

subsection, physical changes, alterations or modi cations of the licensed premises, or in the

usage of the premises requiring prior written consent shall be as speci ed in the Colorado

Retail Marijuana Code and the rules and regulations promulgated thereunder. Each

application for modi cation of premises shall be accompanied by an application fee in

amount established by resolution of the city council.

(Ord. No. 1649-2013, § 1, 12-17-2013)

Sec. 5.11.150. - Hours of operation.

Retail marijuana stores may be open for business only between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m.

(Ord. No. 1649-2013, § 1, 12-17-2013; Ord. No. 1718-2016, § 2, 5-3-2016)

Sec. 5.11.160. - Signage and advertising.

All signage and advertising for any retail marijuana establishment shall comply with all applicable

provisions of title 17 of this Code, the applicable design standards and guidelines, the Colorado Retail

Marijuana Code, and the rules and regulations adopted thereunder. In addition, all signage of the retail

marijuana establishment, including but not limited to temporary signage, shall contain only the business

name and trademark of the retail marijuana establishment.

(Ord. No. 1649-2013, § 1, 12-17-2013)

Sec. 5.11.170. - Security requirements.



2/9/2018 Louisville, CO Code of Ordinances

13/18

A.

1.

Security requirements for any premises licensed pursuant to this chapter, shall include, at a minimum,

lighting, physical security, video, alarm requirements, and other minimum procedures for internal control as

deemed necessary by the local licensing authority to properly administer and enforce the provisions of this

chapter.

Security measures at all retail marijuana establishments shall be consistent with all requirements

imposed by the state licensing authority and its rules and regulations as authorized by the Colorado Retail

Marijuana Code. The local licensing authority shall have the authority to impose additional security

requirements upon a licensee as part of any order or stipulation issued in connection with a proceeding for

suspension or revocation of a license.

(Ord. No. 1649-2013, § 1, 12-17-2013)

Sec. 5.11.180. - Cultivation, growing, and manufacturing.

The cultivation and growing of marijuana plants and the manufacturing of retail marijuana products is

prohibited within the City of Louisville, except as permitted for nonretail purposes under Article XVIII,

Sections 14 and 16 of the Colorado Constitution, consistent with all applicable state or local laws, rules or

regulations. It is unlawful for any person to operate, cause to be operated or permit to be operated in the

city a marijuana cultivation facility or a retail marijuana products manufacturing facility.

(Ord. No. 1649-2013, § 1, 12-17-2013)

Sec. 5.11.190. - Labeling.

All marijuana sold or otherwise distributed by the licensee shall be packaged and labeled in a manner

consistent with the Colorado Retail Marijuana Code, and any related rules and regulations, as from time to

time amended.

(Ord. No. 1649-2013, § 1, 12-17-2013)

Sec. 5.11.200. - Onsite consumption of retail marijuana.

The consumption of marijuana or marijuana products on or within the licensed premises of a retail

marijuana establishment is prohibited.

(Ord. No. 1649-2013, § 1, 12-17-2013)

Sec. 5.11.210. - Prohibited acts.

It shall be unlawful for any licensee to:

Violate or fail to comply with any provision of Amendment 64, the Colorado Retail
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Marijuana Code, any rules and regulations adopted thereunder, or any applicable state

or local law, ordinance, rule or regulation.

To allow marijuana or marijuana products to be consumed upon its licensed premises.

To use advertising material that is misleading, deceptive, or false or that is designed to

appeal to minors.

To sell retail marijuana or retail marijuana products to a person under 21 years of age

or to a person who does not present a government issued identi cation at the time of

purchase.

To sell more than a quarter of an ounce of retail marijuana or more than a quarter of an

ounce equivalent of a retail marijuana product during a single transaction to a

nonresident of the State of Colorado.

To have on the licensed premises any retail marijuana, retail marijuana products, or

marijuana paraphernalia that shows evidence of the marijuana or marijuana product

having been consumed or partially consumed.

Distribute marijuana or marijuana products, with or without remuneration, directly to

another person using a mobile distribution center.

Distribute or allow the distribution of any marijuana or marijuana product without

charge within a retail marijuana establishment or any place open to the public for

purpose of promotion or advertising.

Distribute or allow the distribution of any coupon or similar writing, electronically or on

paper, which purports to allow the bearer to exchange the same for any marijuana or

marijuana product either free or at a discount.

It shall be unlawful for a retail marijuana store:

To sell or give away any consumable product, including but not limited to, cigarettes,

alcohol, or edible products that do not contain marijuana (e.g., soda, candy, and baked

goods).

To sell retail marijuana or retail marijuana products over the internet or to deliver

marijuana or marijuana products to a person not physically present in the licensed

premises.

It shall be unlawful for any person to engage in any form of business or commerce involving

the cultivation, processing, manufacturing, storage, sale, distribution or consumption of retail

marijuana other than those forms of businesses and commerce that are expressly permitted

by Amendment 64, the Colorado Retail Marijuana Code, and this Code.

(Ord. No. 1649-2013, § 1, 12-17-2013)

Sec. 5.11.220. - Visibility of activities; control of emissions.

All activities of retail marijuana establishments, including, without limitation, processing,
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displaying, selling and storage, shall be conducted indoors.

Su cient measures and means of preventing smoke, odors, debris, dust, uids and other

substances from exiting a retail marijuana establishment must be provided at all times. In

the event that any odors, debris, dust, uids or other substances exit a retail marijuana

establishment, the owner of the subject premises and the licensee shall be jointly and

severally liable for such conditions and shall be responsible for immediate, full clean-up and

correction of such condition. The licensee shall properly dispose of all such materials, items

and other substances in a safe, sanitary and secure manner and in accordance with all

applicable federal, state and local laws and regulations.

(Ord. No. 1649-2013, § 1, 12-17-2013)

Sec. 5.11.230. - Disposal of marijuana byproducts.

The disposal of retail marijuana, byproducts and marijuana accessories shall be done in accordance

with the Colorado Retail Marijuana Code and any other applicable state and local laws, ordinances and

regulations.

(Ord. No. 1649-2013, § 1, 12-17-2013)

Sec. 5.11.240. - Sales and use tax.

Each licensee shall collect and remit city sales and use taxes on all retail marijuana, retail marijuana

products, marijuana accessories and other tangible personal property sold, dispensed, used or purchased

at the retail marijuana establishment, in accordance with the requirements of chapter 3.20 of this Code.

(Ord. No. 1649-2013, § 1, 12-17-2013)

Sec. 5.11.250. - Inspection of books and records and licensed premises.

Each licensee shall keep a complete set of all records necessary to show fully the business

transactions of the licensee, all of which shall be open at all times during business hours for

the inspection and examination by the local licensing authority or its duly authorized

representatives, and by the city police department for the purposes of investigating and

determining compliance with the provisions of this chapter and any other applicable state

and local laws or regulations. The local licensing authority may require any licensee to furnish

such information as it considers necessary for the proper administration of this chapter and

may require an audit to be made of the books of accounts and records on such occasions as

it may consider necessary by an auditor to be selected by the local licensing authority who

shall likewise have access to all books and records of the licensee, and the expense thereof

shall be paid by the licensee.

The licensed premises, including any places of storage where retail marijuana or retail
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marijuana products are stored, sold, or dispensed, shall be subject to inspection by the local

licensing authority or its duly authorized representatives, and by the city police department,

during all business hours and other times of apparent activity, for the purpose of inspection

or investigation. For examination of any inventory or books and records required to be kept

by the licensees, access shall be required during business hours. Where any part of the

licensed premises consists of a locked area, upon demand to the licensee, such area shall be

made available for inspection without delay, and, upon request by authorized

representatives of the local licensing authority or city, the licensee shall open the area for

inspection.

Each licensee shall retain all books and records necessary to show fully the business

transactions of the licensee for a period of the current tax year and the three immediately

prior tax years.

(Ord. No. 1649-2013, § 1, 12-17-2013)

Sec. 5.11.260. - Nonrenewal, suspension, or revocation of license.

The local licensing authority may, after notice and hearing, suspend, revoke or refuse to renew a license

for good cause. The local licensing authority is authorized to adopt rules and procedures governing the

conduct of such hearings. No portion of any application or license fees previously paid shall be refunded in

the event of any suspension or revocation of a license.

(Ord. No. 1649-2013, § 1, 12-17-2013)

Sec. 5.11.265. - Marijuana clubs prohibited.

The establishment or operation of a marijuana club is prohibited in all zoning districts in the City.

(Ord. No. 1677-2014, § 2, 11-18-2014)

Sec. 5.11.270. - Violations and penalties.

In addition to the possible denial, suspension, revocation or nonrenewal of a license under the

provisions of this chapter, any person, including, but not limited to, any licensee, owner, manager or

employee of a retail marijuana establishment, or any customer of such business, who violates any of the

provisions of this chapter, shall be guilty of a misdemeanor punishable as provided in section 1.28.010 of

this Code.

(Ord. No. 1649-2013, § 1, 12-17-2013)

Sec. 5.11.280. - No city liability; indemni cation.

By accepting a license issued pursuant to this chapter, the licensee waives and releases the
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city, its o cers, elected and appointed o cials, employees, attorneys, agents and authorized

volunteers from any liability for injuries, damages or liabilities of any kind that result from

any arrest or prosecution of the owners, operators, employees, clients or customers of the

retail marijuana establishment for a violation of state or federal laws, rules or regulations.

By accepting a license issued pursuant to this chapter, all licensees, jointly and severally if

more than one, agree to indemnify, defend and hold harmless the city, its o cers, elected

and appointed o cials, employees, attorneys, agents, authorized volunteers, insurers and

self-insurance pool against all liability, claims and demands on account of any injury, loss, or

damage, including, without limitation, claims arising from bodily injury, personal injury,

sickness, disease, death, property loss or damage or any other loss of any kind whatsoever

arising out of or are in any manner connected with the operation of the retail marijuana

establishment that is the subject of the license.

(Ord. No. 1649-2013, § 1, 12-17-2013)

Sec. 5.11.290. - Other laws remain applicable.

To the extent the state has adopted or adopts in the future any additional or stricter law or

regulation governing the sale or distribution of retail marijuana or retail marijuana products,

the additional or stricter regulation shall control the establishment or operation of any retail

marijuana establishment in the city. Compliance with any applicable state law or regulation

shall be deemed an additional requirement for issuance or denial of any license under this

chapter, and noncompliance with any applicable state law or regulation shall be grounds for

nonrenewal, revocation or suspension of any license issued hereunder.

Any licensee may be required to demonstrate, upon demand by the local licensing authority

or by law enforcement o cers that the source and quantity of any marijuana found upon the

licensed premises are in full compliance with any applicable state law or regulation.

If the state or federal government prohibits the sale or other distribution of marijuana

through retail marijuana establishments, any license issued hereunder shall be deemed

immediately revoked by operation of law, with no ground for appeal or other redress on

behalf of the licensee.

The issuance of any license pursuant to this chapter shall not be deemed to create an

exception, defense or immunity to any person in regard to any potential criminal liability the

person may have for the cultivation, possession, sale, distribution or use of marijuana.

(Ord. No. 1649-2013, § 1, 12-17-2013)

Sec. 5.11.300. - Severability.
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If any section, sentence, clause, phrase, word or other provision of this chapter is for any reason held to

be unconstitutional or otherwise invalid, such holding shall not a ect the validity of the remaining sections,

sentences, clauses, phrases, words or other provisions of this chapter or the validity of this chapter as an

entirety, it being the legislative intent that this chapter shall stand, notwithstanding the invalidity of any

section, sentence, clause, phrase, word or other provision.

(Ord. No. 1649-2013, § 1, 12-17-2013)
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community complaint. 
Have 7 areas with active 
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a property containing multiple 
marijuana businesses, 
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Boulder. Since then, no odor 
complaints. Under County 
regulations, odor cannot 
escape the property line. 
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licensee installed new 
ventilation equipment to 
mitigate the problem. 

Minor issues with odor at 
production site, 
cultivations just coming 
on line so don’t have 
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Security Less frequent issues with 
security; require all MJ 
and receipts to be locked 
overnight in a safe that is 
affixed to the structure for 
all license types. 
Occasionally a licensee 
will not follow that 
requirement sometimes 
resulting in a burglary. 
Theft from marijuana 
businesses happen most 
frequently via employee 
theft in their experience. 

Some security issues related 
to an outdoor grow facility and 
reports of a dumpster diver. 
Marijuana businesses are 
required to report criminal 
activity to the state, but the 
state did not share this 
information with the local 
licensing authority. Updated 
regulations to require 
businesses report criminal 
activity to the local licensing 
authority. 

None. Minor issues with break 
ins for production sites 

Number of 
Cultivation 
Licenses 

53 30 6 6 

 



PINE ST

VIA APPIA

96
TH

 S
T

M
C

C
AS

LI
N

 B
D

10
4T

H
 S

T

C
TC

 B
D

DILLON RD

SOUTH BOULDER RD

M
AI

N
 S

T

CHERRY ST

TA
YL

O
R

 A
VDAHLIA ST

HOOVER AV

88
TH

 S
T

WILLOW ST

JE
FF

ER
SO

N
 A

V

SPRUCE ST

TYLER AV

WASHINGTON AV
PIER

C
E AV

LAFAYETTE ST

CENTURY DR

FR
O

N
T 

ST

C
O

U
N

TY R
D

AR
TH

U
R

 AV

WALNUT ST

G
AR

FI
EL

D
 A

V

LA
FA

R
G

E 
AV

LINDEN ST

SOUTH ST

PO
LK

 A
V

ELM ST

BELLA VISTA DR

BOXELDER ST

MULBERRY ST

EMPIRE RD

EA
ST

 S
T

FAIRFIELD LN

H
EC

LA
 D

R

CENTENNIAL DR
CENTENNIAL P

Y

KE
N

N
ED

Y 
AV

ST ANDREWS LN

CAMPUS DR

WEST ST

C
EN

TU
R

Y PL

R
O

O
SE

VE
LT

 A
V

REGAL ST

DOGWOOD ST

GRIFFITH ST

OWL DR

EVANS AV

LOIS DR

PL
AZ

A 
D

R

PLUM CI

REX ST

VISTA LN

80
TH

 C
T

LA
R

K 
AV

RIDGE PL

M
AD

IS
O

N
 A

V

HARPER ST

H
AYS D

R

ASH ST

C
LU

B C
I

LILAC CI

PRAIRIE WY

TREECE ST

LE
E 

ST

SUNLAND ST

O
R

C
H

AR
D

 D
R

EN
C

LA
VE

 C
I

INFINITE DR

HEALTH PARK DR

SHORT PL

KAYLIX AV

TAFT C
T

HAWTHORN ST

FIR CT

SPRUCE WY

CLE
VELAND AV

SYCAMORE LN

ALIN
E ST

SU
N

SET D
R

AZURE WY

C
H

ER
R

YW
O

O
D

 L
N

BIRCH CT

LOIS CI

TRAILRIDGE DR

JUNIPER ST

FI
LL

M
O

R
E 

AV

GATEWAY LN

AD
AM

S AV

OWL CT

LOIS WY

DOGWOOD CI

MAPLE CT

LOCK ST

R
O

SE
 S

T

CEDAR PL

CACTUS C
T

PINE CT

TROON CT

M
O

NRO
E PL

EL
LA

 C
T

FIR CT

CHERRY ST

HARPER ST

DILLON RD

ELM ST

H
EC

LA
 D

R

DILLON RD

 Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS, AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

City of Louisville

Restricted Parcels Under Current Code

Downtown Louisville

500 ft Buffer

Eligible Areas - Medical

Eligible Areas - Retail

²0 0.5 10.25
Miles

April 17, 2018

Buffer Options for Marijuana Regulations
Map 1: 500 ft from Restricted Properties Under Current Code



PINE ST

VIA APPIA

96
TH

 S
T

M
C

C
AS

LI
N

 B
D

10
4T

H
 S

T

C
TC

 B
D

DILLON RD

SOUTH BOULDER RD

M
AI

N
 S

T

CHERRY ST

TA
YL

O
R

 A
VDAHLIA ST

HOOVER AV

88
TH

 S
T

WILLOW ST

JE
FF

ER
SO

N
 A

V

SPRUCE ST

TYLER AV

WASHINGTON AV
PIER

C
E AV

LAFAYETTE ST

CENTURY DR

FR
O

N
T 

ST

C
O

U
N

TY R
D

AR
TH

U
R

 AV

WALNUT ST

G
AR

FI
EL

D
 A

V

LA
FA

R
G

E 
AV

LINDEN ST

SOUTH ST

PO
LK

 A
V

ELM ST

BELLA VISTA DR

BOXELDER ST

MULBERRY ST

EMPIRE RD

EA
ST

 S
T

FAIRFIELD LN

H
EC

LA
 D

R

CENTENNIAL DR
CENTENNIAL P

Y

KE
N

N
ED

Y 
AV

ST ANDREWS LN

CAMPUS DR

WEST ST

C
EN

TU
R

Y PL

R
O

O
SE

VE
LT

 A
V

REGAL ST

DOGWOOD ST

GRIFFITH ST

OWL DR

EVANS AV

LOIS DR

PL
AZ

A 
D

R

PLUM CI

REX ST

VISTA LN

80
TH

 C
T

LA
R

K 
AV

RIDGE PL

M
AD

IS
O

N
 A

V

HARPER ST

H
AYS D

R

ASH ST

C
LU

B C
I

LILAC CI

PRAIRIE WY

TREECE ST

LE
E 

ST

SUNLAND ST

O
R

C
H

AR
D

 D
R

EN
C

LA
VE

 C
I

INFINITE DR

HEALTH PARK DR

SHORT PL

KAYLIX AV

TAFT C
T

HAWTHORN ST

FIR CT

SPRUCE WY

CLE
VELAND AV

SYCAMORE LN

ALIN
E ST

SU
N

SET D
R

AZURE WY

C
H

ER
R

YW
O

O
D

 L
N

BIRCH CT

LOIS CI

TRAILRIDGE DR

JUNIPER ST

FI
LL

M
O

R
E 

AV

GATEWAY LN

AD
AM

S AV

OWL CT

LOIS WY

DOGWOOD CI

MAPLE CT

LOCK ST

R
O

SE
 S

T

CEDAR PL

CACTUS C
T

PINE CT

TROON CT

M
O

NRO
E PL

EL
LA

 C
T

FIR CT

CHERRY ST

HARPER ST

DILLON RD

ELM ST

H
EC

LA
 D

R

DILLON RD

 Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS, AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

City of Louisville

1st Grade and Older

Downtown Louisville

500 ft Buffer

Eligible Areas - Medical

Eligible Areas - Retail

²0 0.5 10.25
Miles

April 17, 2018

Buffer Options for Marijuana Regulations
Map 4: 500 ft Buffer from 1st Grade & Older



PINE ST

VIA APPIA

96
TH

 S
T

M
C

C
AS

LI
N

 B
D

10
4T

H
 S

T

C
TC

 B
D

DILLON RD

SOUTH BOULDER RD

M
AI

N
 S

T

CHERRY ST

TA
YL

O
R

 A
VDAHLIA ST

HOOVER AV

88
TH

 S
T

WILLOW ST

JE
FF

ER
SO

N
 A

V

SPRUCE ST

TYLER AV

WASHINGTON AV
PIER

C
E AV

LAFAYETTE ST

CENTURY DR

FR
O

N
T 

ST

C
O

U
N

TY R
D

AR
TH

U
R

 AV

WALNUT ST

G
AR

FI
EL

D
 A

V

LA
FA

R
G

E 
AV

LINDEN ST

SOUTH ST

PO
LK

 A
V

ELM ST

BELLA VISTA DR

BOXELDER ST

MULBERRY ST

EMPIRE RD

EA
ST

 S
T

FAIRFIELD LN

H
EC

LA
 D

R

CENTENNIAL DR
CENTENNIAL P

Y

KE
N

N
ED

Y 
AV

ST ANDREWS LN

CAMPUS DR

WEST ST

C
EN

TU
R

Y PL

R
O

O
SE

VE
LT

 A
V

REGAL ST

DOGWOOD ST

GRIFFITH ST

OWL DR

EVANS AV

LOIS DR

PL
AZ

A 
D

R

PLUM CI

REX ST

VISTA LN

80
TH

 C
T

LA
R

K 
AV

RIDGE PL

M
AD

IS
O

N
 A

V

HARPER ST

H
AYS D

R

ASH ST

C
LU

B C
I

LILAC CI

PRAIRIE WY

TREECE ST

LE
E 

ST

SUNLAND ST

O
R

C
H

AR
D

 D
R

EN
C

LA
VE

 C
I

INFINITE DR

HEALTH PARK DR

SHORT PL

KAYLIX AV

TAFT C
T

HAWTHORN ST

FIR CT

SPRUCE WY

CLE
VELAND AV

SYCAMORE LN

ALIN
E ST

SU
N

SET D
R

AZURE WY

C
H

ER
R

YW
O

O
D

 L
N

BIRCH CT

LOIS CI

TRAILRIDGE DR

JUNIPER ST

FI
LL

M
O

R
E 

AV

GATEWAY LN

AD
AM

S AV

OWL CT

LOIS WY

DOGWOOD CI

MAPLE CT

LOCK ST

R
O

SE
 S

T

CEDAR PL

CACTUS C
T

PINE CT

TROON CT

M
O

NRO
E PL

EL
LA

 C
T

FIR CT

CHERRY ST

HARPER ST

DILLON RD

ELM ST

H
EC

LA
 D

R

DILLON RD

 Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS, AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

City of Louisville

Restricted Parcels Under Current Code

Downtown Louisville

1,000 ft Buffer

Eligible Areas - Medical

Eligible Areas - Retail

²0 0.5 10.25
Miles

April 17, 2018

Buffer Options for Marijuana Regulations
Map 2: 1,000 ft from Restricted Properties Under Current Code



PINE ST

VIA APPIA

96
TH

 S
T

M
C

C
AS

LI
N

 B
D

10
4T

H
 S

T

C
TC

 B
D

DILLON RD

SOUTH BOULDER RD

M
AI

N
 S

T

CHERRY ST

TA
YL

O
R

 A
VDAHLIA ST

HOOVER AV

88
TH

 S
T

WILLOW ST

JE
FF

ER
SO

N
 A

V

SPRUCE ST

TYLER AV

PIER
C

E AV

LAFAYETTE ST

CENTURY DR

FR
O

N
T 

ST

C
O

U
N

TY R
D

AR
TH

U
R

 AV

WALNUT ST

G
AR

FI
EL

D
 A

V

LA
FA

R
G

E 
AV

LINDEN ST

SOUTH ST

PO
LK

 A
V

ELM ST

BELLA VISTA DR

BOXELDER ST

MULBERRY ST

EMPIRE RD

EA
ST

 S
T

FAIRFIELD LN

HECLA DR

CENTENNIAL DR
CENTENNIAL P

Y

KE
N

N
ED

Y 
AV

ST ANDREWS LN

CAMPUS DR

WEST ST

C
EN

TU
R

Y PL

R
O

O
SE

VE
LT

 A
V

REGAL ST

DOGWOOD ST

GRIFFITH ST

OWL DR

EVANS AV

LOIS DR

PL
AZ

A 
D

R

PLUM CI

VISTA LN
80

TH
 C

T

LA
R

K 
AV

RIDGE PL

MADISON AV

HARPER ST

H
AYS D

R

ASH ST

C
LU

B 
C

I

LILAC CI

PRAIRIE WY

TREECE ST

LE
E 

ST

SUNLAND ST

EN
C

LA
VE

 C
I

INFINITE DR

HEALTH PARK DR

SHORT PL

KAYLIX AV

TAFT C
T

HAWTHORN ST

FIR CT

SPRUCE WY

SYCAMORE LN

AZURE WY

C
H

ER
R

YW
O

O
D

 L
N

BIRCH CT

LOIS CI

TRAILRIDGE DR

JUNIPER ST

GATEWAY LN

FIR WY

OWL CT

DOGWOOD CI

MAPLE CT

LOCK ST

APPLE CT

R
O

SE
 S

T

CEDAR PL

LILAC CT

CACTUS C
T

PINE CT

TROON CT

M
O

NRO
E PL

EL
LA

 C
T

PEAR CT

CHERRY ST

H
EC

LA
 D

R

DILLON RD

ELM ST

HARPER ST

DILLON RD

FIR CT

 Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS, AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

City of Louisville

Downtown Louisville

1st Grade and Older

1,000 ft Buffer

Eligible Areas - Medical

Eligible Areas - Retail

²0 0.5 10.25
Miles

April 17, 2018

Buffer Options for Marijuana Regulations
Map 5: 1,000 ft Buffer from 1st Grade & Older



PINE ST

VIA APPIA

96
TH

 S
T

M
C

C
AS

LI
N

 B
D

10
4T

H
 S

T

C
TC

 B
D

DILLON RD

SOUTH BOULDER RD

M
AI

N
 S

T

CHERRY ST

TA
YL

O
R

 A
VDAHLIA ST

HOOVER AV

88
TH

 S
T

WILLOW ST

JE
FF

ER
SO

N
 A

V

SPRUCE ST

TYLER AV

WASHINGTON AV
PIER

C
E AV

LAFAYETTE ST

CENTURY DR

FR
O

N
T 

ST

C
O

U
N

TY R
D

AR
TH

U
R

 AV

WALNUT ST

G
AR

FI
EL

D
 A

V

LA
FA

R
G

E 
AV

LINDEN ST

SOUTH ST

PO
LK

 A
V

ELM ST

BELLA VISTA DR

BOXELDER ST

MULBERRY ST

EMPIRE RD

EA
ST

 S
T

FAIRFIELD LN

H
EC

LA
 D

R

CENTENNIAL DR
CENTENNIAL P

Y

KE
N

N
ED

Y 
AV

ST ANDREWS LN

CAMPUS DR

WEST ST

C
EN

TU
R

Y PL

R
O

O
SE

VE
LT

 A
V

REGAL ST

DOGWOOD ST

GRIFFITH ST

OWL DR

EVANS AV

LOIS DR

PL
AZ

A 
D

R

PLUM CI

REX ST

VISTA LN

80
TH

 C
T

LA
R

K 
AV

RIDGE PL

M
AD

IS
O

N
 A

V

HARPER ST

H
AYS D

R

ASH ST

C
LU

B C
I

LILAC CI

PRAIRIE WY

TREECE ST

LE
E 

ST

SUNLAND ST

O
R

C
H

AR
D

 D
R

EN
C

LA
VE

 C
I

INFINITE DR

HEALTH PARK DR

SHORT PL

KAYLIX AV

TAFT C
T

HAWTHORN ST

FIR CT

SPRUCE WY

CLE
VELAND AV

SYCAMORE LN

ALIN
E ST

SU
N

SET D
R

AZURE WY

C
H

ER
R

YW
O

O
D

 L
N

BIRCH CT

LOIS CI

TRAILRIDGE DR

JUNIPER ST

FI
LL

M
O

R
E 

AV

GATEWAY LN

AD
AM

S AV

OWL CT

LOIS WY

DOGWOOD CI

MAPLE CT

LOCK ST

R
O

SE
 S

T

CEDAR PL

CACTUS C
T

PINE CT

TROON CT

M
O

NRO
E PL

EL
LA

 C
T

FIR CT

CHERRY ST

HARPER ST

DILLON RD

ELM ST

H
EC

LA
 D

R

DILLON RD

 Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS, AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

City of Louisville

Restricted Parcels Under Current Code

Downtown Louisville

1/4 Mile Buffer

Eligible Areas - Medical

Eligible Areas - Retail

²0 0.5 10.25
Miles

April 17, 2018

Buffer Options for Marijuana Regulations
Map 3:  1/4 Mile from Restricted Properties Under Current Code



PINE ST

VIA APPIA

96
TH

 S
T

M
C

C
AS

LI
N

 B
D

10
4T

H
 S

T

C
TC

 B
D

DILLON RD

SOUTH BOULDER RD

M
AI

N
 S

T

CHERRY ST

TA
YL

O
R

 A
VDAHLIA ST

HOOVER AV

88
TH

 S
T

WILLOW ST

JE
FF

ER
SO

N
 A

V

SPRUCE ST

TYLER AV

WASHINGTON AV
PIER

C
E AV

LAFAYETTE ST

CENTURY DR

FR
O

N
T 

ST

C
O

U
N

TY R
D

AR
TH

U
R

 AV

WALNUT ST

G
AR

FI
EL

D
 A

V

LA
FA

R
G

E 
AV

LINDEN ST

SOUTH ST

PO
LK

 A
V

ELM ST

BELLA VISTA DR

BOXELDER ST

MULBERRY ST

EMPIRE RD

EA
ST

 S
T

FAIRFIELD LN

H
EC

LA
 D

R

CENTENNIAL DR
CENTENNIAL P

Y

KE
N

N
ED

Y 
AV

ST ANDREWS LN

CAMPUS DR

WEST ST

C
EN

TU
R

Y PL

R
O

O
SE

VE
LT

 A
V

REGAL ST

DOGWOOD ST

GRIFFITH ST

OWL DR

EVANS AV

LOIS DR

PL
AZ

A 
D

R

PLUM CI

REX ST

VISTA LN

80
TH

 C
T

LA
R

K 
AV

RIDGE PL

M
AD

IS
O

N
 A

V

HARPER ST

H
AYS D

R

ASH ST

C
LU

B C
I

LILAC CI

PRAIRIE WY

TREECE ST

LE
E 

ST

SUNLAND ST

O
R

C
H

AR
D

 D
R

EN
C

LA
VE

 C
I

INFINITE DR

HEALTH PARK DR

SHORT PL

KAYLIX AV

TAFT C
T

HAWTHORN ST

FIR CT

SPRUCE WY

CLE
VELAND AV

SYCAMORE LN

ALIN
E ST

SU
N

SET D
R

AZURE WY

C
H

ER
R

YW
O

O
D

 L
N

BIRCH CT

LOIS CI

TRAILRIDGE DR

JUNIPER ST

FI
LL

M
O

R
E 

AV

GATEWAY LN

AD
AM

S AV

OWL CT

LOIS WY

DOGWOOD CI

MAPLE CT

LOCK ST

R
O

SE
 S

T

CEDAR PL

CACTUS C
T

PINE CT

TROON CT

M
O

NRO
E PL

EL
LA

 C
T

FIR CT

CHERRY ST

HARPER ST

DILLON RD

ELM ST

H
EC

LA
 D

R

DILLON RD

 Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS, AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

City of Louisville

1st Grade and Older

Downtown Louisville

1/4 Mile Buffer

Eligible Areas - Medical

Eligible Areas - Retail

²0 0.5 10.25
Miles

April 17, 2018

Buffer Options for Marijuana Regulations
Map 6: 1/4 Mile Buffer from 1st Grade & Older



Louisville Boulder Boulder County Lafayette Broomfield Superior
Retail Sales Allow Allow Allow Allow

Medical Sales Allow Allow Allow Allow
Retail Product 
Manufacturing Allow Allow Allow

Medical Product 
Manufacturing Allow Allow Allow Allow

Retail Marijuana  
Testing Facility Allow Allow Allow Allow

Medical Marijuana 
Testing Facility Allow Allow Allow

Retail Cultivation Allow Allow Allow
Medical Cultivation Allow Allow Allow

Marijuana Research 
& Development Allow Allow Allow

Distance 
Requirement 1320 Feet 1000 Feet 1000 feet 500 - 1000 feet

Limit on # of Retail 
Stores 4 None None 3

Geographic area 
limitations

Not allowed 
downtown

Not allowed in mixed use 
buildings where there is a 
residence in the building, or 
on the ground floor of the 
Downtown BID district. Don’t 
allow more than 3 MJ 
businesses within 500 feet of 
each other.

None
500 - 800 ft 

setbacks from 
certain streets

Square Footage 
Restrictions

Medical center is 
limited to 1800 
sf; retail store is 
limited to 2000 
sf; shared retail/ 
medical is limited 
to 3800 sf.

Dispensaries must be in 
personal services zones and 
may not be larger than 3,000 
square feet. Grows must be 
in light industrial zones and 
may not be larger than 
15,000 sq feet. MIPs must 
be in manufacturing or light 
industrial and may not be 
larger than 15,000 sq feet.

None None

C
O
M
P
L
E
T
E
 
B
A
N

C
O
M
P
L
E
T
E
 
B
A
N

COMPARISON OF MARIJUANA REGULATIONS IN AREA JURISDICTIONS



Marijuana Regs Liquor Regs
Must be 1320 feet from any daycare or 
school. This is set by municipality.

Must be 500 feet from any school 1st grade 
and higher. This is set by state law, but 
municipality may decrease the distance.

New stores may not be within 1320 feet of 
another store. This is set by municipality.

New retail stores may not be within 1500 feet 
of another retail store. State law.

May deny a license for "undue 
concentration." (LLA denied a license once 
for this reason and was overruled by the 
State.)

Municipality may ban this use in certain 
areas, i.e. downtown.

Statute doesn't allow municipality to ban 
liquor as a use in an area.

Municipality may set hours of operation. Hours of operation set by state law.
Municipality may do a complete ban Municipality may do a complete ban
Landlord may choose to not rent to a 
marijuana use.
Collect local sales tax. Collect local sales tax.

An owner's association is allowed to bar 
marijuana businesses in its district.
All license types set by state law. All license types set by state law.
Must have a signed lease to apply for a 
license.

Must have a signed lease to apply for a 
license.

Apply first to the state. State then sends 
license application to the municipality.

Apply first to the municipality. Municipality 
then sends license application to the state.

State fees and local fees. Local fees set at 
the discretion of the municipality.

State fees and local fees. Local fees are 
limited by the state. (Louisville fees are much 
lower than the established limit.)

All employees required to have state issued 
"red card." Includes state mandated training 
for support personnel.

Local training sessions encouraged for all 
employees, not required.

Background checks required of all 
employees (part of "red card" application).

Background checks required of all owners of 
more than 10% and managers.

Requires LLA Public Hearing Requires LLA Public Hearing

COMPARISON OF MARIJUANA TO LIQUOR REGULATIONS

Many of the marijuana regulations are based on the language from Amendment 64 and 
were designed to give municipalities more control over how they handle marijuana. While 
both are considered matters of state-wide concern, municipalities have much greater 
control over local marijuana regulations.

Land Use 
and Other 
Regulations

Licensing

LLA = Local 
Licensing 
Authority

May impose additional excise tax. Requires 
TABOR election.
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Councilmember Loo stated there is too much overlap with OSAB and Parks requests 
and there needs to be better descriptions. She noted all of the requests could be moot 
depending on what happens in Coyote Run. 
 
Councilmember Loo stated all FTE requests need to show how they benefit maintaining 
what we have. 
 
Mayor Pro Tem Lipton stated there are three categories from Open Space: acquisition, 
maintenance, and programming. We need to pivot from acquisition to maintenance.  
 
Parks & Public Landscaping 
 
Councilmember Keany stated #32, multi-purpose field, might be put at Cottonwood Park 
and that should be considered in that master plan. Councilmember Maloney noted there 
might be a possibility of doing multi-use fields jointly with surrounding communities. 
 
Public Comments: 
 
Deb Fahey, 1118 West Enclave Circle, asked Council to set up a program that supports 
and educates residents and HOAs to help them learn about sustainability options. 
 

DISCUSSION/DIRECTION 
POSSIBLE CHANGES TO MARIJUANA REGULATIONS 

 
City Clerk Muth stated as a part of the 2017 Work Plan, City Council asked staff to 
evaluate if there was a need for changes or updates to the City’s current marijuana 
regulations. She briefly reviewed the current regulations noting the City has one retail 
store and one combined medical and retail store. 
 
Muth stated Council discussed possible changes at the February 27 City Council 
meeting and directed staff on the following items: 
 

Things not to change in the regulations: 
 Keep the ban on marijuana sales downtown. 

 
Things to change in the regulations: 

 Allow stores to be up to 5000 square feet 
 Allow production and testing for both retail and medical 
 Remove the limit of four retail stores in town 

 
Items about which Council would like further discussion: 

 Cultivation – what have other Cities experienced with cultivation 
 Distance Options for Retail Sales – look at revising the distance requirements to 

either 500 feet or 1000 feet or possibly aligning this with liquor regulations. 
 Retail Hours 
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Regarding cultivation, if Council would like to allow cultivation they will need to 
determine in what zone districts it would be allowed. Most cities allow cultivation only in 
industrial zoned areas. Council should determine if they would like to have a buffer from 
any other uses (schools, daycares, etc.) similar to what is done with retail marijuana. 
 
Regarding distances, staff provided six maps that show different buffer options. And, 
regarding hours, Muth noted all of the retail shops in Louisville, Boulder, Lafayette, and 
Boulder County currently have the same business hours of 8 am to 10 pm. Council can 
change those hours if they are interested. 
 
Muth noted Council may want to amend the code to align zoning requirements for retail 
and medical sales. Currently the areas eligible for medical sales do not align with those 
available for retail sales. 
 
Based on the direction from tonight’s meeting, staff will bring back an ordinance for 
Council consideration. 
 
Councilmember Maloney asked what is different about the medical and retail zoning. 
Planning Director Zuccaro noted the zoning use table would need to be amended to 
have them align. 
 
Councilmember Stolzmann stated she would like to align marijuana store locations with 
where liquor stores are allowed. 
 
Councilmember Keany noted he is opposed to adding cultivation and noted CTC would 
likely be the only place it could go and the CTC owner’s association could choose to not 
allow this use. 
 
Mayor Muckle stated he is strongly opposed to adding cultivation. 
 
Councilmember Stolzmann noted the mix of allowed uses in the industrial zone districts 
are far more hazardous than marijuana cultivation. She noted the CTC owners 
association could exclude things if they wanted to. She felt cultivation and production 
were consistent uses with other industries.  
 
Mayor Pro Tem Lipton asked about revenue the City might derive. He noted the City 
does not limit breweries so why marijuana. 
 
Councilmember Maloney stated he is in favor of adding cultivation. He doesn’t want to 
preclude a business that might add future revenue. 
 
Councilmember Loo noted a report she had sent to Council members concerning 
energy use and the marijuana industry noting it was high in comparison to other 
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industries.  She asked about the impact on our wish to be more sustainable. She had 
not made up her mind but noted she was not particularly positive toward it currently. 
 
Councilmember Maloney said he thought the industry had transitioned to LED lighting 
and the impact on energy use had dropped. He felt the report was dated.   
 
Councilmember Loo said she had talked to a Boulder County employee who reported 
this was accurate information. 
 
Mayor Pro Tem Lipton asked if the City would impose similar energy requirements on 
other users. He questioned if marijuana is looked at differently just because it is 
marijuana. He wants to be consistent with other types of uses.   
 
Councilmember Keany stated he has not heard from residents saying there were not 
enough marijuana stores. He is not opposed to considering adjusting the code for 
locations or number of facilities but he doesn’t feel the community was asking for 
cultivation or extending hours.  
 
Mayor Muckle didn’t feel the cultivation business would bring value. He noted he had 
heard working next to a cultivation business was a problem due to the odors. He has 
heard that working next to a cultivation site is very unpleasant and he knew of one 
business that closed because of odor from a cultivation site. He noted he had no 
personal issue with marijuana being legal at the state level but noted it is still illegal at 
the federal level and he is concerned about contributing to smuggling operations in 
other states. He felt changing our regulations is fixing a problem that doesn’t exist and 
we are already meeting the demands of our own citizens. He has no issue with 
increasing store size and matching retail and medical regulations. 
 
Members discussed specific direction on the items they would like to see in a draft 
ordinance. 
 
Mayor Pro Tem Lipton stated he would like more information on cultivation, specifically 
if there are economic benefits to allowing cultivation. 
 
Councilmember Maloney would like more information about how other municipalities are 
controlling odor for cultivation. 
 
Councilmember Loo asked if staff could determine if the Colorado Tech Center would 
even allow cultivation as a use. 
 
Members agreed to a draft ordinance allowing stores to be up to 5000 sf; aligning 
medical and retail testing and production rules and add the use in industrial areas; and 
removing the limit of 4 retail stores. 
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Councilmember Stolzmann stated she would like to align the distance rules for retail 
marijuana with the liquor laws. Councilmember Maloney agreed. 
 
Members were not in agreement about the downtown ban and asked staff to bring an 
ordinance that leaves the ban but it could be removed if Council so desires. 
 
Members had varying ideas on the store hours. Councilmember Stolzmann didn’t feel 
the need to be so restrictive while others were ok with the hours as set. Staff will bring 
the draft ordinance with no change. 
 
For distances, members decided to bring the new ordinance with a distance 
requirement of 500 feet from first grade and higher and a requirement of 1500 feet 
between stores. 
 
Staff will bring back an ordinance for consideration. 
 

RETURN TO EXECUTIVE SESSION 
 
The City Clerk read the statement required by City Code. 
 
Attorney Light stated Section 5-2(d) of the home rule charter authorizes an executive 
session for the purpose of consultation with an attorney representing the City with 
respect to pending litigation, which includes actual pending lawsuits as well as 
situations where the person requesting the session believes in good faith that a lawsuit 
may result. An executive session for this purpose is also authorized by Section 24-6-
402(4)(b) of the Colorado Open Meetings Law. 
 
For this executive session, the City Manager and City Attorney are requesting an 
executive session for consultation with the City Attorney regarding pending litigation, 
which in this case does not involve any pending lawsuits to which the City is a party but 
two situations where lawsuits against the City may result. 
 
Mayor Muckle moved to go into executive session for the purpose of consultation with 
the attorneys representing the City with respect to pending litigation on two items, and 
that the executive session include the City Manager, City Attorney, and Planning 
Director. Councilmember Stolzmann seconded the motion. Voice vote passed 6-0. 
 
Adjourned to Executive Session at 9:42 pm. 
 
Returned from Executive Session at 10:27 pm 
 

REPORT – DISCUSSION/DIRECTION/ACTION – PENDING LITIGATION 
 
City Attorney Light reported the purpose of the executive session was for the discussion 
of possible lawsuits. There is no need for action tonight. 
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
AGENDA ITEM 8D 

SUBJECT: DISCUSSION/DIRECTION – UPDATES TO REGULATIONS FOR 
MEDICAL AND RETAIL MARIJUANA BUSINESSES, AND 
CULTIVATION, TESTING AND MANUFACTURING OF 
MARIJUANA PRODUCTS 

 
DATE:  NOVEMBER 5, 2018 
 
PRESENTED BY: ROB ZUCCARO, AICP, PLANNING & BUILDING SAFETY DIRECTOR 
 MEREDYTH MUTH, CITY CLERK 
 
SUMMARY: 
Based on initial direction from City Council, staff has drafted two versions of a revised 
ordinance addressing updated medical and retail marijuana regulations for discussion 
and direction (Version A and B attached).  Based on City Council direction at this 
meeting, staff anticipates drafting a final draft ordinance for Planning Commission and 
City Council consideration and public hearing. Version A continues to prohibit cultivation 
throughout the City and Version B allows cultivation in the Industrial (I) zone district.  All 
other regulations are the same between each version. The following is a summary of 
the major changes proposed in each version of the ordinance: 
 
Version A (No Cultivation) 

 Eliminates the limit of four total retail marijuana businesses in the City.   

 Increases the spacing requirement between retail/medical marijuana businesses 
from 1,320 feet to 1,500 feet.   

 Decreases the buffer requirement from a public or private school from 1,320 to 
500 feet.  

 Eliminates the buffer requirement from a public playground or outdoor pool; an 
outdoor education facility serving children; an alcohol or drug treatment facility; 
the principal campus of a college, university, or seminary; or a residential 
childcare facility.  

 Increases the allowed area of a medical and retail businesses (or combined 
medical/retail business) up to 5,000 square feet. Medical is currently limited to 
1,800 square feet, retail is limited to 2,000 square feet and a combined store is 
limited to 3,800 square feet.  

 Expands allowed zone districts where medical marijuana businesses are allowed 
to the Community Commercial (C-C) zone district (Downtown excluded), in 
addition to the current allowance in Commercial Business (C-B).  This matches 
the current allowance for retail marijuana businesses.    

 Allows medical marijuana testing facilities as a use by right in the Industrial (I) 
zone district and as a special review use in the Commercial Business (C-B), 
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Business Office (B-O) and Administrative Office (A-O) zone districts.  This 
matches the current allowance for retail marijuana testing facilities.    

 Allows medical marijuana manufacturing in the I zone district, in addition to the 
current allowance in the C-B zone district.  

 Allows retail medical marijuana manufacturing in the I and C-B zone districts.  
Currently, the code does not allow retail marijuana manufacturing.  This matches 
the current proposal for a medical marijuana businesses.    

 Allows medical marijuana businesses and testing in the Planning Community 
Zone District (PCZD) commercial and office areas, as long as mixed residential is 
not included in the development.  This matches the current allowance for retail 
marijuana businesses.    

 Requires owners to install a ventilation system for any marijuana testing or 
manufacturing that ensures that no odors are noticeable at an adjoining property 
line.     

 
Version B (Allows Cultivation) 

 Version B includes all of the same proposed changes noted above for Version A.  

 Allows medical and retail marijuana cultivation in the I and PCZD-I zone districts.  
Currently, the code prohibits both medical and retail marijuana cultivation.    

 Adds a performance measure that any marijuana cultivation activity shall not 
result in the emission of any gas, vapors, odors, smoke, dust, heat or glare that 
is noticeable at or beyond the property line.  

 Requires owners to install a ventilation system for any marijuana cultivation that 
ensures that no odors are noticeable at an adjoining property line.     

 
BACKGROUND: 
The City adopted its original medical marijuana regulations in 2011 by Ordinance 1590-
2011 and Ordinance 1591-2011 (see Attachment 3 for City Council Packet and Minutes)  
and retail marijuana regulations in 2013 by Ordinance 1649-2013 and Ordinance 1650-
2013 (see Attachment 4 for City Council Packet and Minutes).  The ordinances allowed 
marijuana businesses consistent with State Amendments 20 and 64, which legalized 
medical and marijuana businesses under State Law.  In 2014, the City updated the 
code to prohibit marijuana clubs by Ordinance 1667-2014 (see Attachment 5 for City 
Council Packet and Minutes).    
 
The City’s regulations limit size and location of each business type and allows medical 
sales, testing and production and retail sales in C-B zone district and medical and retail 
testing as a special review use in several other office and business zone districts.  
Currently, the City has issued licenses for one retail business and one combined 
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medical and retail business, both located at Colony Square shopping center, located 
southwest of McCaslin Blvd. and Dillon Rd.  No licenses for testing facilities have been 
issued.  
 
The following is a summary of the main regulations contained in the current code: 

 A marijuana business may not be locate within 1,320 feet of: a public or private 
preschool, elementary, middle, junior high, or high school; a public playground or 
outdoor pool; an outdoor education facility serving children; an alcohol or drug 
treatment facility; the principal campus of a college, university, or seminary; or a 
residential child care facility. 

 Medical and retail businesses are not allowed in Downtown.   

 A medical business is limited to 1,800 square feet. 

 A retail business is limited to 2,000 square feet. 

 A shared retail/medical store is limited to 3,800 square feet. 

 Hours of operation of medical and retail businesses is limited to 8 am – 10 pm. 

 There are limitations on the language and design of signage. 

 There is a limit of four retail stores allowed in the City.   

 
City Council Discussions 2018 
The City Council included a review of the City’s current marijuana regulations on its 
2018 work plan.  Council held discussions on February 27, 2018 and April 17, 2018 and 
provided the following direction to staff to develop draft regulations for further 
discussion.    

 Align the medical and retail marijuana requirement with liquor store requirements.  

 Align the rules for medical and retail marijuana. 

 Continue the ban on sales downtown. 

 Maintain the sales hours of 8 am – 10 pm. 

 Allow stores (medical, retail, and combined) to be up to 5,000 square feet.  

 Allow production and testing for both medical and retail products. 

 Align the zoning for production and testing to include industrial areas. 

 Remove the four-store limit. 

 Reduce the distance from schools to 500 feet from 1,320 feet and only require 
that setback from primary schools and higher. This removes the distance 
requirement from daycares, parks, playgrounds, outdoor pools, outdoor 
education facilities serving children, alcohol and drug treatment centers, and 
residential childcare facilities. 

 Require a distance of 1500 feet between stores. 

 Allow for manufacturing in industrial areas. 

 Create a draft of the ordinance that allows cultivation in industrial areas and 
research issues related to odor as a potential negative impact from cultivation.  
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ANALYSIS: 
Medical and Retail Marijuana Businesses 
Based on the City Council’s direction to align the marijuana business code with liquor 
regulations the draft ordinances remove the cap on the number of marijuana 
businesses, increase the spacing between businesses (1,320 to 1,500 feet), limit the 
buffer requirement to public and private schools with grades K through 12 and reduce 
the buffer from 1,320 to 500 feet.  The draft ordinances also adjust the zone districts 
where marijuana businesses would be allowed.  The April 17, 2018 City Council packet 
contains several maps of the City showing different buffer scenarios of 500 and 1,000 
feet and a quarter mile buffer.  Some of the City Council discussion presumed that the 
impacts to the community and children from liquor and marijuana stores are generally 
the same so these businesses should be regulated the same.  The following table 
provides a comparison of the City’s current marijuana and liquor regulations.   
 
Comparison of Current Marijuana and Liquor Regulations 
 Marijuana Regs Liquor Regs 

Land Use 
and Other 
Regulations 

Must be 1,320 feet from any daycare or 
school. This is set by municipality. 

Must be 500 feet from any school 1st 
grade and higher. This is set by state law, 
but municipality may decrease the 
distance. 

New stores may not be within 1,320 feet of 
another store. This is set by municipality. 

New retail stores may not be within 1,500 
feet of another retail store. State law. 

  May deny a license for "undue 
concentration."  

Municipality may ban this use in certain 
areas, i.e. downtown. 

Statute doesn't allow municipality to ban 
liquor as a use in an area. 

Municipality may set hours of operation. Hours of operation set by state law. 

Municipality may do a complete ban Municipality may do a complete ban 

Landlord may choose to not rent to a 
marijuana use. 

  

Collect local sales tax. Collect local sales tax. 

May impose additional excise tax. Requires 
TABOR election. 

  

Licensing 

All license types set by state law. All license types set by state law. 

Must have a signed lease to apply for a 
license. 

Must have a signed lease to apply for a 
license. 

Apply first to the state. State then sends 
license application to the municipality. 

Apply first to the municipality. Municipality 
then sends license application to the 
state. 

State fees and local fees. Local fees set at 
the discretion of the municipality. 

State fees and local fees. Local fees are 
limited by the state. (Louisville fees are 
much lower than the established limit.) 

All employees required to have state issued 
"red card." Includes state mandated training 
for support personnel. 

Local training sessions encouraged for all 
employees, not required. 

Background checks required of all 
employees (part of "red card" application). 

Background checks required of all owners 
of more than 10% and managers. 

Requires LLA Public Hearing and approval 
for a license 

Requires LLA Public Hearing and 
approval for a license 
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A buffer map showing where business could locate under the current code is included 
below and full size map is attached for reference (Attachment 8).  A buffer map showing 
allowed areas that business could be located under the proposed regulations with 
reduced buffer is included on the following page and a full size map is attached for 
reference (Attachment 9).   The proposed buffer map also shows the 1,500-foot buffer 
from the City’s existing stores. The new regulations significantly expand where 
marijuana businesses could locate along McCaslin Boulevard, South Boulder Road, 96th 
Street/Highway 42, and the Conoco Phillips/Health Park properties off 88th St.  Although 
the overall limit of four marijuana businesses is removed, the 1,500-foot spacing 
requirement between businesses will provide some limit on the total number, and 
ensure no single commercial area of the City becomes inundated with marijuana 
businesses.   
 
Buffer Map – Current Code 
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Buffer Map – Proposed Code 

 
 
The following table compares the City’s marijuana regulations to other local 
jurisdictions.  Of the communities that allow marijuana businesses, Boulder, Boulder 
County and Lafayette have buffers between 500 and 1,000 feet.  Lafayette has a limit 
on the total number of retail stores allowed, while Boulder and Boulder County do not 
have a limit.  Boulder limits retail store size to 3,000 square feet, while Boulder County 
and Lafayette do not have a size limit.    
  

1500 ft. 

buffer from 

Existing 

Stores 
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 Comparison of Regulations in Area Jurisdictions 

  
Louisville Boulder 

Boulder 
County Lafayette Broomfield Superior 

Retail Sales Allow Allow Allow Allow 

C
O

M
P

L
E

T
E

 B
A

N
 

C
O

M
P

L
E

T
E

 B
A

N
 

Medical Sales Allow Allow Allow Allow 

Retail Product 
Manufacturing 

  Not Allow Allow Allow Allow 

Medical Product 
Manufacturing 

Allow Allow Allow Allow 

Retail Marijuana  
Testing Facility 

Allow Allow Allow Allow 

Medical 
Marijuana 

Testing Facility 
  Not Allow Allow Allow Allow 

Retail 
Cultivation 

  Not Allow Allow Allow Allow 

Medical 
Cultivation 

  Not Allow Allow Allow Allow 

Marijuana 
Research & 

Development 
 Not Allow Allow Allow Allow 

Distance 
Requirement 

1,320 Feet 1,000 Feet 
1,000 
feet 

500 – 
1,000 feet 

Limit on # of 
Retail Stores 

4 None None 3 

Square Footage 
Restrictions 

Medical 
center is 
limited to 
1,800 sf; 
retail store is 
limited to 
2,000 sf; 
shared retail/ 
medical is 
limited to 
3,800 sf. 

Dispensaries 
must be in 
personal 
services zones 
and may not be 
larger than 
3,000 square 
feet. Grows 
must be in light 
industrial zones 
and may not be 
larger than 
15,000 sq feet. 
MIPs must be in 
manufacturing 
or light industrial 
and may not be 
larger than 
15,000 sq feet. 

None None 
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Testing and Manufacturing 
The current code allows medical manufacturing in certain zone districts but not retail 
manufacturing.  Similarly, the code allows retail testing in certain zone districts but 
medical testing is not allowed.  The proposed ordinance aligns the zone districts where 
the medical and retail testing and manufacturing are allowed and expands these uses 
into the I zone district.  The intent is to treat both medial and retail in the same manner.  
A comparison table of other communities on the previous page shows that Boulder, 
Boulder County and Lafayette all allow testing and manufacturing for both medical and 
retail marijuana.   
 
Added to both versions of the ordinance is a requirement that any testing or 
manufacturing facilities have a ventilation plan approved by the City that does not allow 
any odors from leaving the property.   
 
Cultivation 
City Council requested a version of the ordinance allowing cultivation in the Industrial (I) 
zone district as an alternative.  The majority of the City’s industrially zoned property is in 
the Colorado Tech Center (CTC), with two other I zoned properties located adjacent to 
Highway 42.  Concerns with cultivation typically are that they produce odors, attract 
nuisances and require higher levels of security, and may impact property values and 
ability to retain and recruit the types of companies that are usually seen in the CTC.  
Council requested specific research on what other communities have done to address 
odors.  The following table provides a summary of what other communities have done to 
regulate odors.   

Odor Regulations by City 
City How does the city regulate odor? 

Fort Collins Property-related odor violations. More explicit than other codes in restricting “vapors, 
gas, odors, smoke, dust, heat, or glare”.i  

Breckenridge Application requires plan for ventilation system. Property related odor violations. ii 

Denver Regulates marijuana odor through the Air Pollution Control section of its code. The 
Department of Environmental Health investigates odor complaints, using a device 
that measures the intensity of an odor, or when five or more residents call in a 
complaint in a 12-hour period. iii 

Aurora Application requires plan for ventilation system. Property-related odor violations.iv  

Boulder Application requires plan for ventilation system. v Property-related odor violations.vi 
Applicants have to consult an industrial hygienist.vii Section of code specifically for 
marijuana odor emissions. viii 

Lafayette Application requires plan for ventilation system. Property-related odor violations.ix  

Exact code language for each regulation given in endnotes. 

 
Staff contacted several other local jurisdictions that allow cultivation.  The following table 
summarized the findings from these communities: 
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INFORMATION FROM OTHER JURISDICTIONS 
 

 
Boulder Boulder County Lafayette 

Commerce 
City 

Longmont 
Superior 

Broomfield 

Staffing 

Added additional 
licensing specialist 

No staff added Licensing, 
background 
investigations
, inspections, 
patrolling, 
etc., have 
been 
absorbed by 
existing staff. 

Added part-
time police 
investigator 
to complete 
background 
investigations
. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

B 
A 
N 
 
 

C 
U 
L 
T 
I 
V 
A 
T 
I 
O 
N 

Complaints 

Odor is most 
frequent 
community 
compliant. Have 7 
areas with active 
odor investigations 
and required 
mitigation. 

2 complaints in early 
2016 for a property 
containing multiple 
marijuana businesses, 
property annexed by 
City of Boulder. Since 
then, no odor 
complaints. Under 
County regulations, 
odor cannot escape 
the property line. 

One odor 
violation. The 
licensee 
installed new 
ventilation 
equipment to 
mitigate the 
problem. 

Minor issues 
with odor at 
production 
site, 
cultivations 
just coming 
on line so 
don’t have 
information 
on those. 

Security 

Less frequent 
issues with 
security; require 
all MJ and receipts 
to be locked 
overnight in a safe 
that is affixed to 
the structure for all 
license types. 
Occasionally a 
licensee will not 
follow that 
requirement 
sometimes 
resulting in a 
burglary. Theft 
from marijuana 
businesses 
happen most 
frequently via 
employee theft in 
their experience. 

Some security issues 
related to an outdoor 
grow facility and 
reports of a dumpster 
diver. Marijuana 
businesses are 
required to report 
criminal activity to the 
state, but the state did 
not share this 
information with the 
local licensing 
authority. Updated 
regulations to require 
businesses report 
criminal activity to the 
local licensing 
authority. 

None. Minor issues 
with break ins 
for production 
sites 

Number of 
Cultivation 
Licenses 

53 30 6 6 
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Within Version B of the ordinance that allows cultivation, in addition to requiring review 
of ventilation systems for cultivation, a performance standard is included that would not 
allow any gas, vapors, odors, smoke, dust, heat or glare that is noticeable beyond the 
property line where the cultivation occurs.   
 
If the City does desire to allow cultivation, staff recommends the City Council consider 
an excise tax on cultivation to ensure that the City benefits from allowing this use.  
Approval of an excise tax would require a ballot referendum and approval by City 
residents.     
 
Staff reached out to the Fire District to see if they have any concerns about cultivation 
operations. The District stated that as long as such operations meet all of the current 
building and fire codes they would not have any specific concerns. It would require 
some additional work from Fire staff as annual inspections are required, but current staff 
can perform those tasks.  The District noted this specific business can cause different 
kinds of hazards, but as long as they are aware of the hazard and the location, the Fire 
District is ok with this use. 
 
The Planning Commission will review the final draft ordinance at their December 
meeting and staff tentatively plans to bring the final draft ordinance to City Council for 
first reading on January 8 and second reading on January 22. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENTS: 
The City has received three comment letters on this topic (attachment #10). 
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
The proposed ordinances include additional standards for ventilation of testing, 
manufacturing and cultivation activities, which would take additional staff time and 
resources.  If adopted, staff recommends a review of current fees to see if any 
additional fees are warranted to cover the costs of administering the new regulations.  In 
addition, if the City allows cultivation, staff recommends City Council consider an excise 
tax.  
 
RECOMMENDATIONS: 
Discussion/Direction  
 
ATTACHMENTS: 

1. Draft Ordinance Version A (No Cultivation) 
2. Draft Ordinance Version B (Allows Cultivation) 
3. Link to: March 15, 2011 City Council Packet and Minutes 
4. Link to: December 17, 2013 City Council Packet and Minutes 
5. Link to: November 3, 2014 City Council Packet and Minutes 
6. Link to: February 27, 2018 City Council Packet and Minutes 
7. Link to: April 17, 2018 City Council Packet and Minutes 

http://www.louisvilleco.gov/Home/ShowDocument?id=21404
http://www.louisvilleco.gov/Home/ShowDocument?id=21406
http://www.louisvilleco.gov/Home/ShowDocument?id=21408
http://www.louisvilleco.gov/Home/ShowDocument?id=21410
http://www.louisvilleco.gov/Home/ShowDocument?id=21412
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8. Buffer Map Current Code 
9. Buffer Map Proposed Code 
10. Public Comment Letters 

 

i Code language: No marijuana cultivation activity shall result in the emission of any gas, vapors, odors, 
smoke, dust, heat or glare that is noticeable at or beyond the property line of the establishment at 
which the cultivation occurs. Sufficient measures and means of preventing the escape of such 
substances from a retail marijuana establishment must be provided at all times. In the event that any 
gas, vapors, odors, smoke, dust, heat or glare or other substances exit a retail marijuana 
establishment, the owner of the subject premises and the licensee shall be jointly and severally liable 
for such conditions and shall be responsible for immediate, full clean-up and correction of such 
condition. The licensee shall properly dispose of all such materials, items and other substances in a 
safe, sanitary and secure manner and in accordance with all applicable federal, state and local laws 
and regulations. Chapter 15 Licenses and Business Regulations, Article XVII, Division 3, Section 15-621 
(c).  
ii Code language: “The growing, cultivation, or processing of marijuana on or within a licensed premises 
is prohibited unless allowed by the applicable codes and applicable administrative regulations, and the 
licensed premises are equipped with a proper ventilation system that filters out the odor of marijuana 
so that the odor is not capable of being detected by a person with a normal sense of smell at the 
exterior of the licensed premises.” Ordinance 35, Series 2013, codified in Chapter 14 Marijuana Licenses 
and Regulations, 4-14-25. Ordinance can be found at: 
http://www.townofbreckenridge.com/Home/ShowDocument?id=7073. Note that the Breckenridge 
Code is available through http://www.sterlingcodifiers.com/codebook/index.php?book_id=878. All 
other codes are available through Municode. 
iii Code language: “(1) If odorous contaminants are detected when one (1) volume of the odorous air 
has been diluted with seven (7) or more volumes of odor-free air, as measured by any instrument, 
device, or method designated by the Colorado Air Pollution Control Division to be used in the 
determination of the intensity of an odor and in the enforcement of Colorado Air Quality Control 
Commission Regulation 2. (2) If the department receives five (5) or more complaints from individuals 
representing separate households or businesses within the city within a 30-day period relating to a 
single odor description, and the department verifies the source of the odor.” Chapter 4 Air Pollution 
Control, Article II, Section 4-10. 
iv Code language: “If, prior to opening to the public, the applicant's building will contain an air 
filtration system that filters out the odor of marijuana so that the odor cannot be detected by a 
person at the exterior property line of the lot or parcel on which the retail marijuana store is located, 
the applicant shall be awarded three points.” City can revoke license if an odor can be perceived “at 
the exterior of the building at the licensed premises, or is perceptible at any adjoining use of the 
property.” Note: Aurora awards licenses based on a point system, with the 4 highest scorers per ward 
getting the license. Chapter 6 Alcoholic Beverages and Retail Marijuana, Article II, Section 6-309. 
v Code language: “A plan for ventilation of the marijuana business that describes the ventilation 
systems that will be used to prevent any odor of marijuana off the premises of the business. For 
cultivation facilities, such plan shall also include all ventilation systems used to control the 
environment for the plants and describe how such systems operate with the systems preventing any 
odor leaving the premises. For marijuana-infused product manufacturers and marijuana testing 

                                                 

http://www.townofbreckenridge.com/Home/ShowDocument?id=7073
http://www.sterlingcodifiers.com/codebook/index.php?book_id=878
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facilities, such plan shall also include all ventilation systems used to mitigate noxious gases or other 
fumes used or created as part of the production process. Chapter 16 Recreational Marijuana, Section 6-
16-5 (a-12). 
vi Code language: “Ventilation Required. A recreational marijuana business shall be ventilated so that 
the odor of marijuana cannot be detected by a person with a normal sense of smell at the exterior of 
the recreational marijuana business or at any adjoining use or property.” Chapter 16 Recreational 
Marijuana, Section 6-16-8 (h).  
vii Code language: “The city shall require the business to obtain verification from a qualified industrial 
hygienist that the manner in which the business producing or testing marijuana complies with all 
applicable laws and does not produce noxious or dangerous gases or odors or otherwise create a 
danger to any person or entity in or near the businesses.” Chapter 16 Recreational Marijuana, Section 
6-16-8 (s-2).  
viii Title 5, Chapter 10 Marijuana Offenses, Section 5-10-6 Marijuana Odor Emissions. See 
https://library.municode.com/co/boulder/codes/municipal_code?nodeId=TIT5GEOF_CH10MAOF.  
ix Code language: “A plan for ventilation of the retail marijuana establishment that fully describes the 
ventilation systems that will ensure the odor of marijuana cannot be detected by a person with a 
normal sense of smell at the exterior of the retail marijuana establishment or at any adjoining 
property. For retail marijuana establishments that cultivate marijuana, such plan shall also include all 
ventilation systems used to control the environment for the marijuana plants and describe how such 
systems operate in conjunction with the systems preventing any odor leaving the premises. For retail 
marijuana establishments that produce marijuana products, such plan shall also include all ventilation 
systems used to mitigate noxious gases or other fumes used or created as part of the production 
process.” Chapter 56 Marijuana, Article III, Section 56-265 (b-5). Also stated in Ch. 56, Article III, Section 
56-265 (m).  

https://library.municode.com/co/boulder/codes/municipal_code?nodeId=TIT5GEOF_CH10MAOF
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Option A Not Allowing Cultivation Facilites 
ORDINANCE NO. ____ 

SERIES 2018 
 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING TITLES 5 AND 17 CONCERNING MEDICAL AND 
RETAIL MARIJUANA BUSINESSES 
 

WHEREAS, the City Council previously adopted licensing standards and 
regulations governing the time, place, manner, and number of medical and retail 
marijuana businesses, which such standards and regulations are set forth in 
Chapters 5.10 and 5.11 and Title 17 of the Louisville Municipal Code; and  

 
WHEREAS, the City Council has determined that certain amendments to 

said licensing standards and regulations should be adopted, including allowing 
medical marijuana testing facilities and retail marijuana product manufacturing 
facilities to operate in the City, changing the distance restrictions and size limitations 
applicable to medical and retail marijuana businesses and eliminating the cap on 
the number of retail marijuana stores operating within the City; and  

 
WHEREAS, House Bill 18-1023, which was signed into law on March 22, 

2018, relocated the Colorado Medical Marijuana and Retail Marijuana Codes from 
Title 12 of the Colorado Revised Statutes to Title 44 and the references to such 
statutes in the Louisville Municipal Code need to be amended accordingly; and  

 
WHEREAS, the Louisville Planning Commission, after notice by publication 

and a public hearing, has provided its recommendation to the City Council regarding 
the amendments to Title 17 of the Louisville Municipal Code concerning the matters 
addressed in this ordinance; and 

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

ordinance by publication as provided by law and held a public hearing as provided 
in said notice.   

 
THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY 

OF LOUISVILLE, COLORADO: 
 

Section 1. Chapter 5.10 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby by 
amended by deleting all the references to the statutes in Colorado Revised Statutes 
Title 12, Article 43.3 (e.g. C.R.S. § 12-43.3-404) and replacing all such references 
with “Colorado Medical Marijuana Code.”  

  
Section 2. The following definitions in Section 5.10.020 of the Louisville 

Municipal Code are hereby added or amended (words to be added are underlined; 
words to be deleted are stricken through): 
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Sec. 5.10.020. Definitions. 
 
 

Colorado Medical Marijuana Code means Article 11 of Title 44 
of the Colorado Revised Statutes, as amended.   

 
Good cause for purposes of denying, refusing to renew, 

suspending or revoking a license, means: 
 
1. The licensee or applicant has violated, does not meet, or has 

failed to comply with any of the terms, conditions, or provisions of this 
chapter, any rules promulgated pursuant to this chapter, or any 
supplemental state or local law, rules, or regulations;  

 
2. The licensee or applicant has failed to comply with any 

special terms or conditions that were placed on its license pursuant to 
an order of the state or local licensing authority; or  

 
3. The licensed premises have been operated in a manner that 

adversely affects the public health or welfare or the safety of the 
immediate neighborhood in which the licensed premises is located. 
Evidence to support such a finding can include, without limitation, a 
continuing pattern of disorderly conduct, a continuing pattern of drug 
related criminal conduct within the licensed premises or proposed 
licensed premises or in the immediate area surrounding such 
premises, a continuing pattern of criminal conduct directly related to 
or arising from the operation of the medical marijuana business center 
or medical marijuana-infused products manufacturer, or an ongoing 
nuisance condition emanating from or caused by the medical 
marijuana business center or medical marijuana-infused products 
manufacturer. 

 

Medical marijuana business shall mean a medical marijuana 
center, medical marijuana-infused products manufacturer or a medical 
marijuana testing facility.  any person acting alone or in concert with 
another person, whether for profit or not for profit, who cultivates, 
grows, harvests, processes, packages, transports, displays, sells, 
dispenses or otherwise distributes the stalks, stems, roots, seeds, 
leaves, buds or flowers of the plant (genus) cannabis, or any mixture 
or preparation thereof, for medical use as authorized by Article XVIII, 
Section 14 of the Colorado Constitution. 

 
Medical marijuana testing facility means an entity licensed to 

analyze and certify the safety and potency of medical marijuana. 
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Premises means the legal parcel of property upon which a 
medical marijuana business. center or medical marijuana-infused 
product manufacturer is located. 

 
Section 3. Section 5.10.030 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby 

amended to read as follows (words to be added are underlined; words to be deleted 
are stricken through):  
 

Sec. 5.10.030. Classes of medical marijuana licenses. 
 

A. The local licensing authority may issue only the following 
medical marijuana licenses upon payment of the fee and compliance 
with all local licensing requirements, as determined by the local 
licensing authority:  

 
1. A medical marijuana center license. A medical marijuana 

center license shall be issued only to a person selling medical 
marijuana pursuant to the terms and conditions of this chapter, and 
the Colorado Medical Marijuana Code and any related rules and 
regulations C.R.S. § 12-43.3-402 to registered patients or primary 
caregivers, but is not a primary caregiver.  

 
2. A medical marijuana-infused products manufacturing 

license. A medical marijuana-infused products manufacturing license 
may be issued to a person who manufactures medical marijuana-
infused products, pursuant to the terms and conditions of this chapter, 
and the Colorado Medical Marijuana Code and any related rules and 
regulations C.R.S. § 12-43.3-404. 

3.  A medical marijuana testing facility license.  A medical 
marijuana testing facility license may be issued to a person who 
performs testing and research on medical marijuana and medical 
marijuana-infused products. The facility may develop and test 
medical marijuana products, pursuant to the terms and conditions of 
this chapter, the Colorado Medical Marijuana Code and any related 
rules and regulations. 

Section 4. Section 5.10.060.B.6 and C of the Louisville Municipal Code is 
hereby amended to read as follows (words to be added are underlined; words to be 
deleted are stricken through):  
 

Sec. 5.10.060. - Application and fee. 
 

B.6  If the applicant is not the owner of the proposed licensed 
premises, a notarized statement from the owner of such property 
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authorizing the use of the property for a medical marijuana business 
center or medical marijuana-infused products manufacturer; 

 
C. A license issued pursuant to this chapter does not eliminate 

the need for the licensee to obtain other required permits or licenses 
related to the operation of the medical marijuana business center or 
medical marijuana-infused products manufacturer operation, 
including, without limitation, any State of Colorado license or any sales 
tax license, business registration, development approvals or building 
permits required by this Code. 

 
Section 5. Section 5.10.070 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby 

amended to read as follows (words to be added are underlined; words to be deleted 
are stricken through):  
 

Sec. 5.10.070. - Location criteria; size restrictions. 
 

A. No medical marijuana center or medical marijuana-infused 
product manufacturer shall, at the time it is established and first 
licensed by the city, be located within 1,5001,320 feet of another 
medical marijuana center or a retail marijuana store unless they share 
premises in accordance with section 5.11.080.F. or medical marijuana 
infused product manufacturer.  
 

B. No medical marijuana business center or medical marijuana-
infused product manufacturer shall, at the time it is established and 
first licensed by the city, be located:  

 
1. Within 5001,320 feet of: a public or private preschool, 

elementary, middle, junior high, or high school; a public 
playground or outdoor pool; an outdoor education facility 
serving children; an alcohol or drug treatment facility; the 
principal campus of a college, university, or seminary; or a 
residential child care facility;  

 
2. Upon any city property;  
 
3. In a dwelling unit or any residentially zoned districts. ; 

or  
4. Within any zone district or other area where the 

medical marijuana business is not a permitted use or approved 
special review use as provided in Title 17 of this Code the 
agricultural (A), open space (OS) administrative office (AO), 
business office (BO), administrative office transitional (AO-T), 
industrial (I), planned community zone district (PCZD), mixed 
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use (MU-R), commercial neighborhood (CN), or commercial 
community (CC) zone districts; or.  

 
5. Within Downtown Louisville as defined by section 

17.08.113 of this Code. 
 

C. No licensed premises for a medical marijuana center or 
medical marijuana-infused product manufacturer shall, at the time it is 
established and first licensed by the city, be located in a physical 
space exceeding 5,0001,800 square feet of leasable floor space, nor 
shall such licensed premises ever exceed 5,0001,800 square feet of 
leasable floor space.  

 
D. No medical marijuana businesses center or medical 

marijuana-infused product manufacturer shall operate as an outdoor 
or transient retailer, vendor or peddler.  

 
E. The distances described in subsections A, and B and C of 

this section shall be computed by direct measurement in a straight line 
from the nearest property line of the land used for the purposes stated 
in subsections A, and B and C of this section to the nearest portion of 
the building or unit in which the medical marijuana business center or 
medical marijuana-infused product manufacturer is located. 

 
Section 6. Section 5.10.080.E of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby 

amended to read as follows (words to be added are underlined; words to be deleted 
are stricken through):  

 
Sec. 5.10.080. - Persons prohibited as licensees. 
 

E. At the time of filing an application with the local licensing 
authority for issuance or renewal of a medical marijuana business 
center license or medical marijuana-infused product manufacturer 
license, the applicant shall submit …. [Remainder of section to remain 
the same]  

 
Section 7. Section 5.10.090.A of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby 

amended to read as follows (words to be added are underlined; words to be deleted 
are stricken through): 

 
Sec. 5.10.090. - Duration of license; renewal. 

 
A. Upon issuance of a license, the city shall provide the licensee with 

one original of such license for each medical marijuana business center or 
medical marijuana-infused product manufacturer to be operated by the 
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licensee in the city. Each such copy shall show the name and address of the 
licensee, the type of facility or business for which it is issued, and the address 
of the facility at which it is to be displayed. 

 
Section 8. Section 5.10.110.C of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby 

amended to read as follows (words to be added are underlined; words to be deleted 
are stricken through): 

 
Sec. 5.10.110. - Use and display of license. 
 

C. Each license shall be continuously posted in a 
conspicuous location at the licensed premised of the medical 
marijuana business center or medical marijuana-infused product 
manufacturer. 

 
Section 9. Section 5.10.150 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby 

amended to read as follows (words to be added are underlined; words to be deleted 
are stricken through): 
 

Sec. 5.10.150. - Signage and advertising. 
 
All signage and advertising for any medical marijuana business center 
or medical marijuana-infused products manufacturer shall comply with 
all applicable provisions of this chapter, title 17 of this Code, and the 
city's commercial development design standards and guidelines. In 
addition, no signage or advertising shall use the word "marijuana" or 
"cannabis," or any other word, phrase or symbol commonly 
understood to refer to marijuana unless such word, phrase or symbol 
is immediately preceded by the word "medical" in type and font that is 
at least as readily discernible as all other words, phrases or symbols, 
and no signage visible outside of the premises shall use any word or 
phrase other than "medical marijuana" to refer to marijuana. Such 
signage and advertising must clearly indicate that the products and 
services are offered only for medical marijuana patients and primary 
caregivers. 

 
Section 10. The second paragraph of Section 5.10.160 of the Louisville 

Municipal Code is hereby amended to read as follows (words to be added are 
underlined; words to be deleted are stricken through): 
 

Sec. 5.10.160. - Security requirements. 
 
Security measures at all medical marijuana businesses centers and 
medical marijuana-infused product manufacturers shall be consistent 
with all requirements imposed by the state licensing authority and its 
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rules and regulations as authorized by the Colorado Medical 
Marijuana Code C.R.S. § 12-43.3-101 et seq. The local licensing 
authority shall have the authority to impose additional security 
requirements upon a licensee as part of any order or stipulation issued 
in connection with a proceeding for suspension or revocation of a 
license. 

 
Section 11. Section 5.10.170 of the Louisville Municipal Code entitled 

“Required notices” is hereby repealed in its entirety.   
 

Section 12. Section 5.10.210 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby 
amended to read as follows (words to be added are underlined; words to be deleted 
are stricken through): 
 

Sec. 5.10.210. - On-site consumption of medical marijuana. 
 
The consumption, ingestion or inhalation of medical marijuana on or 
within the licensed premises of a medical marijuana business center 
or medical marijuana-infused product manufacturer is prohibited. 

 
Section 13. Section 5.10.230 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby 

amended to read as follows (words to be added are underlined; words to be deleted 
are stricken through): 

 
Sec. 5.10.230. - Visibility of activities; control of emissions. 
 

A. All activities of medical marijuana businesses centers 
and medical marijuana infused product manufacturers, including, 
without limitation, processing, displaying, selling and storage, shall be 
conducted indoors. 
 

B. No medical marijuana or paraphernalia shall be 
displayed or kept in a medical marijuana business center or infused 
product manufacturer so as to be visible from outside the licensed 
premises. 
 

C. Sufficient measures and means of preventing smoke, 
odors, debris, dust, fluids and other substances from exiting a medical 
marijuana business must be provided at all times. In the event that any 
odors, debris, dust, fluids or other substances exit a medical marijuana 
business center or infused product manufacturer, the owner of the 
subject premises and the licensee shall be jointly and severally liable 
for such conditions and shall be responsible for immediate, full clean-
up and correction of such condition. The licensee shall properly 
dispose of all such materials, items and other substances in a safe, 
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sanitary and secure manner and in accordance with all applicable 
federal, state and local laws and regulations. 

 
Section 14. Section 5.10.320.C of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby 

amended to read as follows (words to be added are underlined; words to be deleted 
are stricken through): 
 

Sec. 5.10.320. - Other laws remain applicable. 
 
C. If the state or federal government prohibits the activities sale 

or other distribution of marijuana through of any medical marijuana 
business centers or medical marijuana-infused products 
manufacturers, any license issued hereunder shall be deemed 
immediately revoked by operation of law, with no ground for appeal or 
other redress on behalf of the licensee. 

 
Section 15. Chapter 5.11 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby by 

amended by deleting all the references to the statutes in Colorado Revised Statutes 
Title 12, Article 43.4 (e.g. C.R.S. § 12-43.4-306) and replacing all such references 
with “Colorado Retail Marijuana Code.”  
 

Section 16. The following definitions in Section 5.11.020 of the Louisville 
Municipal Code are hereby amended (words to be added are underlined; words to 
be deleted are stricken through):  
 

Sec. 5.11.020. Definitions. 
 

Colorado Retail Marijuana Code means Article 43.4 of Title 12 
Article 11 of Title 44 of the Colorado Revised Statutes, as amended.   

 
Public playground means a city-owned outdoor public area 

used for play or recreation by children containing recreational 
equipment such as slides or swings. 

 
Retail marijuana establishment means a retail marijuana 

store, retail marijuana products manufacturing facility or a retail 
marijuana testing facility. 

 
Retail marijuana testing facility means an entity licensed to 

analyze and certify the safety and potency of retail marijuana. 
 
Section 17. Section 5.11.030 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby 

amended to read as follows (words to be added are underlined; words to be deleted 
are stricken through):  
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Sec. 5.11.030. Classes and number of retail marijuana licenses  
      authorized. 

A. The local licensing authority may issue only the 
following retail marijuana licenses upon payment of the fee and 
compliance with all local licensing requirements, as determined by 
the local licensing authority: 

1. A retail marijuana store license. A retail marijuana store 
license shall be issued only to a person selling retail marijuana or 
retail marijuana products pursuant to the terms and conditions of this 
chapter, the Colorado Retail Marijuana Code C.R.S. § 12-43.4-402 
and any related rules and regulations. 

2. A retail marijuana testing facility license shall be issued 
to a person who performs testing and research on retail marijuana 
and industrial hemp. The facility may develop and test retail 
marijuana products and industrial hemp, pursuant to the terms and 
conditions of this chapter, the Colorado Retail Marijuana Code 
C.R.S. § 12-43.4-405 and any related rules and regulations. 

3. A retail marijuana products manufacturing license. A 
retail marijuana products manufacturing license may be issued to a 
person who manufactures retail marijuana products, pursuant to the 
terms and conditions of this chapter, the Colorado Retail Marijuana 
Code and any related rules and regulations. 
 

B. There shall be no more than four licensed retail 
marijuana stores operating within the city. If at the time of application 
for a retail marijuana store license there are fewer than four retail 
marijuana stores operating in the city, applications shall be reviewed 
and acted upon by the local licensing authority in the order in which 
complete applications are received. 

 
Section 18. Section 5.11.080 of the Louisville Municipal Code is 

hereby amended to read as follows (words to be added are underlined; words 
to be deleted are stricken through): 
 

Sec. 5.11.080. - Location criteria; co-location. 
 

A No retail marijuana store shall, at the time it is 
established and first licensed by the city, be located within 1,500 feet 
of another retail marijuana store or a medical marijuana center unless 
they share premises in accordance with section 5.11.080.F.  
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B.A. No retail marijuana establishment shall, at the time it is 
established and first licensed by the city, be located within 500 1,320 
feet of: a public or private preschool, elementary, middle, junior high, 
or high school; or a public playground, all as defined in section 
5.11.020 of this Code; or a public pool; or an outdoor education facility 
serving children; or an alcohol or drug treatment facility; or the 
principal campus of a college, university, or seminary; or a residential 
child care facility. 
 

Further no retail marijuana establishment shall be located, 
permitted, or licensed to operate: 
 

1. Upon any city property; or  
 

2. In a dwelling unit or any residentially zoned districts; or  
 

3. Within Downtown Louisville as defined by section 17.08.113 
of this Code; or  
 

4. Within the Agricultural (A), Open Space (OS), Administrative 
Office Transitional (AO-T), Mixed Use (MU-R), or Commercial 
Neighborhood (CN) zone districts, or any zone district or other zoned 
area in which the retail marijuana establishment is not a permitted use 
or approved special review use as provided in Title 17 of this Code. 
 

B. C.No licensed premises for a retail marijuana store shall, at 
the time it is established and first licensed by the city, be located in a 
physical space exceeding 5,000 2,000 square feet of leasable floor 
space, nor shall such licensed premises ever exceed 5,000 2,000 
square feet of leasable floor space. The maximum physical space 
occupied by any medical marijuana center business and retail 
marijuana store establishment sharing premises shall never exceed 
5,000 3,800 square feet of leasable floor space.  
 

C.D. No retail marijuana establishment shall operate as an 
outdoor or transient retailer, vendor or peddler, or as any temporary 
or accessory use.  
 

D. E. The distances described in subsections A and B above 
shall be computed by direct measurement in a straight line from the 
nearest property line of the land used for the purposes stated in 
subsections A and B above to the nearest portion of the building or 
unit in which the retail marijuana establishment is located.  
 

E. F.  Medical marijuana businesses and retail marijuana 
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establishments are subject to the following shared licensed premises 
and operational separation requirements:  

 
1. A medical marijuana center that does not authorize patients 

under the age of 21 years to be on the premises, may also hold a retail 
marijuana store license and operate a dual retail business operation 
on the same licensed premises. In such case the medical marijuana 
center licensee must post signage that clearly conveys that persons 
under the age of 21 years may not enter. Under these circumstances 
and upon approval of the local and state licensing authorities, the 
medical marijuana center and the retail marijuana store may share the 
same entrances and exits, and medical marijuana and retail marijuana 
may be separately displayed on the same sale floor. Record keeping 
for the business operations of both must allow the local and state 
licensing authorities and city to clearly distinguish the inventories and 
business transactions of medical marijuana and medical marijuana-
infused products from retail marijuana and retail marijuana products.  

 
2. A medical marijuana center that authorizes medical 

marijuana patients under the age of 21 years to be on the premises is 
prohibited from sharing its licensed premises with a retail marijuana 
establishment. The two shall not be co-located in this instance and 
shall maintain distinctly separate licensed premises; including, but not 
limited to, separate retail and storage areas, separate entrances and 
exits, separate inventories, separate point-of-sale operations, and 
separate record-keeping.  

 
3.  A medical marijuana-infused products manufacturer and a 

retail marijuana products manufacturing facility may share a single 
licensed premises and operate at the same location upon the approval 
of the state and local licensing authorities and subject to all applicable 
state and local, rules and regulations, including not limited to the 
requirements for virtual or physical separation between the retail and 
medical marijuana-related inventory. 

 
4.  A medical marijuana testing facility and a retail marijuana 

testing facility may share a single licensed premises and operate at 
the same location upon the approval of the state and local licensing 
authorities and subject to all applicable state and local, rules and 
regulations, including not limited to the requirements for virtual or 
physical separation between the retail and medical marijuana-related 
inventory. 

 
 
3.5. Co-located licensed operations shall be operated in 



 

 

12 

 

accordance with all applicable state and local, rules and regulations. 
 
 

Section 19. Section 5.11.180 of the Louisville Municipal Code is 
hereby amended to read as follows (words to be added are underlined; words 
to be deleted are stricken through): 
 

Sec. 5.11.180. - Cultivation, and growing, and manufacturing. 
 
The cultivation and growing of marijuana plants and the manufacturing 
of retail marijuana products is prohibited within the City of Louisville, 
except as permitted for nonretail purposes under Article XVIII, 
Sections 14 and 16 of the Colorado Constitution, consistent with all 
applicable state or local laws, rules or regulations. It is unlawful for any 
person to operate, cause to be operated or permit to be operated in 
the city a marijuana cultivation facility or a retail marijuana products 
manufacturing facility. 

 
Section 20. Section 9.76.030.B of the Louisville Municipal Code is 

hereby amended to read as follows (words to be added are underlined; words 
to be deleted are stricken through): 
 

Sec. 9.76.030. - Public consumption of marijuana prohibited. 
 

B. It shall be unlawful for any person to consume marijuana on 
the premises of a medical marijuana business center, medical 
marijuana-infused products manufacturing facility, retail marijuana 
store or retail marijuana establishment products manufacturing facility, 
as defined in sections 5.10.020 and 5.11.020 of this Code, 
respectively. 

 
Section 21. Section 17.08.321 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby 

amended to read as follows (words to be added are underlined; words to be deleted 
are stricken through): 
 

Sec. 17.08.321. – Medical marijuana. 
 

A.1.  Medical marijuana business. Medical marijuana business 
means a medical marijuana center, medical marijuana-infused 
products manufacturer or a medical marijuana testing facility. any 
person acting alone or in concert with another person, whether for 
profit or not for profit, who cultivates, grows, harvests, processes, 
packages, transports, displays, sells, dispenses or otherwise 
distributes the stalks, stems, roots, seeds, leaves, buds or flowers of 
the plant (genus) cannabis, or any mixture or preparation thereof, for 
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medical use as authorized by Article XVIII, Section 14 of the Colorado 
Constitution. 

 
2. Medical marijuana center. Medical marijuana center 

means a person licensed pursuant to this code to operate a business 
as described in the Colorado Medical Marijuana Code C.R.S. § 12-
43.3-402 and Chapter 5.10 of this Code that sells medical marijuana 
to registered patients or primary caregivers as defined in Article XVIII, 
Section 14 of the Colorado Constitution, but is not a primary caregiver. 

 
3. Medical marijuana-infused products manufacturer. Medical 

marijuana-infused products manufacturer means a person licensed 
pursuant to this code to operate a business as described in the 
Colorado Medical Marijuana Code C.R.S. § 12-43.3-404 and Chapter 
5.10 of this Code. 

 
4. Medical marijuana testing facility means an entity 

licensed to analyze and certify the safety and potency of medical 
marijuana. 

 
Section 22. Section 17.08.356.A.2 of the Louisville Municipal Code is 

hereby amended to read as follows (words to be added are underlined; words to be 
deleted are stricken through): 

 
Sec. 17.08.356. - Optional premises. 
 

A. 1. Optional premises means the premises specified in an 
application for a medical marijuana center license or medical 
marijuana-infused products manufacturer license with related 
growing facilities in Colorado for which the application seeks 
authorization to grow and cultivate marijuana for a purpose 
authorized by Article XVIII, Section 14 of the Colorado Constitution. 

 
2. Optional premises cultivation operation. Optional premises 

cultivation operation means a business as described in the Colorado 
Medical Marijuana Code C.R.S. § 12-43.3-403. 

 
Section 23. The following definitions in Section 17.08.406 of the Louisville 

Municipal Code are hereby amended (words to be added are underlined; words to 
be deleted are stricken through): 

 
Sec. 17.08.406. - Retail marijuana. 
 

Retail marijuana establishment means a retail marijuana 
store, retail marijuana products manufacturing facility or a retail 
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marijuana testing facility. 
 
Retail marijuana testing facility means an entity licensed to 

analyze and certify the safety and potency of retail marijuana. 

 
Section 24. Section 17.12.030 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby 

amended by revising the following use groups (words to be added are underlined; 
words to be deleted are stricken through): 
 

Sec. 17.12.030. Use groups. 
 

 Districts   

 
Use Groups 

 
A 

 
A-O 

 
B-
O 

 
A-
O
T 

 
R-
RR 

 
SF
-R 

 
SF
-E 

R-R 
R-E 
R-L 

SF-LD 
SF-MD 
SF-HD 

 
R-
M 

 
R-
H 

 
C-
N 

 
C-C 

 
C-B 

 
I 

 
PC
ZD 

 
MU
R 

 
OS 

 
29a 

Medical 
Marijuana 
Center***** 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 
 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No  

29b Medical 
Marijuana 
-infused 
products 
manufactur
er***** 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 
 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
Yes 

 
No 
Yes 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No  

29c Medical 
Marijuana 
Testing 
Facility***** 

 
No 

 
R 

 
R 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 
 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
R 

 
Yes 

 
 

 
No 

 
No  

29c Optional 
premises  

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 
 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

29d Optional 
premises 
cultivation 
operation 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 
 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
52a 

Retail 
Marijuana 
Store*****  

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 
 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
No 

 
 

 
No 

 
No 

52b Retail 
Marijuana 
Cultivation 
Facility 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 
 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

52c Retail 
Marijuana 
Products 
Manufacturi
ng Facility  
***** 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 
 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 
Yes 

 
No 
Yes 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

52d Retail 
Marijuana 
Testing 
Facility ***** 

 
No 

 
R 

 
R 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 
 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
R 

 
Yes 

 
 

 
No 

 
No 
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***** No retail marijuana establishment or medical marijuana business store or retail 
marijuana testing facility shall be located, permitted or licensed to operate in 
Downtown Louisville as defined by section 17.08.113 of this Code. 
 

Section 25.  Section 17.16.040 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby 
amended by the addition of new use groups to read as follows: 
 

Sec. 17.16.040. - Home occupations. 
 

H. The following uses, because of their tendency to go 
beyond the limits permitted for home occupations and thereby impair 
the use and value of the residential area, shall not be permitted as 
home occupations: auto repair or motorized implement repair; dance, 
music or other types of instruction (if more than four students being 
instructed at one time); dental offices; medical offices; medical 
marijuana businesses; centers; medical marijuana-infused products 
manufacturers; medical marijuana optional premises cultivation 
operations; retail marijuana establishments; retail marijuana 
cultivation facilities; the painting of vehicles, trailers or boats; private 
schools with organized classes; radio and television repair; barber 
and/or beauty shop; welding shops; nursing homes; massage therapy 
by a massage therapist; sexually oriented businesses; and, 
irrespective of whether the use may be categorized as a sexually 
oriented business, any retail or wholesale sales to consumers upon 
the premises of any types of materials specified in this title which 
describe or depict specified sexual activities or specified anatomical 
areas. 

 
Section 26.  Section 17.16.235 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby 

amended to read as follows (words to be added are underlined; words to be deleted 
are stricken through): 

 
Sec. 17.16.235. - Medical marijuana business. 

 
A. Except for medical marijuana businesses center and 

medical marijuana-infused products manufacturer uses in locations 
permitted under title 17 sections 17.12.030 and section 5.10.070 of 
this Code and licensed pursuant to chapter 5.10 of this Code, and for 
those activities exempt from licensing under section 5.10.050.B of 
this Code, it is unlawful for any person to operate, cause to be 
operated or permit to be operated in the city any medical marijuana 
business. 

 
B.  No medical marijuana center shall, at the time it is 
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established and first licensed by the city, be located within 1,500 feet 
of another medical marijuana center or retail marijuana store unless 
they share premises in accordance with section 5.11.080.F of this 
Code.  

 
CB. No medical marijuana establishment center or medical 

marijuana-infused product manufacturer shall, at the time it is 
established and first licensed by the city, be located:  

 
1. Within 1,320 feet of another medical marijuana center or 

medical marijuana-infused product manufacturer.  
 
2. 1.  Within 500 1,320 feet of: a public or private preschool, 

elementary, middle, junior high, or high school; a public playground 
or outdoor pool; an outdoor education facility serving children; an 
alcohol or drug treatment facility; the principal campus of a college, 
university, or seminary; or a residential child care facility;  

 
3. 2. Upon any city property;  
 
4. 3. In a dwelling unit or any residentially zoned districts; or 
 
4. Within Downtown Louisville as defined by section 17.08.113 

of this Code; or  
  
5.   Within any zone district or other area where the medical 

marijuana business is not a permitted use or approved special review 
use as provided in Title 17 of this Code the agricultural (A), open space 
(OS) administrative office (AO), business office (BO), administrative 
office transitional (AO-T), industrial (I), planned community zone 
district (PCZD), mixed use (MU-R), commercial neighborhood (CN), 
or commercial community (CC) zone districts; or.   

 
C. D. No licensed premises for a medical marijuana center or 

medical marijuana-infused product manufacturer shall, at the time it 
is established and first licensed by the city, be located in a physical 
space exceeding 5,000 1,800 square feet of leasable floor space, nor 
shall such a licensed premises ever exceed 5,000 1,800 square feet 
of leasable floor space.  

 
D. E. No medical marijuana business center or medical 

marijuana-infused product manufacturer shall operate as an outdoor 
or transient retailer, vendor or peddler.  

 
E. The distances described in subsections B and C of this 
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section shall be computed by direct measurement in a straight line 
from the nearest property line of the land used for the purposes 
stated in subsections B and C of this section to the nearest portion 
of the building or unit in which the medical marijuana business center 
or medical marijuana-infused product manufacturer is located. 

 
F. Prior to the issuance of a building permit or any 

development approval required by this Code, a medical marijuana 
business that tests or manufactures marijuana or medical marijuana 
infused products shall submit to the City a plan for ventilation that 
fully describes the ventilation systems that will ensure the odor of 
marijuana cannot be detected by a person with a normal sense of 
smell at the exterior of the medical marijuana business or at any 
adjoining property. For medical marijuana businesses that produce 
medical marijuana infused products, such plan shall also include all 
ventilation systems used to mitigate noxious gases or other fumes 
used or created as part of the production process. 

 
 

Section 27.  Section 17.16.237 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby 
amended to read as follows (words to be added are underlined; words to be deleted 
are stricken through): 

 
Sec. 17.16.237. - Retail marijuana establishments. 

 
A. Except for retail marijuana establishments store and retail 

marijuana testing facility uses in locations permitted under title 17 
sections 17.12.030, 17.14.050, 17.72.090 and section 5.11.080 and 
licensed pursuant to chapter 5.11, it is unlawful for any person to 
operate, cause to be operated or permit to be operated in the city any 
retail marijuana establishments.  

 
B.  No retail marijuana store shall, at the time it is established 

and first licensed by the city, be located within 1,500 feet of another 
retail marijuana store or a medical marijuana center unless they share 
premises in accordance with section 5.11.080.F.  

 
CB. No retail marijuana establishment store or retail marijuana 

testing facility shall, at the time it is established and first licensed by 
the city, be located, within 500 1,320 feet of: a public or private 
preschool, elementary, middle, junior high, or high school; or a public 
playground, all as defined in section 5.11.020 of this Code; or a public 
pool; or an outdoor education facility serving children; or an alcohol 
or drug treatment facility; or the principal campus of a college, 
university, or seminary; or a residential child care facility. 
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Further no retail marijuana establishment store or retail 

marijuana testing facility shall be located, permitted, or licensed to 
operate: 

 
1. Upon any city property;  
 
2. In a dwelling unit or any residentially zoned districts;  
 
3. Within Downtown Louisville as defined by section 17.08.113 

of this Code; or  
 
4. Within the Agricultural (A), Open Space (OS), Administrative 

Office Transitional (AO-T), Mixed Use (MU-R), or Commercial 
Neighborhood (CN) zone districts, or any zone district or other zoned 
area in which the retail marijuana establishment is not a permitted use 
or approved special review use as provided in this Title 17. 

 
DC. No licensed premises for a retail marijuana store shall, at 

the time it is established and first licensed by the city, be located in 
a physical space exceeding 5,000 2,000 square feet of leasable floor 
space, nor shall such a licensed premises ever exceed 5,000 2,000 
square feet of leasable floor space. The maximum physical space 
occupied by any medical marijuana business and retail marijuana 
establishment sharing premises shall never exceed 5,000 3,800 
square feet of leasable floor space.  

 
ED. No retail marijuana establishment store or retail marijuana 

testing facility shall operate as an outdoor or transient retailer, vendor 
or peddler, or as any temporary or accessory use.  

 
FE. The distances described in subsection B above shall be 

computed by direct measurement in a straight line from the nearest 
property line of the land used for the purposes stated in subsection 
A above to the nearest portion of the building or unit in which the 
retail marijuana establishment store or retail marijuana testing facility 
is located. 

 
G. Prior to the issuance of a building permit or any 

development approval required by this Code, a retail marijuana 
establishment that tests or manufactures marijuana or retail 
marijuana products shall submit to the City a plan for ventilation that 
fully describes the ventilation systems that will ensure the odor of 
marijuana cannot be detected by a person with a normal sense of 
smell at the exterior of the retail marijuana establishment or at any 
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adjoining property. For retail marijuana establishments that produce 
retail marijuana products, such plan shall also include all ventilation 
systems used to mitigate noxious gases or other fumes used or 
created as part of the production process. 

 
 

Section 28.  The following use groups in Section 17.14.050 of the Louisville 
Municipal Code are hereby amended to read as follows (words to be added are 
underlined): 

 

Principal Uses CC MU-R 

Commercial Use Group 

Retail Marijuana Store 
and Medical Marijuana 
Center 

Yes – Except prohibited 
within Downtown 
Louisville, as defined by 
section 17.08.113 of this 
Code 

No 

Retail Marijuana 
Cultivation Facility and 
Optional Premises 
Cultivation Facility 

No No 

Retail Marijuana Products 
Manufacturing Facility 
and Medical Marijuana-
Infused Products 
Manufacturing  

No No 

Retail Marijuana Testing 
Facility and Medical 
Marijuana Testing Facility 

No No 

 
Section 29. Section 17.72.090.B.21 of the Louisville Municipal Code is 

hereby amended to read as follows (words to be added are underlined; words to be 
deleted are stricken through): 
 

Sec. 17.72.090. - Commercial and office. 
 

B. Uses permitted.  The following commercial and 
noncommercial uses may be permitted within any planning area 
designated “commercial” on the adopted planned community 
development general plan: 

 
21. Retail marijuana stores, and retail marijuana testing 

facilities, medical marijuana stores and medical marijuana testing 
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facilities, except the foregoing uses are not allowed in any mixed use 
project that includes a residential use.  

 
 

Section 30. The 1,500 foot distance requirement between retail marijuana 
stores and medical marijuana centers set forth in Sections 5.10.070.A, 5.11.080.A, 
17.16.235.B and 17.16.237.B of the Louisville Municipal Code shall not apply to 
existing retail marijuana stores or medical marijuana centers.  For the purposes of 
this ordinance, the term “existing medical marijuana center” and “existing retail 
marijuana store” means any medical marijuana center or retail marijuana store that 
prior to the effective date of this ordinance has been issued the applicable licenses 
by the State and Local Licensing Authorities and has been lawfully operating in the 
City.  

 
Section 31.  If any portion of this ordinance is held to be invalid for any 

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

 
Section 32. The repeal or modification of any provision of the Municipal Code 

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

Section 33.  All other ordinances or portions thereof inconsistent or 
conflicting with this ordinance or any portions hereof are hereby repealed to the 
extent of such inconsistency or conflict. 

 
  

INTRODUCED, READ, PASSED ON FIRST READING, AND ORDERED 

PUBLISHED this ___ day of ___, 2018. 

 
 
            
      ______________________________ 
       Robert P. Muckle, Mayor 
ATTEST: 
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______________________________ 
Meredyth Muth, City Clerk 
 
 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

 
 
______________________________ 
Light Kelly, P.C. 
City Attorney 
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PASSED AND ADOPTED ON SECOND AND FINAL READING, this 

______ day of __________________, 2018. 

 
 
            
      ______________________________ 
       Robert P. Muckle, Mayor 
ATTEST: 
 
 
______________________________ 
Meredyth Muth, City Clerk 
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Option B Allowing Cultivation Facilities  
(revisions to allow cultivation facilities are shown in red font) 

 
ORDINANCE NO. ____ 

SERIES 2018 
 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING TITLES 5 AND 17 CONCERNING MEDICAL AND 
RETAIL MARIJUANA BUSINESSES 
 

WHEREAS, the City Council previously adopted licensing standards and 
regulations governing the time, place, manner, and number of medical and retail 
marijuana businesses, which such standards and regulations are set forth in 
Chapters 5.10 and 5.11 and Title 17 of the Louisville Municipal Code; and  

 
WHEREAS, the City Council has determined that certain amendments to 

said licensing standards and regulations should be adopted, including allowing 
medical marijuana testing facilities,  retail marijuana product manufacturing facilities, 
optional premises cultivation operations and retail marijuana cultivation facilities to 
operate in the City, changing the distance restrictions and size limitations applicable 
to medical and retail marijuana businesses and eliminating the cap on the number 
of retail marijuana stores operating within the City; and  

 
WHEREAS, House Bill 18-1023, which was signed into law on March 22, 

2018, relocated the Colorado Medical Marijuana and Retail Marijuana Codes from 
Title 12 of the Colorado Revised Statutes to Title 44 and the references to such 
statutes in the Louisville Municipal Code need to be amended accordingly; and  

 
WHEREAS, the Louisville Planning Commission, after notice by publication 

and a public hearing, has provided its recommendation to the City Council regarding 
the amendments to Title 17 of the Louisville Municipal Code concerning the matters 
addressed in this ordinance; and 

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

ordinance by publication as provided by law and held a public hearing as provided 
in said notice.   

 
THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY 

OF LOUISVILLE, COLORADO: 
 

Section 1. Chapter 5.10 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby by 
amended by deleting all the references to the statutes in Colorado Revised Statutes 
Title 12, Article 43.3 (e.g. C.R.S. § 12-43.3-404) and replacing all such references 
with “Colorado Medical Marijuana Code.”  

  



 

 

2 

 

Section 2. The following definitions in Section 5.10.020 of the Louisville 
Municipal Code are hereby added or amended (words to be added are underlined; 
words to be deleted are stricken through): 

 
Sec. 5.10.020. Definitions. 

 
Colorado Medical Marijuana Code means Article 11 of Title 44 

of the Colorado Revised Statutes, as amended.   
 

Good cause for purposes of denying, refusing to renew, 
suspending or revoking a license, means: 

 
1. The licensee or applicant has violated, does not meet, or has 

failed to comply with any of the terms, conditions, or provisions of this 
chapter, any rules promulgated pursuant to this chapter, or any 
supplemental state or local law, rules, or regulations;  

 
2. The licensee or applicant has failed to comply with any 

special terms or conditions that were placed on its license pursuant to 
an order of the state or local licensing authority; or  

 
3. The licensed premises have been operated in a manner that 

adversely affects the public health or welfare or the safety of the 
immediate neighborhood in which the licensed premises is located. 
Evidence to support such a finding can include, without limitation, a 
continuing pattern of disorderly conduct, a continuing pattern of drug 
related criminal conduct within the licensed premises or proposed 
licensed premises or in the immediate area surrounding such 
premises, a continuing pattern of criminal conduct directly related to 
or arising from the operation of the medical marijuana business center 
or medical marijuana-infused products manufacturer, or an ongoing 
nuisance condition emanating from or caused by the medical 
marijuana business center or medical marijuana-infused products 
manufacturer. 

 

Medical marijuana business shall mean a medical marijuana 
center, medical marijuana-infused products manufacturer, a medical 
marijuana testing facility or an optional premises cultivation 
operation.  any person acting alone or in concert with another person, 
whether for profit or not for profit, who cultivates, grows, harvests, 
processes, packages, transports, displays, sells, dispenses or 
otherwise distributes the stalks, stems, roots, seeds, leaves, buds or 
flowers of the plant (genus) cannabis, or any mixture or preparation 
thereof, for medical use as authorized by Article XVIII, Section 14 of 
the Colorado Constitution. 
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Medical marijuana testing facility means an entity licensed to 

analyze and certify the safety and potency of medical marijuana. 
 
Optional premises means the premises specified in an 

application for a medical marijuana center license or medical 
marijuana-infused products manufacturer license with related 
growing facilities in Colorado for which the application seeks 
authorization to grow and cultivate marijuana for a purpose 
authorized by Article XVIII, Section 14 of the Colorado Constitution. 
  

Optional premises cultivation operation means a business as 
described in the Colorado Medical Marijuana Code. 

 
Premises means the legal parcel of property upon which a 

medical marijuana business. center or medical marijuana-infused 
product manufacturer is located. 

 
Section 3. Section 5.10.030 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby 

amended to read as follows (words to be added are underlined; words to be deleted 
are stricken through):  
 

Sec. 5.10.030. Classes of medical marijuana licenses. 
 

A. The local licensing authority may issue only the following 
medical marijuana licenses upon payment of the fee and compliance 
with all local licensing requirements, as determined by the local 
licensing authority:  

 
1. A medical marijuana center license. A medical marijuana 

center license shall be issued only to a person selling medical 
marijuana pursuant to the terms and conditions of this chapter, and 
the Colorado Medical Marijuana Code and any related rules and 
regulations C.R.S. § 12-43.3-402 to registered patients or primary 
caregivers, but is not a primary caregiver.  

 
2. A medical marijuana-infused products manufacturing 

license. A medical marijuana-infused products manufacturing license 
may be issued to a person who manufactures medical marijuana-
infused products, pursuant to the terms and conditions of this chapter, 
and the Colorado Medical Marijuana Code and any related rules and 
regulations C.R.S. § 12-43.3-404. 

3.  A medical marijuana testing facility license.  A medical 
marijuana testing facility license may be issued to a person who 
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performs testing and research on medical marijuana and medical 
marijuana-infused products. The facility may develop and test 
medical marijuana products, pursuant to the terms and conditions of 
this chapter, the Colorado Medical Marijuana Code and any related 
rules and regulations. 

4.  An optional premises cultivation license.  An optional 
premises cultivation license may be issued to a medical marijuana 
center or a medical marijuana-infused products manufacturer who 
grows and cultivates medical marijuana at an additional Colorado 
licensed premises contiguous or not contiguous with the licensed 
premises of the person’s medical marijuana center license or med ical 
marijuana-infused products manufacturing license.    

Section 4. Section 5.10.060.B.6 and C of the Louisville Municipal Code is 
hereby amended to read as follows (words to be added are underlined; words to be 
deleted are stricken through):  
 

Sec. 5.10.060. - Application and fee. 
 

B.6  If the applicant is not the owner of the proposed licensed 
premises, a notarized statement from the owner of such property 
authorizing the use of the property for a medical marijuana business 
center or medical marijuana-infused products manufacturer; 

 
C. A license issued pursuant to this chapter does not eliminate 

the need for the licensee to obtain other required permits or licenses 
related to the operation of the medical marijuana business center or 
medical marijuana-infused products manufacturer operation, 
including, without limitation, any State of Colorado license or any sales 
tax license, business registration, development approvals or building 
permits required by this Code. 
 
Section 5. Sections 5.10.070 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby 

amended to read as follows (words to be added are underlined; words to be deleted 
are stricken through):  
 

Sec. 5.10.070. - Location criteria; size restrictions. 
 

A. No medical marijuana center or medical marijuana-infused 
product manufacturer shall, at the time it is established and first 
licensed by the city, be located within 1,5001,320 feet of another 
medical marijuana center or a retail marijuana store unless they share 
premises in accordance with section 5.11.080.F. or medical marijuana 
infused product manufacturer.  
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B. No medical marijuana business center or medical marijuana-

infused product manufacturer shall, at the time it is established and 
first licensed by the city, be located:  

 
1. Within 5001,320 feet of: a public or private preschool, 

elementary, middle, junior high, or high school; a public 
playground or outdoor pool; an outdoor education facility 
serving children; an alcohol or drug treatment facility; the 
principal campus of a college, university, or seminary; or a 
residential child care facility;  

 
2. Upon any city property;  
 
3. In a dwelling unit or any residentially zoned districts. ; 

or  
4. Within any zone district or other area where the 

medical marijuana business is not a permitted use or approved 
special review use as provided in Title 17 of this Code the 
agricultural (A), open space (OS) administrative office (AO), 
business office (BO), administrative office transitional (AO-T), 
industrial (I), planned community zone district (PCZD), mixed 
use (MU-R), commercial neighborhood (CN), or commercial 
community (CC) zone districts; or.  

 
5. Within Downtown Louisville as defined by section 

17.08.113 of this Code. 
 

C. No licensed premises for a medical marijuana center or 
medical marijuana-infused product manufacturer shall, at the time it is 
established and first licensed by the city, be located in a physical 
space exceeding 5,0001,800 square feet of leasable floor space, nor 
shall such licensed premises ever exceed 5,0001,800 square feet of 
leasable floor space.  

 
D. No medical marijuana businesses center or medical 

marijuana-infused product manufacturer shall operate as an outdoor 
or transient retailer, vendor or peddler.  

 
E. The distances described in subsections A, and B and C of 

this section shall be computed by direct measurement in a straight line 
from the nearest property line of the land used for the purposes stated 
in subsections A, and B and C of this section to the nearest portion of 
the building or unit in which the medical marijuana business center or 
medical marijuana-infused product manufacturer is located. 
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Section 6. Section 5.10.080.E of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby 

amended to read as follows (words to be added are underlined; words to be deleted 
are stricken through):  

 
Sec. 5.10.080. - Persons prohibited as licensees. 
 

E. At the time of filing an application with the local licensing 
authority for issuance or renewal of a medical marijuana business 
center license or medical marijuana-infused product manufacturer 
license, the applicant shall submit …. [Remainder of section to remain 
the same]  

 
Section 7. Section 5.10.090.A of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby 

amended to read as follows (words to be added are underlined; words to be deleted 
are stricken through): 

 
Sec. 5.10.090. - Duration of license; renewal. 

 
A. Upon issuance of a license, the city shall provide the licensee with 

one original of such license for each medical marijuana business center or 
medical marijuana-infused product manufacturer to be operated by the 
licensee in the city. Each such copy shall show the name and address of the 
licensee, the type of facility or business for which it is issued, and the address 
of the facility at which it is to be displayed. 

 
Section 8. Section 5.10.110.C of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby 

amended to read as follows (words to be added are underlined; words to be deleted 
are stricken through): 

 
Sec. 5.10.110. - Use and display of license. 
 

C. Each license shall be continuously posted in a 
conspicuous location at the licensed premised of the medical 
marijuana business center or medical marijuana-infused product 
manufacturer. 

 
Section 9. Section 5.10.150 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby 

amended to read as follows (words to be added are underlined; words to be deleted 
are stricken through): 
 

Sec. 5.10.150. - Signage and advertising. 
 
All signage and advertising for any medical marijuana business center 
or medical marijuana-infused products manufacturer shall comply with 
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all applicable provisions of this chapter, title 17 of this Code, and the 
city's commercial development design standards and guidelines. In 
addition, no signage or advertising shall use the word "marijuana" or 
"cannabis," or any other word, phrase or symbol commonly 
understood to refer to marijuana unless such word, phrase or symbol 
is immediately preceded by the word "medical" in type and font that is 
at least as readily discernible as all other words, phrases or symbols, 
and no signage visible outside of the premises shall use any word or 
phrase other than "medical marijuana" to refer to marijuana. Such 
signage and advertising must clearly indicate that the products and 
services are offered only for medical marijuana patients and primary 
caregivers. 

 
Section 10. The second paragraph of Section 5.10.160 of the Louisville 

Municipal Code is hereby amended to read as follows (words to be added are 
underlined; words to be deleted are stricken through): 
 

Sec. 5.10.160. - Security requirements. 
 
Security measures at all medical marijuana businesses centers and 
medical marijuana-infused product manufacturers shall be consistent 
with all requirements imposed by the state licensing authority and its 
rules and regulations as authorized by the Colorado Medical 
Marijuana Code C.R.S. § 12-43.3-101 et seq. The local licensing 
authority shall have the authority to impose additional security 
requirements upon a licensee as part of any order or stipulation issued 
in connection with a proceeding for suspension or revocation of a 
license. 

 
Section 11. Section 5.10.170 of the Louisville Municipal Code entitled 

“Required notices” is hereby repealed in its entirety.   
 

Section 12. Section 5.10.180 of the Louisville Municipal Code (entitled 
“Cultivation and growing by licensees”) is hereby repealed in its entirety.   
 

Section 13. Section 5.10.210 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby 
amended to read as follows (words to be added are underlined; words to be deleted 
are stricken through): 
 

Sec. 5.10.210. - On-site consumption of medical marijuana. 
 
The consumption, ingestion or inhalation of medical marijuana on or 
within the licensed premises of a medical marijuana business center 
or medical marijuana-infused product manufacturer is prohibited. 
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Section 14.  Section 5.10.220.A.8 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby 
amended to read as follows (words to be added are underlined; words to be deleted 
are stricken through): 

 
Sec. 5.10.220.  Prohibited acts.  

 
A. It shall be unlawful for any licensee to:  
 

8. Cultivate or permit the cultivation of medical 
marijuana on the licensed premises outside of a locked 
enclosed space within a building.   

 
Section 15. Section 5.10.230 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby 

amended to read as follows (words to be added are underlined; words to be deleted 
are stricken through): 

 
Sec. 5.10.230. - Visibility of activities; control of emissions. 
 

A. All activities of medical marijuana businesses centers 
and medical marijuana infused product manufacturers, including, 
without limitation, processing, displaying, selling, cultivation and 
storage, shall be conducted indoors. 
 

B. No medical marijuana or paraphernalia shall be 
displayed or kept in a medical marijuana business center or infused 
product manufacturer so as to be visible from outside the licensed 
premises. 
 

C. Sufficient measures and means of preventing smoke, 
odors, debris, dust, fluids and other substances from exiting a medical 
marijuana business must be provided at all times. In the event that any 
odors, debris, dust, fluids or other substances exit a medical marijuana 
business center or infused product manufacturer, the owner of the 
subject premises and the licensee shall be jointly and severally liable 
for such conditions and shall be responsible for immediate, full clean-
up and correction of such condition. The licensee shall properly 
dispose of all such materials, items and other substances in a safe, 
sanitary and secure manner and in accordance with all applicable 
federal, state and local laws and regulations. 

 
Section 16. Section 5.10.320.C of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby 

amended to read as follows (words to be added are underlined; words to be deleted 
are stricken through): 
 

Sec. 5.10.320. - Other laws remain applicable. 
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C. If the state or federal government prohibits the activities sale 

or other distribution of marijuana through of any medical marijuana 
business centers or medical marijuana-infused products 
manufacturers, any license issued hereunder shall be deemed 
immediately revoked by operation of law, with no ground for appeal or 
other redress on behalf of the licensee. 

 
Section 17. Chapter 5.11 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby by 

amended by deleting all the references to the statutes in Colorado Revised Statutes 
Title 12, Article 43.4 (e.g. C.R.S. § 12-43.4-306) and replacing all such references 
with “Colorado Retail Marijuana Code.”  
 

Section 18. The following definitions in Section 5.11.020 of the Louisville 
Municipal Code are hereby amended (words to be added are underlined; words to 
be deleted are stricken through):  
 

Sec. 5.11.020. Definitions. 
 

Colorado Retail Marijuana Code means Article 43.4 of Title 12 
Article 11 of Title 44 of the Colorado Revised Statutes, as amended.   

 
Public playground means a city-owned outdoor public area 

used for play or recreation by children containing recreational 
equipment such as slides or swings. 

 
Retail marijuana establishment means a retail marijuana 

store, retail marijuana products manufacturing facility or a retail 
marijuana testing facility. 

 
Retail marijuana testing facility means an entity licensed to 

analyze and certify the safety and potency of retail marijuana. 
 
Section 19. Section 5.11.030 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby 

amended to read as follows (words to be added are underlined; words to be deleted 
are stricken through):  

 
Sec. 5.11.030. Classes and number of retail marijuana licenses  
      authorized. 

A. The local licensing authority may issue only the 
following retail marijuana licenses upon payment of the fee and 
compliance with all local licensing requirements, as determined by 
the local licensing authority: 



 

 

10 

 

1. A retail marijuana store license. A retail marijuana store 
license shall be issued only to a person selling retail marijuana or 
retail marijuana products pursuant to the terms and conditions of this 
chapter, the Colorado Retail Marijuana Code C.R.S. § 12-43.4-402 
and any related rules and regulations. 

2. A retail marijuana testing facility license shall be issued 
to a person who performs testing and research on retail marijuana 
and industrial hemp. The facility may develop and test retail 
marijuana products and industrial hemp, pursuant to the terms and 
conditions of this chapter, the Colorado Retail Marijuana Code 
C.R.S. § 12-43.4-405 and any related rules and regulations. 

3. A retail marijuana products manufacturing license. A 
retail marijuana products manufacturing license may be issued to a 
person who manufactures retail marijuana products, pursuant to the 
terms and conditions of this chapter, the Colorado Retail Marijuana 
Code and any related rules and regulations. 

 
4. A retail marijuana cultivation facility license.  A retail 

marijuana cultivation facility license may be issued to a person who 
cultivates retail marijuana for sale and distribution to licensed retail 
marijuana stores, retail marijuana products manufacturing licensees, 
or other retail marijuana cultivation facilities.    
 

B. There shall be no more than four licensed retail 
marijuana stores operating within the city. If at the time of application 
for a retail marijuana store license there are fewer than four retail 
marijuana stores operating in the city, applications shall be reviewed 
and acted upon by the local licensing authority in the order in which 
complete applications are received. 

 
Section 20. Section 5.11.080 of the Louisville Municipal Code is 

hereby amended to read as follows (words to be added are underlined; words 
to be deleted are stricken through): 
 

Sec. 5.11.080. - Location criteria; co-location. 
 

A No retail marijuana store shall, at the time it is 
established and first licensed by the city, be located within 1,500 feet 
of another retail marijuana store or a medical marijuana center unless 
they share premises in accordance with section 5.11.080.F.  

 
B.A. No retail marijuana establishment shall, at the time it is 

established and first licensed by the city, be located within 500 1,320 
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feet of: a public or private preschool, elementary, middle, junior high, 
or high school; or a public playground, all as defined in section 
5.11.020 of this Code; or a public pool; or an outdoor education facility 
serving children; or an alcohol or drug treatment facility; or the 
principal campus of a college, university, or seminary; or a residential 
child care facility. 
 

Further no retail marijuana establishment shall be located, 
permitted, or licensed to operate: 
 

1. Upon any city property; or  
 

2. In a dwelling unit or any residentially zoned districts; or  
 

3. Within Downtown Louisville as defined by section 17.08.113 
of this Code; or  
 

4. Within the Agricultural (A), Open Space (OS), Administrative 
Office Transitional (AO-T), Mixed Use (MU-R), or Commercial 
Neighborhood (CN) zone districts, or any zone district or other zoned 
area in which the retail marijuana establishment is not a permitted use 
or approved special review use as provided in Title 17 of this Code. 
 

B. C.No licensed premises for a retail marijuana store shall, at 
the time it is established and first licensed by the city, be located in a 
physical space exceeding 5,000 2,000 square feet of leasable floor 
space, nor shall such licensed premises ever exceed 5,000 2,000 
square feet of leasable floor space. The maximum physical space 
occupied by any medical marijuana center business and retail 
marijuana store establishment sharing premises shall never exceed 
5,000 3,800 square feet of leasable floor space.  
 

C.D. No retail marijuana establishment shall operate as an 
outdoor or transient retailer, vendor or peddler, or as any temporary 
or accessory use.  
 

D. E. The distances described in subsections A and B above 
shall be computed by direct measurement in a straight line from the 
nearest property line of the land used for the purposes stated in 
subsections A and B above to the nearest portion of the building or 
unit in which the retail marijuana establishment is located.  
 

E. F.  Medical marijuana businesses and retail marijuana 
establishments are subject to the following shared licensed premises 
and operational separation requirements:  
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1. A medical marijuana center that does not authorize patients 

under the age of 21 years to be on the premises, may also hold a retail 
marijuana store license and operate a dual retail business operation 
on the same licensed premises. In such case the medical marijuana 
center licensee must post signage that clearly conveys that persons 
under the age of 21 years may not enter. Under these circumstances 
and upon approval of the local and state licensing authorities, the 
medical marijuana center and the retail marijuana store may share the 
same entrances and exits, and medical marijuana and retail marijuana 
may be separately displayed on the same sale floor. Record keeping 
for the business operations of both must allow the local and state 
licensing authorities and city to clearly distinguish the inventories and 
business transactions of medical marijuana and medical marijuana-
infused products from retail marijuana and retail marijuana products.  

 
2. A medical marijuana center that authorizes medical 

marijuana patients under the age of 21 years to be on the premises is 
prohibited from sharing its licensed premises with a retail marijuana 
establishment. The two shall not be co-located in this instance and 
shall maintain distinctly separate licensed premises; including, but not 
limited to, separate retail and storage areas, separate entrances and 
exits, separate inventories, separate point-of-sale operations, and 
separate record-keeping.  

 
3.  A medical marijuana-infused products manufacturer and a 

retail marijuana products manufacturing facility may share a single 
licensed premises and operate at the same location upon the approval 
of the state and local licensing authorities and subject to all applicable 
state and local, rules and regulations, including not limited to the 
requirements for virtual or physical separation between the retail and 
medical marijuana-related inventory. 

 
4.  A medical marijuana testing facility and a retail marijuana 

testing facility may share a single licensed premises and operate at 
the same location upon the approval of the state and local licensing 
authorities and subject to all applicable state and local, rules and 
regulations, including not limited to the requirements for virtual or 
physical separation between the retail and medical marijuana-related 
inventory. 

 
5.  An optional premises cultivation facility and retail marijuana 

cultivation facility may share a single licensed premises and operate 
at the same location upon the approval of the state and local licensing 
authorities and subject to all applicable state and local, rules and 
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regulations, including not limited to the requirements for virtual or 
physical separation between the retail and medical marijuana-related 
inventory. 

 
3.6. Co-located licensed operations shall be operated in 

accordance with all applicable state and local, rules and regulations. 
 

Section 21. Section 5.11.180 of the Louisville Municipal Code (entitled 
“Cultivation, growing and manufacturing”) is hereby repealed in its entirety.   
 

Section 22.  Section 5.11.210.A of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby 
amended by the addition of a new subsection 10 to read as follows (words to be 
added are underlined): 

 
Sec. 5.11.210.  Prohibited acts.  

 
A. It shall be unlawful for any licensee to:  
 

10. Cultivate or permit the cultivation of retail 
marijuana outside of a locked enclosed space within a building.   

 
Section 23. Section 5.11.220.A of the Louisville Municipal Code is 

hereby amended to read as follows (words to be added are underlined; words 
to be deleted are stricken through): 
 

Sec. 5.11.220. - Visibility of activities; control of emissions. 
 

A. All activities of retail marijuana establishments, including, 
without limitation, processing, displaying, selling, cultivation and 
storage, shall be conducted indoors. 

 
Section 24. Section 9.76.030.B of the Louisville Municipal Code is 

hereby amended to read as follows (words to be added are underlined; words 
to be deleted are stricken through): 
 

Sec. 9.76.030. - Public consumption of marijuana prohibited. 
 

B. It shall be unlawful for any person to consume marijuana on 
the premises of a medical marijuana business center, medical 
marijuana-infused products manufacturing facility, retail marijuana 
store or retail marijuana establishment products manufacturing facility, 
as defined in sections 5.10.020 and 5.11.020 of this Code, 
respectively. 

 
Section 25. Section 17.08.321 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby 
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amended to read as follows (words to be added are underlined; words to be deleted 
are stricken through): 
 

Sec. 17.08.321. – Medical marijuana. 
 

A.1.  Medical marijuana business. Medical marijuana business 
means a medical marijuana center, medical marijuana-infused 
products manufacturer, a medical marijuana testing facility or an 
optional premises cultivation operation. any person acting alone or in 
concert with another person, whether for profit or not for profit, who 
cultivates, grows, harvests, processes, packages, transports, 
displays, sells, dispenses or otherwise distributes the stalks, stems, 
roots, seeds, leaves, buds or flowers of the plant (genus) cannabis, or 
any mixture or preparation thereof, for medical use as authorized by 
Article XVIII, Section 14 of the Colorado Constitution. 

 
2. Medical marijuana center. Medical marijuana center 

means a person licensed pursuant to this code to operate a business 
as described in the Colorado Medical Marijuana Code C.R.S. § 12-
43.3-402 and Chapter 5.10 of this Code that sells medical marijuana 
to registered patients or primary caregivers as defined in Article XVIII, 
Section 14 of the Colorado Constitution, but is not a primary caregiver. 

 
3. Medical marijuana-infused products manufacturer. Medical 

marijuana-infused products manufacturer means a person licensed 
pursuant to this code to operate a business as described in the 
Colorado Medical Marijuana Code C.R.S. § 12-43.3-404 and Chapter 
5.10 of this Code. 

 
4. Medical marijuana testing facility means an entity 

licensed to analyze and certify the safety and potency of medical 
marijuana. 

 
Section 26. Section 17.08.356.A of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby 

amended to read as follows (words to be added are underlined; words to be deleted 
are stricken through): 

 
Sec. 17.08.356. - Optional premises. 
 

A. 1. Optional premises means the premises specified in an 
application for a medical marijuana center license or medical 
marijuana-infused products manufacturer license with related 
growing facilities in Colorado for which the application seeks 
authorization to grow and cultivate marijuana for a purpose 
authorized by Article XVIII, Section 14 of the Colorado Constitution. 
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2. Optional premises cultivation operation. Optional premises 

cultivation operation means a business as described in the Colorado 
Medical Marijuana Code C.R.S. § 12-43.3-403. 

 
Section 27. The following definitions in Section 17.08.406 of the Louisville 

Municipal Code are hereby amended (words to be added are underlined; words to 
be deleted are stricken through): 

 
Sec. 17.08.406. - Retail marijuana. 
 

Retail marijuana establishment means a retail marijuana 
store, retail marijuana products manufacturing facility, a retail 
marijuana testing facility or a retail marijuana cultivation facility. 

 
Retail marijuana testing facility means an entity licensed to 

analyze and certify the safety and potency of retail marijuana. 

 
Section 28. Section 17.12.030 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby 

amended by revising the following use groups (words to be added are underlined; 
words to be deleted are stricken through): 
 

Sec. 17.12.030. Use groups. 
 

 Districts   

 
Use Groups 

 
A 

 
A-O 

 
B-
O 

 
A-
O
T 

 
R-
RR 

 
SF
-R 

 
SF
-E 

R-R 
R-E 
R-L 

SF-LD 
SF-MD 
SF-HD 

 
R-
M 

 
R-
H 

 
C-
N 

 
C-C 

 
C-B 

 
I 

 
PC
ZD 

 
MU
R 

 
OS 

 
29a 

Medical 
Marijuana 
Center***** 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 
 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No  

29b Medical 
Marijuana 
-infused 
products 
manufactur
er***** 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 
 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
Yes 

 
No 
Yes 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No  

29c Medical 
Marijuana 
Testing 
Facility***** 

 
No 

 
R 

 
R 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 
 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
R 

 
Yes 

 
 

 
No 

 
No  

29c Optional 
premises  

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 
 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

29d Optional 
premises 
cultivation 
operation***
** 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 
 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 
Yes 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 
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52a 

Retail 
Marijuana 
Store*****  

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 
 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
No 

 
 

 
No 

 
No 

52b Retail 
Marijuana 
Cultivation 
Facility***** 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 
 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 
Yes 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

52c Retail 
Marijuana 
Products 
Manufacturi
ng Facility  
***** 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 
 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 
Yes 

 
No 
Yes 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

52d Retail 
Marijuana 
Testing 
Facility ***** 

 
No 

 
R 

 
R 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 
 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
R 

 
Yes 

 
 

 
No 

 
No 

 

 
***** No retail marijuana establishment or medical marijuana business store or retail 
marijuana testing facility shall be located, permitted or licensed to operate in 
Downtown Louisville as defined by section 17.08.113 of this Code. 
 

Section 29.  Section 17.16.040 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby 
amended by the addition of new use groups to read as follows: 
 

Sec. 17.16.040. - Home occupations. 
 

H. The following uses, because of their tendency to go 
beyond the limits permitted for home occupations and thereby impair 
the use and value of the residential area, shall not be permitted as 
home occupations: auto repair or motorized implement repair; dance, 
music or other types of instruction (if more than four students being 
instructed at one time); dental offices; medical offices; medical 
marijuana businesses; centers; medical marijuana-infused products 
manufacturers; medical marijuana optional premises cultivation 
operations; retail marijuana establishments; retail marijuana 
cultivation facilities; the painting of vehicles, trailers or boats; private 
schools with organized classes; radio and television repair; barber 
and/or beauty shop; welding shops; nursing homes; massage therapy 
by a massage therapist; sexually oriented businesses; and, 
irrespective of whether the use may be categorized as a sexually 
oriented business, any retail or wholesale sales to consumers upon 
the premises of any types of materials specified in this title which 
describe or depict specified sexual activities or specified anatomical 
areas. 

 
Section 30.  Section 17.16.235 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby 

amended to read as follows (words to be added are underlined; words to be deleted 
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are stricken through): 
 

Sec. 17.16.235. - Medical marijuana business. 
 
A. Except for medical marijuana businesses center and 

medical marijuana-infused products manufacturer uses in locations 
permitted under title 17 sections 17.12.030 and section 5.10.070 of 
this Code and licensed pursuant to chapter 5.10 of this Code, and for 
those activities exempt from licensing under section 5.10.050.B of 
this Code, it is unlawful for any person to operate, cause to be 
operated or permit to be operated in the city any medical marijuana 
business. 

 
B.  No medical marijuana center shall, at the time it is 

established and first licensed by the city, be located within 1,500 feet 
of another medical marijuana center or retail marijuana store unless 
they share premises in accordance with section 5.11.080.F of this 
Code.  

 
CB. No medical marijuana establishment center or medical 

marijuana-infused product manufacturer shall, at the time it is 
established and first licensed by the city, be located:  

 
1. Within 1,320 feet of another medical marijuana center or 

medical marijuana-infused product manufacturer.  
 
2. 1.  Within 500 1,320 feet of: a public or private preschool, 

elementary, middle, junior high, or high school; a public playground 
or outdoor pool; an outdoor education facility serving children; an 
alcohol or drug treatment facility; the principal campus of a college, 
university, or seminary; or a residential child care facility;  

 
3. 2. Upon any city property;  
 
4. 3. In a dwelling unit or any residentially zoned districts; or 
 
4. Within Downtown Louisville as defined by section 17.08.113 

of this Code; or  
  
5.   Within any zone district or other area where the medical 

marijuana business is not a permitted use or approved special review 
use as provided in Title 17 of this Code the agricultural (A), open space 
(OS) administrative office (AO), business office (BO), administrative 
office transitional (AO-T), industrial (I), planned community zone 
district (PCZD), mixed use (MU-R), commercial neighborhood (CN), 
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or commercial community (CC) zone districts; or.   
 
C. D. No licensed premises for a medical marijuana center or 

medical marijuana-infused product manufacturer shall, at the time it 
is established and first licensed by the city, be located in a physical 
space exceeding 5,000 1,800 square feet of leasable floor space, nor 
shall such a licensed premises ever exceed 5,000 1,800 square feet 
of leasable floor space.  

 
D. E. No medical marijuana business center or medical 

marijuana-infused product manufacturer shall operate as an outdoor 
or transient retailer, vendor or peddler.  

 
E. The distances described in subsections B and C of this 

section shall be computed by direct measurement in a straight line 
from the nearest property line of the land used for the purposes 
stated in subsections B and C of this section to the nearest portion 
of the building or unit in which the medical marijuana business center 
or medical marijuana-infused product manufacturer is located. 

 
F.  No marijuana cultivation activity shall result in the emission 

of any gas, vapors, odors, smoke, dust, heat or glare that is 
noticeable at or beyond the property line of the establishment at 
which the cultivation occurs. Sufficient measures and means of 
preventing the escape of such substances from a medical marijuana 
business must be provided at all times. In the event that any gas, 
vapors, odors, smoke, dust, heat or glare or other substances exit a 
medical marijuana business, the owner of the subject premises and 
the licensee shall be jointly and severally liable for such conditions 
and shall be responsible for immediate, full clean-up and correction 
of such condition. The licensee shall properly dispose of all such 
materials, items and other substances in a safe, sanitary and secure 
manner and in accordance with all applicable federal, state and local 
laws and regulations. 

 
G. Prior to the issuance of a building permit or any 

development approval required by this Code, a marijuana business 
that cultivates, tests or manufactures medical marijuana or medical 
marijuana infused products shall submit to the City a plan for 
ventilation that fully describes the ventilation systems that will ensure 
the odor of marijuana cannot be detected by a person with a normal 
sense of smell at the exterior of the medical marijuana business or 
at any adjoining property. For medical marijuana businesses that 
cultivate marijuana, such plan shall also include all ventilation 
systems used to control the environment for the marijuana plants and 
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describe how such systems operate in conjunction with the systems 
preventing any odor leaving the premises. For medical marijuana 
businesses that produce medical marijuana infused products, such 
plan shall also include all ventilation systems used to mitigate 
noxious gases or other fumes used or created as part of the 
production process. 

 
Section 31.  Section 17.16.237 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby 

amended to read as follows (words to be added are underlined; words to be deleted 
are stricken through): 

 
Sec. 17.16.237. - Retail marijuana establishments. 

 
A. Except for retail marijuana establishments store and retail 

marijuana testing facility uses in locations permitted under title 17 
sections 17.12.030, 17.14.050, 17.72.090 and section 5.11.080 and 
licensed pursuant to chapter 5.11, it is unlawful for any person to 
operate, cause to be operated or permit to be operated in the city any 
retail marijuana establishments.  

 
B.  No retail marijuana store shall, at the time it is established 

and first licensed by the city, be located within 1,500 feet of another 
retail marijuana store or a medical marijuana center unless they share 
premises in accordance with section 5.11.080.F.  

 
CB. No retail marijuana establishment store or retail marijuana 

testing facility shall, at the time it is established and first licensed by 
the city, be located, within 500 1,320 feet of: a public or private 
preschool, elementary, middle, junior high, or high school; or a public 
playground, all as defined in section 5.11.020 of this Code; or a public 
pool; or an outdoor education facility serving children; or an alcohol 
or drug treatment facility; or the principal campus of a college, 
university, or seminary; or a residential child care facility. 

 
Further no retail marijuana establishment store or retail 

marijuana testing facility shall be located, permitted, or licensed to 
operate: 

 
1. Upon any city property;  
 
2. In a dwelling unit or any residentially zoned districts;  
 
3. Within Downtown Louisville as defined by section 17.08.113 

of this Code; or  
 



 

 

20 

 

4. Within the Agricultural (A), Open Space (OS), Administrative 
Office Transitional (AO-T), Mixed Use (MU-R), or Commercial 
Neighborhood (CN) zone districts, or any zone district or other zoned 
area in which the retail marijuana establishment is not a permitted use 
or approved special review use as provided in this Title 17. 

 
DC. No licensed premises for a retail marijuana store shall, at 

the time it is established and first licensed by the city, be located in 
a physical space exceeding 5,000 2,000 square feet of leasable floor 
space, nor shall such a licensed premises ever exceed 5,000 2,000 
square feet of leasable floor space. The maximum physical space 
occupied by any medical marijuana business and retail marijuana 
establishment sharing premises shall never exceed 5,000 3,800 
square feet of leasable floor space.  

 
ED. No retail marijuana establishment store or retail marijuana 

testing facility shall operate as an outdoor or transient retailer, vendor 
or peddler, or as any temporary or accessory use.  

 
FE. The distances described in subsection B above shall be 

computed by direct measurement in a straight line from the nearest 
property line of the land used for the purposes stated in subsection 
A above to the nearest portion of the building or unit in which the 
retail marijuana establishment store or retail marijuana testing facility 
is located. 

 
G.  No marijuana cultivation activity shall result in the emission 

of any gas, vapors, odors, smoke, dust, heat or glare that is 
noticeable at or beyond the property line of the establishment at 
which the cultivation occurs. Sufficient measures and means of 
preventing the escape of such substances from a retail marijuana 
establishment must be provided at all times. In the event that any 
gas, vapors, odors, smoke, dust, heat or glare or other substances 
exit a retail marijuana establishment, the owner of the subject 
premises and the licensee shall be jointly and severally liable for 
such conditions and shall be responsible for immediate, full clean-up 
and correction of such condition. The licensee shall properly dispose 
of all such materials, items and other substances in a safe, sanitary 
and secure manner and in accordance with all applicable federal, 
state and local laws and regulations. 

 
G. Prior to the issuance of a building permit or any 

development approval required by this Code, a retail marijuana 
establishment that cultivates, tests or manufactures marijuana or 
retail marijuana products shall submit to the City a plan for ventilation 
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that fully describes the ventilation systems that will ensure the odor 
of marijuana cannot be detected by a person with a normal sense of 
smell at the exterior of the retail marijuana establishment or at any 
adjoining property. For retail marijuana establishments that cultivate 
marijuana, such plan shall also include all ventilation systems used 
to control the environment for the marijuana plants and describe how 
such systems operate in conjunction with the systems preventing any 
odor leaving the premises. For retail marijuana establishments that 
produce retail marijuana products, such plan shall also include all 
ventilation systems used to mitigate noxious gases or other fumes 
used or created as part of the production process. 

 
Section 32.  The following use groups in Section 17.14.050 of the Louisville 

Municipal Code are hereby amended to read as follows (words to be added are 
underlined): 

 

Principal Uses CC MU-R 

Commercial Use Group 

Retail Marijuana Store 
and Medical Marijuana 
Center 

Yes – Except prohibited 
within Downtown 
Louisville, as defined by 
section 17.08.113 of this 
Code 

No 

Retail Marijuana 
Cultivation Facility and 
Optional Premises 
Cultivation Facility 

No No 

Retail Marijuana Products 
Manufacturing Facility 
and Medical Marijuana-
Infused Products 
Manufacturing  

No No 

Retail Marijuana Testing 
Facility and Medical 
Marijuana Testing Facility 

No No 

 
Section 33. Section 17.72.090.B.21 of the Louisville Municipal Code is 

hereby amended to read as follows (words to be added are underlined; words to be 
deleted are stricken through): 
 

Sec. 17.72.090. - Commercial and office. 
 

B. Uses permitted.  The following commercial and 
noncommercial uses may be permitted within any planning area 
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designated “commercial” on the adopted planned community 
development general plan: 

 
21. Retail marijuana stores, and retail marijuana testing 

facilities, medical marijuana stores and medical marijuana testing 
facilities, except the foregoing uses are not allowed in any mixed use 
project that includes a residential use. 

 
Section 34. The 1,500 foot distance requirement between retail marijuana 

stores and medical marijuana centers set forth in Sections 5.10.070.A, 5.11.080.A, 
17.16.235.B and 17.16.237.B of the Louisville Municipal Code shall not apply to 
existing retail marijuana stores or medical marijuana centers.  For the purposes of 
this ordinance, the term “existing medical marijuana center” and “existing retail 
marijuana store” means any medical marijuana center or retail marijuana store that 
prior to the effective date of this ordinance has been issued the applicable licenses 
by the State and Local Licensing Authorities and has been lawfully operating in the 
City.  

 
Section 35.  If any portion of this ordinance is held to be invalid for any 

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

 
Section 36. The repeal or modification of any provision of the Municipal Code 

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

Section 37.  All other ordinances or portions thereof inconsistent or 
conflicting with this ordinance or any portions hereof are hereby repealed to the 
extent of such inconsistency or conflict. 

 
  

INTRODUCED, READ, PASSED ON FIRST READING, AND ORDERED 

PUBLISHED this ___ day of ___, 2018. 
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      ______________________________ 
       Robert P. Muckle, Mayor 
ATTEST: 
 
 
______________________________ 
Meredyth Muth, City Clerk 
 
 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

______________________________ 
Light Kelly, P.C. 
City Attorney 
 
 
 PASSED AND ADOPTED ON SECOND AND FINAL READING, this ______ 
day of __________________, 2018. 
 
 
            
      ______________________________ 
       Robert P. Muckle, Mayor 
ATTEST: 
 
 
______________________________ 
Meredyth Muth, City Clerk 
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COLORADO TECHNOLOGY CENTER OWNERS ASSOCIATION, INC.  
8390 E Crescent Parkway, Suite 300, Greenwood Village, CO 80111, 303.779.5710 

 

 
October 4, 2018 
 
City of Louisville Planning Commission 
749 Main Street 
Louisville, CO  80027 
 
Sent to: PlanningCommission@Louisvilleco.gov  
 
Dear Planning Commission: 
The Colorado Tech Center Owners Association (CTCOA) believes Louisville has been thriving under the 
existing Municipal Code and would prefer that no changes be made to the Code related to expanded medical 
and retail marijuana uses.   
 
That said, CTCOA opposes sections of the proposed ordinances that would expand medical and retail 
marijuana uses and we encourage you to exclude these sections from allowed uses in the Industrial and 
Planned Community (PC) zones and from any recommendation you provide to Louisville’s City Council.   
 
CTCOA represents approximately 140 owners that have invested in making Louisville one of the best 
communities in the United States.  Almost 500 acres in size, the Colorado Tech Center is zoned Industrial 
(~70%) and Planned Community (~30%).  Based on land mass, areas zoned Industrial are most impacted by 
the proposed ordinance, as evidenced by the map on page 2.   
 
CTCOA is governed by a Declaration of Protective Covenants and the CTCOA Board of Directors believes that 
the expanded uses considered by Louisville are not allowed under the CTCOA Protective Covenants.  As such 
any application for a marijuana‐related facility, though permitted by the City, would be likely be denied by 
the CTCOA.   Specifically, Section 2.1 of the Covenants states: 

No noxious, illegal, dangerous or offensive trade, services or activities shall be conducted on any 
Building Site nor shall anything be done thereon which may be or become an annoyance or nuisance 
to the Owners, tenants or occupants of other Building Sites within the property by reason of 
unsightliness or the excessive emission of fumes, odors, glare, vibration, gases, radiation, dust, liquid 
waste smoke or noise.  

Section 2.2 of the Protective Covenants continues with: 
Building Sites shall be utilized only for engineering, research facilities, laboratories, light industrial 
uses, offices, distribution and warehousing, and other such uses allowed under local zoning 
ordinances which Declarant, or its designee, shall permit in its sole discretion. 

 
As you are likely aware, the cultivation, sale or use of marijuana remains illegal under federal law and CTCOA 
is strongly opposed to permitting cultivation, either as an “Optional Premises Cultivation Operation” or as a 
“Retail Marijuana Cultivation Facility” as an allowed use in the City’s only Industrial Zoned district.  
Cultivation is not and will not be an allowed use in CTCOA’s Protective Covenants and it is nonsensical for 
Louisville to allow a use in an Industrial Zone which is not permitted by the Protective Covenants of one of 
the few areas with industrial zoning.  
 
CTCOA has general concerns about Marijuana Infused Product Manufacturing not aligning with the 
Protective Covenants or the interests of CTC’s owners and tenants, and is also concerned about expanding 
Marijuana Infused Product Manufacturing from the areas zoned CB to Industrial Zones, due to the potential 
of creating dramatically larger manufacturing facilities and the associated nuisances.  CTCOA does not believe 



 

 

that Sections 5.10.230 and 5.11.220 B. of the current Municipal Code and proposed ordinances, which place 
limits on the emission of smoke, odors, debris, dust fluids and other substances from exiting a medical or 
retail marijuana business, are sufficient to address the myriad of issues that are likely to arise with larger 
scale marijuana product manufacturing.  CTCOA is concerned that strong and diverse management strategies 
will be necessary, but not available, to address this new, expanded use and encourages Louisville to address 
how and by whom these businesses will be regulated and publicly share the plans prior to approving this 
change in use. 
 
CTCOA is also puzzled by the proposed ordinances silence on these expanded uses in PC zoned districts.  
Approximately 30% of CTC is zoned PC.  CTCOA opposes allowing marijuana uses in the PC zone. 
 
Over the past years CTC has grown tremendously, is an economic and jobs driver, and is home to 
technologically advanced and innovative businesses.  CTCOA is concerned that any marijuana‐related 
business may interfere with other current owners, and especially those that offer activities for children, such 
as the Evo Rock Climbing Gym, Mountain Kids Gymnastics and Apex Movement, as well as the family focused 
Community Food Shares.  
 
The CTCOA and the City of Louisville have built a good relationship and often coordinate land use approval 
processes, working together to improve, diversify and grow the strong economic base that is evident in CTC 
and throughout the City.  The CTCOA appreciates your service to Louisville and encourages you to address 
the issues we have raised, keeping in mind that even if the proposed uses are expanded, they are not likely to 
be permitted within the Colorado Tech Center.   
 
Sincerely, 
 

   Cyndi Thomas 
 
Cyndi Thomas, CTCOA President 
 

Area highlighted in Red is CTC, with ~70% zoned Industrial (the lighter shade of purple) 
Areas highlighted in Lime are the CB zoned district, in which infused product manufacturing would be allowed 

 



1

Rob Zuccaro

Subject: FW: Proposed Updates to the City’s Regulations for Medical and Retail Marijuana 

Businesses

 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Michael Kranzdorf [mailto:mike@amterre.com]  

Sent: Tuesday, October 9, 2018 10:10 AM 

To: Rob Zuccaro <rzuccaro@louisvilleco.gov>; Planning Commission <PlanningCommission@louisvilleco.gov>; City 

Council <Council@louisvilleco.gov> 

Subject: Proposed Updates to the City’s Regulations for Medical and Retail Marijuana Businesses 

 

Hello all, 

 

I am writing in favor of Planning Commission item LMCA-0165-2018, Proposed Updates to the City’s Regulations for 

Medical and Retail Marijuana Businesses. It’s a reasonable update given the uncontentious nature of the existing 

facilities in the McCaslin area. I would propose that the area of downtown east of the railroad tracks comprising the Pine 

Street Plaza PUD and neighboring properties also be included in the allowed areas. These properties are much more 

similar to the Highway 42 facing DeLo and Christopher Plaza retail sites than the true downtown area on the west side of 

the tracks. The City recently purchased a parking lot at DeLo that it advertises as an amenity for downtown parking, so 

allowing retail sales there seems equivalent to allowing them at Pine Street Plaza. As owner of some of the Pine Street 

properties, we have no current or future plans to add such a use, but it seems a matter of equity to allow it as part of 

this update. Disallowing downtown sites has been portrayed as not wanting families and children to walk by these stores 

during social, shopping, dining and event visits to downtown and I am in complete agreement with this sentiment. The 

Pine Street area east of the tracks has no such foot traffic. The question of cultivation in industrial areas involves larger 

changes for regulation and enforcement and I do not have an opinion on this option. 

 

Thank you for your consideration, 

 

Mike Kranzdorf 

Amterre Property Group LLC 

1100 - 1140 Pine Street 

Louisville, CO 80027 
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Meredyth Muth

From: Andrew Freeman <andrew@wwreynolds.com>
Sent: Tuesday, October 30, 2018 12:22 PM
To: Planning; City Council
Subject: Colorado Technological Center MJ
Attachments: CTCOA Letter to Louisville re Expansion of Marijuana Uses.pdf

To: City Council and Planning Department City of Louisville 
From: Andrew Freeman – The WW Reynolds Companies and Freeman Capital Management LLC.  
Date: 10/30/2018 
  
I have been working in the Colorado Technological Center since 1990, own two buildings, under contract on 6 acres and 
completed over 200 acres of land and 750,000 square feet of lease and sale transaction during that period. I am a 
former board member of the CTC Owners Association and past President of the CTC Metro District.  
  
Respectfully, the attitude expressed in the CTCOA letter attached is not the correct interpretation I have regarding the 
Marijuana industry and the impact it would have in the Colorado Technological Center. I support the expansion of the 
code to allow for marijuana and related product warehousing, mfg. and extraction and don’t believe they are more 
noxious uses than many other uses in the park or the multiple retail dispensaries that have been approved and occupy 
many of the major retail properties in Louisville.    
  
If I understand this correctly, the City of Louisville is now considering a change to the municipal code that would allow 
expanded medical and retail marijuana uses to include warehouse, manufacturing and extraction of MJ and byproducts 
such as CBD. I currently may not have all the facts yet and playing a bit of catch up on this issue but understand per 
Chuck Reid from CliftonLarsonAnderson, manager of the association and metro district, that the attached letter from the 
President of the association was sent to the City of Louisville but never sent to the building owners for their feedback on 
this important issue. The issue could have been discussed at the last annual meeting, however (right or wrong) I know 
from experience that many of the building owner’s generally don’t show up for these meetings thus probably should not 
have not been the only point of communication regarding the change in the municipal code.     
  
I believe if the code expansion is approved, it will have a significant positive effect on property values and tax base in the 
park. Industrial real estate in Boulder, Lafayette and Denver have experienced significant increase in property values 
without much negative feedback since recreational MJ was approved in Colorado.  Ave per square foot building prices 
for older industrial buildings in the 10,000 to 50,000 square foot range have doubled since the approval, thus has not 
had a significant effect on properties larger than 75,000 square feet.  The impact of this approval will mostly effect the 
smaller/older buildings in the park such as the property I own at 740 South Pierce and 397 S Taylor – both under 75,000 
square feet/Pierce was built in the early 80s.  
  
Medical and recreational MJ is an allowed retail use in Louisville and there are multiple dispensaries in Louisville, and as 
far as I know the retail property owners are receptive to this use and it is not only not disturbing other tenants, its 
attracting more people to the centers. Many of these center’s include cross fit, coffee shops, popular restaurants and 
other businesses the generally draw families from the area. My family is a frequent customers of many of the shops in 
centers occupied by MJ dispensaries along McCaslin. My mother is 85 years old and buys CBD lotion at one of the 
dispensaries on McCaslin which assists with her arthritis and other pain she experiences from being a three time cancer 
survivor.   
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
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Director Watson added this addresses many hail storm issues, but does not address 
any of the City’s property affected by the storm and insurance proceeds which is still to 
come. 
 
Public Comments – None 
 
Mayor Muckle closed the public hearing. 
 
Councilmember Maloney moved to approve Resolution No. 51, Series 2018; 
Councilmember Stolzmann seconded. 
 
Voice vote: All in favor. 
 

DISCUSSION/DIRECTION – UPDATES TO REGULATIONS FOR MEDICAL AND 
RETAIL MARIJUANA BUSINESSES, AND CULTIVATION, TESTING AND 

MANUFACTURING OF MARIJUANA PRODUCTS UPDATES TO MARIJUANA 
REGULATIONS 

 
Director Zuccaro stated that based on initial direction from City Council, staff has drafted 
two versions of an ordinance addressing updated medical and retail marijuana 
regulations for discussion and direction. 
 
He reviewed current regulations: 

 Licensing in Title 5 of the Louisville Municipal Code and Zoning Requirements in 

Title 17 

 Medical Regulations adopted in 2011 

 Retail Regulations adopted in 2013 

 Limited size, number and location 

 Buffer from certain uses 

 Manufacturing and Testing allowed but not consistent  

 Cultivation not allowed 

City Council direction from previous meetings: 
 Align with liquor store regulations 

 Increase store size to 5,000 square feet 

 Remove 4 store limit 

 Decrease buffer from 1,320 to 500 ft. and only from primary school and higher 

 Require 1,500 ft. between stores 

 Align medical and retail testing and manufacturing regulations 

 Allow manufacturing in Industrial District 

 Provide Ordinance option for cultivation in Industrial District 
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Director Zuccaro reviewed the current buffer map and the map with proposed buffers 
which opens up more areas for medical and retail sales.  
 
He reviewed the cultivation option in the industrial district which is mostly in the CTC 
and noted the draft contains performance standards for gas, vapors, odors, smoke, 
dust, heat, and glare. The ventilation requirement is no odors. 
 
Director Zuccaro asked for discussion/direction on the following topics: 
 

 Setting the buffer distance to 500 ft. and measuring from to K-12 schools only 

 Removal of 4 store limit 

 Require buffer of 1,500 ft. between stores 

 Increase maximum store size to 5,000 sq. ft. 

 Align medical and retail allowances for testing and manufacturing 

 Allow manufacturing in Industrial District 

 Allow cultivation in Industrial District 

Mayor Pro Tem Lipton asked about an excise tax if cultivation is allowed. Director 
Zuccaro stated staff recommends considering an excise tax; this would require a vote of 
the people. Councilmember Maloney asked why we would do that. Director Zuccaro 
stated it would not be a recovery fee but more a revenue source for the City to consider. 
 
Public Comments 
 
Nick Broderick, 4730 Table Mesa Dr., Boulder, CO, representing 14er Boulder which is 
a medical and retail cannabis business, stated they support the allowing of testing, 
manufacturing, and cultivation. They would like the ability of the industry to continue 
growth. The company has 40 + employees who have full benefits and noted the industry 
does support the economy and add value to the community. They work hard to control 
odors and have reliable technology to control potential noxious odors. They would like 
to suggest some language for this for the ordinance and it should require redundancies. 
 
Mayor Pro Tem Lipton asked if the excise tax and land uses are contingent on each 
other. Director Zuccaro stated they are not contingent. Cultivation would be a land use 
approval; an excise tax would be considered separately. Mayor Pro Tem Lipton would 
like to know what other communities are doing in the way of excise taxes. 
 
Councilmember Maloney stated he was reticent to link the two together. The land use 
issue is a separate discussion. We don’t make land use decisions based on what if. 
 
 
 



City Council 
Meeting Minutes 

November 5, 2018 
Page 8 of 14 

 

Cultivation: 
 
Councilmember Stolzmann supports the cultivation and manufacturing in the Industrial 
district and felt the CTC opposition was not a compelling reason to not allow this. 
 
Councilmember Keany stated he is supportive of the cultivation option. He agreed with 
Councilmember Stolzmann the owners association of the business park can do what 
they want regardless of this decision. He stated an excise tax may generate more tax, 
but the increase in use tax is also significant and may be sufficient and it shouldn’t 
influence this decision. 
 
Councilmember Leh stated he was not supportive of cultivation and manufacturing in 
the past, but after visiting a facility and seeing the quality of the facility he feels with the 
right regulations he can support it. 
 
Councilmember Maloney agreed; allowing manufacturing and cultivation makes sense 
economically and odor issues can be addressed. 
 
Councilmember Loo agreed. She would like more information on the excise tax and 
what other communities have done. 
 
Mayor Muckle stated he could support cultivation but would like to see tough regulations 
on odor. 
 
Buffer Distance 
 
Mayor Muckle was not in favor of decreasing the buffer to 500 feet. 
 
Councilmember Maloney supported the 500-foot buffer.  
 
Councilmember Leh was not in favor of reducing the buffers. He likes the current rules 
on the distance and to preschools, etc. and has gotten the same response from his 
constituents. 
 
Councilmember Stolzmann stated support for keeping the rules for liquor and marijuana 
similar. Making this change does not open up very many places for sales. It is arbitrary 
but this way they are similar to liquor stores. Councilmember Loo agreed. 
 
Councilmember Keany stated he does not think this makes a huge difference and 
supported the change. He supported leaving the hours as they are currently. 
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Mayor Pro Tem Lipton supported the change but doesn’t see the need to align it with 
liquor regulations. He doesn’t see the need for the 1500 foot buffer between stores and 
would prefer a smaller buffer. 
 
Members agreed to the removal of the four store limit. 
 
Councilmember Leh stated he thinks it is a mistake as a policy matter to equate liquor 
stores and marijuana stores. They are not the same under the state constitution and 
other regulations. There are good reasons for not doing that. He thinks the community 
will not like the reductions in the buffers from schools and saw no need to decrease or 
increase the buffer between stores. 
 
Councilmember Maloney stated he was looking at the liquor regulations as a guide for 
this discussion. He noted marijuana stores are very secured controlled operations and it 
is not easy access to the product. He agreed with the 500-foot buffer, the removal of 4 
store limit, he felt the 1500 feet between stores was an arbitrary number and should be 
discussed and also felt the store size was arbitrary. He agreed with the other three 
discussion items. 
 
Councilmember Loo supported decreasing the buffer, removing the 4 store limit, and 
keeping 1500 feet between stores. She supported the increase in store size and was in 
favor of the other three.  
 
Councilmember Keany was hesitant about the 500 ft. buffer, agreed to removing the 4 
store limit, he supported a fairly large buffer between stores, the increase in store size 
was okay, and he was fine with the others. 
 
Members agreed to 500 foot buffer: 4 votes 
 
Members agreed to eliminate the 4 store limit: 7 votes 
 
Members agreed to 1500 feet between stores: 4 votes 
 
Members agreed to the 5000 sf maximum store size; 7 votes 
 
Members agreed to align medical and retail manufacturing and testing rules; 7 votes 
 
Members agreed to manufacturing in Industrial zoned districts; 7 votes 
 
Members agreed to cultivation in Industrial zoned districts; 6 votes 
 
Councilmember Stolzmann would like to allow retail sales in downtown. 
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Mayor Muckle stated he is not interested in allowing it in downtown. 
 
Councilmember Keany stated allowing it downtown could encourage retail and foot 
traffic downtown although he has concerns about how it changes the experience of 
downtown. 
 
Councilmember Loo stated she supports the option for downtown. Councilmember 
Maloney agreed, perhaps limit to certain sections of downtown. 
 
Mayor Muckle stated he could allow at Pine Street Plaza not on Front and Main Streets. 
 
Councilmember Leh stated he does not support it downtown in general, but would be 
interested in what the public and business owners think on this. 
 
Mayor Pro Tem Lipton stated he supports a smaller buffer between stores. He 
suggested 1000 feet. Regarding downtown, it is surrounded by residential so perhaps 
there is more conversation needed. 
 
Members decided to finalize the buffer with the final ordinance.  
 

LOUISVILLE REVITALIZATION COMMISSION ANNUAL BUDGET FOR FISCAL 
YEAR 2019 

 
Director DeJong stated the Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) with the Louisville 
Revitalization Commission (LRC) requires their annual budget be presented to Council 
for approval. He reviewed the proposed budget and gave a brief summary of notable 
line items within the 2019 LRC Budget noting the total estimated costs for 2019 = 
$1,868,722. 
 
Steve Fisher, 860 West Centennial Dr., LRC chairperson, stated the commission 
supports this budget and are confident it works. 
 
Public Comments – None. 
 
Councilmember Stolzmann stated she is pleased with the LRC budget as presented. 
She feels there is opportunity for a better process between the Council and LRC. She 
would like to see more capital project coordination and aligning of priorities. 
 
Councilmember Maloney agreed the two groups should work more closely together on 
this budget process and a better understanding of what the LRC wants and what the 
expectations are of Council. Mayor Muckle agreed; perhaps the Finance Committee 
could do an initial look to focus Council discussion. 
 



2

While there has been a learning curve, I believe that MJ manufacturing extraction grow etc has made a positive impact 
on the industrial market and overall economy and many multi‐million dollar entities with boards and sophisticated 
management are running these corporation.  
  

According to the this recent article in Forbes “To put this in perspective, this industry growth is 
larger and faster than even the dot-com era. During that time, GDP grew at a blistering pace of 
22%. Thirty percent is an astounding number especially when you consider that the industry is 
in early stages” https://www.forbes.com/sites/debraborchardt/2017/01/03/marijuana‐sales‐
totaled‐6‐7‐billion‐in‐2016/#25c2acb975e3.  
  
Another report from Shupilov: 

Industrial and commercial real estate opportunities related to grow-ops 

The Canadian marijuana industry 85 companies with a combined market value of about $30 billion. The new 
pot industry is expected to put pressure on the industrial real estate market amid a booming economy. 
According to Cushman & Wakefield (a commercial real estate firm) the industrial vacancy rate at the end of 
2017 was at its lowest since 2011 at 3.9% . Rents for industrial spaces went up 15% in Vancouver and 
7.3% in Toronto from 2016 to 2017. 

Vacant warehouses and factories have become valuable real estate opportunities for the grow-ops, pot shops and 
other initiatives within the pot industry, which has put created a huge demand for commercial operations. States 
like Colorado and Washington are seeing premium prices for commercial buildings with the proper 
zoning. 

In Edminton, there are already some big players in the market.  Aurora Cannabis is completing on an 800,000 
square foot facility near the airport, and Canopy Growth recently did a deal for 160,000 square feet in south 
Edmonton.See link for full article https://news.shupilov.com/section/market/trends/how‐will‐marijuana‐legalization‐
impact‐the‐real‐estate‐market‐in‐montreal/ 

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
Multiple states have approved both medical and recreational MJ and Canada recently legalized MJ. This product is also 
helping a large part of the population that have seizure disorders, cancer treatments and opioid addiction. 
  
Having over 25 years of experience in this park, I would like the park to remain diverse which will keep the area healthy 
over the short and long term, and again believe that this use would be an excellent complement to the current approved 
uses in the business park.   
  
Thanks you, 
  
Andrew Freeman 
The WW Reynolds Companies 
Freeman Capital Management  
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Call to Order – Chair Brauneis called the meeting to order at 6:30 PM.  
 
Roll Call was taken and the following members were present: 
 

Commission Members Present: Steve Brauneis, Chair  
David Hsu, Vice Chair 
Dietrich Hoefner 
Jeff Moline 
Keaton Howe 
Tom Rice 
Debra Williams 

Commission Members Absent: None. 
Staff Members Present:  Rob Zuccaro, Dir of Planning & Building Safety 
     Lisa Ritchie, Senior Planner 

Amelia Brackett, Planning Clerk  

   
APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

Moline moved and Williams seconded a motion to approve the December 13th, 2018 
agenda. Motion passed unanimously by voice vote.  
  

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
Moline moved and Williams seconded a motion to approve the October 11th, 2018 
minutes. Motion passed unanimously by voice vote.  
 

PUBLIC COMMENTS ON ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA 
None. 
 

NEW BUSINESS – PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS 
LMC Amendment – Marijuana Regulations – Proposed amendments to Title 17 of 
the Louisville Municipal Code (LMC) regarding certain provisions related to retail 
and medical marijuana businesses (Resolution No. 17, Series 2018.) 

 Applicant: City of Louisville 

 Case Planner: Rob Zuccaro, Director of Planning and Building Safety    

Commissioner Hsu disclosed that he has a client in his law practice who works in the 
marijuana business, but he felt he could still be objective. 
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Director Zuccaro stated that proper notice was made for the hearing and proceeded to 
present the proposed amendments. Two titles in the Louisville Municipal Code (LMC) 
deal with marijuana regulation – Licensing (Title 5) and Zoning (Title 17.) Current code 
restrictions include limitations on the size and location of retail and medical marijuana 
establishments, a limit of four businesses within city limits, geographic buffers around 
certain uses, and a ban on cultivation (manufacturing and testing is allowed.)  
 
Staff had three discussions with City Council in 2018 on what to change in the Code. 
Council directed staff to explore an option to align marijuana regulations with current 
liquor store regulations. The proposal from Council is as follows: 
 

 Eliminate 4-store limit. 

 Add 1,500 feet spacing between stores. 

 Align medical and retail regulations for testing and manufacturing and expand to 
Industrial District. 

 Increase store size to 5,000. 

 Decrease buffer from 1,320 to 500 feet and only from primary school and higher. 

 Allow cultivation in Industrial District with odor and ventilation requirements. 

 
Zuccaro responded to the question in Commissioner Hsu’s email asking for the 
maximum number of stores under the proposed ordinance. Staff found that the max 
number would be about 12 stores. 
 
Zuccaro explained that the biggest concern staff found when talking to other cities was 
odor regulation. The City would have to figure out how to enforce odor regulations. The 
proposal would allow cultivation in Industrial Districts and would include a ventilation 
requirement to ensure that there would be no odor from the building. Odor would also 
be address in the permit review and licensing processes. 
 
Brauneis asked how federal regulation would impact city regulations. 
 
Zuccaro replied that marijuana was not legal under federal law, so there were no 
applicable federal regulations. As a controlled substance, some cities like Denver have 
chosen to apply a 1,000-foot buffer to align with the Controlled Substances Act, but that 
was not legally mandated.  
 
Rice asked why there were only two stores now, even when four were allowed. He also 
asked if staff thought there would be additional demand to open new stores under the 
new regulations. 
 
Zuccaro replied that there were only two stores currently because of the buffers and 
because sometimes landlords do not rent to marijuana businesses. He added that staff 
gets inquiries often and the new proposals had increased interest in opening new 
stores. 
 
Rice asked if the point of the proposal was to use the buffers as the limiting agents.  
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Zuccaro confirmed that the buffers would create the natural limits and they would also 
help prevent a commercial marijuana center with multiple stores in the same area. 
 
Williams asked why marijuana businesses were banned downtown. 
 
Zuccaro replied that cities like Lafayette had bans on some commercial districts based 
on the character of that area. 
 
Williams asked why that rationale would not be applied to residential areas. 
 
Zuccaro stated that the same rationale could be applied to residential areas. At the last 
Council discussion, there were different views about whether to allow marijuana 
businesses downtown and Council would appreciate that discussion on the record, as 
well. He also asked the Commission to comment on the proposed cultivation 
regulations.  
 
Hsu asked where the 5,000-square foot limit for retail spaces came from. 
 
Zuccaro replied that it came from talking to current stores about what would work for 
retail space needs while maintaining a limit. 
 
Howe asked if there was a current supply/demand issue with the existing two stores. 
 
Zuccaro stated that he did not know, but the inquiries to open up stores suggest that 
there is demand.  
 
Howe asked if the community had complained that the current stores were too busy. 
 
Zuccaro replied that they had not had those complaints from the community. He turned 
the commissioners’ attention to the emails from the public that were in their packets and 
on the dais. 
 
Hoefner asked if there could be two more retail stores in the current shopping area 
where the two stores are now. 
 
Meredyth Muth, City Clerk, replied that there was a day care to the north of Lowe’s that 
would preclude that shopping area from having another store. She added that the City 
was processing another license under the current regulations.  
 
Hsu asked if that store would be excluded under the 1,500-foot buffer. 
 
Muth confirmed that it would. 
 
Hoefner asked if the buffer would apply to the distance between the two existing stores. 
 
Zuccaro replied that the existing stores would be grandfathered in.  
 
Williams asked what would happen if the proposal was voted down in the Planning 
Commission. 
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Zuccaro replied that the Commission’s recommendation would go to Council and they 
would make the final decision. 
 
Moline asked where the impetus for the changes in the ordinances came from. 
 
Zuccaro replied that from the changes to the sales side it was a desire to treat 
marijuana stores similar to liquor stores. On the cultivation side, it was about business 
development.  
 
Brauneis noted that he thought the state legalization process involved a discussion 
about treating marijuana like liquor. 
 
Zuccaro added that the CTC (in an Industrial District) was not in favor of the cultivation 
in their area and it may not be allowed due to private regulation under the CDC. 
 
Moline asked if the licensing authority was the same for liquor as for marijuana. 
 
Muth replied that it was the same licensing board and the process for getting a 
marijuana license was similar to getting a liquor license. 
 
Williams asked if the City would have authority to deny any of the allowed marijuana 
stores. 
 
Muth replied that if they met zoning and licensing requirements, then no.  
 
Moline asked how the City would ensure compliance with a cultivation business that 
was a use-by-right in an Industrial District. 
 
Zuccaro responded that the business would still need to get a tenant finish building 
permit and also a license. The licensing stage would be when staff would verify 
compliance with things like the ventilation system. Staff had also added a requirement 
to provide an industrial hygienist report during the licensing process. 
 
Howe asked about the process to report odors. 
 
Zuccaro replied that a code enforcement officer would go out as soon as possible to 
verify the odor. Staff from other cities said that it was a difficult thing to enforce, because 
odors vary by the time of day and so complaints without verification sometimes happen. 
The Code amendment included a reporting requirement, but staff and Council had also 
discussed additional requirements.  
 
Howe asked how the filtering systems worked and if the ordinance would specify the 
filtration specs. 
 
Zuccaro stated that the Code would not mandate specific filtration systems, but it would 
be up to the facility to prove that their filtration system met the standards in the Code. 
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Howe asked what the typical exhaust was comprised of and if it could be negated to 
zero. 
 
Zuccaro stated that the standard would be zero odor at the premises, meaning at the 
building. They would not be measuring gas, just odor. 
 
Hsu noted that the Code in 5.11.222 did not specifically mention having odor at the 
premises. He pointed out that the Code language was squishy. He read the following 
excerpt to make his point, questioning the uses of words like “reasonable” and “normal”: 

 
“No retail marijuana establishment shall permit the emission of marijuana 
odor from any source to result in detectable odors that leave the premises 
upon which they originated and interfere with the reasonable use and 
enjoyment of another’s property…whether or not a marijuana emission 
interferes with the reasonable and comfortable use and enjoyment of a 
property shall be measured against the objective standards of a 
reasonable person of normal sensitivity able to detect the odor of 
marijuana outside the marijuana establishment.” 

 
Zuccaro replied that staff was concerned about the ability to enforce odor control as 
well. They reached this draft based on conversations with other cities that have been 
dealing with cultivation odor regulation for years. They felt it worked reasonably well as 
long as the City invested the resources to enforce it. 
 
Williams asked why the Code wouldn’t have marijuana and liquor regulated in the exact 
same way with the same Code.  
 
Zuccaro stated that that would be one way to do it if you really considered them the 
same. 
 
Hsu noted that regulating them in the exact same way might run afoul of state liquor 
laws. 
 
Howe asked if the federal law allowed the sale of marijuana. 
 
Zuccaro replied that no, federal law did not allow it, which created general uncertainty 
and issues with banking. 
 
Brauneis requested public comment.  
 
Tom Tennessen, 5700 Dudley Street in Arvada, stated that he had been a resident of 
Louisville for 16 years and had served on the liquor board. He observed that the buffer 
laws prevented more than two stores in city limits, especially the daycare buffer 
restriction. As a previous member of the liquor board he noted more problems with the 
liquor licenses than the marijuana ones. He then addressed the cultivation issue, stating 
that the City of Boulder has 50-some licenses, yet some of the licensees have the same 
owners in multiple facilities. If you don’t have regulations in town, market forces would 
continue to change as they had since the original laws were written. He noted that 
cultivation facilities were much more regulated with cameras and tags and other forms 
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of control. Nothing else in town had that much oversight. Cultivation also requires large 
amounts of capital. He asked the Commission to look at the constraints that may be 
imposed on size and consider the limitations those might set on any business that 
wanted to come to Louisville.  
 
Nick Broderick, 5515 Racquet Lane in Boulder, founder of 14er Holistics, a vertically 
integrated cannabis business that included cultivation and retail operations in Boulder. 
He had education and experience in environmental engineering and air pollution control 
technology. He stated that the popular filters now were primarily activated carbon. At 
first in 2009 with few regulations, a lot of people tried to open startups in their 
basements. With added regulations, a number of businesses folded. Now, the motto in 
the business is that they were in the business of compliance and happened to grow 
cannabis. In Boulder when there were not a lot restrictions, a lot of small startup 
companies came in and a number of them were not upstanding business owners, which 
caused a strain on the enforcement staff. He recommended no size restrictions since 
the market pressures were severe and caused consolidation in businesses as 
marijuana became less expensive. He recommended allowing market forces to push 
the best cultivators to the top. In the City of Boulder there were annual inspections from 
the City and the state with high pressure to comply. He stated that for odor compliance 
it came down to the community using their senses. His company has never had an odor 
complaint in the nine years they have been in operation.  
 
Cyndi Thomas, 1245 Grant Avenue in Louisville, a partner at the largest property owner 
in the CTC, President of the CTC Owners’ Association, and a frequenter of CTC 
businesses. She noted that there were children-focused businesses within the CTC and 
stated that there was a tenant base that was not coherent with the cultivation of 
marijuana. For example, one tenant that did government work expressed concern that it 
would be difficult to keep their government contracts with cultivation in the park. 
Children-focused businesses were also concerned about the odor. Thomas stated that 
CTC is a covenant-controlled business parks and she was not aware of other such 
parks that allow cultivation. She added that the CTC Owners’ Association had solicited 
a legal review, which found that cultivation would not be compliant with their covenant. 
Finally, she stated that while the technology was getting better to mitigate the smells, 
she was worried that the odor concerns would land with the CTC if the City did not have 
the resources to do odor enforcement.  
 
Teresa Saint-Peter, 1235 East 12th Avenue Apartment 21 in Denver, represents the 
Green Solution, one of the businesses that had recently inquired about applying for 
license from the City. She responded to the concerns of odor enforcement, suggesting 
that tax revenue generated from the marijuana businesses could go to odor 
enforcement. She stated that Green Solution was a family-owned business that offered 
good jobs and the owners would be happy to give the commissioners a tour of their 
facilities. 
 
Eric Fowles 625 Fairfield Lane in Louisville, owner of Voltage Advertising in town, stated 
that Council needed to be transparent about why they wanted to increase these 
regulations. As a father of six and a brand expert, he did not think marijuana was the 
brand that they wanted for the City. He added that it was an issue for high schoolers 
and that making marijuana more available was not a good idea. As a business owner 
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the regulations could make him question further investment in the town. He 
recommended that the community should be more involved in this discussion.  
 
Rice moved to enter the recent public comment emails into the record. Howe seconded. 
Voice vote. All in favor. 
 
Brauneis asked for commissioner comments and deliberation. 
 
Hoefner asked for clarification on the CTC allowances regarding the CTC covenant. 
 
Cyndi Thomas replied that the CTC had a legal review done as their covenants did not 
specifically address the cultivation of marijuana. The covenant did cover illegal activities 
and nuisances and the board and the legal review concluded that cultivation did not 
adhere to the CTC covenants based on those insights. The issue was who would be 
able to enforce the CTC covenant, since it would be difficult for the CTC to enforce their 
own restrictions. She gave the example that the CTC did not allow parking on the street 
in the CTC, but the City did, so the City did not enforce the covenant regulations on 
parking. Additionally, there were issues for businesses with debt and equity since 
marijuana was still illegal under federal law.  
 
Brauneis asked staff if there were any odor regulations for automobile paint spray 
booths. 
 
Zuccaro replied that there were probably building code requirements and nuisance and 
performance standards for general types of nuisances like spray booths in industrial 
areas.  
 
Broderick added that there was a classification of hazardous emissions under the EPA, 
which included regulation of spray booths, lead acid manufacturing, and others, for the 
emission of hazardous air pollutants. The technologies used to be in compliance with 
those regulations could be used by marijuana businesses. 
 
Moline asked staff about the 1,500-feet spacing between stores.  
 
Zuccaro replied that it was the buffer from schools and other uses. It was not a spacing 
based on liquor laws. 
 
Muth responded that the current rule was that liquor stores had to be 1,500 feet apart by 
state law.  
 
Moline asked if the 1,500 feet suggestion from Council was to try to align the marijuana 
and liquor laws. 
 
Muth confirmed. 
 
Hsu addressed cultivation and odor based on his visits to a cultivation facility and a 
retail facility. At the cultivation facility, he did not notice any smells outside even though 
there was a strong pot smell inside the building. He had not noticed smells inside or 
outside of retail stores. He added that in the Council minutes they had a breakdown of 
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votes for each topic and it might be good to go through each topic and do a straw poll of 
some sort. 
 
Williams stated that the buffer from residential should be added to the topic list.  
 
Moline asked Commissioner Williams about her concern about the residential buffer. He 
noted that there were marijuana smells currently in residential areas from people using 
and growing in their homes. 
 
Williams replied that the proximity of stores to residential zones was a problem for 
people who bought their houses in Louisville and did not expect to be next to a 
marijuana business. She suggested considering a buffer from residential zones. She 
added that if they were banning the sale of marijuana downtown due to character of the 
area, they should apply the same standard to residential areas. 
 
Brauneis asked if there was a residential buffer for liquor stores. 
 
Zuccaro replied that there was not. 
 
Brauneis asked if there was an increase in police issues due to the two marijuana 
stores. 
 
Muth replied that they had not had any problems with the two present stores. She noted 
that there was a small bump in enforcement issues after marijuana was legalized. She 
added that the liquor issues were usually in restaurants and in general they stayed at a 
consistent level. 
 
Hoefner stated that it seemed inappropriate to decrease the buffer for K-12 and the 
other uses on the list and a 1,000 feet should be a minimum.  
 
Brauneis asked what Commissioner Hoefner thought the buffer achieved. 
 
Hoefner replied that it was important to separate kids and addictive substances. 
 
Hsu replied that when his daughter asked him what marijuana was after seeing a store, 
he explained it to her. He did not think addiction problems existed due to proximity in 
terms of feet. He agreed with Commissioner Hoefner that there was an inconsistency in 
the way Council was applying the buffers and bans. It seemed they were protecting 
downtown more than schools. He thought that where they were to have a buffer, it 
should be increased to 1000 feet to match the federal Controlled Substances Act. He 
was not opposed to sales downtown. He added that paraphernalia stores were not 
regulated. He also noted that the Planning Commission was not an elected body, the 
Council was, and the County voted to approve marijuana with a big majority. 
 
Brauneis noted that there were PSA announcements on the radio to talk to kids about 
marijuana use and he thought that was a healthy way to deal with the issue. 
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Williams agreed that the County voted for allowing businesses by 66%, but she wasn’t 
sure that that vote reflected a desire to have 11 stores in each town. She did not want to 
decide on that issue and did not think the Council should, either. 
 
Hoefner recalled the discussion around state legalization as being about legalizing 
marijuana subject to local regulation.  
 
Rice added that the relevant statues provide the opt-out provisions to allow communities 
to opt out even 100% if they want. His personal view was that the City should opt-out 
100%, but he was aware that that decision had already been made. From a planning 
perspective, he did not think more marijuana stores everywhere in the city would be 
good for the character for the community. He could not support any changes to 
regulations that would increase the number of stores. He added that the Colorado 
Supreme Court had spoken to the issue of lawful activity of marijuana, which could play 
into the CTC covenant issue, to say that a company could fire an employee for 
marijuana use since it was legally prohibited.  
 
Howe stated that his priority was to uphold the small-town ideals of the community, 
which they were asked to address in their commissioner applications. He did not think 
that the proposed ordinance corresponded to valuing residential spaces and he 
wondered how the spread of marijuana would impact current businesses, as well. One 
of the articles in the staff packet showed suggestive evidence that marijuana 
businesses increased tax revenue, which he agreed would be a benefit. However, the 
article also noted an increase in public health incidents over 10 years, such as hospital 
visits related to marijuana. He summarized that he only one benefit, increased revenue, 
and that there were many disadvantages.  
 
Brauneis asked if staying at the current regulations would impact the findings of that 
study. 
 
Hsu noted that alcohol likely had more health hazards than marijuana. He agreed that if 
you made something legal under state law more people would use it, but the data for 
Louisville showed that the two existing stores had not affected anything in terms of 
property value or criminal complaints.  
 
Howe replied that he thought the question was whether these changes would affect the 
way people relate to their community. For example, would people want to continue 
using kid-centered businesses in Louisville with an increase in marijuana stores? 
 
Hoefner stated that the planning perspective was about where appropriate uses existed 
in the town. He agreed with Commissioner Rice that the fact that it would be used at all 
was already decided, but the question now was where it would be used. 
 
Zuccaro stated that Council did rely on the Planning Commission for input. He 
recommended thinking about the impacts on the community, as well. It was not 
governed by particular criteria. The Commission could draw on the Comprehensive Plan 
and personal experience. He asked the Commission to make a motion for any 
conditions of changes that they could recommend as a body. The Commission could 
also request additional information of staff.  
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Williams suggested everyone’s comments on the record on each issue to the Council 
could have the Commission’s reasoning.  
 
The commissioners and staff discussed how to go about making their recommendations 
to Council, concluding that they would vote on a motion.  
 
Brauneis then asked if they were allowed to put a cap on the number of stores under 
state law. 
 
Zuccaro replied that it was a local issue and the City could put a limit on stores if they 
wanted. He offered to get a City Attorney opinion for the official legal word. 
 
Brauneis returned the discussion toward the list of discussion/direction topics. 
 
Downtown ban 
Williams stated that if they were banning sales downtown, then they should ban them 
from residential areas. 
 
Rice opposed sales downtown. 
 
Hsu would vote in favor of sales downtown, in particular the commercial area east of the 
railroad tracks, Pine Street Plaza. 
 
Hoefner, Moline, and Howe opposed sales downtown. 
 
Brauneis stated that when this initially came up five or so years ago that there would be 
a paradigm shift with talking to kids about marijuana such that marijuana sales would be 
acceptable downtown. He would be more concerned by a strip club or a pawn shop in 
that area. He added that there really had not been an impact from the two existing 
stores. 
 
Williams added to her earlier comments that she agreed with a ban downtown and in 
addition supported a 500-feet buffer from residential areas as part of maintaining the 
character of the town. 
 
Cultivation facilities 
Rice opposed allowing cultivation. 
 
Hoefner thought that an industrial zone was as appropriate a place as any for 
cultivation. 
 
Williams agreed with Commissioner Hoefner as long as business parks and HOAs had 
the right to ban them from their facilities. 
 
Hsu was in favor of allowing cultivation in industrial zones. He was confident that the 
odor remediation would work and cultivation facilities usually looked like big boxes and 
would not be a visual problem for being near kid-related activities. He added that the 
cultivation facilities were sophisticated and hi-tech. 
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Moline agreed with Commissioner Hsu and stated that legitimized allowance in an 
industrial zoning district would help decrease the number of grows in residential areas. 
 
Howe understood that it was an industrial district, but he thought that there was 
adequate demand for space in the CTC already.  
 
Brauneis noted that he did not think it was up to the Planning Commission to be 
concerned with supply and demand unless they were creating an industrial district. In 
this case, it was a business activity that occurred inside of a building. He thought that 
odor regulations would be enforceable.  
 
Hsu stated that he understood Commissioner Howe’s point that if there was a supply 
and demand issue at the CTC they might want to encourage growth in that area by 
approving this use.  
 
Maximum facility size  
Zuccaro noted that the City of Boulder used existing zoning limits to govern the size of 
cultivation facilities. The proposal did not have any size limits for cultivation.  
 
Hsu thought there should be a maximum number of some sort. 
 
Moline agreed with Commissioner Hsu and suggested that they could revisit the cap 
number in the future. 
 
Brauneis asked if there was another industry that had space limits.  
 
Zuccaro replied that there were not space limits for other industries, even though 
architectural regulations might not allow certain types of structures.  
 
Williams asked if there were size limits on greenhouses. 
 
Zuccaro replied that architectural controls in the CTC might not allow certain structures, 
but he was not aware of any limits on greenhouses in particular. 
 
Brauneis asked why they would want to curb the success of a business by limiting its 
size. 
 
Hoefner stated that unless they could identify a reason for the size limit, any number felt 
arbitrary. He did not see the difference between having one large facility versus two 
smaller facilities and that market forces could decide. 
 
Rice added that they had approved industrial facilities that were over 100,000 square 
feet and did not think there should be a limit in this situation, either. 
 
Hsu stated that he was convinced by his fellow commissioners that there should not be 
a size cap on cultivation facilities. 
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Align medical and retail allowances for testing and manufacturing & expansion 
into industrial district 
Moline asked if alignment helped enforcement. 
 
Zuccaro replied that there did not seem to be a difference between medical and 
recreational testing and manufacturing. 
 
Williams asked what kind of facility conducted testing and manufacturing. 
 
Muth stated that there were different licenses. You cannot test and manufacture in a 
retail store by state law. Cultivation and testing were different licenses as well and you 
could not do them both in the same facility. Muth added that there were specific 
regulations about waste for each type of license. 
 
Williams asked if the waste was considered hazardous. 
 
Muth replied that it was not but they did not want anyone going to a trash facility and 
recognizing the waste as marijuana. 
 
Hsu added that when he had visited a marijuana testing facility it looked like a chemical 
lab and had a lot of tools for compliance and safety. 
 
Hoefner stated that he would not support manufacturing as a use-by-right in a 
commercial zone and suggested that it could be allowed there through an SRU, but he 
would approve it as a use-by-right in an industrial district for testing and manufacturing, 
which was a change from the proposal. 
 
Moline asked for Commissioner Hoefner’s rationale. 
 
Hoefner replied that manufacturing suggested a lot of different things and some of those 
things were a natural fit for a business zone, but other larger and more dangerous 
operations should have an additional layer of review. 
 
Williams added that an SRU would also create a public process. 
 
Hsu disagreed and did not think that the Planning Commission could provide 
evaluations of safety in industrial areas in an SRU process. 
 
Hoefner replied that the Planning Commission could evaluate traffic, nuisances, and 
other land use issues.  
 
Brauneis pointed out that all those issues would be covered by the Code.  
 
Hoefner agreed, but thought that it was important to go through a public process in this 
case. 
 
Brauneis asked if there were many situations for a certain category that needed SRUs. 
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Zuccaro replied that there were numerous SRU categories within zones. There were a 
lot of parallels in business and office zones where certain uses needed to go through 
the SRU process. For example, manufacturing might need a lot of delivery trucks that 
could be evaluated in the SRU process. 
 
Howe did not think he was qualified to answer the testing and manufacturing safety 
issues.  
 
Brauneis asked what Howe thought of the SRU proposal. 
 
Howe replied that he would have to know more about the testing and manufacturing and 
how close it was to other buildings. 
 
Muth stated that a lot of definitions were regulated by what the state license allowed. 
The state looked at these issues under the Marijuana Enforcement Division, which 
would review Life Safety Plans, et cetera, to get the license.  
 
Zuccaro added that size and impact could vary greatly from one manufacturing facility to 
another. He did not think there were any in the city currently.   
 
Hsu stated that he was in favor of Hoefner’s recommendation to have an SRU and if 
Council had more information they could overrule that recommendation. 
 
Zuccaro reminded the Commission that it could ask for a continuance and request 
additional information. 
 
5,000 square feet store size 
Moline asked if the 5,000 number or any number felt arbitrary, as well. He liked that 
argument the last time and thought it applied here. 
 
Rice did not see a reason to change the square footage. 
 
Williams stated that it depended. If there were going to be 11 businesses in the city, for 
example, the situation could be different. 
 
Hsu replied that without the square footage limit there could be one big-box marijuana 
store to saturate the market. 
 
Williams noted that there were about 20-30 shops you could get to from Louisville with 
relative ease currently. She added that she did not think the square footage limit would 
affect the total number of shops in the city. She did not see any reason to change what 
already existed and since the number seemed arbitrary they might as well keep it.  
 
Moline replied that it all seemed arbitrary and he suggested letting existing zoning laws 
dictate size.  
 
Hsu, Brauneis, and Hoefner agreed with Commissioner Moline. Hoefner added that he 
did not think the square footage affected the issues the Commission was considering.  
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Buffer zones – distance & use 
Williams asked where the current number of 1,320 feet came from. 
 
Brauneis stated that they used the buffer as a control for the total number of stores, and 
1,320 feet was a quarter mile. They calculated the total number of possible stores 
through the buffer distance. 
 
Williams stated that they should keep the buffer the same and that the buffer should 
include all kinds of children’s facilities. 
 
Rice stated that the current buffer had worked fine until this time. He added that the 
discussion on the arbitrary number was more about reasonable numbers of total stores 
than the distance itself. He did not agree with the idea that all limits were arbitrary. 
 
Hoefner contrasted this limit, which had a specific goal, with the one on the square 
footage, where it was difficult to connect that number to stated policy goals. Rice 
agreed.  
 
Howe thought the buffers should be kept in place. A smaller buffer would compromise 
business and residential areas. 
 
Brauneis asked if all the other changes were made but the buffer was kept in place, how 
many stores could there be. 
 
Zuccaro replied that there were two issues: what you’re buffering from and the distance 
of the buffer.  
 
Williams wanted to keep a buffer from all the uses the City had before and that the 
buffer of 1,320 feet should remain the same. Hoefner and Rice agreed.  
 
Zuccaro noted that making that decision on this issue would significantly limit the 
number of stores in the city. 
 
Howe stated that this issue went back to the supply and demand question. If there was 
more demand they would need to respond to that issue, but it seemed like that was not 
the case. Maybe on a revenue basis the increase might be justified, but from a planning 
perspective that was not their purview. 
 
Brauneis reminded the Commission that they had empty retail space that had been 
empty for a long time, yet they were hearing about people who wanted to move their 
businesses. He noted that keeping the buffers and the distance the same would 
basically keep the situation as is. 
 
Hoefner disagreed, citing the size limit of the facilities and other individual policy 
decisions that would change despite the limit staying the same. 
 
Moline asked if this distance was the same as for liquor stores. 
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Muth replied that the liquor license required 500 feet from schools and 1500 feet 
between stores. State law says that municipalities can go lower than 500 feet, which 
was designed for small towns. 
 
Moline asked if the 500 limit only applied to K-12. 
 
Muth confirmed. 
 
Moline stated that he was prepared to go with the liquor and marijuana regulations on 
this issue, as well. 
 
Hsu stated that he would prefer to have 1000 feet to match the controlled substances 
act, but he did not have strong feelings on the distance. He did think there should be 
buffers for specific uses, but limiting it to the K-12 since the longer list just had too many 
uses on it. 
 
Moline added that part of his reasoning came from the packet and the testimony from 
the public that the existing stores have not caused additional issues and that the liquor 
licenses were more problematic. That information is why he felt that the alignment was 
appropriate.  
 
Williams stated that she thought that even if the marijuana shops had the same number 
and severity of liquor trouble that would not weigh into her thoughts. She saw the issue 
as one of the kind of character you were trying to build in the town. 
 
Moline replied that he did not see any differences between liquor and marijuana stores. 
 
Rice noted that maybe the reason they had so few problems was because there were 
only a few stores. 
 
Brauneis did not think that regulating marijuana like liquor threatened the small-town 
character of the city.  
 
Howe countered Brauneis’ point, saying that a marijuana facility might impact a small-
town business owner or a medical facility.  
 
Hsu noted that business owners don’t get to choose their neighbors just like residents 
don’t get to pick their neighbors. He added that a pizza shop would love to have 
marijuana next to them.  
 
Howe thought that as a Planning Commission they were meant to make those kinds of 
decisions.  
 
Rice noted that the state law specifically allowed cities to choose if they wanted 
marijuana stores in their municipality.  
 
Hsu replied that he did not see the evidence that marijuana stores would hurt their 
neighbors. He was not trying to say that the City did not have the authority to regulate.  
 



Planning Commission 
Meeting Minutes 

December 13, 2018 
Page 16 of 21 

 

Brauneis noted that this discussion topic was different because the commissioners who 
wanted to keep the situation as-is would want to keep this the same and those who did 
not would not, so it was different from the other issues.  
 
Williams stated that the sky was not falling with the 2 stores. But 11 stores in a city with 
a population of 20,000 would be different than 2. 
 
Spacing between stores 
Hoefner stated that 1500 feet was unnecessary since you could only have so many 
successful stores of one kind in a single shopping center. 500 feet might be more 
appropriate. He thought that the larger number should be between the stores and the 
buffer uses, not between marijuana stores. He did not think the spacing between stores 
should be greater than between stores and child-oriented facilities. 
 
Rice asked if the 1500 came from the liquor store spacing. 
 
Hoefner stated that he thought the 1500 feet distance was to protect existing mom and 
pop shops near a supermarket that was about to put them out of business.  
 
Muth confirmed. 
 
Howe did not support any buffer between stores, suggesting that it could be left up to 
the market. 
 
Rice stated that he did not think there was a reason to have a buffer between stores 
except as an effort to limit the total number of stores, especially if you were going to 
decrease the buffers between other facility uses.  
 
Williams noted that the map reflected today, and in 10 or 20 years there could be new 
development. 
 
Zuccaro replied that yes, all the areas on the map could develop with retail to support 
stores. 
 
Brauneis liked using the space between stores as a natural cap to the maximum 
number of stores in the city. 
 
Hsu supported the idea of spacing between stores to avoid a marijuana district, which 
he did not think was in the character of Louisville.  
 
Moline asked Howe if his concern over the effects on businesses would be a concern if 
there were more than one marijuana business nearby. 
 
Howe replied that if there were a playground that have 4 nearby, that would be a 
problem. He hoped that the market would limit the success of multiple stores near each 
other. 
 
Williams stated that the spacing between stores only made sense if you were trying to 
limit the total number of stores in the town.  
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Removal of a 4-store limit 
Rice was in favor of the 4-store limit, since enough was enough. 
 
Brauneis asked for clarification on if there was actually a 4-store limit in the current 
Code. 
 
Zuccaro stated that there was a 4-store limit in the Code. 
 
Howe stated that all these topics were part of the same idea. He thought the 
Commission was trying to create an idea of what the Council would evaluate and that all 
the issues were connected to that idea. He requested that the Council evaluate the 
impact on residential areas and other uses in the city.  
 
Williams agreed with Commissioner Howe. She thought that the Planning Commission 
had given the Council an idea of what they wanted the city to look like. It seemed like 
the Commission wanted regulation and did not want a Wild West of marijuana. She 
added that she would only limit the total number of stores if there were no other buffers 
in place. 
 
Hoefner suggested an incremental approach by doubling the total number of stores to 8 
and seeing what happens. That would avoid the situation of uncontrolled marijuana 
districts. 
 
Hsu suggested that there was a majority for cultivation, on square footage, and sales 
downtown.  
 
5-minute recess. 
 
Motion 
Hsu stated that the odor emission should be strengthened because it is too squishy as it 
is and the ordinance should reflect the desire to have zero odor emissions in the 
ordinance.  
 
Williams made a motion to keep the buffer at the 1,320 feet from schools, daycares, 
parks, pools, and the rest of the current uses and keep the rest of the proposal as 
written with the amendment that instead of the 4-store limit the City put in the 8-store 
limit to prevent a marijuana district. 
 
Hoefner amended the motion to eliminate the 1,500 foot spacing between stores and to 
require an SRU for manufacturing in a CB zone.  
 
Hoefner seconded the motion. 
 
Howe asked for clarification about a buffer zone from residential.  
 
Williams replied that there was not an addition because they were keeping the full list of 
the facilities and they would therefore not need the residential buffer. 
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Hsu pointed out that you could have a marijuana district of 8 stores under their current 
motion. 
 
Brauneis asked for additional discussion and Williams asked if the Commission’s 
changes were in writing. 
 
Zuccaro replied that they were in writing through the minutes and he summarized that 
there were four changes to the proposal as drafted: 

1. 8 store limit 
2. Remove 1500 foot spacing 
3. Maintain current buffer of 1320 with the same list of buffers 
4. SRU in CB zone.  

 
Hsu stated that he was in favor with the 8-store limit and the SRU. He did not think there 
should be buffers for the whole list of uses and he did not think the space between the 
stores should be removed. He approved of the other proposed changes as drafted by 
the Council. 
 
Rice stated that he thought a lot of the proposed amendments were creative and good, 
but he was going to stick to his principles and vote no on the motion. 
 
Howe asked if this was limiting to development. 
 
Hoefner clarified that he thought the way liquor stores worked you could move one of 
the uses near the liquor store but could not move a liquor store near an existing 
restricted use. 
 
Rice added that the Goddard School, for example, moved within the buffer zone of a 
liquor store. 
 
Muth confirmed. 
 
Moline disagreed with the buffer zone on the whole list of uses in the motion, but he 
would vote for it overall. 
 
Brauneis agreed with Moline that the 1,320-foot buffer would be fine with K-12 as the 
only use restriction. The Goddard School is proof positive that they were comfortable 
being within the liquor store buffer.  
 
Roll call vote on Resolution No. 17, Series 2018 with amendment. 6-1 in favor. Rice 
voted nay. 
   
LMC Amendment – Residential Estate (RE) Zone District Lot Coverage Standards 
– A request to amend the RE zone district maximum lot coverage standard. 
(Resolution No. 18, Series 2018).  

 Applicant: City of Louisville 

 Case Manager:  Lisa Ritchie, Senior Planner    

Public notice met Code requirements. 



 

 
1290 S. Public Rd.  Lafayette, Colorado 80026  (303) 665-5588 Fax (303) 665-2153 

 

ZONING VERIFICATION FORM  
MARIJUANA BUSINESS LICENSE APPLICATION  
Page 2  
 
MAP REQUIRED  
Attach a street map that is drawn to scale. Indicate the proposed premise, at the center of a circle with a labled 
1,000-foot radius, such that the setback restrictions below may be verified by the Planning and Building 
Department.  
 
STAFF USE ONLY  
According to the map provided by the applicant, the proposed premise complies with the following setback 
restrictions:  
 
 500 feet from a commercially licensed day care facility  
 500 feet from an existing licensed medical marijuana center or retail marijuana store  
 1,000 feet from a public or private school  
 1,000 feet from a hospital  
 500 feet from Public Road, north of South Boulder Road  
 500 feet from a residential subdivision, residentially zoned property or property with residential as the 
        principal use  
 500 feet from East Simpson Street east of Public Road to 500-501 East Simpson Street  
 500 feet from 120th and 119th Streets north of Emma Street to US Hwy 7  
 800 feet from US Hwy 287 and US Hwy 7  
 
Zoning District: ____________________________________ Use Category: _____________________  
 
Previous Reviews: ____________________________________________________________________  
 
 Approved  
 Denied  
 
Reason for denial: 
________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________  
 
Further Discretionary Review Required: ___________________________________________________  
 

Application reviewed by: _____________________________ Date: ____________________________ 





   Cyndi Thomas 













From: Whitney Todaro
To: City Council
Subject: Marijuana proposal
Date: Wednesday, November 7, 2018 3:17:41 PM

Hello,
I just read an article about the possible changes to the marijuana regulations in Louisville. For what it’s worth, I
would support keeping the current buffer zone from schools as well as the code that keeps marijuana businesses out
of downtown Louisville. While I understand there is an economic benefit to the town to allow for more of these
shops to open up, I think having one downtown would draw away from it’s charm (as would a liquor store for that
matter).
Thank you,
Whitney Todaro
220 W Sycamore Lane
Louisville, CO 80027









From: Robert Muckle
To: Jack Holland
Cc: City Council
Subject: Re: Is Louisville going to pot?
Date: Monday, January 7, 2019 1:43:27 AM

John:

I assume you read or someone told you about an anonymous flyer distributed today at Ascent Church and possibly
other locations. This flyer is misleading and erroneous at best. It is dishonest and mean spirited. It is a cowardly
anonymous attack.  What is actually happening is that city council is considering relaxing some of the regulations
controlling what types of marijuana businesses can operate in Louisville and where they can locate. These
discussions have occurred in open public meetings. I personally don’t support these changes (which is not what the
flyer stated) but the council will again have an open public discussion Tuesday night and possibly take action. We
will take into account all public input in person or by phone or email. As I’m sure you are aware there are 2
operating Marijuana retail stores in Louisville which have had no issues in their years of operation.

As to Louisville becoming Amsterdam - come on you can’t serious.

Please come testify in person Tuesday night at 7

Bob

Sent from my iPhone

> On Jan 6, 2019, at 2:31 PM, Jack Holland <jackoholland@gmail.com> wrote:
>
> Mayor Bob Muckle and Louisville City Counci
>
> I hear you want to make Louisville the Amsterdam of Colorado regarding marijuana. Wondering if the new
Amsterdam of Colorado will also include the brothels. NO NO NO!
>
> John Holland
> 424 Fairfield Ln
> Louisville, CO 80027
> 303-249-6443
> jackoholland@gmail.com



From: Jack Holland
To: Robert Muckle; City Council
Subject: Is Louisville going to pot?
Date: Sunday, January 6, 2019 2:31:43 PM

Mayor Bob Muckle and Louisville City Counci

I hear you want to make Louisville the Amsterdam of Colorado regarding marijuana. Wondering if the new
Amsterdam of Colorado will also include the brothels. NO NO NO!

John Holland
424 Fairfield Ln
Louisville, CO 80027
303-249-6443
jackoholland@gmail.com



From: Jay Keany
To: Jim Candy; Bill Stephens; City Council
Cc: Beth Lillstrom; Rex Minor
Subject: RE: Heads Up
Date: Sunday, January 6, 2019 1:24:56 PM

Jim,

Thank you for your email. And thank you for letting us know about this.

Jay Keany
Councilman - Ward 1
City of Louisville
720-280-4805

Sign up for the City's email lists and be informed. Use this link to see how:
http://www.louisvilleco.gov/residents/enotification

________________________________________
From: Jim Candy [jim@ascentcc.org]
Sent: Sunday, January 6, 2019 1:16 PM
To: Bill Stephens; City Council
Cc: Beth Lillstrom; Rex Minor
Subject: Heads Up

Hi Council Members,

Bill and I hope you guys had a really great Christmas and New Year!

We want to give you a heads up about something. This morning during our services at Ascent, someone, without our
knowledge or permission, put flyers on all the cars in our parking lot asking people to email you about the upcoming
decision regarding marijuana restrictions (I've attached the flyer so you can see for yourself).

We want to make sure you know Ascent is not the origin of this flyer. If anyone emails you claiming to be
representing the desires of Ascent about this issue, it is blatantly false and not from us.  We were actually pretty
upset this morning that someone used us for their marketing. Apparently, we need to do a better job of policing our
parking lot.

We appreciate what you guys do to serve this City!  Bill and I and our entire team are increasingly committed to
being a resource for this community. Our goal is to do everything we can to see Louisville thrive more every single
day.

Best to you,
Jim Candy and Bill Stephens and The Ascent Team

--
Jim Candy
Co-Pastor
Ascent Community Church
www.ascentcc.org<http://www.ascentcc.org>



From: Jim Candy
To: Bill Stephens; City Council
Cc: Beth Lillstrom; Rex Minor
Subject: Heads Up
Date: Sunday, January 6, 2019 1:16:26 PM

Hi Council Members,

Bill and I hope you guys had a really great Christmas and New Year!

We want to give you a heads up about something. This morning during our services at Ascent, someone,
without our knowledge or permission, put flyers on all the cars in our parking lot asking people to email
you about the upcoming decision regarding marijuana restrictions (I've attached the flyer so you can
see for yourself).

We want to make sure you know Ascent is not the origin of this flyer. If anyone emails you claiming to
be representing the desires of Ascent about this issue, it is blatantly false and not from us.  We were
actually pretty upset this morning that someone used us for their marketing. Apparently, we need to
do a better job of policing our parking lot.

We appreciate what you guys do to serve this City! Bill and I and our entire team are increasingly
committed to being a resource for this community. Our goal is to do everything we can to see
Louisville thrive more every single day.

Best to you,
Jim Candy and Bill Stephens and The Ascent Team

--
Jim Candy
Co-Pastor
Ascent Community Church
www.ascentcc.org





From: jayma brachvogel
To: Robert Muckle; City Council
Cc: Mary Boulet boulet; David / Rose Walters Neighbors; Nordberg Linda/Nils Neighbor; 14shannonjones@gmail.com; AnneAMarie / John Patrie; Calla / Todd Lovrien Neighbor; Carol Callicotte; Claire / Herb Floyd; Carrie DeGraw; Kate / David Love; Kate / David Love; Valerie HOA
Subject: Pot shop at site of Ascent church
Date: Sunday, January 6, 2019 12:11:23 PM

Hello....
My name is Jayma Jamieson, and I am a therapist in Louisville, Colorado. I grew up in Boulder, and have lived in this area for over 50 years. I heard that there is a possibility of bringing a marijuana shop
into the neighborhood where I live, which is in the Meadows, right behind the shopping center.

Because of the various issues I see with many of my teenage and adult clients who smoke pot, which can lead to depression, lack of motivation, addiction issues, and even suicidal thoughts, I have to cast my
vote against putting a dispensary in the old Sam’s Club. It is ironic that we are not wanting a church to be in that location, because of tax revenue, but are now considering bringing something in that has a
much lower energetic and spiritual vibrational flow, in terms of energy and who will be attracted to our community. I don’t want to lower the value of the homes in this neighborhood, which I think a huge
dispensary could do.

Depression, suicidal thoughts and drugs all go hand in hand, whether that is pot, alcohol, or harder drugs.
There are clinical studies on pot smoking, and how it can lead to mental illness and schizophrenia in some teenagers, or people genetically prone, and popcorn lung develops from using vapes. 

Personally......
I don’t think this is the best use of the SAMs club space, after the church moves out.

Please consider other more productive, positive sources of bringing in revenue in this small town community.....something that would bring our home values up and develop more of a community spirit.

Jayma

Jayma Jamieson, MA, NCC, LPC
A Boulder Body Mind Spirit Counseling, LLC
jaymajamieson.com - 303.579.5134
___________________________________

In the event of an emergency, call 9-1-1 or go to the nearest hospital. This email account may not be considered means of emergency communication. 

CONFIDENTIALITY AND DISCLOSURE NOTICE: Due to the nature of electronic communication, I cannot assure you that e-mail is as secure as face to face or phone conversation. Please
keep this in mind when communicating with me over the internet. Any information, including protected health information (PHI), transmitted in this e-mail is intended only for the person or
entity to which it is addressed and may contain information that is privileged, confidential and or exempt from disclosure under applicable Federal or State law. Any review, retransmission,
dissemination or other use of or taking of any action in reliance upon, protected health information (PHI) by persons or entities other than the intended recipient is prohibited. If you
received this e-mail in error, please contact the sender and delete the material from any computer.



From: Aidan O"Donovan
To: City Council
Subject: Request to include Downtown in New Marijuana Ordinance
Date: Monday, January 7, 2019 1:32:06 PM

Hello City Council. My name is Aidan ODonovan and I am a prospective cannabis dispensary
operator in the City of Louisvile. In the interest of full disclosure, I currently have a lease at
950 Spruce St, and would love to be given the opportunity to site my business there.

When the City of Louisville first enacted its marijuana ordinance, there was a common
perception that dispensaries would attract "undesirables" to the areas in which they were sited,
and would have adverse impacts on the neighboring businesses and residences. Since then we
have learned this not to be the case, and many municipalities in which dispensaries were
previously relegated to industrial areas, have now brought their cannabis zoning to be fully in
line with that of alcohol. In 2019, typical cannabis dispensaries are aesthetically on par with
high end jewlery stores or wine shops, both of which are universally allowed in downtown
areas. We are simply asking for the same consideration. I worry that the fear of an outdated
misconception of a run down looking store with neon marijuana leafs and bars on the windows
will prevent a classy cannabis business from what would be a perfectly suitable location. I
would support a strong requirement regarding the facade of any such business but urge you to
reconsider banning us from downtown altogether.

Furthermore, I understand several council members are concerned with downtown starting to
attract a different crowd, but please recognize that the proposed buffer between dispensary
sites, along with typical commercial mortgage financing covenants and restrictions will
adequately prevent any sort of clustering from occurring anywhere in the city, including
downtown. One dispensary will not change the whole nature of the area.

Thank you for your consideration,

Aidan ODonovan



From: Howard Peck
To: Robert Muckle; City Council
Subject: Please stop the expansion of Marijuana access and growing within Louisville
Date: Monday, January 7, 2019 2:42:30 PM

Dear City officials,

From agenda for tomorrows meeting, item 8C, it appears that you are considering loosening
the standard for Marijuana stores and operations even further.
Making such actions might somehow benefit the fiscal pockets of the city but in no way could
be considered beneficial to the overall good of the city.  Please do not do this.

If anything, you should be making standards tighter than they currently are and tighter than
what most people I know consider very loose state standards. 

Regards,
Howard Peck



From: Kent Olson
To: City Council
Cc: Kent Olson
Subject: Proposed Marijuana Expension
Date: Monday, January 7, 2019 4:07:04 PM

Dear Councilors,

I am appalled at some things I've heard recently about proposals being considered by you, our
city councilors:

 1.  Loosening restrictions for pot shop locations;
 2.  Expanding the allowable number of pot shops in our community.

For us to reduce allowable locations from 1,000 to 500 ft is ridiculous, particularly because
such action
conflicts with state statutes.  That dispensaries of this sort could come within 500 ft of
churches, day care
centers, etc. is dreadful!!!!!

One of the attractions of Louisville for me over the past 39 years has been its good-natured
congeniality
and positive living environment.  Do we now want to blow this away with increased DUI's,
inebriations
galore, etc.  I for one do NOT want this concession to depravity.

Kent Olson
968 W. Maple Ct.
Louisville, CO  80027-1054

303-665-2889



From: Daniel Waldrip
To: City Council; Robert Muckle
Subject: Expanded Marijuana Rules
Date: Monday, January 7, 2019 4:27:09 PM

Dear Mayor Muckle and City Council Members,

I’ve recently heard that you are considering a proposal to remove and/or expand current restrictions on retail
marijuana stores and allow large growing operations.

It seems obvious to me that this is not in line with what Louisville was built on over many years.  The current
regulations seem perfectly adequate to meet the needs of those who participate in retail marijuana.

So, who exactly does this serve?  Who is driving it?  Why here?  What’s in it for the many families with young
children in Louisville?  What purpose does this serve in the end?  Is it worth becoming pot-centric when many,
many people originally came here for very different reasons?

These all seem like reasonable questions that I hope you’ll carefully consider.  So far, this has been pretty quiet.  If
that’s unintentional, then it would make sense to spend the money and effort to publicize this plan for a while to
gauge reaction.

As I’ve spoken to friends in Louisville since hearing about this, even those that are happy to have a couple of shops
here with room for a couple more are taken aback that the Council would even consider what is on the table.

Thanks for your service to our community.  Many of us recognize that it’s not always easy or pleasant.  I hope you’ll
take my comments into account as you consider what to do.

Best Regards,

Dan Waldrip
1172 Grove Ct.



From: Susan Bolduc
To: City Council
Subject: Pot shops etc.
Date: Monday, January 7, 2019 4:30:42 PM

Why has the discussion of expanded pot locations and relaxed regulations NOT come up for public discussions?
This seems highly a highly unorthodox way of doing things…. essentially foisting a controversial policy on to the
entire community unannounced.  The long term effects of this drug on children, and adults, for that matter, has not
been proven.  AND….. it’s much easier to expand in small steps than to take away permits, once granted,  when
time proves the idea faulty.  (AS shown by old building permits allowing the spread of community spoilers such as
cheap uninspiring edifices )
Please reconsider this thoughtless idea!
Regards,
Sue Bolduc



From: Andrew MacQueen
To: City Council
Subject: Pot Shops
Date: Monday, January 7, 2019 4:44:02 PM

Why has the discussion of expanded pot locations and relaxed regulations NOT come up for
public discussions?  This seems like a highly unorthodox way of doing things…. essentially
foisting a controversial policy on to the entire community unannounced.  The long term effects
of this drug on children, and adults, for that matter, has not been proven.  AND….. it’s much
easier to expand in small steps than to take away permits, once granted,  when time proves the
idea faulty.  (AS shown by old building permits allowing the spread of community spoilers
such as cheap uninspiring edifices )
Please reconsider this thoughtless idea!
Regards,

The below link is the flyer I received. I do hope this is some sort of joke/prank in regards to
going around the local residents of Louisville to pass a regulation that might be unfit. Has this
been discussed with the schools, teachers, parents and students? Are you truly going to make it
acceptable to put a pot shop 500 feet from school/church? Again, I hope this is a joke of sorts,
and if so sorry for the email.

Andrew
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/3?ui=2&ik=8125b92437&attid=0.1.1&permmsgid=msg-
f:1622045547557272571&th=1682a9d4dfa7bbfb&view=att&disp=inline



From: Scott Robarge
To: City Council
Subject: Mayor/Council to allow up to fifteen, 5,000 square foot super pot shops in Louisville????
Date: Monday, January 7, 2019 4:47:43 PM

Is this true/accurate?
_______________
Mayor Muckle and the Louisville City Council has expedited an effort to allow up to fifteen,
5,000 square foot super pot shops in Louisville. These stores would be allowed to locate next
door to homes, daycare, parks, playgrounds, ball fields, children’s recreational facilities and
churches. This includes the site of the new Ascent Church and proposed Saint Louis Church.
This change would also reduce the buffer from K-12 schools from ¼ mile down to 500 foot,
which is in direct conflict with the state statute of 1000 foot. This has all been done by council
without a public outreach to our residents, schools, churches and businesses. The only
councilman to request the public's’ input is Chris Ley. This change in ordinance could allow
Louisville to become the Amsterdam of Colorado. For nearly 100 years Louisville was known
as the place to eat spaghetti. Do we really want to be the go-to place to fill one’s pipe with pot?
The Louisville City Council is set to push this pot ordinance forward this Tuesday, January 08.
If you have concerns, please contact our mayor and council and forward this to your friends.
It’s important to act quickly to insure your voice is heard. Louisville City Council e-mail
Council@LouisvilleCO.gov Councilman Chris Ley phone (303)668-3916

_________________

Scott and Jen Robarge (and kids)
Louisville residents since 2008



From: Choka, Denice
To: City Council; Robert Muckle
Cc: autumn.choka5@gmail.com
Subject: Marijuana Retail Sales
Date: Tuesday, January 8, 2019 9:17:50 AM

Dear Bob, Chris, and All:
 
As a 25 year resident of our amazing town, Louisville, a parent, and a concerned citizen, I respecfully
ask that you vote NO to removing the restrictions for marijuana retail sales.
 
Please keep our town small and awesome!
 
Respectfully yours,

Denice Choka
443 Sunnyside Street
303.859.2356
 
 



 
Denice Choka
HR Manager
Leanin’ Tree
303.859.2356
 



From: Dawn Burgess
To: City Council; Kathleen Kelly; David Marvin
Cc: Megan Davis; Kathleen Hix; Meredyth Muth
Subject: ** Revised Doodle Poll ** Mondays added **
Date: Tuesday, January 8, 2019 9:05:14 AM

Here is the revised doodle poll with some Mondays added.
 
Revised Doodle Poll
 
Thank you for your responses and patience as we work to get this scheduled!
 
 

Dawn Burgess
Executive Assistant to the City Manager
City of Louisville
749 Main Street
Louisville, CO  80027
303.335.4533
***Please note new email: dburgess@louisvilleco.gov

 



From: Eric Fowles
To: City Council
Subject: Say NO to new marijuana guidelines.
Date: Tuesday, January 8, 2019 8:18:06 AM

Dear Louisville City Council,

I was made aware of the pot restrictions being lifted in the BRaD meeting last month and I’d
like to communicate how WRONG I believe this is for our town. Lifting the restrictions on
Marijuana sellers and growers to be able to open shop within 500ft of any of our schools,
residences or churches and allowing up to 15 - 5,000 square foot stores is not inline with our
town's “BRAND” - or being a family friendly city. I fear this will further hinder our ability to
attract the right kinds of businesses to Louisville and completely dillute our brand and what
makes this town unique. 

In my business we work with companies to help them find their unique selling proposition,
brand values, and POV and then focus on that to set them apart from their competitors. It
seems to me that Louisville has been recognized for our family friendly vibe and community
and small town charm. This is what makes us special, and unique and different from Boulder
and the surrounding communities. In building brands and marketing this is what you want to
double down on and own! I believe this has been primarily what’s driven the growth in our
area over the last several years.

Lifting restrictions on pot growers and sellers in our town will absolutely change this
perception, and dilute the family friendly brand and image we’ve been recognized for. I
believe it will change the landscape of our town. As a community member and someone
raising a family here with teenagers, I have had my eyes opened to the problems of having
these addictive substances in our high schools and the effects it has on delinquent minds. It
should not be brought closer to our youth than it already is.

As a town we don’t need this- it will literally degrade our town’s character and will do more
harm to the Louisville brand than the revenue it might bring in. Brands take time to build, you
cannot buy it - it’s the soul and essence of what you stand for - Louisville has been built as a
great town.  Let Boulder have it and and let’s keep Louisville unique and different than the
surrounding communities. It will attract even more people that are focused on these values by
holding some higher standards for who we allow to do business here. 

Furthermore - almost as concerning to me is there has been no transparency to the community
as to WHY this is being considered? What are the triggers and motivators for bringing it
forward? We haven’t even reached our limit on stores, so why the need to increase that? As
I’ve looked and asked, I’ve gotten no clear answers. This is very questionable in my mind.
Please don’t encourage this and don’t dilute our town’s brand. As a marketer I’ve seen moves
like this ruin companies and as a property owner downtown who’s considering investing a lot
into Main Street, this concerns me.

Just wanted to reach out and share my thoughts. Please don’t move this forward. 

Thanks for your hard work for our city!
Eric Fowles
720-472-0104



VOLTAGE
Advertising + Design
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - +
303.664.1687 (office)
720.472.0104 (cell)
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - +
901 Front St., Suite 340
Louisville, CO 80027
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - +
www.voltagead.com
www.facebook.com/voltagead
www.twitter.com/voltagead

Eric Fowles CEO / Founder
facebook - twitter - linkedin - instagram



From: Robert Muckle
To: Richard Mackay
Cc: City Council
Subject: Re: closed council meeting re: changes to marijuana regulations
Date: Monday, January 7, 2019 10:56:10 PM

Dr. MacKay:

Tomorrow in open session we are proposing to publish notice of a public hearing that will
occur on 5 February in open session as well. After the public hearing we may take some action
or we may continue the issue to take further input.

I personally oppose these changes although I try to keep an open mind going into a public
hearing. The city’s finances are in good shape. I won’t say additional revenue isn’t useful but
we aren’t in a position where it’s necessary for our budget.

We do all public business in open session. The exceptions where an executive session is
allowed in our charter are to discuss strategy for real estate acquisition or disposition, pending
litigation discussions with our attorney or certain personnel issues.

I hope you’ll come testify at the public hearing.

Bob

Sent from my iPhone

On Jan 7, 2019, at 9:59 PM, Richard Mackay <rmackay55@hotmail.com> wrote:

I have been informed there will be a closed council meeting tomorrow regarding
proposed changes to increase access space and zone requirements and growth
facilities for marijuana in Louisville.
This leaves me little time to contact you. If some of my facts are in error, please correct
them. but there are several questions I have.
Why the closed council meeting without public input?
Why the expedited schedule to approve this change?
Why propose reduced buffer space in conflict with state laws?
Who benefits from these proposed changes?

Shame on all of you!
Many of you were on the council a few years ago when the state legalized recreational
pot.  Don't you recall the public input, in which you even allowed additional time for
public response.  Do you think there is not public interest in this topic?
At those meetings there were even direct quotes from the council members protesting
this was not about increase revenue for the city.  Can you say that now?
Who has you under the gun to expedite this?  What are they offering you that you can't
refuse.  I believe it very much is about money this time.  The city has not done a good
job of filling vacant space (that is a relative statement, as I know of other cities that
struggle more than Louisville, but there is a lot of vacant space available for



development that the city still struggles with). Are the city finances in such bad shape
that you need to prostitute the community members in your interests to lure these
companies here?  
Yes, I am aware of what is done in other cities.  Yes, I am aware of how large some of
these establishments are. Let them have them.  Are you afraid you will lose out to
other cities if you don't act quickly?  
Honestly, is this the best you can do?  
I encourage you to publicize your intended actions and get public input into this before
any changes are made.

Sincerely,
Dr. Richard Mackay

 



From: courtney.six@us.pwc.com
To: bobM@LousvilleCO.gov; City Council
Subject: Constituent Voice - Proposed changes to Louisville Municipal code.
Date: Monday, January 7, 2019 10:17:29 PM

Mayor Muckle and Council - 

I understand you'll be discussing the merits of changing the Louisville Municipal Code with respect to
medical and retail marijuana businesses. 

As a community member with 5 young kids, I am strongly opposed to any measure that would extend the
reach and access of marijuana within City limits. From my line of sight, there is no rationalization to this
within the community limits - economic or otherwise. 

Of greatest concern in this discussion is the direct and indirect impact of further main streaming these
sales within our community in close proximity to children. I do believe it is the responsibility of you -
collectively - to stand firm on the current setbacks related to schools and other facilities serving kids. In
no circumstance should the safe environment of children be further imposed or burdened with activities
that should be limited to adults. 

To the extent my reflections are not consistent with the voice of what you believe to be the majority in the
community - especially as it relates to setbacks - I'd appreciate the courtesy of reply so that I can hear
your viewpoint of the constituency. 

Many thanks for your service and being stewards of the Louisville values. 

Courtney Six 

Courtney Six

PwC | Audit Methodology
Office: 720-931-7429
Email: courtney.six@us.pwc.com
PricewaterhouseCoopers LLP
1900 16th Street, Suite 1600, Denver, CO 80202
http://www.pwc.com/us

Thoughts don't need paper to take shape.

The information transmitted, including any attachments, is intended only for the person or
entity to which it is addressed and may contain confidential and/or privileged material. Any
review, retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking of any action in reliance upon,
this information by persons or entities other than the intended recipient is prohibited, and all
liability arising therefrom is disclaimed. If you received this in error, please contact the sender
and delete the material from any computer. PricewaterhouseCoopers LLP is a Delaware
limited liability partnership. This communication may come from PricewaterhouseCoopers
LLP or one of its subsidiaries.



From: Richard Mackay
To: City Council
Subject: closed council meeting re: changes to marijuana regulations
Date: Monday, January 7, 2019 9:59:05 PM

I have been informed there will be a closed council meeting tomorrow regarding proposed changes
to increase access space and zone requirements and growth facilities for marijuana in Louisville.
This leaves me little time to contact you. If some of my facts are in error, please correct them. but
there are several questions I have.
Why the closed council meeting without public input?
Why the expedited schedule to approve this change?
Why propose reduced buffer space in conflict with state laws?
Who benefits from these proposed changes?

Shame on all of you!
Many of you were on the council a few years ago when the state legalized recreational pot.  Don't
you recall the public input, in which you even allowed additional time for public response.  Do you
think there is not public interest in this topic?
At those meetings there were even direct quotes from the council members protesting this was not
about increase revenue for the city.  Can you say that now?
Who has you under the gun to expedite this?  What are they offering you that you can't refuse.  I
believe it very much is about money this time.  The city has not done a good job of filling vacant
space (that is a relative statement, as I know of other cities that struggle more than Louisville, but
there is a lot of vacant space available for development that the city still struggles with). Are the city
finances in such bad shape that you need to prostitute the community members in your interests to
lure these companies here?  
Yes, I am aware of what is done in other cities.  Yes, I am aware of how large some of these
establishments are. Let them have them.  Are you afraid you will lose out to other cities if you don't
act quickly?  
Honestly, is this the best you can do?  
I encourage you to publicize your intended actions and get public input into this before any changes
are made.

Sincerely,
Dr. Richard Mackay

 



From: Just Dave
To: City Council
Subject: Not in Louisville
Date: Monday, January 7, 2019 7:54:44 PM

Louisville does not need to be known for mega pot depot. That goes against the small town
community! Please do not let it happen! 



From: T calloway
To: Robert Muckle; City Council
Subject: Reduction in Marijuana ordinances
Date: Monday, January 7, 2019 7:35:03 PM

Hello Mayor Muckle and Council members;

I am writing for more public conversation concerning our current ordinances restricting
marijuana.  I have read that the council is considering allowing larger shops to be built and
considering reducing the buffer distance between shops and schools.  As an educator in BVSD,
I strongly disagree with this.  While I have no problem with marijuana legalization and sales in
our state, I do believe that maintaining a buffer between students is imperative.   Yes they
know what it is etc, but the message that it sends is not one I support.  

I also concerned about the proposal to allow larger scale growing operations in the city/tech
center.  Please hold off on this!  I have numerous friends in the roaring fork valley who are
dealing with the impact of large scale growing operations in their area and the impacts it has
had.  I feel like this issue needs more time and discussion from those who could potentially be
impacted.

Thank you for reading,
Tara Calloway

2210 Cliffrose Ln
Louisville CO 80027



From: Erica Clarke
To: City Council
Subject: Concern regarding marijuana retail regulations
Date: Monday, January 7, 2019 7:24:19 PM

Dear City Council,

I received this via email from a friend of a friend and I am writing to express my
concerns regarding the potential expansion of marijuana retail in the city. 

I do not support reducing the buffer from K-12 schools to 500 ft. It which is in
direct conflict with the state statute of at least 1,000 ft. 

I feel we have a sufficient number of retail outlets for our city size.

I am not opposed to a potential grower located in the Tech center.

I am also disappointed in the lack of community input sought on this matter.

Thank you for your attention,

Erica Clarke
cell: 412-605-9575
545 Catalpa Court

“Friends and Neighbors,

This is coming a little late, but is worth thinking about and forwarding to others.
It’s also very worth clicking on an email link below to let local leaders know how
you feel. 

Mayor Muckle and the Louisville City Council have expedited an effort to
remove nearly all restrictions on marijuana retail sales in our city. This change
could allow up to 15, 5,000 square foot super pot shops in Louisville. These
stores would be allowed to locate next door to daycares, parks, playgrounds, ball
fields, children’s recreational facilities and churches. This includes the site of the
new Accent Church and proposed Saint Louis Church. 

This change would also reduce the buffer from K-12 schools to 500 ft, which is in
direct conflict with the state statute of at least 1,000 ft. This has all been done by
the Council without a public outreach to our residents, schools, churches and
businesses. The only councilman to request the public input was Chris Ley.

As part of the changes, the Council is including a provision that will allow for
large scale marijuana growing operations within city limits. This is aimed at the
Louisville tech center area. 

The Louisville City Council is set to discuss this ordinance this Tuesday, January



08. If you have concerns, please contact our Mayor and council and forward this
to your friends. It’s important to act quickly to insure your voice is heard. 

One thing that always holds true about small town politics is that it only takes a
handful of emails or phone calls to give local politicians a reason to rethink
things. Please take the time.

Mayor Bob Muckle phone (303)981-0697

Bob’s e-mail BobM@LouisvilleCO.gov

Louisville City Council e-mail Council@LouisvilleCO.gov

Sent from my iPhone



From: Marcy Cooper
To: Robert Muckle
Cc: City Council
Subject: Marijuana Sales
Date: Monday, January 7, 2019 7:22:38 PM

As a Child and Adolescent Psychiatrist who has lived and worked in Louisville for 17 years I
must object to the plan to increase the access to marijuana in our community. It is already
way too accessible ! I see patients and parents in my office on a daily basis who argue that,
“it’s legal”. Just because something is legal does not make it safe. Would we allow gun shops
to open on every corner ? The damage that marijuana does to developing brains, that would
be brains less than 25 years old, is very well documented. I am happy to provide you with
ample literature if needed. Louisville is a family town, full of kids. Making marijuana more
available is irresponsible !

Sincerely,

Marcy Cooper, M.D.
Child and Adolescent Psychiatry
1314 Main St., Ste. 204
Louisville, CO  80027
303-666-0443

PLEASE NOTE: I do not use email for clinical or patient issues. If you are trying to reach me about an
issue related to a patient, please call me at (303) 666-0443.
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication and any files or documents associated with it are
intended only for the use of the person or entity to which it is addressed.  It contains information that may
be privileged, confidential and exempt from disclosure under applicable law.  If you are not the intended
recipient of this communication, you are hereby notified that the copying, distribution or other use of this
communication is strictly prohibited.  If you have received this communication by mistake, please notify
the sender immediately by electronic mail and destroy all forms of this communication (electronic or
paper).  Thank you.



From: Susan Guthrie
To: City Council
Subject: Louisville City Council Members
Date: Monday, January 7, 2019 6:25:08 PM

Dear Council Members,
I moved here a few months ago from Boulder and I love Louisville. It is so DIFFERENT than Boulder. Boulder has
sold out to the pro-growth forces that be and it’s become a no-great place to live over the past 25 years since I
moved here from Michigan. Traffic, homelessness, real estate and rents so high that local merchants are almost zero
and ordinary people can’t afford housing. Not to mention the rise in crime and traffic accidents caused by stoners
asleep at the wheel! I wonder what inspired the mayor and the council to make this move to reduce the restrictions
on marijuana dispensaries, but I can tell you that it may be good for everyone to line their pockets, but it will not be
good for Louisville. This is a no-brainer.
I’m a psychologist and I’ve watched the numbers of pot-addicted kids climb over the past 5 years in my practice -
kid’s lives are being ruined, just like they are with alcohol abuse. And you want to expand the number of
dispensaries and reduce the restrictions in proximity to schools? Shame on you all. Put your greed away and put
your thinking caps on.
Susan Guthrie, PhD
2226 E. Hecla Dr.
Louisville, CO 80027



From: Karen Lamb
To: City Council
Subject: Pot regulations
Date: Monday, January 7, 2019 5:53:49 PM

I believe Louisville should follow state guidelines for distances for pot shops from schools and parks.

Francis Lamb
1066 Meadow Ct.
Louisville

Sent from my iPad





From: S H
To: City Council
Subject: Maintain POT Restrictions
Date: Tuesday, January 8, 2019 10:23:43 AM

Where possible please maintain the pot restrictions in Louisville.  I left boulder happy to get
away from the constant clouds of pot near high density housing because they give me and half
of my family strong headaches just smelling it a little.  For us the resulting headache is far
worse than exposure to cigarette smoke.  There are plenty of places people can buy pot.  Let
boulder be the center but let Louisville be more of a family community.  I could care less what
people do in their homes, cigarette, cigar, pot, but for my family personally public smoking of
pot does affect us far more than cigarettes even if they are less carcinogenic.  More
dispensaries around here would likly increase the amount of public smoking as you remove a
lot of the minor travel barriers that encourage people only to acquire it by driving their vehicle
and therefore not smoke it while walking home through the neighborhoods, or especially near
crowded high density housing.  I dont care if people possess it wherever.  But like cigarettes,
guns, vehicles, and sex I care about where they engage in its active use and how it affects
others when they do.  Since pot smoking in public is easy to do and not (i believe) illegal,
minor barriers to discourage it are a plus.

Respectfully
Steve Hughes Louisville resident about 5 years.



From: Gillian Gardner
To: City Council
Subject: Opposition to relaxing rules for marijuana dispensaries
Date: Tuesday, January 8, 2019 11:51:21 AM

Dear Louisville City Council,

In regards to the marijuana dispensary rules revisions currently being discussed. I
wish to voice my opposition to multiple more dispensaries being allowed in the city.  I
see in the proposed ordinance notes, that the downtown area has been, and would
continue to be, an area where no dispensaries can be located.  The same reasons
that you may not want the establishments in that area, are the reasons that I don't
want them in my area, or frankly anywhere that I can see them.  I understand that
there is an unfairness in rules being applied to marijuana establishments, that aren't
applied to liquor establishments.  So be it - there are enough people already with
substance abuse problems, and intoxicated on the road.

Yes, having more marijuana retailers would greatly increase sales tax dollars.  It
would also increase marijuana use.  So, driving on the road we would inevitably have
people abusing alcohol, people abusing pot, and people who are drinking and high.
The increase in sales tax dollars would be near term, and as far as I'm concerned, ill-
gotten gains, in exchange for long term losses in the character and perceived
standards of the community, the normalization of marijuana use to kids, their
increased access to it,  its effect on young brains, an increase in traffic accidents and
crime, and probable loss of property value over time.

I don't want to be embarrassed to say I live in Louisville.  When I visit other states and
tell people that I am from Colorado, it seems there is always a chuckle from them and
a wisecrack about us being "potheads", which is irritating.  It may surprise you to
know I partook in college days, when virtually everyone smoked.  I stopped because I
wanted to live a healthy life, be a reliable person, and achieve as much as possible,
and I could see that dope-smoking was in opposition to all of those things. For
medical use, it sounds like a good alternative to more harmful medications.

Thanks for considering this point of view.

Sincerely,
Gillian Gardner
516 Ridge View Dr., Louisville, CO 80027



From: dringle@gdc-us.com
To: City Council
Cc: dringle@gdc-us.com
Subject: Expanded Marijuana Ordinance for Louisville
Date: Tuesday, January 8, 2019 11:27:38 AM

City Council,

I am writing regarding the an effort by the City Council and Mayor Muckle to expedite to
remove nearly all restrictions on marijuana retail sales in our city and to expand to large scale
marijuana operations.  This is unacceptable in trying to move forward with changes that
reduce the buffer from K-12 schools to a 500 ft buffer; which could negatively in pack our
community.  This buffer change is in direct conflict with the state statute of at least 1,000 ft.
Also, it is my understanding that the City Council and Mayor Muckle is including provision that
will allow for large scale marijuana growing operations within city limits aimed at the Louisville
Colorado Tech Center area.  All this has been done by the City Council and the Mayor without
a public outreach to the Louisville City residents, schools, churches and business.  Currently
the only councilman to request public input is Chris Ley; why hasn’t this been done and
discussed in a public forum with public input directly with the City Council and Mayor
Muckle?  We need the opportunity to voice public opinions and concerns regarding the
effects of locating or allowing to locate marijuana stores / operations to be next door to
daycares, parks, playgrounds, ball fields children’s recreation facilities and churches. We need
to hold true to making and continue to make Louisville, CO one the best Small Town
communities in this country and specifically this state . . .

This is a high level of concern regarding moving forward without the opportunity for public
input!  We don’t need additional marijuana stores “15 with 5,000 square foot pot shops in
Louisville,” at least without working towards obtaining and receiving public input.  Why do
thing behind Closed Doors . . . this is an area of concern!

My family has lived in Louisville since 1991 . . . the changes over the past 27 years, which has
made us highly regarded as an ideal community needs to be considered and maintained.

Thank You,

Don Ringle

*******Internet Email Confidentiality*******

This electronic communication and any files transmitted with it, or attached to it, are
confidential and are intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to whom it is
addressed and may contain information that is confidential, legally privileged, protected by



privacy laws, or otherwise restricted from disclosure to anyone else.  If you are not the
intended recipient or the person responsible for delivering the e-mail to the intended
recipient, be advised that if you have receive this e-mail in error, and that any use,
dissemination, forwarding, printing, or copying of this e-mail is strictly prohibited.  If you
received this e-mail in error, please return the e-mail to the sender, delete it from your
computer and destroy any printed copy of it.  Although our company attempts to sweep e-
mail and attachments from viruses, it does not guarantee that either are virus-free and
accepts no liability for any damage sustained as a result of viruses.



From: Frank Harney
To: BobM@louisvillco.gov; City Council
Subject: Public Input needed on any changes to Marijauna business locations, NO expansion of licenses
Date: Tuesday, January 8, 2019 10:55:25 AM

Dear Mayor Muckle & Council;
I am against any variance to the current Louisville ordinances regarding Marijuana business
location placement.  A flyer was placed on my vehicle this past weekend, while downtown.

At the minimum, the law shall be as restrictive as defined by state laws/constitution.  Also
bear in mind that the future church properties of St. Louis Church and Ascent Church will
most certainly involve a school..  So it is unwise to allow restricted businesses into the CTC -
only to have their allowability removed when one, or more, schools are planned within that
zone.

I am against any expansion of licenses - until I see a line out the doors waiting to enter to
purchase that product.

I also would be in favor of restricting any future licences to residents of Louisville.

Thank you,
Francis Harney

863 W Chestnut Circle
Louisville, CO 80027



From: Debbie davies
To: City Council
Subject: Marijuana code
Date: Tuesday, January 8, 2019 12:14:21 PM

Dear City Council Members,

My concern is not with the 500 ft distance from schools, but rather with the odor aspect of
grow operations.  My husband works near I 25 and 8th Avenue and he says that the slightly
smoky slightly acrid smell permeating the area is from large scale marijuana grows. I know
the new code calls for odor mitigation, but how and where is odor measured and how high are
the fines? Will the fines increase each time there is an occurance? Can they lose their license if
they have too many violations?

On certain days when we can smell Greeley air, many miles away, we know a storm is
coming. How do we know the odor is coming from Louisville businesses and not neighboring
towns or cities?

Thank you,
Deborah Davies
603 W. Aspen Ct.

Sent from my T-Mobile 4G LTE Device



From: Jody Ringle
To: City Council; Robert Muckle
Subject: Removing Marijuana Restrictions, Really???
Date: Tuesday, January 8, 2019 12:29:48 PM

It's come to my knowledge that the Mayor and City Council are meeting this evening to
expedite an effort to remove nearly all restrictions on Marijuana retail sales in our city.  The
big questions is, "Why are you doing this behind closed doors?"

The whole reason we moved to Louisville is because of it's family environment and a great
place to raise our children.  Obviously, we're one of the ones who were disappointed that
marijuana was even available in our town.  People can say all they want, but it's a known fact
that marijuana is the gateway drug.  Every addict always says that they started with marijuana
and then moved on to something stronger.

Our son-in-law is an officer in Broomfield and he has seen huge problems come throughout
that city since they legalized marijuana.  Last year our daughter got hit by a driver and when
she went to call the body shop to repair, they told her they couldn't take her car for 3 months!
When she asked why?  They told her that since they've made marijuana legal, they are busy 12
months a year!  Good business for them, as they said that generally they are only swamped
during the winter months, because of snow accidents.

What message are we sending our children?  I wouldn't have a problem if you had to go to a
pharmacy to get it and it was controlled, but with Louisville legalizing recreational marijuana
it's gotten out of control.

Is our town selling out for the almighty buck?  Is that really what our Mayor and Council
Members are doing?  Why the closed door?  I ask that you not remove what "little" restrictions
that we do have and consider what many of us citizens of Lousiville want for the good of our
community.  Give us the chance to say what we want in our town.

Please consider!
Jody Ringle
303-359-0292



From: Teresa Peck
To: City Council
Subject: new marijuana laws
Date: Tuesday, January 8, 2019 1:24:28 PM

Hello,
I, like others, have recently found out about the city taking a
new look at the marijuana retail business and considering
changes.  It looks like a lot of the changes would be in favor
of expanding the marijuana retail business.  I have a lot of
concerns about this, number one being the impact on my family,
meaning my kids.  I didn't move to Louisville 21 years ago
evening dreaming that my kids would have to worry about legal
marijuana being right around the corner.  I also worry about
other families in Louisville, and what it means to them, and
how it would change Louisville, and not for the good.

But my biggest concern, because it affects all the others, is
the total disregard for the law of the land and the precedent
that has been set and it now being followed to the down fall of
it's citizens.

1st-Colorado disregarded the Federal law and allowed Medical
marijuana.
2nd-Colorado disregarded the Federal law and allowed
Recreational marijuana.
3rd-Louisville disregarded the Federal law and opened its arms
to the whole marijuana industry.
4th-Louisville is now trying to disregard Colorado State law
and lower the restrictions yet again!

It is amazing how government officials try to allow one little
thing first and then once they have the people used to that,
the go for bigger and bigger "prizes."  When Louisville City
Council voted on this several years ago, I know they were
excited about  being the first, well this is one race we don't
want to win.  We don't want to be known for our Pot
industry!!!  We already have the benefits of that and it's not
good.  We already had a high school teacher that was fired for
sharing  marijuana with a teenager.  Do you want more stories
like that about Louisville?

There's a good reason for the Federal Law of no marijuana.  It
is for the good of the people of the United States of America.
I, myself, love and respect the United States Constitution and
wish we had more public officials that did too.  I wish people
would quit trying to see how close they can get to the edge
without falling off, and just stay clear away from things that
are not for the good of this nation.  Money never made someone
truly happy, and the money that you would get from more
marijuana isn't going to make the citizens of Louisville any
happier.
Teresa Peck



From: justin
To: City Council
Subject: Parking and pot
Date: Tuesday, January 8, 2019 2:04:57 PM

Please no parking structure.
Do we want our largest building to be a parking garage? Come on, let's have a vision of what
we want to be.
Pot stores. Come on, let's have a vision of what we want to be.... Louisville, not Lafayette, not
Denver, not like everywhere else.

Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone



From: Lisa Hughes
To: City Council
Subject: Pot stores
Date: Tuesday, January 8, 2019 2:06:26 PM

I understand you’re considering allowing huge pot shops here in Louisville and reducing how far they can be from
homes and schools. Please do not allow this in our town. It is harmful to the high school kids to have access that
close and people driving while high is also on the rise. I have almost been hit using the lighted crosswalk on Via
Appia from people not paying attention and it will be worse if they’re high. Pleas don’t allow these shops to come.
Also how can you decrease the setback since it’ll be less than state law?

Thanks
Lisa Hughes
887 Larkspur Court
Louisivlle

Sent from my iPhone



From: Bruce Kovalski
To: City Council
Subject: Pot
Date: Tuesday, January 8, 2019 2:52:03 PM

Louisville does not need more pot. Warehouses. Take time and citizen input first
Sent from my iPhone



From: Amber Allen
To: City Council
Subject: MMJ Shops - Against Additional Shops
Date: Tuesday, January 8, 2019 3:30:52 PM

If the Council is truly considering easing regulations and allowing more pot shops in Louisville, I just
wanted to email my objection to that. I feel we already have too many.

Thank you.

-Amber Allen
545 Adams Avenue, Louisville



From: Joel Hayes
To: City Council
Subject: Yes on Ord 1769 Series 2019
Date: Tuesday, January 8, 2019 3:03:14 PM

Dear City Council members (and Mayor):

I write to ask you to approve Ordinance 1769 Series 2019.  I think it is past time to effectuate
the will of the voters and to take advantage of the sales tax and retail dollars involved with
Marijuana sales.  I understand the concern raised regarding buffer zones, and would encourage
the further consideration of exactly how long those zones should be, perhaps including the
1000 foot buffer zones in the Controlled Substances Act.

Thank you for considering my input.

Sincerely,

Joel Hayes
187 Harper St.
Louisville CO 80027



From: Gail Dunning
To: City Council
Subject: Regarding opposition to super pot stores
Date: Tuesday, January 8, 2019 2:54:56 PM

I understand that
Mayor Muckle and the Louisville City Council has expedited an effort to allow up to fifteen,
5,000 square foot super pot shops in Louisville and that these stores would be allowed to
locate next door to homes, daycare, parks, playgrounds, ball fields, children’s recreational
facilities and churches.  This includes the site of the new Ascent Church and proposed Saint
Louis Church.

This change would also reduce the buffer from K-12 schools from ¼ mile down to 500 foot,
which is in direct conflict with the state statute of 1000 foot.  This has all been done by council
without a public outreach to our residents, schools, churches and businesses.

I perceive this to be something that should be put before the citizens of Lewisville prior to the
council moving any further towards any resolution. Speed dialing this through and dealing
with the aftermath is not appropriate. I would guess that there would be strong consequences
to the council in the future if they do not follow the proper protocol and put citizens voices
first. I have taken a poll of many residents and they feel strongly in the same way that I do.

Gail Dunning
303 666-4810

Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone



From: aaholmleslie@gmail.com
To: City Council
Cc: Christopher Leh
Subject: Expanded Pot Sales
Date: Tuesday, January 8, 2019 4:01:06 PM

Council Members,

Please don't let the lure of sales tax revenue change the face of Louisville. This is a great
community that attracts people because it isn't a cookie-cutter version of some other town. 
Yes, pot is legal and selling it is expected, but do we need to expand the number of shops and
potentially damage the environment around schools and residential communities by allowing
pot shops to intrude so closely?

How about some creative thinking and public input about what other enterprises and activities
might attract people to visit and spend money? Yes, that would take time, but shouldn't City
Council take the time to thoughtfully explore other commercial endeavors?

Public input and opinion is important and deserves to be considered. Please don't hurry this
decision.

Thanks to Chris for reaching out.

Leslie Aaholm
Louisville resident



From: christopher laird
To: City Council
Subject: Marijuana ordinance
Date: Tuesday, January 8, 2019 4:18:22 PM

Louisville Council Members,
I am writing to support the proposed changes to Louisville's marijuana ordinance. We could
use the increased tax base.
Thank You,
Christopher Laird
Louisville resident



From: Brian Topping
To: City Council
Subject: Content of the text I will like t read this evening, if appropriate
Date: Tuesday, January 8, 2019 4:14:21 PM

My name is Brian Topping. I am a Louisville resident and own a home
at 1550 White Violet Way.

I was surprised to learn last night on social media about agenda item
8C. I personally have seen nothing but thoughtful consideration of
issues by the council and want to start by appreciating that. We don’t
always have to agree 100% in order to respect the best compromise in a
democracy and I really believe in the process and camaraderie that this
council engages with in each issue. Thank you!

What brought me out tonight was not the content of the ordinance
changes, but rather a lack of community empathy for the plight of our
youth. I hope we are all looking to protect them as our first priority. I
appreciate there is a natural reflex that kicks in when easier access to
recreational drugs is discussed.

The quantity of liquor and weed shops would self-regulate if they were
less profitable. Colorado kids have some of the highest suicide rates in
the nation. I think we can combine a solution to these problems if we
think harder.

So let’s focus on the City Council Communication from January 8,
2019. Pages 12 and 13 look at municipal excise taxes on cannabis:

Firstly, these taxes should be high enough that selfish cannabis
entrepreneurs locate elsewhere. We only want good neighbors in
Louisville, regardless of the industry they are in.
Those entrepreneurs that do locate here should consequently feel
they are party to a very unique partnership with the community as
we create innovative diversions for youth – as a team.
At some point in this iterative process, drugs won’t even make the
list of go-to habits for our youth, both at home and when they



move away.
This will not hurt the entrepreneurs. Cannabis is an excellent relief
for many ailments and that demand will not change.

Drugs and suicide are often discussed together, but correlation is not
causation. For a kid that is thinking about killing themselves, drugs are
a rare oasis on a tortured journey. We need to completely change their
journey, and these excise taxes could easily provide the resources to do
so. We must not lose this opportunity.

“Just Say No” and abstinence is just talk that just pushes troubled youth
toward drugs and alcohol as a means of rebellion. On the other hand,
strong youth drive by endless dispensaries (and liquor stores) and it
never crosses their mind to stop at one. How do we help ALL youth
become that strong, regardless of their situation?

This is something that requires study rather than simple reference to
what other municipalities are doing. So my specific request is a vote on
the ordinance is delayed until such time as a study group can make a
recommendation to such programs. We need to know what the soul of
those programs are just as much as their cost to maintain. Then we need
to write these goals into the legislation and make sure that they cannot
be defunded without also removing the businesses that were allowed by
them.

Until we can create the confidence for every neighbor that the number
of kids who want to experiment will go down in the face of access
going up, I do not believe we will have consensus that any of this is a
good idea.

Thank you for listening and everything you do.



From: Olivia Edwards
To: City Council
Subject: Marijuana
Date: Tuesday, January 8, 2019 4:52:57 PM

I hope there will be no sales, no cultivation, no testing, no MJ shops allowed in Louisville.  I think such businesses
will adversely affect the family culture of the town.  Don’t be dazzled by the promise of money.  It would be a lot
more expensive to buy Louisville’s reputation back.  Perhaps impossible.

Olivia Edwards
355 W. Spruce St.
Louisville, CO 80027



From: Laura Patrick Wolton
To: City Council
Subject: Dispensary rule changes
Date: Tuesday, January 8, 2019 5:56:22 PM

Dear Councilmembers,

I am writing to tell you that as a homeowner in Louisville, the proposed rule changes for pot dispensaries deeply
concern me. I am concerned for the youth of Louisville, my home value, and what I see as a decrease to the charm
of Louisville. A lot of people, like my mother 25 years ago and me 5 years ago, moved to Louisville from Boulder
for a less busy, more hometown feel. Over the years, the town has changed quite a bit, especially with the giant
marijuana signs that welcome people to our town off of Hwy36. While I can’t do anything about people using
recreational marijuana in Louisville, I know that I must say something about it’s sale in Louisville. I do not approve
of the changes that allow for a reduced distance from schools or the lifting of the limit of the number or allowing for
an increase in size of dispensaries. While the long term negative effects of pot use, the impacts on human lungs, and
the impact on youth health and addiction are well known, you perhaps have not considered the effect of legitimizing
these businesses by allowing them to spread in Louisville. The message we send to kids is that it’s ok to do drugs,
yet we tell them over and over that it’s not. This impact is hard to measure—how much are kids influenced by
seeing these signs all around—but there’s no doubt that it does and will have an impact on whether they find drug
use acceptable or not. We are responsible for the messages they receive as community members. There’s already a
significant drug use issue at Monarch High School that I am aware of (my teenager attends there), so adding more
dispensaries can only increase the exposure of kids to pot (many of whom steal from their parents and sell to other
kids). However, the most concerning part is that the City Council will actually be part of promoting this.

As a public policy researcher at a nearby university, I can say that making continued allowances for these businesses
ahead of its full legalization in the United States is foolish. Not only are we inviting people from the non-legalized
states to continue pot dependencies here, we are fully supporting it by making special allowances for dispensaries.
From an equity standpoint, the selling and heavy taxation of marijuana also increases disparities in income
inequality, which should be of concern to the Louisville City Council. Studies show that low-income users spend a
larger portion of their income on marijuana and that the most frequent users are those who are in the low-income
bracket. I want to support all people in keeping their hard-earned money.

Louisville is not Boulder and frankly, that’s what families like about it. More dispensaries drawing people from
nearby or remote areas are not what this town wants.

Please enter into public record that my husband, Peter Wolton and I do not support Ordinance No. 1769, series
2019.

Thank you in advance for your time,
Laura and Peter Wolton
1112 Hillside Ln
Louisville, CO 80027





From: brenda gordon
To: BobM@LouivilleCO.gov
Cc: City Council
Subject: We don"t want Louisville to go to Pot!!
Date: Tuesday, January 8, 2019 6:49:40 PM

We oppose the proposed ordinance on lifting restrictions on marijuana/cannabis shops in our
town of Louisville.

We have lived in Louisville for more than 38 years, raised our 5 children here, and established
a business, Fantasy Orchids, here nearly 30 years ago.
Louisville has always been a very family-friendly community, as evidenced by it's being the #1
small town for families in the country several years in a row. Louisville has set itself apart from
Boulder and other larger towns around us by dedicating its focus and energies to making a
community where families with children were made a priority as far as the activities and
programs offered, and providing a safe environment for young children.

The addition of marijuana stores in the last few years seems to be taking our community away
from that family/children-friendly focus. It was concerning to us when that change first
occurred and we have seen how that change has effected our community, and not in a good
way. Some crimes have increased in the last few years since the introduction of marijuana
shops in our community, namely car break-ins and thefts, and home burglaries as well. We
don't believe this is just a coincidence.

It is alarming to us as parents, grandparents, and business owners to hear that the City of
Louisville seems to be onboard with changing/minimizing the current restrictions, and also
that this issue has not been well publicized (transparency). We DEFINITELY oppose allowing
the marijuana shops to be closer to schools, playground/parks, churches and residences. We
must protect our young children and youth as much as we can - that is our responsibility as
adults.

Please take more time to look into all the ramifications of this change and allow ALL members
of our community to be made aware of the information and to participate in the discussions
and possible changes.

Thank you,

Stan and Brenda Gordon
630 W Juniper Ct
Louisville, CO



From: Sandra Haberkorn
To: City Council
Subject: Changes to city ordinance
Date: Tuesday, January 8, 2019 6:33:37 PM

Dear City Council,

I am surprised by this push to change the city ordinance to allow pot to be such a presence in our family community
with boundaries getting closer to the schools. The research coming out recently in the Wall Street Journal addresses
the increasing concerns of emotional and psychological effects on users.  We have lived in Louisville since 1983, we
have two grown children who graduated from Monarch and a third son currently in middle school in Denver and
upon this latest push we will continue to transport him back and forth to Denver. I feel that the status of rushing this
ordinance is not allowing the people to have time to speak and is a huge decision for extra funding for the city. I am
saddened by the decision to put pot ahead of family culture in our city.

Sincerely,

Dennis and Sandra Haberkorn









 



From: Charles Kranker
To: City Council
Subject: Pot Stores
Date: Tuesday, January 29, 2019 1:37:26 PM

Dear Mayor Mucklle,

My name is Charles Kranker , I live at 704 Johnson St. Phone 303-666-615
I'm 83 yrs old and have lived in Louisville most of my life. I've always felt the the city council has done a
good job,
but now I hear the council  is looking to allow the city to have 15 pot stores in Louisville. I'm really against
this.
We have two and could add two more. This is plenty.  I wouldn't like to have our beautiful city turn into
Potville.
Thank you for hearing my objection.
Charles Kranker











REPORTS AND ARTICLES OUTLINING THE COSTS OF MARIJUANA 

TO A COMMUNITY 

Compiled by Dr. Patricia Ross, 31 January 2019 

 

The first report to study is from the Rocky Mountain HIDTA 

“The Legalization of Marijuana in Colorado: The Impact. Vol 5” 

https://rmhidta.org/files/D2DF/FINAL-%20Volume%205%20UPDATE%202018.pdf 

This is a report that has been generated for the past five years.  It has kept track of problems such as 
traffic fatalities and arrests due to marijuana as well as hospital visits and black market activity.  

HIGHLIGHTS: 

Prices for marijuana and marijuana concentrate is falling: 

“From 2014 through 2017, average annual adult use flower prices fell 62.0 percent, from $14.05 to 
$5.34 per gram weighted average.” o “Adult use concentrate prices fell 47.9 percent, from $41.43 to 
$21.57 per gram.” o “The average THC content of all tested flower in 2017 was 19.6 percent statewide 
compared to 17.4 percent in 2016, 16.6 percent in 2015 and 16.4 percent in 2014.” 

(this means that tax revenue is potentially affected). 

But potency of the plant has increased: “The average THC content of all tested flower in 2017 was 19.6 
percent statewide compared to 17.4 percent in 2016, 16.6 percent in 2015 and 16.4 percent in 2014.”  

(the more potent the marijuana, the more addictive). 

Public health issues: 

The yearly rate of emergency department visits related to marijuana increased 52 percent after the 
legalization of recreational marijuana. (2012 compared to 2016)  The yearly rate of marijuana-related 
hospitalizations increased 148 percent after the legalization of recreational marijuana. (2012 compared 
to 2016)  Marijuana only exposures more than tripled in the five-year average (2013-2017) since 
Colorado legalized recreational marijuana compared to the five-year average (2008-2012) prior to 
legalization. 

Traffic Fatalities and Impaired Driving: 

Since recreational marijuana was legalized, marijuana related traffic deaths increased 151 percent while 
all Colorado traffic deaths increased 35 percent  Since recreational marijuana was legalized, traffic 



deaths involving drivers who tested positive for marijuana more than doubled from 55 in 2013 to 138 
people killed in 2017. o This equates to one person killed every 2 ½ days compared to one person killed 
every 6 ½ days. 

Social Issues: 

Marijuana tax revenue represent approximately nine tenths of one percent of Colorado’s FY 2017 
budget.  

 Violent crime increased 18.6 percent and property crime increased 8.3 percent in Colorado since 2013. 
(again, showing that while you may make some money in sales tax revenue, the cost to public health 
and social services like law enforcement  and hospitals increases more). 

 

MORE ON PUBLIC HEALTH 

The Hidden Costs of Marijuana Use in Coloarado: One Emergency Department’s Experience 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/314140400_The_Hidden_Costs_of_Marijuana_Use_in_Color
ado_One_Emergency_Department%27s_Experience 

 

ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL COSTS OF LEGALIZED MARIJUANA, Centennial Institute, Nov 
15, 2018. 

http://cdn-centennial.pressidium.com/centennial/wp-content/uploads/2018/12/Economic-and-Social-
Costs-of-Legalized-Marijuana-v1.2.pdf 

“For every dollar gained in tax revenue, Coloradoans spent approximately $4.50 to mitigate the effects 
of legalization.”  While there may be some issues with the methodology used, it is important to look at 
the costs the study outlines, which are real, and they do impact a community. 

 

MORE ON BLACK MARKET ACTIVITY:  

https://www.thedenverchannel.com/news/local-news/marijuana/mexican-drug-cartels-are-taking-full-
advantage-of-colorados-marijuana-laws 

 

https://www.nbcnews.com/news/us-news/foreign-cartels-embrace-home-grown-marijuana-pot-legal-
states-n875666 

 



http://www.dailycamera.com/state-west-news/ci_32345710/cultivating-crime-how-colorado-became-
major-exporter-black (in BOULDER!).   

“But something unexpected has happened in the years since. More people are being charged 
with serious marijuana-related felonies — like cultivation and possession of large amounts 
of the drug — in Colorado than in the years before legalization. Charges for these kinds of 
crimes, which indicate large-scale black market marijuana activity, are up nearly seven-fold 
from 2014 through 2017. 

“Local, state and federal law enforcement officials say that statistic points to a robust and 
organized underground market for illegal marijuana, grown in Colorado and transported to 
other states where the drug is still banned. 

 

Homeless Issue in Pueblo 

https://www.csindy.com/coloradosprings/posada-blames-weed-for-homeless-influx-in-pueblo-
councilor-says-they-dont-need-a-shelter/Content?oid=9510497 

 

Marijuana Retail Shop s and Crime:  

Legal Marijuana Stores lead to increase in property crime. Crime hits nearby neighborhoods, not area 
around outlets: 

Legal marijuana shops are linked to higher levels of property crime in nearby areas, according to a nearly 
three-year study in Denver 

https://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2017/04/170427130750.htm (from Ohio State University) 

 Other studies show that there is a decrease, but you need to read the fine print to see what’s really 
going on: 

“Marijuana Dispensaries Make Neighborhoods Safer,” is a case in point. It’s not the dispensary itself. It’s 
that when there’s a shop with a lot of foot traffic. The same hold true for a restraint.  The immediate 
area is protected by bystandards. Thus the previous study: It’s not around the shop but in the 
neighboring areas. 

Also, the claim that marijuana retail shops does not increase crime is a blanket statement followed by a 
blanket assessment of crime rates, which, in fact, have increased in Colorado.   

BEST PLACE TO RAISE A FAMILY (Louisville is no longer on the list) 

https://livability.com/co/real-estate/5-best-cities-for-families-in-colorado 



  



The Legalization of Marijuana in Colorado: The Impact Volume 5 – 2018, UPDATE 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

REPORT AVAILABLE AT: 
www.RMHIDTA.org 

(Click on the “Reports” tab) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

PREPARED BY THE ROCKY MOUNTAIN HIDTA 
STRATEGIC INTELLIGENCE UNIT 

SEPTEMBER 2018 

 



The Legalization of Marijuana in Colorado: The Impact Volume 5 – 2018, UPDATE 
 

 
Table of Contents  i 

Table of Contents 
 

Table of Contents i 

Executive Summary 1 

Introduction 5 

Purpose 5 

Background 5 

Section I: Traffic Fatalities & Impaired Driving 7 

Some Findings 7 

Definitions by Rocky Mountain HIDTA 8 

Traffic Fatalities 9 

Impaired Driving 16 

Impaired Driving Information 18 

Section II: Marijuana Use 21 

Some Findings 21 

National Survey on Drug Use and Health (NSDUH) Data 22 

Healthy Kids Colorado Survey (HKCS) Data 27 

Youth Risk Behavior Surveillance System (YRBSS) Data 31 

Marijuana Use Information 32 

Section III: Public Health 35 

Some Findings 35 

Definitions by Rocky Mountain HIDTA 36 

Emergency Department Data 37 

Hospitalization Data 39 

Poison Control/ Marijuana Exposure Data 42 

Treatment Data 44 

Suicide Data 46 



The Legalization of Marijuana in Colorado: The Impact Volume 5 – 2018, UPDATE 
 

 
Table of Contents  ii 

Public Health Information 49 

Section IV: Black Market 53 

Some Findings 53 

Definitions by Rocky Mountain HIDTA 53 

Task Force Investigations 54 

Highway Interdiction Data 57 

Parcel Interdiction Data 60 

Public Lands 63 

Black Market Information 63 

Section V: Societal Impact 71 

Some Findings 71 

Tax Revenue 71 

Crime 73 

Local Response 75 

Medical Marijuana Statistics 76 

Alcohol Consumption 77 

Societal Impact Information 77 

Section VI: Marijuana Industry 79 

Some Findings 79 

Business 80 

Market Size and Demand 81 

Reported Sales of Marijuana in Colorado 82 

Pricing and Potency Trends 84 

Resource Consumption 87 

Marijuana Industry Information 88 

 

 



The Legalization of Marijuana in Colorado: The Impact Volume 5 – 2018, UPDATE 
 

 
Executive Summary  1 

Executive Summary 
Purpose of Report Update: 

RMHIDTA has published annual reports every year since 2013 tracking the impact of 
legalizing recreational marijuana in Colorado.  The purpose is to provide data and 
information so that policy makers and citizens can make informed decisions on the 
issue of marijuana legalization.  This year (2018) RMHIDTA elected to provide an 
update to the 2017 Volume 5 report rather than another detailed report.   

 

Section I: Traffic Fatalities & Impaired Driving 

 Since recreational marijuana was legalized, marijuana related traffic deaths 
increased 151 percent while all Colorado traffic deaths increased 35 percent 

 Since recreational marijuana was legalized, traffic deaths involving drivers who 
tested positive for marijuana more than doubled from 55 in 2013 to 138 people 
killed in 2017. 

o This equates to one person killed every 2 ½ days compared to one person 
killed every 6 ½ days.  

 The percentage of all Colorado traffic deaths that were marijuana related 
increased from 11.43 percent in 2013 to 21.3 percent in 2017. 

 

Section II: Marijuana Use 

 Colorado past month marijuana use shows a 45 percent increase in comparing 
the three-year average prior to recreational marijuana being legalized to the three 
years after legalization. 

 Colorado past month marijuana use for ages 12 and older is ranked 3rd in the 
nation and is 85 percent higher than the national average. 
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Section III: Public Health 

 The yearly rate of emergency department visits related to marijuana increased 52 
percent after the legalization of recreational marijuana. (2012 compared to 2016) 

 The yearly rate of marijuana-related hospitalizations increased 148 percent after 
the legalization of recreational marijuana. (2012 compared to 2016) 

 Marijuana only exposures more than tripled in the five-year average (2013-2017) 
since Colorado legalized recreational marijuana compared to the five-year 
average (2008-2012) prior to legalization. 

 

Section IV: Black Market 

 RMHIDTA Colorado Task Forces (10) conducted 144 investigations of black 
market marijuana in Colorado resulting in: 

o 239 felony arrests 
o 7.3 tons of marijuana seized 
o 43,949 marijuana plants seized 
o 24 different states the marijuana was destined 

 The number of highway seizures of Colorado marijuana increased 39 percent 
from an average of 242 seizures (2009-2012) to an average of 336 seizures (2013-
2017) during the time recreational marijuana has been legal. 

 Seizures of Colorado marijuana in the U.S. mail system has increased 1,042 
percent from an average of 52 parcels (2009-2012) to an average of 594 parcels 
(2013-2017) during the time recreational marijuana has been legal.  

 

Section V: Societal Impact 

 Marijuana tax revenue represent approximately nine tenths of one percent of 
Colorado’s FY 2017 budget. 

 Violent crime increased 18.6 percent and property crime increased 8.3 percent in 
Colorado since 2013. 

 65 percent of local jurisdictions in Colorado have banned medical and 
recreational marijuana businesses.  
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Section IV: Marijuana Industry 

 According to the Marijuana Policy Group, Market Size and Demand for 
Marijuana in Colorado 2017 Market Update: 

o  “From 2014 through 2017, average annual adult use flower prices fell 62.0 
percent, from $14.05 to $5.34 per gram weighted average.”  

o  “Adult use concentrate prices fell 47.9 percent, from $41.43 to $21.57 per 
gram.”  

o  “The average THC content of all tested flower in 2017 was 19.6 percent 
statewide compared to 17.4 percent in 2016, 16.6 percent in 2015 and 16.4 
percent in 2014.” 

o  “The average potency of concentrated extract products increased steadily 
from 56.6 percent THC content by weight in 2014 to 68.6 percent at the 
end of 2017.” 

 As of June 2017, there were 491 retail marijuana stores in the state of Colorado 
compared to 392 Starbucks and 208 McDonald’s. 
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Introduction 

Purpose 

 
In October of 2017, RMHIDTA issued a detailed report titled “The Legalization of 
Marijuana in Colorado: The Impact, Volume 5” (www.RMHIDTA.org click on Reports 
tab).  This document serves as an abbreviated supplement to Volume 5 to provide 
updated data related to marijuana legalization in Colorado.  Readers are encouraged to 
review Volume 5 as well as this update for a comprehensive understanding of the topic.  
These reports were prepared to identify data and trends related to the legalization of 
marijuana so that informed decisions can be made regarding this issue. 
 

Background 

  
It is important to note that, for purposes of the debate on legalizing marijuana in 
Colorado, there are three distinct timeframes to consider: the early medical marijuana 
era (2000-2008), the medical marijuana commercialization era (2009 – current) and the 
recreational marijuana era (2013 – current). 
 

 2000 – 2008, Early Medical Marijuana Era: In November 2000, Colorado voters 
passed Amendment 20 which permitted a qualifying patient, and/or caregiver of 
a patient, to possess up to 2 ounces of marijuana and grow 6 marijuana plants for 
medical purposes. During that time there were between 1,000 and 4,800 medical 
marijuana cardholders and no known dispensaries operating in the state.  

 
  2009 – Current, Medical Marijuana Commercialization Era: Beginning in 2009 

due to a number of events, marijuana became de facto legalized through the 
commercialization of the medical marijuana industry. By the end of 2012, there 
were over 100,000 medical marijuana cardholders and 500 licensed dispensaries 
operating in Colorado. There were also licensed cultivation operations and edible 
manufacturers. 
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 2013 – Current, Recreational Marijuana Legalization Era:  In November 2012, 

Colorado voters passed Constitutional Amendment 64 which legalized 
marijuana for recreational purposes for anyone over the age of 21. The 
amendment also allowed for licensed marijuana retail stores, cultivation 
operations and edible manufacturers. Retail marijuana businesses became 
operational January 1, 2014.  

 

 

NOTE:  
 DATA, IF AVAILABLE, WILL COMPARE PRE- AND POST-2009 WHEN MEDICAL 

MARIJUANA BECAME COMMERCIALIZED AND AFTER 2013 WHEN RECREATIONAL 
MARIJUANA BECAME LEGALIZED.  

 MULTI-YEAR COMPARISONS ARE GENERALLY BETTER INDICATORS OF TRENDS. 
ONE-YEAR FLUCTUATIONS DO NOT NECESSARILY REFLECT A NEW TREND. 

 PERCENTAGE COMPARISONS MAY BE ROUNDED TO THE NEAREST WHOLE 
NUMBER. 

 PERCENT CHANGES FOUND WITHIN GRAPHS WERE CALCULATED AND ADDED BY 
ROCKY MOUNTAIN HIDTA.  

 THIS REPORT WILL CITE DATASETS WITH TERMS SUCH AS “MARIJUANA-
RELATED” OR “TESTED POSITIVE FOR MARIJUANA.” THAT DOES NOT 
NECESSARILY PROVE THAT MARIJUANA WAS THE CAUSE OF THE INCIDENT. 
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Section I: Traffic Fatalities 
& Impaired Driving  

 

Some Findings 

 Since recreational marijuana was legalized, marijuana related traffic deaths 
increased 151 percent while all Colorado traffic deaths increased 35 percent 

 Since recreational marijuana was legalized, traffic deaths involving drivers who 
tested positive for marijuana more than doubled from 55 in 2013 to 138 people 
killed in 2017. 

o This equates to one person killed every 2 ½ days compared to one person 
killed every 6 ½ days. 

 The percentage of all Colorado traffic deaths that were marijuana related 
increased from 11.43 percent in 2013 to 21.3 percent in 2017. 

 Consistent with the past, in 2017, less than half of drivers (42 percent) or half of 
operators (50 percent) involved in traffic deaths were tested for drug 
impairment.  

 A Colorado Department of Transportation survey found that 69 percent of self-
identified marijuana users admitted to driving after having consumed 
marijuana.  
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Definitions by Rocky Mountain HIDTA 

Driving Under the Influence of Drugs (DUID):  DUID could include alcohol in 
combination with drugs.  This is an important measurement since the driver’s ability to 
operate a vehicle was sufficiently impaired that it brought his or her driving to the 
attention of law enforcement.  The erratic driving and the subsequent evidence that the 
subject was under the influence of marijuana helps confirm the causation factor. 

Marijuana-Related:  Also called “marijuana mentions,” is any time marijuana shows up 
in the toxicology report.  It could be marijuana only or marijuana with other drugs 
and/or alcohol. 

Marijuana Only:  When toxicology results show marijuana and no other drugs or 
alcohol. 

Fatalities:  Any death resulting from a traffic crash involving a motor vehicle. 

Operators:  Anyone in control of their own movements such as a driver, pedestrian or 
bicyclist. 

Drivers: An occupant who is in physical control of a transport vehicle. For an out-of-
control vehicle, an occupant who was in control until control was lost.  

Personal Conveyance:  Non-motorized transport devices such as skateboards, 
wheelchairs (including motorized wheelchairs), tricycles, foot scooters, and Segways. 
These are more or less non-street legal transport devices. 
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Traffic Fatalities 

 

 
SOURCE: National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, Fatality Analysis Reporting System (FARS),       

2006-2011 and Colorado Department of Transportation 2012-2017 

 

  In 2017 there were a total of 648 traffic deaths. Of which: 
o 415 were drivers 
o 125 were passengers 
o 92 were pedestrians 
o 16 were bicyclists 
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NOTE: 
 THE DATA FOR 2012 THROUGH 2017 WAS OBTAINED FROM THE COLORADO 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION (CDOT).  CDOT AND RMHIDTA CONTACTED 
CORONER OFFICES AND LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES INVESTIGATING 
FATALITIES TO OBTAIN TOXICOLOGY REPORTS.  THIS REPRESENTS 100 PERCENT 
REPORTING.  PRIOR YEARS MAY HAVE HAD LESS THAN 100 PERCENT REPORTING 
TO THE COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, AND SUBSEQUENTLY 
THE FATALITY ANALYSIS REPORTING SYSTEM (FARS).  ANALYSIS OF DATA WAS 
CONDUCTED BY ROCKY MOUNTAIN HIDTA. 2017 FARS DATA WILL NOT BE 
OFFICIAL UNTIL JANUARY 2019. 
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Traffic Deaths Related to Marijuana 
When a DRIVER Tested Positive for Marijuana 

Crash Year 
Total Statewide  

Fatalities 

Fatalities with 
Drivers Testing 

Positive 
for Marijuana 

Percentage Total  
Fatalities 

2006 535 33 6.17% 
2007 554 32 5.78% 
2008 548 36 6.57% 
2009 465 41 8.82% 
2010 450 46 10.22% 
2011 447 58 12.98% 
2012 472 65 13.77% 
2013 481 55 11.43% 
2014 488 75 15.37% 
2015 547 98 17.92% 
2016 608 125 20.56% 
2017 648 138 21.30% 

 
SOURCE: National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, Fatality Analysis Reporting System (FARS),  

2006-2011 and Colorado Department of Transportation 2012-2017 

 

 In 2017 there were a total of 138 marijuana-related traffic deaths when a driver 
tested positive for marijuana. Of which: 

o 112 were drivers 
o 22 were passengers 
o 4 were pedestrians 

 

 In 2017, of the 112 drivers in fatal wrecks who tested positive for marijuana 
use, 76 were found to have Delta 9 tetrahydrocannabinol, or THC, the 
psychoactive ingredient in marijuana, in their blood, indicating use within 
hours, according to state data.  Of those, 37 percent were over 5 nanograms per 
milliliter, the state’s limit for driving. 

--    Similar to findings from the August 2017 article by David Migoya, “Exclusive:   
Traffic fatalities linked to marijuana are up sharply in Colorado.  Is legalization to 
blame?” The Denver Post. 
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SOURCE: National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, Fatality Analysis Reporting System (FARS), 

2006-2011 and Colorado Department of Transportation 2012-2017 

 

 
SOURCE: National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, Fatality Analysis Reporting System (FARS), 

2006-2011 and Colorado Department of Transportation 2012-2017 
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SOURCE: National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, Fatality Analysis Reporting System (FARS), 

2006-2011 and Colorado Department of Transportation 2012-2017 
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Traffic Deaths Related to Marijuana 
When an OPERATOR Tested Positive for Marijuana 

Crash Year 
Total 

Statewide 
Fatalities 

Fatalities with 
Operators Testing 

Positive 
for Marijuana 

Percentage Total 
Fatalities 

2006 535 37 6.92% 
2007 554 39 7.04% 
2008 548 43 7.85% 
2009 465 47 10.10% 
2010 450 49 10.89% 
2011 447 63 14.09% 
2012 472 78 16.53% 
2013 481 71 14.76% 
2014 488 94 19.26% 
2015 547 115 21.02% 
2016 608 149 24.51% 
2017 648 162 25.00% 

 

SOURCE: National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, Fatality Analysis Reporting System (FARS), 
2006-2011 and Colorado Department of Transportation 2012-2017 

 
 In 2017 there were a total of 162 marijuana-related traffic deaths when an 

operator tested positive for marijuana. Of which: 
o 112 were drivers 
o 22 were passengers 
o 27 were pedestrians 
o 1 was a bicyclist 
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SOURCE: National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, Fatality Analysis Reporting System (FARS), 

2006-2011 and Colorado Department of Transportation 2012-2017 

 

 
SOURCE: National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, Fatality Analysis Reporting System (FARS), 

2006-2011 and Colorado Department of Transportation 2012-2017 
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SOURCE: National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, Fatality Analysis Reporting System (FARS), 

2006-2011 and Colorado Department of Transportation 2012-2017 
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Impaired Driving 

NOTE: WHEN A DRIVER IS ARRESTED FOR IMPAIRED DRIVING RELATED TO ALCOHOL,  (USUALLY 0.08 OR HIGHER 

BLOOD ALCOHOL CONTENT) TYPICALLY TESTS FOR OTHER DRUGS (INCLUDING MARIJUANA) ARE NOT 

REQUESTED SINCE THERE IS NO ADDITIONAL PUNISHMENT IF THE TEST COMES BACK POSITIVE. 

 

 
SOURCE: Colorado Bureau of Investigation, ChemaTox,  and Rocky Mountain HIDTA 

 The above graph is Rocky Mountain HIDTA’s conversion of ChemaTox data 
as well as data from the Colorado Bureau of Investigation’s state laboratory. 
 

NOTE: THE ABOVE GRAPHS INCLUDE DATA FROM CHEMATOX LABORATORY WHICH WAS MERGED WITH DATA 

SUPPLIED BY COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENT - TOXICOLOGY LABORATORY.  
THE VAST MAJORITY OF THE SCREENS ARE DUID SUBMISSIONS FROM COLORADO LAW ENFORCEMENT. 
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NOTE: “MARIJUANA CITATIONS ARE DEFINED AS ANY CITATION WHERE THE CONTACT WAS CITED FOR DUI OR 

DWAI AND MARIJUANA INFORMATION WAS FILLED OUT ON THE TRAFFIC STOP FORM INDICATING 

MARIJUANA & ALCOHOL, MARIJUANA & OTHER CONTROLLED SUBSTANCES, OR MARIJUANA ONLY PRESENT 

BASED ON OFFICER OPINION ONLY (NO TOXICOLOGICAL CONFIRMATION).” 
    -COLORADO STATE PATROL 

 

 
SOURCE: Colorado State Patrol, CSP Citations for Drug Impairment by Drug Type 

 

 
SOURCE: Colorado State Patrol, CSP Citations for Drug Impairment by Drug Type 
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SOURCE: Colorado Department of Transportation, Cannabis Conversation Survey 

 

 

Impaired Driving Information 

Over Half of CO Marijuana Users Believe It’s Safe to Drive While High 

Among marijuana users surveyed by CDOT last November, 55 percent said they 
believed it was safe to drive under the influence of marijuana. Within that group, the 
same percentage said they had driven high within the past 30 days, on average 12 
times. CDOT spokesman, Sam Cole said that just because drunk driving is more 
dangerous, it doesn’t mean that stoned driving is safe. “I think (comparing the two) is a 
dangerous road to go down, because driving impaired is driving impaired.” Recent 
analysis found that Colorado drivers involved in fatal crashes has doubled since 2013.  

- Jack Queen, More than half of Colorado marijuana users think it’s OK to drive high, CDOT 
says. Changing that could be an uphill battle, Summit Daily News, November 12th 2017. 

 

Have Not Driven High
31%

Have Driven High
69%

Percentage of  Marijuana Users 
Who Admit to Driving High 

within the Last Year

The Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) collected survey responses from over  
11,000 anonymous marijuana users and non-users.  
The above data is part of the preliminary data released by CDOT in April of 2018. 
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Legal Pot and Pedestrian Deaths 

A study published by the Governors’ Highway Safety Association looked at pedestrian 
fatalities over 20 years.  They noted interesting information from the seven states that 
legalized recreational marijuana. Between 2012 and 2016 there was a 16.4 percent 
increase in pedestrian traffic deaths for the first six months of 2017 compared to the first 
6 months of 2016 whereas all other states had a 5.8 percent decrease. Traffic safety 
engineer, Richard Retting was clear to point out that the report was not making a direct 
correlation or expressly claiming a link between weed and walking deaths. 

- A.J. Herrington, Is A Rise In Pedestrian Deaths Really Due To Legal Cannabis? High Times, 
March 3rd, 2018. 

70% Drivers in DUI Test Positive for Marijuana 

A comprehensive analysis of 2016 driving under the influence data revealed that over 
70% of 3,946 drivers charged with driving under the influence of alcohol also tested 
positive for marijuana.  Even though the presence of Delta 9 THC, the primary 
psychoactive ingredient in marijuana, dissipates rather quickly, still over 70% tested 
positive for Delta 9 and close to half detected Delta 9 THC at a 5.0 ng/ML or above. 

- Driving Under the Influence of Drugs and Alcohol Colorado Department of Public Safety, 
Division of Criminal Justice, July 2018. 

Higher Levels of THC 

In Colorado, the legal limit of THC in a driver’s blood is 5ng/mL. However, according to the 
Denver Post, “THC levels in drivers killed in crashes in 2016 routinely reached levels of more 
than 30 ng/mL… [t]he year before, levels only occasionally topped 5 ng/mL.”  This trend has 
coroners concerned because some are “uncertain about listing the presence of THC on a death 
certificate because of doubts on what constitutes impairment.”  Police Chief Jackson of 
Greenwood Village, CO attributes the rise in THC levels of drivers to the rise in THC potency in 
marijuana oils and concentrates.  He states, “This is not your grandfather’s weed.”  

- David Migoya, Exclusive: Traffic fatalities linked to marijuana are up sharply in Colorado. Is 
Legalization to blame? The Denver Post, August 25th 2017.  
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57 Percent of Marijuana Users in Colorado Admit Driving within 2 Hours: 

A survey conducted by the Colorado Department of Transportation discovered that 57 percent 
of people who reported using marijuana drove within two hours after consumption. The survey 
also indicated that, on average, those participants who reported consuming marijuana and then 
driving within 2 hours did so on 11.7 of 30 days. By comparison, 38 percent of respondents who 
drank alcoholic beverages reported driving within 2 hours after consumption and only reported 
doing so on 2.8 of 30 days.  

- Anica Padilla, Study: 57 percent of marijuana users in Colorado admit driving within 2 hours, 
KDVR/Fox 31 Denver, March 9 2017.  

Drivers Killed in Crashes More Likely to be on Drugs than Alcohol 

A recent study using data available from 2015 indicates that “[d]rivers who are killed in car 
crashes are now more likely to be on drugs than alcohol.” Drugs were present in 43 percent of 
drivers in fatal accidents compared to 37 percent with alcohol above the legal limit. 
Additionally, 36 percent of the drivers tested had marijuana present in their system at the time 
of the accident. In general, traffic fatalities are rising and can be attributed to factors such as 
improved economy, more distracted drivers, and more drugged drivers. 11 

- Melanie Zanona, Study: Drivers Killed in Crashes More Likely to be on Drugs than 
Alcohol, The Hill, April 26th 2017.  
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Section II: Marijuana Use 

Some Findings 

 Colorado past month marijuana use shows a 45 percent increase in comparing 
the three-year average prior to recreational marijuana being legalized to the three 
years after legalization. 

 Colorado past month marijuana use for ages 12 and older is ranked 3rd in the 
nation and is 85 percent higher than the national average. 

 When comparing the three years prior to legalizing recreational marijuana to the 
average of three years after legalization, adult marijuana use increased 67 
percent and is 110 percent higher than the national average, ranked 3rd in the 
nation.  

 When comparing the three years prior to legalizing recreational marijuana to the 
average of three years after the legalization, college age marijuana use increased 
18 percent and is 60 percent higher than the national average, ranked 3rd in the 
nation. 

 When comparing the three years prior to legalizing recreational marijuana to the 
average of three years after the legalization, youth marijuana use increased 5 
percent and is 54 percent higher than the national average, ranked 7th  in the 
nation. 
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National Survey on Drug Use and Health (NSDUH) Data 

 

Colorado Averages Compared to National Averages, 
Ages 12 and Older (NSDUH 2015/2016) 

 Higher Lower 

Marijuana Past Month Use 85%  

Perceptions of Risk for Smoking Marijuana  63% 

Age of First Use of Marijuana 96%  

Alcohol Past Month Use 12%  

Cigarette Past Month Use  15% 

Perceptions of Risk for Smoking Cigarettes 2%  

SOURCE: SAMHSA.gov, National Survey on Drug Use and Health 2015 and 2016 
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SOURCE: SAMHSA.gov, National Survey on Drug Use and Health 2015 and 2016 

 Colorado was 85% higher than the National average in 2015/2016 

 
SOURCE: SAMHSA.gov, National Survey on Drug Use and Health 2015 and 2016 

NOTE: WHEN COMPARING THE THREE YEAR AVERAGES, THE YEARS FOR PRE-LEGALIZATION INCLUDE:  2009/2010; 
2010/2011; AND 2011/2012.   POST-LEGALIZATION YEARS INCLUDE:  2013/2014; 2014/2015; AND 2015/2016.  
THE DATA FOR 2012/2013 WAS NOT INCLUDE SINCE IT REPRESENTS A YEAR WITH AND A YEAR WITHOUT 

LEGALIZATION.  
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SOURCE: SAMHSA.gov, National Survey on Drug Use and Health 2015 and 2016 

 Colorado was 103% higher than the National average in 2015/2016 

 
SOURCE: SAMHSA.gov, National Survey on Drug Use and Health 2015 and 2016 

NOTE: WHEN COMPARING THE THREE YEAR AVERAGES, THE YEARS FOR PRE-LEGALIZATION INCLUDE:  2009/2010; 
2010/2011; AND 2011/2012.   POST-LEGALIZATION YEARS INCLUDE:  2013/2014; 2014/2015; AND 2015/2016.  
THE DATA FOR 2012/2013 WAS NOT INCLUDE SINCE IT REPRESENTS A YEAR WITH AND A YEAR WITHOUT 

LEGALIZATION.  
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SOURCE: SAMHSA.gov, National Survey on Drug Use and Health 2015 and 2016 

 Colorado was 59% higher than the National average in 2015/2016 

 
SOURCE: SAMHSA.gov, National Survey on Drug Use and Health 2015 and 2016 

NOTE: WHEN COMPARING THE THREE YEAR AVERAGES, THE YEARS FOR PRE-LEGALIZATION INCLUDE:  2009/2010; 
2010/2011; AND 2011/2012.   POST-LEGALIZATION YEARS INCLUDE:  2013/2014; 2014/2015; AND 2015/2016.  
THE DATA FOR 2012/2013 WAS NOT INCLUDE SINCE IT REPRESENTS A YEAR WITH AND A YEAR WITHOUT 

LEGALIZATION.  
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SOURCE: SAMHSA.gov, National Survey on Drug Use and Health 2015 and 2016 

 Colorado was 35% higher than the National average in 2015/2016 

 
SOURCE: SAMHSA.gov, National Survey on Drug Use and Health 2015 and 2016 

NOTE: WHEN COMPARING THE THREE YEAR AVERAGES, THE YEARS FOR PRE-LEGALIZATION INCLUDE:  2009/2010; 
2010/2011; AND 2011/2012.   POST-LEGALIZATION YEARS INCLUDE:  2013/2014; 2014/2015; AND 2015/2016.  
THE DATA FOR 2012/2013 WAS NOT INCLUDE SINCE IT REPRESENTS A YEAR WITH AND A YEAR WITHOUT 

LEGALIZATION.  
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Healthy Kids Colorado Survey (HKCS) Data 

 
SOURCE:          Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment, Healthy Kids Colorado Survey 

 

 

 
SOURCE:          Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment, Healthy Kids Colorado Survey 

 

23.9

35.8
41.4

48.1

37.3

21.8

35.4

45.3
50.9

38.35

21.3

31.4

42
47.9

35.65

0

20

40

60

9th 10th 11th 12th Average

PE
RC

EN
T 

O
F 

ST
U

D
EN

TS

Percentage of High School Students Who 
Used Marijuana One or More Times 

During their Life 
2013 2015 2017

13.7

19
22.1

24.3

19.775

12.4

18.8

26.3 27.8

21.325

11

17.7

23.7
25.7

19.525

0

10

20

30

9th 10th 11th 12th Average

PE
RC

EN
T 

O
F 

ST
U

D
EN

TS

Percentage of High School Students Who 
Used Marijuana One or More Times 

During the Past 30 days 
2013 2015 2017



The Legalization of Marijuana in Colorado: The Impact Volume 5 – 2018, UPDATE 
 

 
Section II: Marijuana Use  28 

 
SOURCE:     Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment, Healthy Kids Colorado Survey 

 

 
SOURCE:          Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment, Healthy Kids Colorado Survey  
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Healthy Kids Colorado Survey, High School Data: 

SOURCE:         Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment, Data Brief: Colorado Youth Marijuana      
            Use 2017 
 

 Regions with the 
HIGHEST Current Marijuana Use 

Regions with the 
LOWEST Current Marijuana Use 

1.) Region 7, Pueblo – 26.95% 
(31% higher than the state average) 
-Includes Pueblo 

Region 3, Douglas – 13.30% 
(35% lower than the state average) 
-Includes Highlands Ranch, Lone Tree, and 
Castle Roc) 

2.) Region 9, Southwest – 25.55% 
-Includes Durango, Cortez, and Pagosa 
Springs) 

Region 5, Eastern Corridor – 15.88% 
-Includes Burlington and Limon) 

3.) Region 10, West Central – 24.90% 
-Includes Ouray, Montrose, and Gunnison) 

Region 1, Northeast – 16.75% 
-Includes Sterling, Yuma, and Wray) 

 

 1 out of 3 seniors is a current marijuana user in Pueblo – the region with the highest 
current use for high school seniors (34.9%). 
 Nearly 1 out of 5 seniors is a current marijuana user in Douglas – the region with the 

lowest current use for high school seniors (18.6%) 

SOURCE:    Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment, Healthy Kids Colorado Survey 
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SOURCE:          Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment, Healthy Kids Colorado Survey 

 

 

 

SOURCE:          Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment, Healthy Kids Colorado Survey 
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Youth Risk Behavior Surveillance System (YRBSS) Data 

Although 2017 Colorado high school data was represented in YRBSS, in 2015, 
Colorado fell short of the required 60 percent participation rate and was, therefore, not 
included with weighted data.  This has been a common occurrence for Colorado data 
over the past decade.  Additionally, states that meet the minimum participation 
requirements for inclusion with weighted data varies from year to year, making 
national comparisons inconsistent.  States that participated in the 2017 Middle School 
and High School YRBSS surveys are represented in dark purple in the below maps.   

 

2017 YRBSS Participation Map 

 

 

 

 

 

  

High Schools Middle Schools 
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Marijuana Use Information 

Police in Colorado Find Use on the Rise 

School resource officers in Colorado – police who are assigned to public schools – say 
that based on their observation, use among students has increased in recent years.  
What has changed they say, is how youths are disciplined in school for marijuana 
violations and how statewide data on violations is collected. “There is a great disparity 
in the number of kids they say use marijuana and what we actually saw”, said Matt 
Montgomery a former Broomfield police officer and school resource officer (SRO).  
“They’re doing it so much that it’s scary.  Marijuana is easier to get than alcohol.” The 
Executive Director of Act on Drugs, Lynn Riemer said, “The data collection is just not 
well done.” This article was in response to surveys that said drug use among youth has 
dropped. 

- David Migoya, Police across Colorado questioning whether youths are using marijuana less, 
The Denver Post, December 22nd 2017. 

Medical Marijuana Advertising Exposure Among Adolescents 

In a seven year study conducted by The RAND Corporation, approximately 6,500 
adolescents were surveyed and tracked regarding exposure to medical marijuana 
advertisements and the likelihood of increased adolescent use. Over the seven years 
(2010-2017), the study found that the adolescents that were exposed more frequently to 
medical marijuana advertising were more likely to have used the drug within the 
previous 30 days with intent to use again within the next six months, had more positive 
views about the drug, and reported negative consequences because of marijuana use. 
“This work highlights the importance of considering regulations for marijuana 
advertising that would be similar to rules already in place to curb the promotion of 
tobacco and alcohol across the United States.” 

- Elizabeth J. D’Amico, Adolescents Who View More Medical Marijuana Advertising Are More 
Likely to Use Marijuana, Have Positive Views About the Drug, RAND Corporation, May 17th  
2018. 
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Marijuana Users Go to Work High? 

A January 25th 2017 survey was conducted in states with legal recreational marijuana; 
600 users took part in the poll.  Of the 600, 48 percent said they had gone to work high 
and 39 percent of those said they did so once a week. 

- Michael Roberts, Survey: 48 Percent of Marijuana Users Have Gone to Work High, 
Westword, January 29th, 2018. 

Drug Positivity in U.S. Workforce Rises to Nearly Highest Level in a 
Decade 

According to the world’s leading provider of diagnostic drug testing services, “The 
percentage of employees in the combined U.S. workforce testing positive for drugs has 
steadily increased over the last three years to a 10-year high.” The three primary 
diagnostic tests offered by Quest Diagnostics include oral, urine and hair follicle drug 
tests. Speaking to oral fluid testing, which provides a 24-48 hour history, the positivity 
rate increased 47 percent in the past three years. According to the diagnostics 
corporation, “The increase was largely driven by double-digit increases in marijuana 
positivity during this time period. In 2015, there was a 25 percent relative increase in 
marijuana detection as compared to 2014.” Additionally, “Almost half (45 percent) of 
individuals in the general U.S. workforce with a positive drug test for any substance in 
2015 showed evidence of marijuana use. 

- Quest Diagnostics, Drug Positivity in U.S. Workforce Rises to Nearly Highest Level in 
a Decade, September 25th 2016.  

Medical Cannabis Legalization and State-Level Prevalence of Serious 
Mental Illness in the National Survey on Drug Use and Health (NSDUH) 

Researchers have recently taken a preliminary look at the relationship between medical 
cannabis legalization and mental health. This population level research study saw that 
medical cannabis legalization is associated with a higher prevalence of serious mental 
illness. Study authors state that “cannabis use somewhat accounts for this association.” 

- Lauren M. Dutra, William J. Parish, Camille K. Gourdet, Sarah A. Wylie, and 
Jenny L. Wiley, Medical cannabis legalization and state-level prevalence of serious 
mental illness in the National Survey on Drug Use and Health (NSDUH) 2008-2015, 
International Review of Psychiatry, July 16th 2018. 
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Persistency of Cannabis Use Predicts Violence following Acute Psychiatric 
Discharge 

It is generally accepted that substance use is positively correlated with exacerbations of 
psychiatric symptoms and violence. Due to the lack of research on psychiatric patients 
who use cannabis, a team of Canadian researchers recently aimed to examine the 
relationship between cannabis use and psychiatric episodes as well as violence. 
Findings indicated that the longer an individual reports using cannabis after a 
psychiatric discharge, the more likely they are of being violent. 

- Jules R. Dugre, Laura Dellazizzo, Charles-Edouard Giguere, Stephane Potvin, 
and Alexandre Dumais, Persistency of Cannabis Use Predicts Violence following 
Acute Psychiatric Discharge, Frontiers in Psychiatry, Forensic Psychiatry, 
September 21st 2017. 
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Section III: Public Health 

Some Findings 

 The yearly rate of emergency department visits related to marijuana increased 52 
percent after the legalization of recreational marijuana. (2012 compared to 2016) 

 Number of hospitalizations related to marijuana: 
o 2011 – 6,305 
o 2012 – 6,715 
o 2013 – 8,272 
o 2014 – 11,439 
o Jan-Sept 2015 – 10,901  

 The yearly rate of marijuana-related hospitalizations increased 148 percent after 
the legalization of recreational marijuana. (2012 compared to 2016) 

 Marijuana only exposures more than tripled in the five-year average (2013-2017) 
since Colorado legalized recreational marijuana compared to the five-year 
average (2008-2012) prior to legalization. 

 The five year average (2008-2012) of marijuana treatment admissions prior to 
legalization, decreased 9 percent compared to the five year average (2013-2017) 
after legalization.   
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Definitions by Rocky Mountain HIDTA 

Marijuana-Related:  Also referred to as “marijuana mentions.”  Data could be obtained 
from lab tests, patient self-admission or some other form of validation obtained by the 
provider.  Being marijuana-related does not necessarily prove marijuana was the cause 
of the emergency department admission or hospitalization. 

International Classification of Disease (ICD): A medical coding system used to 
classify diseases and related health problems. 

 **In 2015, ICD-10 (the tenth modification) was implemented in place of ICD-9. 
Although ICD-10 will allow for better analysis of disease patterns and treatment 
outcomes for the advancement of medical care, comparison of trends before and 
after the conversion can be made difficult and/or impossible. The number of 
codes increased from approximately 13,600 codes to approximately 69,000 codes. 
For the above reasons, hospitalization and emergency department data was only 
provided pre-conversion to ICD-10 for the 2017, Volume 5 report. However, some 
preliminary data for rates per 100,000 individuals was provided by the Colorado 
Department of Public Health and Environment (CDPHE) for this update.  
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Emergency Department Data 

 

 

 

 

 
**Only 9 months of comparable 2015 data, see ICD definition on page 36 

SOURCE: Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment, Monitoring Health Concerns Related 
to Marijuana in Colorado: 2016 
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 "POSSIBLE MARIJUANA EXPOSURES, DIAGNOSES, OR BILLING CODES IN ANY OF 
LISTED DIAGNOSIS CODES:  THESE DATA WERE CHOSEN TO REPRESENT THE HD 
AND ED VISITS WHERE MARIJUANA COULD BE A CAUSAL, CONTRIBUTING, OR 
COEXISTING FACTOR NOTED BY THE PHYSICIAN DURING THE HD OR ED VISIT.  
FOR THESE DATA, MARIJUANA USE IS NOT NECESSARILY RELATED TO THE 
UNDERLYING REASON FOR THE HD OR ED VISIT.  SOMETIMES THESE DATA ARE 
REFERRED TO AS HD OR ED VISITS ‘WITH ANY MENTION OF MARIJUANA.’”  

- COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENT, MONITORING 
HEALTH CONCERNS RELATED TO MARIJUANA IN COLORADO: 2014 

NOTE: DATA NOT AVAILABLE PRE-2011. EMERGENCY DEPARTMENT DATA FROM 
2011 AND 2012 REFLECTS INCOMPLETE STATEWIDE REPORTING.   
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*Rates of Emergency Department (ED) Visits with Possible Marijuana Exposures, Diagnoses, or Billing 
Codes per 100,000 HD visits by Year in Colorado 

SOURCE: Marijuana Health Monitoring and Research Program, Colorado Department of Public Health 
and Environment 
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Hospitalization Data 

 

 

 

*Hospitalization Visits with Possible Marijuana Exposures, Diagnoses, or Billing Codes 

**Only 9 months of comparable 2015 data, see ICD definition on page 36 

SOURCE: Colorado Hospital Association, Hospital Discharge Dataset. Statistics prepared by the Health 
Statistics and Evaluation Branch, Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment 
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- COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENT, 

MONITORING HEALTH CONCERNS RELATED TO MARIJUANA IN COLORADO: 2014   



The Legalization of Marijuana in Colorado: The Impact Volume 5 – 2018, UPDATE 
 

 
Section III: Public Health  40 

 
*Rates of Hospitalization (HD) Visits with Possible Marijuana Exposures, Diagnoses, or Billing Codes 
per 100,000 HD visits by Year in Colorado 

SOURCE: Marijuana Health Monitoring and Research Program, Colorado Department of Public Health 
and Environment 
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 *Hospitalization Visits with Possible Marijuana Exposures, Diagnoses, or Billing Codes 

**Only 9 months of comparable 2015 data, see ICD definition on page 36 

SOURCE: Colorado Hospital Association, Hospital Discharge Dataset. Statistics prepared by the Health 
Statistics and Evaluation Branch, Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment 
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Poison Control/ Marijuana Exposure Data 

Definitions: 

Marijuana-Related Exposures:  Any phone call to the Rocky Mountain Poison and 
Drug Center in which marijuana is mentioned.  

Marijuana Only Exposures:  Marijuana was the only substance referenced in the call to 
the poison and drug center.  

 

 

 
SOURCE: Rocky Mountain Poison and Drug Center, Colorado Marijuana Data 2017 
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SOURCE: Rocky Mountain Poison and Drug Center 

 

 

 
SOURCE: Rocky Mountain Poison and Drug Center 
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Treatment Data 

 

 
SOURCE: Colorado Department of Health Services, Office of Behavioral Health, 2005-2017 
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SOURCE: Center for Behavioral Health Statistics and Quality, Substance Abuse and Mental Health 

Services Administration, Treatment Episode Data Set (TEDS) Based on administrative data 
reported by States to TEDS through July 1, 2018 
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Suicide Data 

 

 

SOURCE: Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment (CDPHE), Colorado Violent Death 
Reporting System 
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SOURCE: Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment (CDPHE), Colorado Violent Death 

Reporting System 

 

 

 
SOURCE: Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment (CDPHE), Colorado Violent Death 
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SOURCE: Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment (CDPHE), Colorado Violent Death 

Reporting System 
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Public Health Information 

Opioid Deaths and Legalized Marijuana 

Contrary to information that has been published, opioid/opiate deaths in Colorado have 
increased 33% since legalization of marijuana in 2013.  Prescription opioid deaths 
decreased slightly in 2015 and 2016 but increased to 357 in 2017.  Heroin deaths 
increased 93% from 2013 to 2016 but decreased 7% in 2017.   

- Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment, Vital Statistics, 2018. 

Marijuana Addiction is Real, and Rising 

Many people are unaware of marijuana addiction. In the public health and medical 
communities, it is a well-defined disorder that includes physical withdrawal symptoms, 
cravings, and psychological dependence. “There should be no controversy about the 
existence of marijuana addiction,” said David Smith, a physician who has been treating 
addiction since he opened a free clinic in San Francisco’s drug-drenched Haight 
Ashbury neighborhood in the 1960s. The percentage of people who become addicted to 
marijuana are estimated at about 9 percent of all users; 17 percent of those who start in 
adolescence become addicted. 

- Christine Vestal, Marijuana Addiction is Real, and Rising, Tribune News Service, June 24th 
2018. 

Marijuana-Related ED Visits by Colorado Teens on the Rise 

“Between 2005 and 2015 the proportion of ED or urgent care visits by youth ages 13 to 
20 for marijuana-related illnesses rose from 1.8 per 1,000 visits to 4.9 per 1,000 visits, the 
study team reported in the Journal of Adolescent Health online March 30.”  That is over 
a 170% increase in the ten-year period.   

- Shereen Lehman, Marijuana-related ED Visits by Colorado Teens on the Rise, Reuters, April 
18th 2018. 
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Renowned Medical Marijuana Doctor Says Concentrates Should be Banned 

Dr. Rav Ivker, a physician renowned for using marijuana to treat chronic pain, has said 
he believes marijuana concentrates should be banned.  “I think they should be illegal, in 
fact, I hope they become illegal”, he said.  “The only thing they’re good for is really 
getting high.  But they’re a high-risk, and really no benefit from them.” Ivker also said 
that “Addiction is possible with high-potency marijuana products, including 
concentrates – the shatter and the wax.  These can contain from 80% to even 95% THC.” 

- Renowned Medical Marijuana Doctor Says Concentrates Should be Banned, High Times, July 
5th 2018. 

Marijuana-related Vomiting Ailment 

Cannabinoid hyperemesis syndrome was first documented in Australia in 2004. It 
affects a small population — namely, a subset of marijuana users who smoke multiple 
times a day for months, years or even decades. Physicians have historically 
misdiagnosed it as the more generic “cyclic vomiting syndrome,” which has no 
identifiable cause. Doctors say it’s difficult to treat the condition. There is no cure other 
than to quit using marijuana; many skeptical patients continue using cannabis and their 
vomiting episodes continue. 

- Pauline Bartolone, What doctors have learned about an agonizing marijuana-related vomiting 
ailment, California Healthline, December 7th 2017.  

Marijuana in Breast Milk 

In a study conducted by Thomas Hale and Dr. Teresa Baker from Texas Tech University 
School of Medicine in Amarillo, they found that mothers that use marijuana transferred 
a percentage into breast milk. “Levels in milk were quite low,” said Hale, director of the 
Infant Risk Center. Both Hale and Baker said that women should abstain from smoking 
marijuana while breast-feeding because there’s simply no known safe amount.”  

- Serena Gordon, Mom’s Marijuana Ends Up in Breast Milk, Healthday Reporter, April 9th 
2018. 
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Effect of Cannabis Use in People with Chronic Non-Cancer Pain 

As alternatives to opioids continues to be an important public health topic, recent 
research suggests that there is no evidence that cannabis use reduced pain severity or 
any sort of opioid-sparing effect in patients with chronic non-cancer pain.  

- Gabrielle Campbell, Wayne D Hail, Amy Peacock, Nicholas Lintzeris, Raimondo 
Bruno, Briony Larance, Suzanne Nielsen, Milton Cohen, Gary Chan, Richard P 
Mattick, Fiona Blyth, Marian Shanahan, Timothy Dobbins, Michael Farrell, and 
Louisa Degenhardt, Effect of cannabis use in people with chronic non-cancer pain 
prescribed opioids: findings from a 4-year prospective cohort study, The Lancet, Public 
Health, July 1st 2018 

- of Psychiatry, September 26th 2017 

Non-medical Cannabis Self-Exposure as a Dimensional Predictor of Opioid 
Dependence Diagnosis: A Propensity Score Matched Analysis 

“The impact of increasing non-medical cannabis use on vulnerability to develop opioid 
use disorders has received considerable attention, with contrasting findings.” 
Researchers have recently found that “Increasing self-exposure to non-medical 
cannabis… was a predictor of greater odds of opioid dependence diagnosis.” 

- Eduardo R. Butelman, Angelo G. I. Maremmani, Silvia Bacciardi, Carina Y. Chen, 
Joel Correa da Rosa, and Mary Jeanne Kreek, Non-medical Cannabis Self-Exposure 
as a Dimensional Predictor of Opioid Dependence Diagnosis: A Propensity Score 
Matched Analysis, Frontiers in Psychiatry, Addictive Disorders, June 27th 2018 

Medical Marijuana Users are More Likely to Use Prescription Drugs 
Medically and Non-medically 

Although there have been conflicting studies regarding the correlation between 
cannabis use and prescription opioid use, a study published in the Journal of Addiction 
Medicine concludes that “medical marijuana users should be a target population in 
efforts to combat nonmedical prescription drug use.” Researchers found that medical 
marijuana users were significantly more likely to report medical and nonmedical use of 
prescription drugs.  

- Theodore L. Caputi and Keith Humphreys,  Medical Marijuana Users are More 
Likely to Use Prescription Drugs Medically and Nonmedically, Journal of Addiction 
Medicine, January 29th 2018 
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Cannabis Use Causing Alarming Increase in Emergency Hospital Visits 
and Childhood Poisoning 

Dr. Mark S. Gold, a world renowned expert on addiction-related diseases, summarizes a study 
published in late 2016 that aimed to examine trends and correlates of cannabis-involved 
emergency department visits in the United States from 2004-2011. “The ED visit rate increased 
for both cannabis-only use (51 to 73 visits per 100,000) and cannabis-polydrug use (63 to 100 per 
100,000) in those aged 12 and older. Of note, the largest increase occurred in adolescents aged 
12-17, and among persons who identified as non-Hispanic black.”  

Dr. Gold goes on to highlight the findings of the study which state that “The odds of 
hospitalization increased with older age users, as compared to adolescent admissions. These 
data suggest a heavier burden to both the patient and to the health care system as a result of 
increasing cannabis use among older adults. The severity of the “burden” is associated with the 
prevalence of cannabis use, specific cannabis potency and dose (which is increasing over time), 
the mode of administration, and numerous individual risk factors.” 

- Mark Gold, MD, Cannabis Use Causing Alarming Increase in Emergency Hospital Visits and 
Childhood Poisoning, Rivermend Health.  
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Section IV: Black Market 

Some Findings 

 RMHIDTA Colorado Task Forces (10) conducted 144 investigations of black 
market marijuana in Colorado resulting in: 

o 239 felony arrests 
o 7.3 tons of marijuana seized 
o 43,949 marijuana plants seized 
o 24 different states the marijuana was destined 

 The number of highway seizures of Colorado marijuana increased 39 percent 
from an average of 242 seizures (2009-2012) to an average of 336 seizures (2013-
2017) during the time recreational marijuana has been legal. 

 Seizures of Colorado marijuana in the U.S. mail system has increased 1,042 
percent from an average of 52 parcels (2009-2012) to an average of 594 parcels 
(2013-2017) during the time recreational marijuana has been legal.  

 

 

Definitions by Rocky Mountain HIDTA 

Colorado Marijuana Investigations:  RMHIDTA Colorado drug task forces 
investigating individuals or organizations involved in illegally selling Colorado 
marijuana, both within and outside of the state. These investigations only include those 
reported by the ten RMHIDTA drug task forces.  
 

Colorado Marijuana Interdictions:  Incidents where state highway patrol officers 
stopped a driver for a traffic violation and subsequently found Colorado marijuana 
destined for other parts of the country.  These interdiction seizures are reported on a 
voluntary basis to the National Seizure System (NSS) managed by the El Paso 
Intelligence Center (EPIC).  These are random traffic stops, not investigations, and do 
not include local law enforcement data. 
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Task Force Investigations 

 

 

Rocky Mountain HIDTA Colorado Task Forces 

 2016 2017 

Number of Completed Investigations 163 144 

Number of Felony Arrests 241 239 

Pounds of Bulk Marijuana Seized 7,116  
(3.5 tons) 

14,692  
(7.3 tons) 

Number of Plants Seized 43,786 43,949 

Number of Edibles Seized 2,111 6,462 

Pounds of Concentrate Seized 232 102 

Different States to Which Marijuana was 
Destined 29 24 

 

NOTE:  

 THE BELOW INFORMATION ONLY INCLUDES COMPLETED INVESTIGATIONS 
REPORTED BY THE TEN RMHIDTA DRUG TASK FORCES. IT IS UNKNOWN HOW 
MANY OF THESE TYPES OF INVESTIGATIONS WERE COMPLETED BY NON-
RMHIDTA DRUG UNITS OR TASK FORCES. 
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SOURCE: Rocky Mountain HIDTA Performance Management Process (PMP) Data 
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SOURCE: Rocky Mountain HIDTA Performance Management Process (PMP) Data 
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Highway Interdiction Data 

 

 
SOURCE: El Paso Intelligence Center, National Seizure System, as of August 2018 

 
SOURCE: El Paso Intelligence Center, National Seizure System, as of August 2018 

52

242

336

0
50

100
150
200
250
300
350
400

2006-2008 Pre-
Commercialization

2009-2012 Post-
Comercialization

2013-2017 Legalization

N
U

M
BE

R 
O

F 
SE

IZ
U

RE
S

Average Colorado Marijuana 
Interdiction Seizures

365% Increase 39% Increase

54 41 57 58
92

281
321

274 288

360
394

346

290

0
50

100
150
200
250
300
350
400
450

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

N
U

M
BE

R 
O

F 
SE

IZ
U

RE
S

Colorado Marijuana 
Interdiction Seizures

Commercialization

Legalization

NOTE:  

 THE CHARTS ONLY INCLUDE CASES WHERE COLORADO MARIJUANA WAS 
ACTUALLY SEIZED AND REPORTED.  IT IS UNKNOWN HOW MANY COLORADO 
MARIJUANA LOADS WERE NOT DETECTED OR, IF SEIZED, WERE NOT REPORTED. 
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SOURCE: El Paso Intelligence Center, National Seizure System, as of August 2018 
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*In 2012 the top five seizures represented approximately half (48%) of the total marijuana 
seized. This spike in 2012 contributed to a higher average over the 2009-2012 timeframe. 



The Legalization of Marijuana in Colorado: The Impact Volume 5 – 2018, UPDATE 
 

 
Section IV: Black Market  59 

 
SOURCE: El Paso Intelligence Center, National Seizure System, as of August 2018 

 There were 15 seizures for which the destination was unknown 

 

Originating City Rank Number of Seizures Percent 
1. Denver 155 71% 
2. Colorado Springs 20 9% 
3. Fort Collins 8 4% 

   
 Of the 290 seizures, only 217 seizures had an origin city identified. The numbers 

above represent the top three cities from which Colorado marijuana originated. 
The percentage was calculated from known origin cities.  

SOURCE: El Paso Intelligence Center, National Seizure System, as of August 2018 

Top Cities for Marijuana Origin 
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Parcel Interdiction Data 

 

 
SOURCE: United States Postal Inspection Service, Prohibited Mailing of Narcotics 
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NOTE:  

 THESE FIGURES ONLY REFLECT PACKAGES SEIZED; THEY DO NOT INCLUDE 
PACKAGES OF COLORADO MARIJUANA THAT WERE MAILED AND REACHED THE 
INTENDED DESTINATION.  INTERDICTION EXPERTS BELIEVE THE PACKAGES 
SEIZED WERE JUST THE “TIP OF THE ICEBERG.” 
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SOURCE: United States Postal Inspection Service, Prohibited Mailing of Narcotics 
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SOURCE: United States Postal Inspection Service, Prohibited Mailing of Narcotics 
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Public Lands 

 

 
 

SOURCE: United States Bureau of Land Management, National Forest Service, and Colorado Division of 
Parks and Wildlife 

 

 

Black Market Information 

Dozens of Indictments in Largest Illegal Marijuana Trafficking Ring Bust 
since Legalization  

 Colorado Attorney General Cynthia Coffman announced that the largest illegal 
marijuana trafficking investigation has resulted in arrests in late June of 2017. The 
trafficking organization spanned five states, and the investigation resulted in 62 people 
having files charged against them. More than 20 law enforcement organizations were 
involved in the investigation and/or takedown which included the Denver Police 
Department and the U.S. Drug Enforcement Administration. According to Coffman, 
this single investigation is a prime example of how the marijuana black market 
continues to flourish in Colorado.  
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During raids, agents seized 2,600 marijuana plants and another 4,000 lbs. of marijuana. 
As a whole, the trafficking ring produced an estimated 100 lbs. of marijuana a month, 
which is sold for approximately $2,000 per pound on the black market in Colorado. 

- Chuck Hickey, Dozens of indictments in largest illegal marijuana trafficking ring bust 
since legalization, KDVR-TV Channel 2 Denver, June 28, 2017. 

Indictment in Colorado Pot Biz’s Largest Fraud Case Ever 

Scott Pack was indicted by a grand jury in what attorney Matthew Buck referred to as 
“the largest fraud case in the history of Colorado’s marijuana industry.” The large 
operation that distributed Colorado grown marijuana across state lines ended in the 
indictment of sixteen people. Among those indicted was Renee Rayton, a former 
Marijuana Enforcement Division employee.  

According to attorney Matthew Buck, “There are potentially victims for as much as $10 
million. Scott Pack’s company is one of the larger marijuana companies in Colorado. 
They own a significant number of licenses, and through a series of shell companies, 
they hold the leases on many buildings across the state.” 

In the Westword article published June of 2017, Buck continued to describe the details of 
the indictment, and said “[Scott Pack] had a sophisticated understanding of how to use 
loopholes to get around state law.” 2 

- Michael Roberts, Scott Pack Indicted in Colorado Pot Biz’s Largest Fraud Case Ever, 
Attorney Says, Westword, June 14, 2017. 

Arrests Made in South Pueblo County Marijuana Grow 

According to a press release by the Pueblo County Sheriff’s Office, three individuals 
were arrested on April 13th, 2016 in connection with an illegal marijuana grow operating 
from within a Pueblo, CO home. In total, 180 marijuana plants were found growing in 
the home being occupied by the three individuals. 

The three individuals had been living in Florida, but were originally from Cuba. One of 
the three individuals had recently purchased the home in February of 2016. Although 
the press release did not specifically state that the marijuana was being illegally 
trafficked outside the state, several indicators suggest that the marijuana was intended 
to leave Colorado. Twelve people, all from Florida, have been arrested in seven separate 
illegal marijuana grow operations discovered in Pueblo County on March 30th and April 
14th, 2016. Five of the twelve individuals were originally from Cuba. 

- Pueblo County Sheriff’s Office, Arrests Made in South Pueblo County Illegal 
Marijuana Grow, April 14, 2016. 
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Individuals Indicted for an Illegal Home-grow Also Possess Legal 
Marijuana Licenses 

- In March 2017, 16 people were indicted for participating in a massive illicit marijuana 
home-grow operation. Of the 16, eight are recorded as having active or expired licenses 
to work in the legal marijuana business including the ringleader, Michael Alan 
Stonehouse, who acts as a consultant for the marijuana industry in Colorado.  
According to authorities, the group cultivated their marijuana in properties in Colorado 
Springs, Castle Rock, Elbert County and Denver and then diverted the marijuana to 
Illinois, Arkansas, Minnesota and Missouri to make a higher profit. 

     -  Jesse Paul, Eight of 16 people indicted in Colorado marijuana trafficking operation listed 
as having state pot licenses, The Denver Post, March 24, 2017. 

Laotian Marijuana Operation 

Southern Colorado Drug Task Force managed by DEA began an investigation of a 
Laotian drug trafficking organization that had relocated to Colorado from Arkansas 
and California.  This organization had 12 different cultivation marijuana sites located in 
5 different counties in southeast Colorado.  Task force officers served search warrants 
seizing 2,291 marijuana plants, 2,393 pounds of processed marijuana.  Also seized were 
4 hand guns and 6 long guns. 

- Rocky Mountain HIDTA Task Force Quarterly Reports, Calendar Year 2016-2017. 

 

Florida Cuban Drug Trafficking Organization 

In May 2016, Southern Colorado Drug Task Force executed search warrants at 5 
different residential locations operated by a group of Cubans from Florida.  These grow 
operations were in Pueblo County and offices seized a total of 214 marijuana plants, 55 
pounds of processed marijuana and over $100,000 in grow equipment. 

- Rocky Mountain HIDTA Task Force Quarterly Reports, Calendar Year 2016-2017. 
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Marijuana Syndicate Grew Pot in Gated Greenwood Village Home and 
Sold it Around the U.S. 

More than twenty members of a marijuana trafficking organization allegedly 
transported marijuana across the country from illegal grows in Denver metro houses. 
The enterprise was mailing boxes of marijuana and stacks of money through the U.S. 
Postal Service. The Arapahoe County Court indicted members on charges of 
distributing illegally grown marijuana to Texas, Iowa, Georgia, North Carolina, 
Tennessee, New York and Kansas. According to the news story, the group was selling 
80 pounds of marijuana a week, and in one year had sold more than $1 million of 
marijuana across the country.  

- Kirk Mitchell, Marijuana syndicate grew pot in gated Greenwood Village home and sold 
it around the U.S., The Denver Post, November 21st 2017. 

Colorado Marijuana Activist Arrested in Oklahoma for Felony Possession 
with Intent to Distribute 

In Early 2018, a Colorado activist was traveling to Oklahoma to speak about a medical 
marijuana measure set to appear on the state’s ballot in June. Dr. Regina Nelson, CEO of 
ECS-Therapy Center in Boulder, was also scheduled to speak at a Cannabis Education 
Advocacy Symposium that same week. Nelson, along with her colleague and co-author, 
were found to be traveling with several “rolled cigarettes with a green leafy substance,” 
two pipes, a single edible, capsules with a green oil, and a backpack which had a digital 
scale along with multiple bags of a green leafy substance. Additionally, a suitcase with 
three large vacuum-sealed bags of marijuana was located in the vehicle. According to 
Nelson, “We were absolutely targeted.” Despite the accusation, as of February, the three 
faced felony charges of possession of a controlled drug with intent to distribute.  

- Lindsey Bartlett, Colorado marijuana activist arrested in Oklahoma for felony 
possession with intent to distribute, The Cannabist, February 21st 2018. 
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Nebraska Troopers Seize 227 Pounds of Pot Days After Colorado Man 
Busted with 122 Pounds of the Drug 

In January of 2018, State Troopers arrested a man who was traveling along I-80 with 227 
pounds of marijuana in his possession. The vehicle was initially stopped for speeding 
while just west of Lincoln. This incident happened just days after a different Colorado 
man had been arrested while traveling through Nebraska with 122 pounds of 
marijuana.  

- Ann Lauricello, Neb. Troopers seize 227 pounds of pot days after Colorado man busted 
with 122 pounds of the drug, Fox 31 Denver News, January 26th 2018. 

Colorado Man Arrested After Indiana Traffic Stop Nets 78 Pounds of 
Marijuana 

In April of 2018, a 51-year-old man of Colorado was found to be traveling along I-70 
with a 42-year-old man of Indiana. After initially being stopped for swerving, police 
discovered the two individuals to be traveling with 78 pounds of marijuana. Police 
estimate the marijuana to have a $250,000 street value.  

- Colorado man arrested after Indiana traffic stop nets 78 pounds of marijuana, The 
Associated Press, April 17th 2018. 

3 Plead Guilty to Trying to Ship Colorado Marijuana to Mississippi 

In March of 2018, 23-year-old Kristopher Nguyen pleaded guilty to a charge of 
possession with intent to distribute marijuana. Nguyen explained that he and his two 
friends, who took similar plea deals, used FedEx for the shipment of 11 pounds of 
marijuana from Colorado to a Mississippi home.  

- 3 plead guilty to trying to ship Colorado marijuana to Mississippi, The Associated 
Press, March 22nd 2018. 

Man’s Attempt to Mail Marijuana Leads to One-Year Sentence 

After a Colorado man had mailed multiple packages of marijuana, each containing 
approximately one kilogram of the drug, authorities searched Mark Koenig’s home in 
Colorado. During the search, 123 plants were discovered and Koenig was arrested. The 
Arvada man pleaded guilty to possession of a federally controlled substance with intent 
to distribute.  

- Man’s Attempt To Mail Marijuana Leads To One-Year Sentence, CBS 4 Denver, 
February 8th 2018 
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Coloradan Arrested in North Dakota for Having 30 Pounds 

In December of 2017, a man from Loveland, CO was arrested in North Dakota. Initially, 
the 29-year-old Jacob Todd was stopped for speeding. After a police dog indicated that 
drugs may be in the vehicle, police discovered multiple bags of marijuana. According to 
the article, the bags totaled 30 pounds and had an approximate $30,000 street value.  

- Coloradan arrested in North Dakota for having 30 pounds, The Associated Press, 
December 15th 2017 

Denver Man Arrested After Marijuana Seizure during Traffic Stop in 
Indiana 

23-year old Michael Granados Jr. was taken into custody after authorities discovered 
several packages of marijuana in the SUV he was traveling in. Several packages were 
hidden in various locations throughout the vehicle, totaling approximately 33 pounds. 
According to sources, “Troopers said they determined the marijuana had originated in 
Colorado and was being taken to an unknown location in Ohio.” 

- David Mitchell, Denver man arrested after marijuana seizure during traffic stop in 
Indiana, Fox 31 Denver News, October 21st 2017. 

Laotian Marijuana Operation 

Southern Colorado Drug Task Force managed by DEA began an investigation of a 
Laotian drug trafficking organization that had relocated to Colorado from Arkansas 
and California.  This organization had 12 different cultivation marijuana sites located in 
5 different counties in southeast Colorado.  Task force officers served search warrants 
seizing 2,291 marijuana plants, 2,393 pounds of processed marijuana.  Also seized were 
4 hand guns and 6 long guns.  

- Sewell, R. Andrew, James Poling, and Mehmet Sofuoglu, The Effect of Cannabis 
Compared with Alcohol on Driving, The American Journal on Addictions / 
American Academy of Psychiatrists in Alcoholism and Addictions, February 7th 
2017. 
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Florida Cuban Drug Trafficking Organization 

In May 2016, Southern Colorado Drug Task Force executed search warrants at 5 
different residential locations operated by a group of Cubans from Florida.  These grow 
operations were in Pueblo County and offices seized a total of 214 marijuana plants, 55 
pounds of processed marijuana and over $100,000 in grow equipment. 

- Sewell, R. Andrew, James Poling, and Mehmet Sofuoglu, The Effect of Cannabis 
Compared with Alcohol on Driving, The American Journal on Addictions / 
American Academy of Psychiatrists in Alcoholism and Addictions, February 7th 
2017. 

71,000 Plants Seized on Colorado Public Lands in 2017 

Federal agencies removed more than 71,000 marijuana plants from public lands during 
last year’s growing season. The plants were grown illegally on 38 acres. U.S. Attorney, 
Robert Troyer said, “Public lands are just that – they’re public and belong to all of us. 
These black marketers abuse our land, our water, our animals and plants. With these 
prosecutions, we motivate black marketers to make less harmful occupational choices.”  

- Federal agencies removed more than 71,000 marijuana plants from Colorado public lands 
in 2017, The Denver Post, August 14th 2018. 

Illegal Marijuana Home Grow Arrests 

Authorities discovered a large home grow after responding to a report of shots fired at 
a Colorado Springs residents. The home was being used to grow and cultivate 
marijuana, and authorities found 352 marijuana plants, 1,300 cloned plants, and 33 
pounds of refined marijuana. Plants were found growing in the main residence as well 
as in the oversized two-car garage. Two arrests were made for suspicion of felony 
cultivation and distribution. 

- Ellie Mulder, 2 arrested after large illegal marijuana grow found at Colorado Springs 
home, The Gazette, February 23rd 2018. 

Two Dead at Illegal Home Grow 

Deputies were called to a residence in Elbert County Colorado to discover two men had 
been shot to death inside a home. The home was the site of an illegal marijuana grow 
operation which appeared to have played a part in the deaths of the two men. 

- 2 men found shot to death at illegal marijuana grow site in Elbert Colorado, Fox 31 News 
Denver, November 9th 2017. 
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Section V: Societal Impact 

Some Findings 

 Marijuana tax revenue represent approximately nine tenths of one percent of 
Colorado’s FY 2017 budget. 

 Violent crime increased 18.6 percent and property crime increased 8.3 percent in 
Colorado since 2013. 

 65 percent of local jurisdictions in Colorado have banned medical and 
recreational marijuana businesses.  

 

Tax Revenue 

 
SOURCE: Governor’s Office of State Planning and Budgeting 

  

0.9%

Colorado Statewide Budget FY 2017

Marijuana Tax Revenue*
(Medical and Recreational) =
Nine tenths of one percent

*Revenue from marijuana taxes as a portion of Colorado's total statewide budget
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SOURCE: Department of Revenue, Monthly Marijuana Taxes, Licenses and Fees Transfers and 

Distribution, 2016 
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Crime 

 
SOURCE: Colorado Bureau of Investigation, http://crimeinco.cbi.state.co.us/ 

 

Colorado Crime From 2009 to 2012 From 2013 to 2016 

Property Crime Increased 4.1% Increased 8.3% 

Violent Crime Increased 1.2% Increased 18.6% 

All Crime Increased 3.4% Increased 10.8% 

 

SOURCE: Colorado Bureau of Investigation, http://crimeinco.cbi.state.co.us/ 
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SOURCE: City and County of Denver, Denver Police Department, Crime Statistics and Maps, August 2018 

*In May 2013 the Denver Police Department implemented the Unified Summons and Complaint 
(US&C) process. This process unifies multiple types of paper citations, excluding traffic tickets, 
into an electronic process. That information is transmitted to the Denver Sheriff, County Court, 
City Attorney and District Attorney through a data exchange platform as needed. As a result of 
this process a reported offense is generated which was previously not captured in National 
Incident Based Reporting System (NIBRS).  

Crime in Denver (City and County) 
 2014** 2015 2016 2017 

*All Reported Crimes 
(To include all 

categories listed below) 
61,276 64,317 65,368 66,000 

 

Denver Crime* From 2014 to 2017 

Crimes Against Persons 7% Increase 
Crimes Against Property 12% Increase 
Crimes Against Society 33% Increase 
All Other Offenses 10% Decrease 
All Denver Crimes 8% Increase 

* Actual number of crimes in Denver  
** New process began in May 2013 and 2013 data is not comparable to 2014-2016 

SOURCE: City and County of Denver, Denver Police Department, Crime Statistics and Maps, August 2018 
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Local Response 

Status of Local Jurisdictions Reporting Marijuana Licensing as of 
June 30, 2017 

 Number of Jurisdictions 

Medical and Retail Marijuana Banned 209 

Medical Marijuana Licenses Only 15 

Retail Marijuana Licenses Only 11 

Medical and Retail Marijuana Licenses 85 

Total 320 

 

 

 
SOURCE: Marijuana Enforcement Division, 2017 Mid-Year Update 

 
 
 
  

65%
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27%

Local Jurisdiction Licensing Status,  
June 2017
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Only
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Medical Marijuana Statistics 

Medical Marijuana Registry Identification Cards 

 December 31, 2009 –   41,039 
 December 31, 2010 – 116,198 
 December 31, 2011 –   82,089 
 December 31, 2012 – 108,526 
 December 31, 2013 – 110,979 
 December 31, 2014 – 115,467 
 December 31, 2015 – 107,534 
 December 31, 2016 – 94,577 
 December 31, 2017 – 93,372 

 
Profile of Colorado Medical Marijuana Cardholders: 

 Age of cardholder 
o 62 percent male, with an average age of 43 years 
o 0.3 percent between the ages of 0 and 17 
o 46 percent between the ages of 18 and 40 

 21 percent between the ages of 21 and 30 
 Reporting medical condition of cardholder 

o 93 percent report severe pain as the medical condition 
o 5 percent collectively report cancer, glaucoma and HIV/AIDS 
o 3 percent report seizures 

 
SOURCE:  Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment, Medical Marijuana Registry Program 

Update, December 31st, 2017 
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Alcohol Consumption 

 It has been suggested that legalizing marijuana would reduce alcohol 
consumption.  Thus far that theory is not supported by the data. 

 

 
SOURCE: Colorado Department of Revenue, Colorado Liquor Excise Tax 

 

Societal Impact Information 

Cannabis Industry Employees Impaired at Work 

A large percentage of those employed in the businesses of growing and selling 
marijuana are getting high before work or during business hours. Researchers at 
Colorado State University found 63% of cannabis industry workers have shown up to 
work while high in the past 30 days, and 45% said they have smoked marijuana during 
business hours. Colorado cannabis workers that consumed before or during work hours 
expressed little concern about workplace hazards, reported some occupational injuries 
and exposures, and reported inconsistent training practices. 

– Mike Adams, Too Many Cannabis Industry Employees Impaired At Work, Forbes.com, 
April 3rd 2018 
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From Medical to Recreational Marijuana Sales: Marijuana Outlets and 
Crime in an Era of Changing Marijuana Legalization 

As the debate surrounding the legalization of marijuana for medical and/or recreational 
use continues, researchers recently took a look at one of the possible adverse effects of 
legalization: Crime rates. Researchers found that “the density of marijuana outlets 
[businesses] was related to higher rates of property crime in spatially adjacent areas…  
However… we found no relationships between the presence of local marijuana outlets 
and violent crime. The density of medical marijuana outlets in local and spatially 
adjacent areas were related to higher rates of marijuana-specific crime.”  

In other words, the potential impact of increased crime may not be felt directly in the 
immediate areas in which more marijuana dispensaries are opened, but it was clear that 
surrounding areas experienced an increase in the amount of crime reported.  

- Bridget Freisthler, Andrew Gaidus, Christina Tam, William R. Ponicki, and Paul 
J. Gruenewald, From Medical to Recreational Marijuana Sales: Marijuana Outlets and 
Crime in an Era of Changing Marijuana legislation, Journal of Primary Prevention, 
April 27th 2017 

Homeless Inmates and Marijuana 

The most commonly reported reason homeless inmates came to Colorado after 2012 
was to get away from a problem (44.2%) followed by family (38.9%).  The third most 
prevalent reason was marijuana (35.1%). “Among those inmates who are not Colorado 
natives, 41.3% moved here after 2012, the year recreational marijuana was legalized.”  

- A Study of Homelessness in Seven Colorado Jails, Colorado Department of Public Safety, 
Division of Criminal Justice, June 2018 

 

 

 

 

 

 



The Legalization of Marijuana in Colorado: The Impact Volume 5 – 2018, UPDATE 
 

 
Section VI: Marijuana Industry  79 
   

Section VI: Marijuana 
Industry 

 

Some Findings 

 According to the Marijuana Policy Group, Market Size and Demand for 
Marijuana in Colorado 2017 Market Update: 

o  “From 2014 through 2017, average annual adult use flower prices fell 62.0 
percent, from $14.05 to $5.34 per gram weighted average.”  

o  “Adult use concentrate prices fell 47.9 percent, from $41.43 to $21.57 per 
gram.”  

o  “The average THC content of all tested flower in 2017 was 19.6 percent 
statewide compared to 17.4 percent in 2016, 16.6 percent in 2015 and 16.4 
percent in 2014.” 

o  “The average potency of concentrated extract products increased steadily 
from 56.6 percent THC content by weight in 2014 to 68.6 percent at the 
end of 2017.” 

 As of June 2017, there were 491 retail marijuana stores in the state of Colorado 
compared to 392 Starbucks and 208 McDonald’s. 
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Business 

Industry Figures (MED Resources and Statistics webpage) 

Medical Marijuana Business License Numbers as of August 1, 2018 
 486 Medical Marijuana Centers 
 717 Cultivation Operations 
 249 Infused Product Manufacturers 
 11 Marijuana Testing Facilities  

Recreational Marijuana Business License Numbers as of August 1, 2018 
 532 Retail Stores 
 739 Cultivation Operations 
 287 Infused Product Manufacturers 
 11 Marijuana Testing Facilities 

 
 Figures for business comparisons were all acquired by June of 2017 for 

comparable data. 

 
SOURCE: Colorado Department of Revenue; Starbucks Coffee Company, Corporate Office Headquarters; 

McDonalds Corporation, Corporate Office Headquarters 
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Market Size and Demand 

Demand 

Annual Sales Based on 2017 MED Inventory Tracking Data: 

 186.5 metric tons of flower (the flowering buds of a female marijuana plant) 

 19.7 metric tons of trim (leftover leaves after the flower has been harvested) 

 4.5 million units of packaged concentrates (packaged products of refined 
marijuana flower into something more clean and potent) 

 15 metric tons of concentrate material (products of refined marijuana flower into 
something more clean and potent.) 

 11.1 million infused edible units (a product intended for use or consumption 
other than by smoking) 

 1.1 million units of infused non-edible products (a product not intended for 
consumption, to include ointments and tinctures 

o Total estimate of 301.7* metric tons sold in Colorado 

 

 In 2017, the estimated consumption of marijuana by Colorado residents 21 years 
and older was 189.6 metric tons (417,996.45 pounds) of marijuana. 

 In 2017, the estimated consumption of marijuana by out-of-state visitors 21 years 
and older was 19.0 metric tons (41,887.83 pounds). 

SOURCE: Marijuana Policy Group, Market Size and Demand for Marijuana in Colorado 2017 Market 
Update 

 

 

 

 

NOTE:        *THE MARIJUANA POLICY GROUP DEVELOPED THE “FLOWER EQUIVALENT” 

MEASURES SPECIFIC TO EACH PRODUCT CATEGORY IN ORDER TO COMPARE THE VARYING 

UNITS.  IN 2017 A TOTAL OF 16.7 MILLION UNITS WERE SOLD OF DIFFERENT NON-FLOWER 

MARIJUANA PRODUCTS.  
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Market Size 

 Heavy users who consume marijuana more than 20 days per month make up 
26.8 percent of the user population but account for 82.1 percent of the demand 
for marijuana. 

 Light users who consume marijuana 5 times or less per month make up 52.2% 
percent of the user populations and account for 3.7% of the demand for 
marijuana. 

 There are an estimated total of 687,000 Colorado adult regular marijuana users 
(at least once per month). 

o This represents about 12% of Colorado’s population. 
SOURCE: Marijuana Policy Group, Market Size and Demand for Marijuana in Colorado 2017 Market 

Update 

 
 

Reported Sales of Marijuana in Colorado 

 
SOURCE: Colorado Department of Revenue, Marijuana Enforcement Division (MED), MED 2017 Annual 

Update 
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SOURCE: Colorado Department of Revenue, Marijuana Enforcement Division (MED), MED 2017 Annual 

Update 
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Pricing and Potency Trends 

 
AUMJ – Adult Use Marijuana 

MMJ – Medical Marijuana 

  “From 2014 through 2017, average annual adult use flower prices fell 62.0 
percent, from $14.05 to $5.34 per gram weighted average.” 

 “Adult use concentrate prices fell 47.9 percent, from $41.43 to $21.57 per gram.” 

 

SOURCE: Marijuana Policy Group, Market Size and Demand for Marijuana in Colorado 2017 Market 
Update 
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AUMJ – Adult Use Marijuana 

MMJ – Medical Marijuana 

  “The average THC content of all tested flower in 2017 was 19.6 percent 
statewide compared to 17.4 percent in 2016, 16.6 percent in 2015 and 16.4 percent 
in 2014.” 

 “The average potency of concentrated extract products increased steadily from 
56.6 percent THC content by weight in 2014 to 68.6 percent at the end of 2017.” 

 “In recent years, the proportion of higher-potency concentrates has increased 
significantly.  In 2015, only 5 percent of the testing results for concentrates were 
higher than 75 percent THC content.  However, in 2017 the share of concentrate 
test results with over 75 percent THC increased to 24.7 percent.” 

 
SOURCE: Marijuana Policy Group, Market Size and Demand for Marijuana in Colorado 2017 Market 

Update 
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AUMJ – Adult Use Marijuana 

MMJ – Medical Marijuana 

  “A new price model – called the ‘price per serving’ – can reveal more directly 
how much consumers are paying to achieve the same psychoactive effects across 
different product types and whether a ‘high THC/low price’ paradigm is 
emerging as concentrated products become more popular and as smoking flower 
marijuana becomes less prevalent.” 

o The average price for a serving of marijuana flower decreased 50.8 
percent and the average price for a serving of concentrate decreased 61.7 
percent from 2014 to 2017. 

 The rate of decline for both marijuana flower and concentrates was due to a 
combination of decreasing flower and concentrate prices, and a steady increase 
in THC potency.   

SOURCE: Marijuana Policy Group, Market Size and Demand for Marijuana in Colorado 2017 Market 
Update 



The Legalization of Marijuana in Colorado: The Impact Volume 5 – 2018, UPDATE 
 

 
Section VI: Marijuana Industry  87 
   

Resource Consumption 

Energy 

 
SOURCE: City and County of Denver, Xcel Energy, CPR, “Nearly 4 percent of Denver’s Electricity is now 

Devoted to Marijuana.” 

 The marijuana industry went from 1.5 percent of overall Denver Electricity use 
in 2012 to nearly 4 percent in 2016.  
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Marijuana Industry Information 

Nearly 4 Percent of Denver’s Electricity is Now Devoted to Marijuana 

According to an early 2018 article written by Grace Hood of Colorado Public Radio, “In 
2016, the marijuana industry comprised 4 percent of Denver’s electricity use.” While 
this number may seem small, according to an advisor for the Denver Department of 
Public Health and Environment - “it’s significant.” While the industry is striving to 
become more and more efficient in their energy consumption, “the energy use trajectory 
continues to plot upward for the industry.” 

- Grace Hood, Nearly 4 Percent Of Denver’s Electricity Is Now Devoted To Marijuana, 
Colorado Public Radio, February 19th 2018. 

Medical Marijuana Recommended for Pregnant Women 

Approximately 70% of randomly selected medical marijuana centers in Colorado 
recommended marijuana as a treatment for morning sickness for pregnant women.  
This recommendation from the employees of the dispensaries clash with “doctors’ 
warnings about the potential harms according to a study published Wednesday in the 
Journal Obstetrics and Gynecology.”  Doctors caution that marijuana’s effects on a fetus 
could include low birth rate and developmental problems according to U.S. Centers for 
Disease Control and Prevention. 

- Michael Nedelman, Marijuana shops recommend products to pregnant women, against 
doctors’ warnings, CNN May 10th 2018. 

Marijuana Cultivation Center fined $2,000 for Odor Problem 

In November of 2017, a marijuana cultivation center was fined $2,000 due to complaints 
received from neighbors that the facility was emitting too strong of a scent. This same 
location had received similar complaints and had been fined one year prior when it was 
occupied by another marijuana facility. In total the location was fined $14,000 the first 
time. 

- Alex Burness, Marijuana odor from cultivation center continues to seep into north Boulder, 
Daily Camera, November 26th 2017. 
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8 Marijuana Retail Locations Raided and 13 Budtenders Arrested in Police 
Investigation 

Eight Sweet Leaf Marijuana Centers were raided in December 2017 and 13 bud tenders 
were arrested. The bud tenders were arrested for criminal activities that included sales 
of marijuana in violation of Colorado law stipulating that adults over the age of 21 can 
buy and possess up to 1 ounce of marijuana at a time. Undercover law enforcement 
officers “entered a single location multiple times – as few as five times and as many as 
16 – during windows of time ranging from 59 minutes to 5 hours and 50 minutes” and 
would typically purchase 1 ounce of marijuana. 

- Alicia Wallace and Alex Pasquariello, 13 Sweet Leaf budtenders swept up in Denver police 
raids,  The Cannabist, December 15th 2017. 

Not-so-Green Greenhouses for Cannabis Hyper-Cultivation 

In 2018, Evan Mills, Ph.D. described some of the environmental ramifications of the 
legalized marijuana industry. The energy analyst and building scientist, who is a 
Research Affiliate with the U.C. Berkeley’s Energy and Resources Group, described 
many considerations of the marijuana cultivation industry, including the point that 
“greenhouses are among the most thermally inefficient structures imaginable.” 
Although he admits that estimating the energy use of these “hyper-cultivation” facilities 
is complex – a theoretical hyper-greenhouse “uses 8-times as much electricity per 
square foot for lighting alone as the average U.S. office building uses for all purposes 
and 17-times as much as the average U.S. home.” The publication goes on to describe 
that “carbon-intensive cannabis will continue to compound climate change unless an 
array of public policy strategies are assembled.”  

- Evans Mills, Not-so-Green Greenhouses for Cannabis Hyper-Cultivation, Energy Associates, 
February 26th 2018. 

Marijuana Enforcement Division (MED) 2017 Annual Update 

The mission of the MED is to “promote public safety and reduce public harm by 
regulating the Colorado commercial marijuana industry through the consistent 
administration of laws and regulations and strategic integration of process 
management, functional expertise, and innovative problem-solving.” The 2017 Annual 
Update details licensing data, number of cultivated plants, volume of marijuana sold to 
customers, marijuana testing data, and investigation data.  

- MED 2017 Annual Update, Colorado Department of Revenue, Enforcement Division, 
May 17th 2018. 
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The Hidden Costs of Marijuana Use in Colorado: One Emergency

Department’s Experience

Kenneth Finn, MD, President Springs Rehab, PC

Rochelle Salmore, MSN, RN, NE-B, Nurse Scientist, Penrose St. Francis Health

Services (retired)

Abstract

Purpose: This study aims to assess potential health care costs and adverse health effects related

to cannabis use in an acute care community hospital in Colorado, comparing study findings to

those medical diagnoses noted in the literature. Little information is available about specific

hospital health care costs, thus this study will add to the knowledge gap and describe charges and

collections from visits of these patients in one hospital’s Emergency Department (ED).

Objective: Review diagnoses of cannabis users visiting a local ED and outline the potential

financial and health effects of these patients on the health care system.

Design: An Institutional Review Board (IRB) approved retrospective observational study of

patients seen in the ED from 2009 to 2014 with cannabis diagnoses and positive urine drug

analyses (UDA) matched with hospital billing records. Randomized patient records were

reviewed to determine completeness of documentation and coding related to cannabis use.
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Setting: An acute care hospital in one city in Colorado. The city has nearly 100 medical

marijuana dispensaries, but has not legalized recreational cannabis use. The city decided to not

allow recreational stores in city limits as they were allowed to make that determination as a result

of Amendment 64, which allowed municipalities to determine if they wanted recreational

marijuana in their town. As of this publication, more than 70% of Colorado’s municipalities have

opted out of recreation marijuana sales.

Participants: Subjects seen through the ED who had both a diagnosis code listing cannabis and a

positive UDA for cannabis. Exclusions were subjects with UDA for cannabis but also tested

positive for other substances, subjects who had cannabis diagnosis but no UDA result or those

who had no UDA but did have a cannabis diagnosis.

Conclusion: Subjects seen in the ED had similar diagnoses as those reviewed in the literature,

confirming the serious side effects of marijuana use. During the study period, the study hospital

incurred a true loss of twenty million dollars in uncollected charges after allowing for contractual

obligations. While adverse health effects have been described in the literature, there is little data

on the financial impact of marijuana use on the health care system. This study demonstrated an

increasing number of patients who are seen in the ED also have used cannabis. These patients are

not always able to pay their bills, resulting in a financial loss to the hospital. The authors

encourage the collection of hospital financial data for analysis in the states where medicinal

(MMJ) and/or recreational marijuana is legal.
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Introduction

In Colorado, a medical marijuana law was passed in 2000, followed by recreational marijuana

legalization in 2014 with the passage of Amendment 64. Following legalization, which led to

mass commercialization of cannabis, adverse health effects have become more apparent; these

include severe burns related to hash oil explosions, accidental exposures of the very young

requiring hospitalization, psychoses, and driving under the influence of drugs resulting in injuries

and death. While these events have been publicized, little data is available to determine what the

health and financial impacts are on a single community. Here, we assess the extent to which

increased cannabis usage increases financial burden on hospitals and validate published studies

regarding adverse health effects of marijuana use.

Background

The use of cannabis for medicinal purposes has been increasing over the past several years, with

25 states and the District of Columbia approving its use for medical reasons.(1) Colorado,

Washington, Oregon, Alaska, and the District of Columbia have also approved cannabis for

recreational use, with varying state laws governing its use.

In the State of Colorado, medical marijuana (MMJ) users are 65% male and 35% female, with

ages 21-30 comprising the largest segment of users (23%). On average, men are 41 years old and

women are 45. The prescribing indication for 93% of MMJ users cite pain while 3% is for

cancer.(2)
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Colorado Springs is the second largest city in the State of Colorado with a population of nearly

440,000.(3) The study hospital is a 522-bed acute care facility in Colorado Springs. The study

hospital’s system have some of the busiest EDs in the state, with over 104,000 annual emergency

visits.(4) Although the city has not legalized recreational cannabis, it was widely available and

used prior to the legalization in 2014 because 40% of marijuana is obtained from the black

market.(5) El Paso County, location of Colorado Springs and this current study, has 19,314 people

with medical cannabis (MMJ) cards, 16.9% of MMJ cards in the state of Colorado.(6) As of 2014,

the Department of Regulatory Agencies report there are 98 medical marijuana dispensaries in

Colorado Springs(7).

Health Effects

There is data to support transmission of delta-9-tetrahydrocannabinol (THC), the principal

psychoactive ingredient in cannabis, to the fetus in pregnant mothers using cannabis.(8) The

American Congress of Obstetricians and Gynecologists (ACOG) published a Committee Opinion

citing numerous studies to support their recommendations to discourage use of cannabis during

pregnancy and lactation, including use of medical cannabis.(9) Fetal cortical growth may be

affected;(10) long term effects of these children are not fully known or understood, but previous

studies report findings that suggest behavioral abnormalities including hyperactivity, difficulty

with executive functions into adolescence,(11) depression even if they are not using, (12) and early

adolescent addiction.(13)

The number of accidental ingestions in Colorado in children under the age of 12 has increased

215% between 2010 and 2014.(14) The American Academy of Pediatrics recently released a
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position statement related to cannabis use, recommending that children and adolescents should

not use, or even watch adult role models use, cannabis, and that all cannabis should be in child

proof containers.(15)

The effects on learning and education related to cannabis use have been documented in the

literature,(16) and Colorado school expulsions for drug related reasons increased 40% between

2008 and 2014, citing marijuana as the most commonly abused substance.(17) The American

Academy of Neurology recently recommended no cannabis use for children, adolescents, or

adults until further study is done.(18) Cannabis has a known addictive potential, particularly in the

developing brain, and has a well-described withdrawal syndrome.(19) Nationally there are 7.15%

adolescents using cannabis, but in Colorado this figure is 11.16%.(20) The addiction rate is higher

for adolescents (approximately 18%) than for adults (approximately 9%).(21,22,23) The relationship

between cannabis use and dependency and addiction have been well described in the

literature.(24,25,)

Cannabis affects reaction time, complex thinking, hand-eye coordination, concentration and

perception of time and distance, likely impacting the ability to operate a vehicle.(26) The number

of Driving Under the Influence of Drugs (DUID) and percentage of driving fatalities related to

cannabis in Colorado has increased. Between 2010 and 2014, cannabis related fatalities in

Colorado rose 92%, although about half of drivers involved in fatal accidents were not tested for

drugs.(27) The established limit for driving impaired with cannabis is a blood level of 5 ng/ml.(28)

A meta-analysis of driving under the influence of cannabis indicated a statistically significant

risk of motor vehicle crash risk.(29)
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Cannabis has known physiologic effects that involve multiple organ systems. Recent studies

have demonstrated cardiovascular and cerebrovascular effects, which include acute coronary

syndromes, transient ischemic attacks, arrhythmias, and peripheral limb ischemia.(30) There are

known pulmonary effects and although the link between cannabis use and lung cancer has not

been proven, some early studies have correlated cannabis use to some head and neck

cancers.(31,32) Smoke from cannabis has known carcinogens including ammonia at concentrations

20 times greater than tobacco, hydrogen cyanide, and heavy metals.(33)

Depression, suicidal ideation, and psychosis related to cannabis have also been well documented

in the medical literature. In Colorado in 2014, when retail cannabis businesses began operating,

there was a 29% increase in the number of cannabis-related emergency room visits and a 25%

increase in the number of likely cannabis-related ED visits. In the three years after medical

cannabis was commercialized, compared to the three years prior, there was a 46 percent increase

in cannabis-related hospitalizations.(34)

Several studies have examined the use of cannabinoids, the non-psychoactive component in

cannabis, for treatment of chronic pain, though these involved only a small number of patients

with limited diagnoses.(35,36,37) There is emerging data that suggests other cannabis-derived

compounds, primarily cannabinoids, may have analgesic properties similar to opioids. There is

evidence that there may be an overlap on how opioids and endocannabinoids work in

pain.(38,39,40)
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Financial Implications

Health care costs related to cannabis use have not been adequately evaluated. Similar to tobacco

and alcohol, which generate significant revenues for their respective industries, cannabis

generates money for those states allowing its use for medical and recreational purposes.

Colorado, for example, received $45,490,227 in tax revenue for 2014.(41) Some of these taxes are

legally earmarked for various education endeavors and research. Using taxes from cannabis

sales, the Colorado Medical Marijuana Scientific Advisory Panel funded $9 million for cannabis

research involving Irritable Bowel Disease, Parkinson's tremor, pediatric palliative care, pediatric

epilepsy (2) Post Traumatic Stress Disorder (2), sleep, and analgesia.(42)

Like alcohol and tobacco, cannabis may be negatively affecting health resources and may be

becoming a public health concern. Alcohol costs the U.S. $222.5 billion annually with $161

billion due to productivity loss, $24.6 billion for health care expenditures and $37 billion for

other costs including incarceration, motor vehicle accidents, crime, and property damages. The

government bears 67% of these costs, with families, insurers, crime victims and employers

sharing the remainder.(43) Smoking costs the U.S. $300 billion annually, with $156 billion in lost

productivity and $170 billion in health care costs.(44) Lost productivity in the U.S. workplace due

to drug abuse costs employers $81 billion.(45) Even though it is considered medicinal, cannabis

may likely impact productivity as well.

A 2010 estimate by the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration claims one traffic

fatality costs nearly $1.4 million in accumulated costs.(46) Thus, the 87 cannabis related motor
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vehicle fatalities for 2014 (87 at $1.4 million)(47) could conceivably amount to $131.6 million.

Alcohol related fatalities were 158 for the same period.(48)

The aim of the study was to discover costs and collections of patient billings for ED services and

validate previous adverse health effects of marijuana as noted in the literature. We reviewed

patient records to collect admission diagnoses, hospital billing and collections from the visits.

We anticipated finding financial losses from uncollected bills along with admitting diagnoses

similar to other publications.

Methods

Following IRB approval, laboratory results for all toxicology Urine Drug Screens (UDA)

(n=45,240) were reviewed from 2009 to 2014. UDA records for subjects with cannabis with

other drugs and/or alcohol were identified (n=7,078). Exclusions were subjects with UDA for

cannabis but also testing positive for other substances that included methamphetamines, opioids,

benzodiazepines cocaine, or alcohol >10mg/dl. These potential subjects were excluded to avoid

possible confounding aspects of additional drugs on diagnoses and length of stay in the ED, thus

increasing costs. The hospital laboratory used a Siemens Viva diagnostic machine for urinalysis.

There were no changes over time using this device to determine the levels of detectable

substances.

For the same time period, medical records were searched by Health Information Management

(HIM) for billing information combined with cannabis diagnoses using coding that included:

"long term use of drug for medicinal purposes" (V58.69),
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"recreational use of cannabis or nondependent use of drug" (305.2),

"accidental cannabis poisoning" (969.6),

"adverse effect of cannabis" (E939.6).

The "long term use for medicinal purposes" (V58.69), found some records (less than 0.4%) that

included medications such as cardiac and pain medications, but not always cannabis. It is the

practice at the study hospital to code cannabis use with this V code if cannabis use has been

indicated but did not fit with the other cannabis codes. This resulted in 60,223 records. Records

were then sorted to include only those listing cannabis.

Each patient record at the study hospital may contain up to 14 different diagnoses. Due to the

large number of records and diagnoses, only the admitting diagnosis (usually the chief

complaint) and the first four diagnoses were included in the study data, however all diagnoses in

study patients included cannabis. Use of these codes may not indicate the primary reason for

admission; rather it is an indication that the medical record reflected cannabis use by the subject.

Some hospitals use additional codes (e.g. E854.1 accidental poisoning by pscyhodysleptics, or

304.3 cannabis dependence) with other sub-codes (e.g., in remission, continuous, intermittent,

episodic). These codes were not included in the record search; therefore, additional subjects may

have been missed.

Due to the large number of records found, randomly selected individual adult records were

reviewed for toxicology results and, as appropriate, additional medical information to verify the

consistency and accuracy of the data, including the acuity of the UDA. These included the

following diagnoses along with cannabis: alcohol intoxication, alcohol abuse, poisonings,
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hallucinations, giddiness and dizziness, chest pain, and vomiting. Diagnoses were grouped into

broad categories: Behavioral Health, Substance Abuse, and then single categories (Table 1).

Participants were then limited to those seen through the ED who had both a diagnosis code

listing cannabis and a positive UDA for cannabis. Subjects whose UDA records containing only

cannabis or cannabis with alcohol levels of <10 mg/dl were then matched with subject medical

records listing cannabis among the first five diagnoses groups. There were UDA results with no

matching cannabis medical record diagnosis, and there were records listing cannabis among the

first five diagnoses with no UDA results, indicating some records may have been missed.

Records containing both cannabis diagnoses and UDA information were then matched by year

and used for data abstraction (n=859, 12.1% of records found). Subject inclusion and exclusion

criteria are listed in Table 2. Charges and payments collected for ED patients who were seen and

sent home were provided by the HIM department based on the coding criteria listed above. The

description of payors, charges and collections were reviewed by year.

Results

Mental health diagnoses comprised a majority of admission diagnoses that included suicidal

ideation, psychosis, depressive disorder and altered mental status. Substance abuse was also very

high and included amphetamine abuse, cannabis abuse, and alcohol abuse and withdrawal. Other

diagnoses seen in the study hospital ED were convulsions, poisonings, cyclic vomiting,

trauma/musculoskeletal, accidental exposure and less frequently, cardiac and respiratory.

Because the first four diagnoses in any given patient were reviewed, one patient could have any

or all of the above diagnoses listed.
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Visits where a diagnosis related to cannabis was identified at the study hospital increased from

545 to 2,042, a 375% increase between 2009 and 2014. The percent of cannabis subjects

admitted as inpatients from the ED increased from 9% to 15.3% during study period. ED charges

unable to be collected increased 192%. Additionally, 15% of ED patients were admitted as

inpatients. Therefore, separate charges and collections for inpatients would be in addition to the

figures listed (Tables 3 and 4).

To demonstrate typical patients seen in the study hospital ED who presented with adverse health

effects commonly seen with cannabis use, along with their billing information describing “lost”

revenue, several case studies are included.

Case Study 1

A 30 year-old male woke up with anterior chest pain with some pleuritic quality described as an

anterior sharp pain, non-radiating with some low-level pressure and tightness. He was able to

snowboard without problems during the prior day and pain developed later in the evening and

increased, radiating to the back and down the left arm intermittently. He had no prior symptoms,

shortness of breath, paroxysmal nocturnal dyspnea, or orthopnea. He had alcohol the weekend

prior and smoked marijuana the afternoon prior to presentation around the time the chest pain

worsened. He did not use cocaine, methamphetamine or other drugs. He smoked less than 1/2

pack of cigarettes per day. There was no family history of cardiac disease, and he had no

diabetes, hypertension, or hypercholesterolemia. Medications he took included paroxetine 40mg

per day for history of depression. The physical exam was significant for elevated heart rate of
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100, elevated blood pressure of 136/86. His electrocardiogram (EKG) showed the ST segment

waves were elevated. The ST segment is a portion of the EKG tracing that when elevated

indicates heart damage. His labs showed troponin (a protein that is released if heart muscle is

damaged) of 2.26 (normally zero) and D-dimer of 0.76. A D-dimer test will show if a blood clot

has been dissolved and is often ordered to help rule out conditions such as blood clot in the lung

that could cause chest pain. His toxicology test was positive only for THC. A cardiac

catheterization was completely normal. He was monitored overnight, troponin levels normalized

and symptoms resolved. Hospital charges: $33,000 Hospital payments: $13,000 from insurance

and patient.

Case Study 2

A second example was a 37 year-old female with no prior or family cardiac history presenting

with intermittent chest pain of several months. She had negative heart disease history but was a

20 pack year smoker. The toxicology test was positive, but only for THC. The cardiac tests were

positive, indicating a blockage in two coronary arteries supplying blood to the heart resulting in

Coronary Artery Bypass Graft surgery. The hospital charges: $101,000, and the hospital

collections: $0.

Case Study 3

A third example was a 27 year-old homeless male picked up by ambulance due to suicidal

ideation. He had a history of mental illness including schizophrenia, depression, and bipolar

disorder. He was recently discharged from mental health hospital but could not afford his

prescriptions, however, was able to self-medicate with marijuana. He reported hearing voices but
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had no visual hallucinations. He had no recent trauma or illness noted. His admission vitals were

normal. His admission toxicology test was positive but only for THC. Hospital charges: $5700.

Hospital payments: $0.

Discussion

Admitting diagnoses from the study hospital were similar to previous literature citations. Most

hospitals, including the study hospital, have contracts with insurance companies for reduced

reimbursement that may not be reflected in the actual collection deficits listed here. The study

hospital would likely receive a percentage of billed charges that would have an impact on its

bottom line. Deductibles that are the patient responsibility are included in the actual collections;

however, it is not known how much of these amounts were received.

The revenue loss ($209,752,336) for cannabis patients in the study hospital in Table 4

“Uncollectible for ED Patients” is without contractual adjustments because the authors do not

know the specific agreements between the study hospital and payors. Some of these agreements

would decrease the uncollectible amount. What might be considered a true loss to the study

hospital, according to the hospital administrators familiar with the data, would be in the 10-20%

range of the total uncollectible amount.(49) This would be at least a $20 million loss over the 6-

year study period. Also, only 12% of the patients who had marijuana positive UDAs were

matched to billing records; indicating this loss is an underestimate and one could therefore

predict a higher loss over the 6-year study period. This is due to variability in coding and

inability to match diagnoses to billing records.
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The financial impact of cannabis outweighs tax revenues. Hospital losses from uncollected

charges have a major impact on their operating expenses. Even if the study hospital's reported

loss of $37,805,507 in 2014 is adjusted for an estimated 10% true loss to account for contractual

obligations and other write offs, the result would be $3,780,559 in one year. With a second acute

care hospital system of around the same size in the city plus psychiatric, rehabilitation and

military hospitals in the city, the community impact would be substantial.

The authors recommend that other states considering legalizing cannabis for medicinal or

recreational purposes, or who already have these programs, begin collecting data to determine

the financial impact on their health care systems and communities.

The authors recognize that intrinsic weaknesses of this study complicate interpretation. These

include the analysis of one hospital system in one city; urine drug analyses that do not account

for acuity (recent use versus prior use), although random chart review supported acuity in most

cases; hospital coding did not capture all of cannabis use or abuse diagnoses; the dependency of

coders on physician documentation, which may be unclear regarding cannabis use as patients are

found to have conditions that may be related to cannabis but not reflected in records; billing

information that may be incomplete related to coding subjectivity; and the percent of uncollected

charges unlikely to reflect actual revenue impact due to contractual agreements.

Suggestions for future studies include data collection from hospitals that include reimbursement

and financial losses, placing financial values on health side effects, and estimating frequency of

cannabis presence in pregnant and nursing mothers and newborns.
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Conclusion

Information from this study demonstrates the financial impact of cannabis. The toll of secondary

effects from increased cannabis use includes physical, psychosocial, and financial to patients,

families and communities.

There should be an increased public health concern for the adverse side effects and increasing

utilization of health care related to cannabis use. Health care professionals should become

knowledgeable of the side effects of cannabis to appropriately counsel their patients and discuss

health implications with the public as well as legislators.

Prior to accepting and promoting cannabis for medicinal or recreational use, rigorous scientific

research into its broad spectrum of potential risks and benefits should be completed, just as it has

with other substances. Science must trump public opinion, and this begins with data collection

and well controlled scientific studies related to specific medical conditions. Evidence based

medicine should be considered the standard of patient care.
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Table 1 - Inclusion Exclusion Categories

Inclusion

Subjects with positive urine drug screen for cannabis metabolites

HIM coding for presence or use of cannabis

HIM coding for cannabis use/intoxication/abuse

Exclusion

Subjects without toxicology screens

No cannabis metabolites identified

HIM coding does not include presence or use of cannabis

Subjects with toxicology screens that include more than cannabis metabolites
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Table 2 - Diagnosis Categories Associated with Cannabis in Study Hospital ED

Behavioral

Suicidal Ideation

Psychosis

Depressive Disorder

Altered Mental Status

Substance Abuse

Amphetamine abuse

Cannabis abuse

Alcohol abuse/withdrawal

Other Convulsions

Poisonings

Vomiting, cyclic vomiting, abdominal pain

Trauma/musculoskeletal

Cardiac

Respiratory

Accidental Exposure



18

Table 3 - Payor Percentages of Study Hospital Cannabis Related ED visits

Year Percent of

Total

Casesa

Medicare Medicaid

(Managed,

regular,

pending)

Contract Tricare Self Pay

2009 14 21.8 15.8 28.3 14.5 5.5

2010 15.18 23.4 16.7 25.5 12.9 7.3

2011 16.17 26.3 15.5 25.5 10.9 6.3

2012 17.56 25.6 17.6 22.5 12.9 2.3

2013 17.57 23.7 21.4 23.6 11.3 2.2

2014 19.52 23.4 29.8 19.8 11.4 2.1

aThe Percent of Total Cases indicates how many subjects had a cannabis diagnosis among the

ED population. The remaining categories indicate the insurance payor and percentage of

cannabis subjects.
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Table 4 - Summary of Charges and Collections for all Cannabis Patients at Study Hospital.

Year Total ED

Charges

Total ED

Collections

Total Percent

Uncollected

Uncollected for

ED Patients

Est. True

Loss to

Hospital

(10%)

2009
$ 17,371,088 $ 4,407,960 75% $ 12,963,128

$1,296,312

2010
$ 37,650,834 $ 4,689,971 80% $ 19,281,866

$1,927,186

2011
$ 65,678,615 $ 6,164,878 84% $ 31,202,264

$3,120,226

2012
$ 124,781,458 $ 9,682,466 85% $ 53,454,607

$5,345,460

2013
$ 117,920,410 $ 9,539,458 85% $ 55,044,875

$5,504,487

2014
$ 112,913,755 $ 6,959,978 84% $ 37,805,597

$3,780,559

Total $476,316,160 $41,444,711 $ 209,752,336 $20,975,233
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The Centennial Institute at Colorado Christian University commissioned this study to better understand 

the economic and social costs of legalized marijuana. While much has been written about the tax 

revenue and total sales generated from commercial marijuana, there has been little research to 

understand how Coloradans are paying to mitigate the consequences of commercial marijuana. 

No matter where you stand in the marijuana legalization debate, having more information is critical to 

making the best decisions for the future of Colorado and our nation. This report is an important first 

step in giving researchers and policymakers a sense of the breadth of costs associated with commercial 

marijuana. Furthermore, it is clear from the report that much more information is needed to fully 

understand the social costs associated with commercial marijuana. 

The bad news is that the costs associated with commercial marijuana are only going to go up as the 

long-term health consequences have not been fully determined. Like tobacco, commercial marijuana is 

likely to have health consequences that we won’t be able to determine for decades. Those costs are not 

configured in this report. 

This report is fair in presenting the economic benefits of commercial marijuana to Colorado including 

reporting tax revenue, jobs, and overall sales. It is contrasted with the economic and social costs of 

commercial marijuana, which took a very cautious approach in determining costs. Bottom line, the 

economic and social costs in this report are intentionally low and the comprehensive costs are likely 

much higher.  

Here are the important findings from this report: 

 For every dollar gained in tax revenue, Coloradans spent approximately $4.50 to mitigate the 

effects of legalization 

 Costs related to the healthcare system and from high school drop-outs are the largest cost 

contributors 

 While people who attended college and use marijuana has grown since legalization, marijuana 

use remains more prevalent in the population with less education 

 Research shows a connection between marijuana use and the use of alcohol and other 

substances 

 Calls to Poison Control related to marijuana increased dramatically since legalization of medical 

marijuana and legalization of recreational marijuana 

 About 15 people are severely burned as a result of marijuana use per year 

 People who use marijuana more frequently tend to be less physically active, and a sedentary or 

inactive lifestyle is associated with increased medical costs 

 Adult marijuana users generally have lower educational attainment than non-users 

 Research does suggest that long-term marijuana use may lead to reduced cognitive ability, 

particularly in people who begin using it before they turn 18 

 Yearly cost-estimates for marijuana users: $2,200 for heavy users, $1,250 for moderate users, 

$650 for light users 



 
 

 69% of marijuana users say they have driven under the influence of marijuana at least once, 

and 27% admit to driving under the influence on a daily basis 

 The estimated costs of DUIs for people who tested positive for marijuana only in 2016 

approaches $25 million 

 The marijuana industry used enough electricity to power 32,355 homes in 2016 

 In 2016, the marijuana industry was responsible for approximately 393,053 pounds of CO2 

emissions 

 Marijuana packaging yielded over 18.78 million pieces of plastic 

The researchers felt strongly that Colorado needs to have an important conversation about the presence 

of THC in fatal car crashes and suicide and they included these numbers in the report without attaching 

a monitory value to the loss of life. They pointed out that these are preventable deaths and if we’re 

serious about stopping THC-related car crashes and suicides, we need to explore these issues further.  

The research firm used to create the report is QREM, a third-party evaluation firm serving non-profits 

and many of Colorado’s most reputable foundations. 

We hope this report spurs further research into the effects of commercial marijuana upon our 

communities. 

Sincerely, 

 

Jeff Hunt 

Vice President of Public Policy, Colorado Christian University 

Director, Centennial Institute 
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Executive Summary 
For every dollar gained in tax revenue, Coloradans spend approximately $4.50 to mitigate the effects of 

legalization.  Costs related to the healthcare system and from high school drop-outs are the largest cost 

contributors, but many other costs were included as well.  Costs of marijuana ranged from accidental 

poisonings and traffic fatalities to increased court costs for impaired drivers, juvenile use, and employer 

related costs.   

While only 2017 costs were tabulated for this report1, whenever possible, the longitudinal data were 

presented.  It is too early for trends to be analyzed; however, as more time passes, more costs are likely 

to be realized.  It is worth noting that this report took a conservative approach to calculating the costs 

and fees associated with increased marijuana use.  When a range of costs or numbers of individuals 

were presented, the lower value was used. 

This study was limited in that longitudinal data and research were not available for items such as 

educational remediation for those with heavy marijuana use or the long-term impacts on employee 

productivity.  For other items –such as toxicity to pets from ingesting marijuana products –data are 

simply not available. 

There are other costs that could not be calculated.  For example, the cost to the environment of the 

single-use plastics and the stickers that are used by pot-shops for product sales and distribution are not 

biodegradable and will impact our landfills and oceans.  

 

                   
1 When 2017 data were not available, the most recent available year’s data were used. 

Health, 
$469,488,127

Productivity, 
$431,027,862

Tourism, 
$130,500

Housing, 
$1,837,500

Traffic, 
$107,660,563

Crime, 
$120,539,674

2017 Costs
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Costs Summary 
Amount Section Notes

Costs 
($381,915,043) Health Hospitalizations 
($31,448,906) Health Treatment for cannabis use disorder 

($593,924) Health Burn treatments 
($697,036) Health Low weight babies 

($54,833,218) Health Cost of physical inactivity 
($3,782,625) Productivity Cost of businesses for policy development 
($3,401,300) Productivity Cost to employer for rehabilitation 
($481,600) Productivity Employees costs for rehabilitation 

($423,362,337) Productivity K-12 drop-outs 
($7,194,600) Crime Arrests 
($18,565,226) Crime DUI court-costs 
($1,170,126) Crime Juvenile court filings 
($3,484,282) Crime Adult court filings 
($3,111,114) Crime Denver-only marijuana-related crime 
($87,014,326) Crime Probationers going back for THC violation
($5,362,620) Traffic Fatal car accidents
($18,565,226) Traffic DUIs 
($83,732,717) Traffic Car accidents from impaired drivers 
($1,837,500) Housing Evictions due to pot, cost to landlord 
($130,500) Tourism Arrests crossing the border to Colorado

($1,130,684,227) 
                            Total 

 

Benefits 
$247,368,473.00 Tax Revenue 2017 only 

$127,452,000.00 Housing    Increased value of homes in areas with legalized marijuana 
 

Amount Spent on Marijuana 

$1,444,524,486 
 

                            Collective income spent on marijuana 
 

Lives lost† 
-139 Traffic      Fatal accidents caused by a driver using THC 
-180 Health        Suicides where victim had THC in system 
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†Marijuana cannot be determined to be the cause of lives lost, especially for suicides as there are many 
contributing factors including mental illness.  It is not possible to determine if marijuana changed a person’s mental 
state or was used as a medication to address that person’s mental state.  Suicide data from Reed (2018).  

Approaches 
In Colorado, marijuana was legalized for medical use in 2000 and recreational use in 2012.  In the years 

since legalization, agencies, researchers, and journalists have collected data on the impacts of marijuana 

use in a way that was not possible prior to legalization (because of social stigma, users admitting illegal 

behavior, etc.).  What this report seeks to measure are the dollar costs of legalization (car crashes, 

educational attainment, crime, etc.), with the goal of ascertaining a cost that can be used to measure 

the impact of legalization.  While several years of data were used, 2017 was the primary focus of the 

study.  As some data were not tracked until very recently—and some are not tracked to this day—the 

chart below gives a rough timeline of the evolution of legal use of marijuana in the state.   

 

As all sections differ, formula for determining costs are described within the report.  Computations for 

marijuana use relied on Orens et al. (2018) as noted from the Colorado Department of Revenue, the 

population of Colorado as of July 1, 2017, and the demographics of marijuana users from the Substance 

Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration (SAMHSA).  

Multiple data sources were used to provide specific information.  The use of these data often required a 

calculation to derive an estimate, either by number of individuals or a monetary impact.  All calculations 

used to make these estimates are mentioned within the section along with the sources used for these 

calculations.  For example, The Colorado Department of Local Affairs (2018) reported there were 

approximately 431,421 individuals 12 to 17 years old in 2016, and SAMHSA (2018) reported 9.08% of 

them had used marijuana in 2015-16 over the past 30 days.  Therefore, it is estimated 39,173 individuals 

of this age group are current marijuana users, according to the definition derived from the National 

Academy of Sciences (2017). 

Time-Period Comparisons: Legalized Marijuana

Medical marijuana is
legal, but not widely

available due to
limitations on who can

provide medical
marijuana.

Medical marijuana dispensaries open,
but recreational marijuana is still not

available

Recreational and medical marijuana
are available. (Cut off data collection
in December 2017 because reporting

often lags a year.)

January 2010 to December 2013 January 2014 to December 2017
January 2009 to
December 2010
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These proportions are derived from reliable public datasets and research-based formulae from peer-

reviewed publications.  Each section has a cost computed from incidents that are directly attributed to 

marijuana, as determined by the research or from the databases collected.  The goal is to tabulate from 

these areas the total dollars (or dollar-amount equivalent) of the cost of marijuana legalization to the 

state of Colorado.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This report examined the populations in the figure above (medical users, recreational user, non-users 

exposed to users on a regular basis, and non-users exposed to users on an infrequent basis), in order to 

assess the direct and indirect effects of marijuana use on the entire Colorado population.  As the use of 

marijuana touches several aspects within Colorado society, it was prudent to break down the influence 

of this policy into several sections. 

Health 
The impacts of marijuana on health have been the most studied, especially as the use of marijuana for 

medical therapies has risen.  As marijuana is comprised of more than 400 known chemical compounds 

(Atakan, 2012), the analyses focused on the two most prevalent chemical compounds known for their 

medical and psychoactive impacts: cannabidiol (CBD) and tetrahydrocannabinol (THC). 

We examined the impacts of unintentional marijuana use as well, including ingestion of edible 

marijuana by children, overdosing on marijuana (especially through edibles, as overconsumption can 

easily lead to overdoses), and accidents related to marijuana use.  Further assessments include the costs 

of addiction and treatment for marijuana use, the impact of hospitalizations and poisonings, and the 

impact of marijuana on specific populations, such as pregnant women and adolescents.   

Impact of 
Marijuana

Users

Medical

Recreational

Non-users

Regular exposure 
to users

Infrequent 
exposure to users



 QREM| Centennial Institute  Page 7 

Productivity 
The impact of marijuana on businesses was addressed in two ways: (1) impacts of the marijuana 

industry and (2) impacts of marijuana use by employees/employers in non-marijuana related industries.   

The primary impact of the marijuana industry on Colorado is related to taxes collected on the sale of 

marijuana and marijuana products as well as employment within the industry.  In the analysis of 

research on marijuana use by employees and employers, the emphasis was centered on the impacts on 

worker productivity and businesses’ risk.  Due to the long-lasting properties of marijuana compounds 

(like THC), marijuana can remain in a user’s system up to 30 days after use (Goodwin et al., 2008).  The 

active impacts of the chemicals are also wide-ranging, which can lead to problems for businesses trying 

to determine if someone was high on the job or had residual chemicals in their system from off-duty 

use, and what the cost is to that worker’s productivity when under the influence.  Other factors within 

this section focus on the costs of unemployment and reduced income attainment for marijuana users. 

The research examined the interactions of marijuana use and educational attainment.  While no 

definitive findings show that recreational marijuana use may impede educational achievement and 

motivation, marijuana has negative impacts on attention, memory, and learning (NIDA, 2018), which can 

prevent students from reaching their full educational potential.  The costs in this centered more on 

disciplinary actions for students, and the impact/cost of expulsion, suspension, and other disciplinary 

behaviors due to recreational marijuana use. 

Traffic 
In this section, research and data captured the number of car accidents that can be directly attributable 

to marijuana use.  Much like driving impaired due to alcohol, driving impaired due to marijuana can 

affect response time, choices about risk, and coordination.  

Crime 
This area of research focused on illegal behaviors and actions mostly as it pertains to marijuana users.  

Although legalization of marijuana use lowers the crime rate—as individuals are no longer arrested for 

marijuana possession—legalization also led to loopholes which actually expanded part of the black 

market for marijuana in Denver (Greigo, 2014).  This section examined how marijuana legalization 

impacted drug crime, including how it may bolster some black markets and undermine others.  This 

section explored crimes related to marijuana use such as driving while under the influence, engaging in 

risky behavior while under the influence, or other crimes that might be related to marijuana use.   

Additionally, the research focused on how law enforcement is impacted by marijuana use.  This included 

examining the demand on law enforcement resources related to marijuana businesses2, disturbing the 

                   
2 Marijuana businesses are cash-only businesses for the most part due to federal laws concerning drug sales and 
banking/financial transactions (Mandelbaum, 2018) 
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peace (e.g. smoking in public, loud parties where marijuana use occurs, etc.), and any form of 

interpersonal violence related to marijuana use.   

Environment 
The impact of marijuana use is not limited to those who consume it, as it has negative environmental 

consequences such as its use of energy and the contributions to landfills from the single-use packaging 

utilized by the industry (Sullivan, 2012; Hood, 2018; Kaspar, 2014).   

Marijuana Tourism 
The analysis in this section examines the impact of people coming to Colorado to use marijuana, 

especially on the costs incurred by surrounding states.  

Homelessness 
Due to several media outlets reporting a correlation between homelessness and legalized marijuana, 

this analysis examined if there was a relationship.  It found that homelessness is not caused by 

marijuana use, but some homeless persons decide to come to Colorado in part due to legalized 

marijuana.  It is difficult to say, however, if this causes any additional costs for the state. 

Pets 
Similarly, media outlets have reported a rise in pets consuming marijuana.  While exact costs cannot be 

determined, this analysis outlines the potential harms marijuana could have on household pets. 

Tax Revenue 
As this analysis is a cost-focused analysis, the inclusion of tax revenue is for comparison purposes only.  

It is meant to give context to the dollar amounts listed for costs of marijuana. 

Research and data collection 
All research presented in these subjects came from adjudicated (peer-reviewed) literature and 

published reports from governmental agencies.  All sources used in this report have been confirmed and 

were not arbitrary.  The research was conducted with an emphasis on studies that were not sponsored 

by any politically affiliated group, in order to remove bias from this report.  Most sources were 

published in scholarly reviewed journals or nationally recognized research centers, such as the National 

Institute of Health.  Other sources included organizations that have been traditionally and commonly 

accepted as legitimate news sources such as the New York Times and the Denver Post.  

With full knowledge that the findings presented in this report will be treated to extraordinary skepticism 

and review, QREM took a conservative approach.  All values and data came from government reports, 

data sets and peer-reviewed literature.  Websites offering data and values were screened for both pro- 

and anti-marijuana statements, and whenever a range was given, the lower number was taken.  For 

example, the US Marshalls stated that between 6% and 9% of prison recidivism is due to a technical 

parole violation involving marijuana, and this report used the 6% value.   
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Finally, population estimates were taken midway through 2017.  Population estimates also followed a 

conservative estimation.  For instance, while it is likely that 5-year-olds are not regular users of 

marijuana, they may have taken or used marijuana or marijuana products.  As such, estimations 

included the entire population. 

Confidence 
This report uses the same system employed by the United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 

Change to communicate the strength of data and research presented.  As marijuana remains a Schedule 

I drug and has only recently been legalized for recreational use in several US states, part of the 

Netherlands, and Canada, research and data concerning the social side effects of marijuana use are not 

always available.  In each section, the robustness of the data used is evaluated from not robust to highly 

robust.  Additionally, each section evaluates the strength of the research and consensus among scholars 

about the impact of marijuana.  These two elements are plotted on an X,Y graph to show overall 

confidence in the results presented in each section.   

To determine the levels of confidence for each section, QREM’s research staff discussed the quality of 

the data and the amount of agreement in the peer reviewed literature.  When there was disagreement 

that could not be resolved through lengthy discussion, the lower level of confidence was accepted due 

to the still-evolving nature of all marijuana impacts research and data collection. 

not robust highly robust

lo
w

 
hi

gh
 

ag
re

em
en

t i
n 

th
e 

lit
er

at
ur

e 

quality of the data 

high confidence 

low confidence 



 QREM| Centennial Institute  Page 10 

The graph on the previous page summarizes the confidence for each section.  Levels of confidence are 

also reported in green at the top of each section. 

Limitations 
Time, research, reporting, and data availability limited the topics covered in this report.  Some costs 

could not be determined, such as the long-term medical costs of regular recreational users, because not 

enough time has passed to assess these costs with longitudinal studies.  As only four years have passed, 

there cannot be a 10-year longitudinal result.  In other cases, reliable data was simply unavailable.  For 

example, while we examined the impacts on pets, there are no data regarding the number of dogs who 

have ingested marijuana.  Individual veterinarians keep track of their own patients, and there is no 

central collection point for marijuana poisonings.  Furthermore, not all pet owners report accidental 

poisonings and not all poisonings require interventions.   

Unknown unknowns are problematic in this type of research.  For instance, it would be easy to state 

that the state of Colorado realized a savings from enforcement since legalization.  For example, if 

enforcement of illegal marijuana cost $14 million in 2008 and $6 million in 2017, then it could be stated 

that Colorado saved $8 million dollars.  Unfortunately, there are too many unknowns.  We do not know 

how many individuals would continue to use marijuana and marijuana products if it were still illegal.  We 

cannot assume that critical variables such as the rate of use, availability of products, etc., within the 

population would remain static.  As such, comparisons of that sort were not attempted.   

Also, investments and gains realized from investments were not tracked.  The growth of the marijuana 

industry and marijuana stocks have become mainstream.  Market reporting and advising groups such as 

the Motley Fool have started analyzing stock movements and investment into the marijuana industry.  

As speculation may prove fruitful for Coloradans, or not, speculation was not included. 

Data limitations 
This evaluation is first and foremost a cost analysis with the goal of determining unintended or spill-over 

effect costs of the legalization of recreational marijuana in Colorado.  While benefits were considered 
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when they were found, the research team looked predominantly at areas where negative impacts were 

likely.  To determine these areas, QREM staff examined the peer reviewed literature on marijuana and 

similar substances (alcohol and tobacco use) to generate a list of areas that might be impacted by legal 

substance use.  Additionally, QREM staff looked at popular press articles in reputable news sources like 

the Denver Post, New York Times, and Washington Post to generate the following list of impact areas: 

Health 

Productivity (education, employment, and income) 

Traffic 

Crime 

Housing 

Natural environment 

Tourism (out-of-state resident users) 

Homelessness 

Animals (pets) 

Other areas of impact were considered but eventually dropped from the analysis due to insufficient data 

and research including federal aid to individuals who use marijuana and family cohesiveness. 

The entire analysis is also impacted by the changing social acceptability of using marijuana.  As research 

shows, individuals are less likely to be honest about socially undesirable activities even when they have 

an expectation of anonymity (Akinci et al., 2001; Gruenewald and Johnson, 2006).  However, the 

legalization of recreational marijuana is causing perceptions of the social acceptability of marijuana use 

in Colorado to change.  Therefore, it is difficult to determine if under-reporting is a problem in these 

data or when under-reporting may have ceased to be a problem in these data.  However, under-

reporting of these effects only underscores the conservative estimates the researchers strove to present 

throughout this report. 

There are limitations in each of the areas of this report, in part due to limitations in available data and in 

part due to the limitations posed by the recency of legalization precluding long-term studies of effects.  

Each section is addressed below. 

Health 
While the academic literature has examined many facets of marijuana use, there is little data looking at 

the long-term impacts of regular marijuana use either for medical or recreational uses.  Due to this, 

there are many “unknown unknowns” concerning long-term damage or health benefits of using 

marijuana, especially in comparison to other substances like alcohol or tobacco where the long-term 

effects are established in the literature.  Additionally, research is only beginning concerning the 

interaction of marijuana use and other substance or medications.   
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Researchers have not yet been able to follow a cohort of individuals diagnosed with cannabis use 

disorder over their lifetimes in order to determine things like how often they relapse, if cannabis use 

disorder leads to other substance use problems, etc.  

The change in hospital billing codes in 2016 makes the comparison of reasons why individuals went to 

emergency rooms or hospitals before the change to after the change difficult as the new categories do 

not match up with the old categories.  The new data are likely to provide a clearer picture of marijuana-

related health emergencies, but it prevents comparisons at this time.  

Productivity 
Limited research and data exist on the benefits or costs of regular marijuana use on work productivity, 

especially studies that can distinguish differences between individual characteristics and the impact of 

marijuana use.  Similarly, limited data exist on how educational or employment aspirations change as 

people use marijuana (longitudinal data) separate from individual characteristics. 

There is not enough accurate data on the number of people who lose a job for marijuana use, in part 

because employers can find other reasons for termination than marijuana use. 

Crime 
Research is just beginning to understand the effects of fewer marijuana-related incarcerations on 

communities and families.  Additionally, researchers are not yet able to determine how organized crime 

has changed due to legalization, in part due to the patchwork of legalization in the United States (what is 

a crime on the Nebraska side of the border is legal on the Colorado side). 

There is insufficient data to describe crimes related to marijuana use outside Denver, as Denver 

specifically tracks this information, but Colorado does not.  Additionally, there is not enough data 

describing the number of probationers whose use of marijuana is a violation of their probation terms 

(not legal medical marijuana use).  

Housing 
No publicly available data describes how housing and property values change in close proximity to 

different types of structures related to the marijuana industry (e.g. growing locations vs. storefronts). 

There is also no publicly available data on the number of renters evicted for marijuana.  This runs into a 

similar problem with employment where landlords can use other reasons than marijuana to evict 

someone when marijuana use might have been the catalyst. 

Environment 
As marijuana contributes to large problems like climate change and plastic pollution where the costs of 

clean up are unknown, the cost of the marijuana industry cannot be estimated.  These problems may 

take generations to be fixed, if they can be fixed at all.  
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Tourism 
No data exists for non-marijuana related revenue that marijuana tourism generates.  For instance, how 

many marijuana tourists stay in Colorado hotels?  How much money is spent on meals and other 

recreation in the state that would not exist if people were not coming to Colorado due to legalized 

marijuana?  Little data exists concerning lost-tourism revenue from people who are unwilling to visit 

(and ski or hike for instance) because they do not want to be around legalized marijuana. 

Homelessness 
There are no data tallying the number of homeless persons who use marijuana or measuring whether 

marijuana use is a barrier to ending their homelessness.  This is in part because collecting data about 

homeless people is inherently difficult.  Additionally, there is no data on the cost of public services for 

homeless persons who are dealing with cannabis use disorder. 

Pets 
Data is not collected on the number of pets treated for marijuana exposure.  Additionally, it is difficult 

for veterinarians to determine if marijuana or other toxic substances are responsible for a pet’s distress 

without blood tests, which are often not used. 

Data Sources 
All data collected came from non-biased sources as well.  Specifically, all data were collected from non-

partisan, highly respected sources, predominantly from open-access government agencies, specifically 

from the federal, state, and local levels.  These sources include, but are not limited to: 

 The American Community Survey – Five Year 

Estimates (U.S. Census Bureau) 

 The American Veterinary Medical Association 

 Bureau of Labor Statistics (U.S. Department of 

Labor) 

 Center for Behavioral Health Statistics and 

Quality 

 The Center for Disease Control and Prevention 

(CDC) 

 The City and County of Denver 

 The Colorado Bureau of Investigation 

 The Colorado Department of Education 

 The Colorado Department of Human Services, 

Office of Behavioral Health 

 The Colorado Department of Local Affairs 

 The Colorado Department of Public Health & 

Environment 

 The Colorado Department of Public Safety 

The Colorado Department of Revenue

 The Colorado Department of Transportation 

 Colorado Health and Environmental Data 

 Colorado Health Institute 

 Colorado State Patrol – Department of Public 

Safety 

 Colorado Tourism Office 

 The Current Population Survey (U.S. Census 

Bureau) 

 The Denver Open Data Catalogue 

 The General Social Survey 

 The Highway Loss Data Institute 

 The Institute of Education Sciences 

 The Insurance Institute for Highway Safety 

 The Living Wage Calculator – Massachusetts 

Institute of Technology 

 The Metro Denver Homeless Initiative 

 The National Center for Education Statistics 

(NCES) 

 The National Institute on Drug Abuse (NIDA) 

The National Survey on Drug Use and Health
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 The Retail Marijuana Public Health Advisory 

Committee 

 The Rocky Mountain Insurance Information 

Association 

 The Substance Abuse and Mental Health 

Services Administration (SAMHSA) 

 The U.S. Department of Justice, Drug 

Enforcement Agency 

 The U.S. Department of Transportation. 

Demographic Information 
Several studies find that medical marijuana users are most likely to be male, white, lower income, about 

40 years old, and in possession of health insurance (Ogborne and Smart, 2000; Ware et al., 2005; Swift 

et al., 2005; Reiman, 2007; O’Connell and Bou-Matar, 2007; Freistheler and Gruenewald, 2014).  These 

demographic characteristics match those for recreational marijuana users (Ogborne and Smart, 2000).  

Research also shows that impulsive people and people with a higher tolerance for socially deviant 

behaviors are more likely to use marijuana, predicting behavior more accurately than demographic 

characteristics (Brook et al., 2011; Dougherty et al., 2013).  Those least likely to have used marijuana at 

all during their lives were married individuals, Latinos, those born outside of the US, and people over 60 

years old (Freistheler and Gruenewald, 2014).   

Current (2017) 

recreational marijuana 

users are more likely to be 

male, white, and have 

somewhat higher incomes 

(above $60,000 a year).  

Those least likely to have 

used marijuana in the 

past year were married, 

not born in the US, and 

over the age of 30 

(Freistheler and 

Gruenewald, 2014).  

According to SAMHSA 

(Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration), approximately 15.92% of the population 

12 and older used marijuana in the past 30 days in 2016.  The chart reflects the age breakdown supplied 

by SAMHSA from 2016. 

Between 2002-03 and 2012-13, estimates of current users of marijuana remained relatively stable.  

After legalization of recreational marijuana on January 1, 2013, the estimated numbers of users 

increased for all groups (Colorado Department of Local Affairs, 2018; Azofeifa et al., 2016; SAMHSA, 

2017; SAMHSA, 2018).  It is important to note that between 2003 and 2013, it is estimated that the 

12 to 17, 
9.08%

18 to 25, 
32.20%

26 & Older, 
14%

Total, 
15.92%

Estimated Percentage of Marijuana 
Users by Age Group
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overall population of Colorado grew by nearly 14%.  As seen in the tables below, it is estimated that 

nearly a million individuals in Colorado (985,533) use marijuana to some degree.  As stated in the 

Approaches section, estimates were taken across the entire population.   

Light, moderate, and heavy use designations are shown in the table below.  Overall, it is estimated that 

17.6% of the total population were current users of marijuana and marijuana products in 2017.  The 

chart (next page) shows that undereducated individuals and those with high school diplomas make up 

the largest share of marijuana users.  While people who attended college and use marijuana has grown 

since legalization, marijuana use remains more prevalent in the population with less education.  This 

matches research finding that the number of users by educational attainment has increased since 2002.  

Those with less than a high school diploma (regardless of age) are more likely to be current users of 

marijuana.  The rate of users among college graduates has also increased over this period of time 

(Azofeifa et al.,2016) 
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Finally, Denver area residents (Adams, Arapahoe, Boulder, Broomfield, Denver, Douglas and Jefferson 

counties) comprise over half of the total population of Colorado (ACS, 2018), remaining at a relatively 

stable 56% since 2003.  Furthermore, Colorado is the second fastest growing state in the country, with 

an annual growth rate of approximately 1.9% (ACS, 2018).  

0.00%

5.00%

10.00%

15.00%

20.00%

25.00%

Marijuana Users in Colorado
by educational attainment

Less than high school High school graduate Some college College graduate

Marijuana Market Size, 2017 
How Often You Use a Month Number of Users Percentage of Colorado Population 

Light user, <1 time a month 297,592 5.31% 

Light user, 1-5 times a month 216,387 3.86% 

Moderate user, 6-10 times a month 68,694 1.23% 

Moderate user, 11-15 times a month 58,390 1.04% 

Moderate user, 16-20 times a month 78,998 1.41% 

Moderate user, 21-25 times a month 42,590 0.76% 

Heavy user, 26-31 times a month 221,882 3.96% 

Total 984,533 17.56% 

Data from Orens et al. (2018) 
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Cost Estimates 
1. Health  

Confidence: High Confidence

1.1 Medical Marijuana Users 
The chart (below) shows the number of Denver and Colorado residents who possess valid medical 

marijuana cards by year (Colorado Department of Public Health & Environment, 2018), as well as the 

estimated number who may have begun using marijuana recreationally.  Lucas and Walsh (2017) find 

that about 3% of medical users begin using marijuana recreationally, and those who do transition from 

medical use to recreational use are likely to be younger users, as Haug et al. (2017) find that young 

people are more likely to report using marijuana when they were bored.   

 

In 2010, medical marijuana use peaked and remained consistent until recreational marijuana became 

legal.  Since legalization, there has been a steady decrease of medical marijuana users.   

92.5%

30.5%

13.5%
5.5% 4.6% 3.0% 1.2% 1.0%

Severe Pain Muscle
Spasms

Severe
Nausea

PTSD Cancer Seizures Glaucoma Cachexia

Percent of Patients

41,039

116,198

82,089

108,526 110,979 115,467
107,534

94,577 93,372 88,946

1,231 3,486 2,463 3,256 3,329 3,464 3,226 2,837 2,801 2,668

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Colorado Medical Marijuana Users

Colorado Medical Users Number of Medical Users Who Might Become Recreational Users
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Medical marijuana is used to treat or manage a variety of conditions, but it is most commonly used to 

manage severe pain.  About 93% of medical marijuana users cited severe pain as a reason in 2017, 

followed by muscle spasms (30.5%) and severe nausea (13.5%)3 (Colorado Department of Public Health 

& Environment, 2017).  Research also indicates that reasons for using medical marijuana tend to vary by 

age group.  Middle-aged people often use it to treat insomnia, and older people are more likely to use it 

for various chronic conditions (cancer, glaucoma, HIV/AIDS, etc.) or pain management.  While much 

more research is needed, it may be that the availability of low-THC medical marijuana may be a benefit 

for older adults.  There are indications in the research that CBD use can relieve pain, nausea/vomiting, 

cachexia resulting from cancer treatments or HIV/AIDs, muscle spasms for people with multiple 

sclerosis, and a number of other chronic conditions (Goodman, Gilman, and Brunton, 2006; Choo et al., 

2011). 

1.2 Physical Health 

Since 2010, there has been a slight decline in the use of various substances in both Colorado and 

Denver.  Rates of use for alcohol, cigarettes, cocaine, and tobacco (smokeless and nicotine products) are 

                   
3 Figures do not add up to 100% because some medical marijuana users cite multiple conditions. 
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all trending downward statewide.  With the exception of cocaine use, the same is true in Denver.  While 

slight and relatively new, this trend is consistent with Lucas and Walsh’s (2017) findings that some 

individuals substitute cannabis in place of prescription drugs (63%), opioids (30%), alcohol (25%), 

cigarettes/tobacco (12%), and illegal drugs (3%).  At the same time, concerted efforts to reduce opioid 

use, such as limiting prescriptions, physician training, and public education and awareness campaigns, 

are mitigating factors.  As such, it is not possible to determine an offset cost of legal marijuana and 

opioid use4.  

1.3 Addiction and Treatment 
Research shows a connection between marijuana use and the use of alcohol and other substances.  Wen 

et al. (2015) find that marijuana use is linked with a higher probability of binge drinking.  Furthermore, 

SAMHSA finds that in adolescents (youth 12 to 17 years old), smoking cigarettes and binge drinking are 

related to greater likelihood of using marijuana.  They report that 57.9% of this age group who binge 

drink and 49.5% who smoke cigarettes also use marijuana.  This indicates that marijuana use is social 

and that individuals with a tendency toward risky behaviors are likely to use marijuana at an early age. 

SAMHSA also reports that at the time of the study in 2013, the average age that people first tried 

marijuana was 18.  This is consistent with Lucas and Walsh’s (2017) findings as well.  That number rose 

from the previous decade, as the average age was 16.8 in 2003 (SAMHSA, 2013).  This is noteworthy 

because research shows that people who begin using marijuana during adolescence are two to four 

times more likely to show symptoms of dependence within two years of starting (Volkow et al., 2014). 

Estimated number of persons with cannabis use disorder in Colorado 

 
Number 
of Users 

 

Percent likely to develop 
cannabis use disorder‡

Number in 2017 Likely to be 
developing/have CUD 

People who use marijuana 
(2017) 984,533 9% 88,608 

People who use marijuana daily 
or near daily (2017) 221,882 25% to 50% 55,471 to 110,941 

‡Rates of individuals developing cannabis use disorder determined by Voklow et al, 2014 

                   
4 According to the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (2018), the opioid prescription rate per 100 persons 
has been consistently lower in Colorado than the US as a whole, even as both rates have dropped significantly.  
Nationwide, that rate dropped from 79.5 to 66.5 between 2009 and 2016.  In Colorado, it fell from 69.8 to 59.5 in 
the same time period.  While research is ongoing, research and data suggest the difference is related to the 
availability of medical marijuana, as the Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment (2017) reports 
that 93% of medical marijuana users cite severe pain as their reason for using it, Lucas and Walsh (2017) find that 
people commonly report using marijuana as a substitute for opioids (30%), and Boehnke et al. (2016) find that 
there is a 64% decrease in opioid use when patients can manage pain with medical marijuana.   The Colorado 
Health Institute (2018), using data from the Colorado Department of Health and Environment (2018), conclude 
that about 8.4 fewer people die as a result of opioid use in states with marijuana. 
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According to Voklow et al. (2014), 9% of people who use marijuana are at risk of becoming dependent—

referred to as cannabis use disorder (CUD)—and somewhere between 25-50% of daily or near-daily 

users are at risk.  The table above uses those estimates, along with data from estimating the number of 

people in Colorado who are at risk of developing CUD and the cost of various treatments for all of those 

people (Orens et al., 2018).  There are currently no FDA-approved medications for treating CUD 

(National Institute on Drug Abuse, 2018), so treatment typically involves motivational enhancement 

therapy, cognitive behavioral therapy, or a detox program.  Per-person costs for these treatments are 

estimated to be $1,153 for motivational enhancement therapy, $3,478.50 for cognitive behavioral 

therapy, and $15,750 for a 30-day detox program (Xiu, Yonkers, and Ruger, 2014; Mayo Foundation for 

Medical Education and Research, 2018; Advanced Recovery Systems, 2018). 

 

The table above shows the number of people who were admitted for treatment for marijuana substance 

abuse, their average age at first use, and their average age when they first sought treatment.  After the 

legalization of recreational marijuana, the average age of first use went up slightly (0.1 of a year) and the 

average age when they first sought treatment increased by two to three years, likely because of the 

larger number of older people who use marijuana since legalization5.    

                   
5 Numbers for 2017 are likely to be revised upward when 2018 numbers are published. 
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Costs for CUD were calculated using the percent of individuals likely to develop CUD in 2017 who were 

admitted into treatment, the type and cost of treatment, and the percentages receiving that type of 

treatment (Xiu, Yonkers, and Rutgers, 2014).  As seen in the chart below, estimated costs average 

approximately $36 million each year until 2017, when they dropped to about $32 million.6 

 

It is also important to understand that CUD costs are not new to legalization.  The chart above shows a 

slight increase in CUD treatment; however, this is more likely a function of treatment availability rather 

than need.  This is evidenced by the surge of calls to Poison Control for marijuana-related incidents (next 

page). 

  

                   
6 Using a conservative estimate for the most recent data available, the lower 2017 number was used in the 
tabulation of costs. 
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1.4 Unintended Consequences 

 

According to the Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment (2018), the number of calls to 

Poison Control have increased in Colorado since 2000.  In 2017, there were 178 calls related to just 

marijuana and another 44 related to marijuana in combination with another substance.  In 2000, there 

were just 13 calls made entirely because of marijuana and 41 calls made because of marijuana 

combined with another substance.  However, it is unclear how reliable these figures are, as the increase 

in marijuana-related calls may be driven partially by people’s willingness to admit to using or possessing 

marijuana now that it has been legalized.  Marijuana-related calls also continue to lag far behind those 

related to alcohol, as there were 592 alcohol-related calls in 2017 and 870 calls in 2008 (the peak for 

alcohol since 2000).   

Data from Poison Control indicates that 85% of cases called in are considered nontoxic, minimally toxic, 

or having a minor effect.  Most calls are also the result of intentional use of marijuana, rather than 

unintentional, though the number of unintended cases has grown alongside the number of intentional 

ones (Barket, Vigil, and Wang, 2016; Colorado Department of Public Health & Environment, 2018). 
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Calls to Poison Control increased dramatically since legalization of medical marijuana and legalization of 

recreational marijuana.  In 2009 there were only 44 calls to the Poison Control Center, compared to 222 

in 2017.  The table below shows that for very young children (0-8 years old), calls to Poison Control 

regarding edible products increased 31% from 2015 to 2017.   

Calls to Poison Control Related to Marijuana, by Type of Marijuana 

Age Groups Year Total Reports Smokable 
Marijuana 

Edible 
Marijuana 

Other 
Marijuana Cannabidiol 

All ages 

2015 230 54.8% 36.5% 8.3% 0.4% 

2016 227 52.0% 36.4% 8.8% 1.8% 

2017 222‡ 38.7% 45.0% 14.0% 2.3% 

0 to 8 years 
old 

2015 49 40.8% 51.0% 8.2% 0.0% 

2016 50 30.0% 62.0% 8.0% 0.0% 

2017 64 23.4% 65.6% 10.9% 0.0% 

9 to 17 years 
old 

2015 47 64.1% 28.1% 6.3% 1.6% 

2016 44 61.4% 31.8% 4.5% 2.3%

2017 64 59.6% 27.7% 12.8% 0.0% 

18 to 24 years 
old 

2015 25 68.0% 28.0% 4.0% 0.0% 

2016 40 60.0% 30.0% 7.5% 2.5%

2017 20 35.0% 20.0% 45.0% 0.0% 

25 or older 

2015 79 54.4% 32.9% 12.7% 0.0% 

2016 81 54.3% 29.6% 13.6% 2.5% 

2017 69 39.1% 43.5% 10.1% 7.2% 
‡ Adding the number of reports for each age group results in 217 reports, suggesting that there were five reports not associated 
with a specific age group.  These data are as they appear in the Reed (2018) report. 

Costs for those who went to the emergency room after calling Poison Control are found in the table 

below.  The average cost of an ER visit is $1,354 and does not include follow-ups or hospitalizations.  

These are numbers specific to poisonings through the Poison Control Center.   

Cost of Calls to Poison Control 
Age range 0 to 8 9 to 17 18 to 24 25 & Older Total 

Number 64 64 20 69 217 

Rate Actually Going to ER 14.9% 69.7% 69.7% 52.9% --- 

Total Cost of ER Visits $12,912 $60,399 $14,325 $49,422 $137,058 
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The figure below estimates the number of people who were hospitalized as a result of marijuana use7 

based on research by Wang et al. (2017) as well as the cost associated with those hospitalizations.  As 

shown, the rate of hospitalizations is steadily climbing, although there is a small dip in the number of 

emergency room visits.  The costs were determined by multiplying the number of people who were 

hospitalized or visited an emergency room by the respective costs for each type of visit.  Hospitalization 

costs $10,713.48 on average and a visit to the emergency room alone costs $1,354 on average. 

 

Emergency room and hospitalizations costs for marijuana-related use include: Code #305.20 = cannabis 

abuse, unspecific; Code #305.21 = cannabis abuse, continuous; Code #305.22 = Cannabis abuse, 

episodic; Code #305.23 = in remission; Code #304.30 = Cannabis dependence, unspecific; Code #304.31 

= Cannabis dependence, continuous; Code #304.32 = Cannabis dependence, episodic; and Code #304.33 

= cannabis dependence, in remission; and Code #E845.1 poisoning by psychodysleptics.  The graph 

above shows the prevalence and related ER and hospitalizations associated with these codes since 2011.  

As shown, there was a 22% increase in ER visits and hospitalizations since legalization of recreational 

marijuana 

About 15 people are severely burned as a result of marijuana use per year (based on research by Monte 

et al., 2015), often as a result of mishandling oil derived from the plant.  Treating these burns is 

expensive, costing an estimated $39,594.90 per case, or $593,923.50 for the 15 cases per year (Anami et 

al., 2017).    

                   
7 These figures are based on hospitalization and emergency room admittance codes for cannabis or marijuana 
abuse, overuse, or accidental poisoning.  In 2016, these codes changed, so direct comparisons cannot be 
performed between pre-2016 data and more recent data.  Therefore, only pre-2016 are reported.  
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1.5 Pregnancy Use and Baby Birth Weights 

According to a report from the March of Dimes, the costs associated with having a low-weight baby 

(born in fewer than 37 weeks or weighing fewer than 2,500 grams) amount to $55,393 in the first year.  

That is far higher than the cost associated with having a healthy baby, which is an estimated $5,085. 

The graph (above) estimates the number of babies that are likely to be born underweight as a result of 

the mother’s marijuana use8 (Colorado Health and Environmental Data, 2017) as well as the total costs9.  

Having a low-weight baby is 1.7 times more likely among mothers who use marijuana, and having a pre-

term baby is 1.5 times more likely (Hayatbakhsh et al., 2015).  At an annual cost of $50,308 (March of 

Dimes, 2018), low birth-weight and pre-term babies cost the state nearly $700,000 last year.  The 

estimated number of low-weight births attributable to marijuana has ranged between 14 to 26 in 

different years, with significant fluctuation from year to year.  Similar to the opioid epidemic, there are 

mitigating factors affecting the number of low birth weight babies. 

                   
8 The number of underweight babies born to mothers who used marijuana was estimated by multiplying the 
number of pregnant women receiving substance abuse treatment for marijuana by the chance of having a low-
weight baby (1.7 times more likely, according to Hayatbakhsh et al., 2012) and the percent of babies born in 
Colorado that are underweight (9.0% according to 
https://www.cohealthdata.dphe.state.co.us/chd/Resources/vs/2015/Colorado.pdf).  
9 Costs are determined by the additional cost required to take care of a low-weight baby during its first year of life 
compared to a regular-weight baby, approximately $50,308. 
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1.6 Costs of Physical Inactivity  
People who use marijuana more frequently also tend to be less physically active, and a sedentary or 

inactive lifestyle is associated with increased medical costs.  The table below estimates the increased 

yearly healthcare costs for inactive or sedentary marijuana users in the light, moderate, and heavy 

categories, compared to the overall populations of Colorado (Carlson et al., 2015; Centers for Disease 

Control).  The cost of inactivity relies on a few calculations.  First, the percentage of marijuana users who 

are less active than suggested is compared to the percentage of people who are less active than 

suggested in Colorado10 (67.5%).  This difference captures the percentage of people whose inactivity is 

likely due to marijuana use.  This percentage is then multiplied by the number of marijuana users in each 

category to determine the number of people whose inactivity can be linked to marijuana.  It costs an 

extra $482 a year in medical costs for a person who is inactive11. 

Cost of Inactivity Likely Caused by Marijuana Use 

Usage 

Percent of marijuana 
users who are not as 

active as 
recommended 

Difference in activity levels 
between marijuana users 

and the average Coloradan 
(67.5%) 

Number of 
Marijuana Users 
in Colorado in 

2017

Extra Healthcare 
Costs for Inactive 
Marijuana Users 

Current Users 80.30% 12.80% 984,533 $60,741,748 

Heavy User 82.30% 14.80% 221,882 $15,828,174 

Moderate 
User 80.20% 12.70% 248,672 $15,222,208 

Light User 77.10% 9.60% 513,979 $23,782,836 

Combined Costs for Heavy, Moderate, and Light Users $54,833,218 

The table above (page 15) displays data on how often people who use marijuana in Colorado consume it 

each month.  Most are considered light users, as an estimated 513,979 people out of 984,533 total 

marijuana users in Colorado use marijuana five or fewer days per month.  An estimated 221,882 people 

use marijuana between 26-31 days per month, which is about 3.9% of Colorado’s total population 

(Colorado Department of Revenue, 2017; Orens et al., 2018).   

 

                   
10 Colorado residents are more active than the average US resident.  According to the CDC, 77.1% of Americans do 
not meet suggested weekly activity levels whereas only 67.5% of Coloradans do not meet suggested weekly 
activity levels.  https://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/nhsr/nhsr112.pdf 

11 A sedentary person’s healthcare costs are $920 higher per year than an active person (Carlson et al., 2015). 
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2. Productivity 
Confidence: Moderate-High Confidence

Research suggests that marijuana, when used heavily or early in life, can negatively impact people in 

ways that can limit productivity.  However, this research is in its infancy and more longitudinal data are 

necessary before coming to solid conclusions. 

2.1 Education

 

According to Davenport and Caulkins (2016), adult marijuana users (18 and older) generally have lower 

educational attainment than non-users.  A slightly higher percentage of marijuana users are high school 

graduates, but there is also a larger percentage that have less than a high school diploma and a smaller 

percentage who have graduated from college.  The same is true for Colorado (see Demographics). 

Colorado Education, Marijuana Use, and Earnings 
 Percent Who Use 

Marijuana Median Income Unemployment 
Rate 

Less than a high school 
graduate 18.50% $23,811 8.2% 

High school graduate 17.60% $30,823 6.4% 

Some college 13.50% $35,654 5.2% 

Bachelor's degree and more 13.40% $58,162 3.2% 
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16%
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12 to 17 Years Old Less than a High
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High School
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Moreover, people with higher educational attainment are less likely to use marijuana.  From those with 

less than a high school diploma to those with a bachelor’s degree, the rate of people who use marijuana 

at least once per month declines with more education (Azofeifa, Mattson, and Lyerla, 2016).  This also 

suggests that the rate of marijuana use is higher among people with lower incomes, as lower 

educational attainment is linked with lower incomes in adults 25 and older and higher unemployment in 

people between the ages of 25 and 64 (American Community Survey, 2018). 

  

While it is impossible to say how many people do not gain a post-secondary credential (whether for a 

four-year degree, a graduate degree, or other certificate) as a direct result of marijuana use, it is clear 

that people who do not fulfill their educational potential are likely to have lower incomes than they 

might have otherwise.  Based on Bureau of Labor Statistics (2018) data, it is estimated that someone 

with a bachelor’s degree is likely to make about $20,000 more each year, compared to someone who 

attended college but did not earn a degree.  As marijuana use during adolescence can stunt educational 

potential, it is likely that it also leads to lower educational attainment and thus lower potential earnings.  

According to Davenport and Caulkins (2016), about 9% of people who admitted to using marijuana in 

the previous month (in 2012-2013) were between the ages of 12 and 17.  

Research does suggest that long-term marijuana use may lead to reduced cognitive ability, particularly 

in people who begin using it before they turn 18 (Choo et al., 2014; Meier et al., 2012; Wilson et al., 

2009).  The effects include decreases in memory, learning, attention span, and executive functioning 

(Jacobus et al., 2009; Schweinsberg, Brown, and Tapert, 2008; Thoma, Monnig, and Lysne, 2010).  

Roebuck et al. (2004) also finds that regular marijuana use increases the probability that a student will 

drop out of high school (though they also find that non-chronic use slightly reduces the probability). 
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However, connecting marijuana use to academic outcomes can be difficult, as there are myriad other 

factors that can influence these outcomes, and it is difficult to determine whether the relationship 

between marijuana use and academic outcomes is causal or simply correlational.  In other words, if 

marijuana users are shown to have less academic success than non-users, it may not be because they 

used marijuana.  It may simply be that people who are less motivated to succeed in school or who have 

conditions that interfere with their ability to succeed academically may be more prone to use marijuana. 

One study that attempts to separate out self-selection issues, by Maggs et al. (2015), finds that 19- and 

20-year-olds who frequently use marijuana are less likely to graduate before their mid-20s.  However, 

the researchers write that the difference was statistically non-significant when they controlled for 

substance use at age 18.  Essentially, frequent marijuana use in 19- and 20-year-olds was not highly 

predictive of failure to graduate unless substance use began earlier (most likely in high school).  

Moreover, infrequent marijuana use in this age group was not shown to have any effect on the 

likelihood of graduation, regardless of controls.   

Similarly, McCaffrey et al. (2010) looked at the relationship between marijuana use and dropping out of 

high school, and while they did find a correlation, the link between marijuana use and dropping out was 

largely explained by other characteristics and behaviors.   

2.1a Discipline Related to Marijuana  

While cognitive achievement may not be able to be calculated, disciplinary actions are disruptive to both 

a school and to the individual.   
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According to Reed 

(2018), there were 

14 arrests made 

and 1,547 

summons issued 

related to 

marijuana in 

Colorado schools in 

2017.  Of all such 

incidents, 1.66% of 

arrests and 28.53% 

of summons were 

related to 

marijuana, as well 

as 24.92% of all 

contacts (Colorado 

Division of Criminal 

Justice in the 

Department of 

Public Safety, 

2018).  As the 

figure (right) 

shows, the number 

of suspensions 

related to 

marijuana and 

other drugs was 

high in 2017-2018, compared to 2016-201712.  There were more suspensions than expulsions or 

referrals to law enforcement.  It is important to note that incidents that involved marijuana and other 

drugs are counted separately, thus there were not over 6,000 separate drug-related incidents in 

Colorado schools in the 2017-2018 school year. 

The number of academic suspensions related to marijuana is troubling, as suspensions are linked with 

additional problems later on.  Higher rates of suspensions are related to higher rates of future antisocial 

behaviors, poor academic achievement, and academic disengagement or failure (Iselin, 2010; Quinn, 

2017).  

                   
12 Data on marijuana were collected separately in schools for the first time in 2016, allowing for a comparison 
between marijuana and other drugs beginning in the 2016-2017 school year. 
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Students (nationally) who dropped out of school in 12th grade between 2002 and 2014 had higher rates 

of substance use across the board than students who stayed in school.  Students who dropped out were 

significantly more likely to use marijuana (27.5% compared to 15.6%), cigarettes (55.9% compared to 

20.2%), and to binge drink alcohol (31.8% compared to 22.1%) (Tice, Lipari, and Van Horn, 2017).  

However, it should be noted that while it is clear that substance use is more common in students who 

drop out, these figures do not demonstrate causation.   

To calculate the potential cost of marijuana use among students, two approaches were used.  The first 

multiplies the number of students who dropped out of school in the 2016-2017 school year (10,421 

students) by the percentage who likely use marijuana (11.9% more than their peers who stayed in 

school), and then by the cost of not earning a high school diploma ($334,716.12)13.  The second 

approach multiplied the number of students who were expelled because of marijuana (245) by the cost 

of not earning a high school diploma ($334,716.12).  This is added to the number of suspended students 

who are likely later to drop out, determined by using the likelihood that a student who is suspended is 

more likely to drop out than one who is not.  According to Jones (2018), 32% of students who 

experience one suspension are likely to drop out, and 3,187 students were suspended for marijuana in 

the 2017-2018 school year.  Therefore, the third calculation multiples the number of students who were 

suspended by 32%, then by the cost of not earning a high school diploma.  The range of costs are 

displayed below. 

 

                   
13 Determined by Northeastern University, the cost of not completing high school was $292,000 (which updated to 
2018 dollars is $334,716.12).  This captures costs to society including potential interactions with law enforcement 
and lost income (i.e. taxes) (Breslow, 2012). 
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Estimates for Cost of Marijuana-Related Drop-Outs 

Estimation Method Number of 
Students Multiplied by Cost of not having a 

high school diploma Total Cost 

1 10,421 drop-outs 
in Colorado 

11.9% more 
drop-outs use 

marijuana than 
students who stay 

in school 

$334,716.12 $415,081,125.70 

2 

245 expelled for 
marijuana n/a $334,716.12 $82,005,449.40 

3,187 suspended 
for marijuana 

32% of 
suspended 

students drop out 
$334,716.12 +$341,356,887.82 

   $423,362,337.22 

2.2 Employment 
The table to the 

right displays 

labor force data 

for the entire 

state of Colorado, 

not just people 

who use 

marijuana, based 

on American 

Community 

Survey (2018) 

data.  Overall, the 

unemployment 

rate in Colorado 

stands at 2.7%.  

The table (next page) estimates the cost of unemployment benefits for people at various education 

levels between the ages of 25 and 64 years old.  It assumes that each person receives the average of 

$375 per week.  The total estimated value for 9.4 weeks (the median time period that people receive 

unemployment benefits) is a little over $6 million, with the largest cost coming from those with just a 

high school diploma (just under $3 million).  The total value for 26 weeks (the maximum time someone 

can receive unemployment in Colorado) is more than $16.7 million, with more than $8.1 million going to 

people with a high school diploma (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2018; File Unemployment, 2018).   
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These estimates assume that marijuana users’ unemployment rates will be similar to that of other 

people with the same education level, as research on the connection between marijuana use and 

unemployment is mixed.  Summarizing the literature on this subject, Popovici and French (2014) write: 

“Some studies have shown a negative relationship between cannabis use (as well as 
cannabis combined with other illicit drug use) and wages.  However, the magnitude 
of the relationship varies widely across age groups and consumption patterns.  
Surprisingly, other studies found evidence of a wage premium associated with 
cannabis use.  These authors typically argue that illicit drug use could increase the 
users’ productivity in the short term when consumed to alleviate conditions such as 
workplace stress.  Between these two extremes is a study by French et al., which 
found a non-significant relationship between illicit drug use and wages." 

  

Unemployment Benefits for Marijuana Users 

 
Estimated 
Number of 
Marijuana 

Users 

Unemployment 
Rates by 

Educational 
Attainment 
Category 

Percent who 
qualify for 

unemployment 
benefits‡

% of 
People 

Who Draw 
Benefits 
(2015 
data)†

Unemployment 
Benefits for 26 
weeks at $375 

Unemployment 
Benefits for 9.4 
weeks at $375 

Less than 
a high 
school 

graduate 

46,587 8.2% 10% 29% $1,080,140.22 $390,512.23 

High 
school 

graduate 
106,240 6.4% 42.5% 29% $8,170,741.61 $2,954,037.35 

Some 
college or 
Associate'
s degree 

122,078 5.2% 20.7% 29% $3,715,459.37 $1,343,281.46 

Bachelor's 
degree 

and more 
154,445 3.2% 26.9% 29% $3,759,043.56 $1,359,038.83 

Total $16,725,384.76 $6,046,869.87 
‡ Data from the Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2016 https://www.bls.gov/opub/mlr/2016/article/an-analysis-of-long-term-
unemployment.htm 

† Data from the National Employment Law Project https://www.nelp.org/blog/presidents-budget-proposes-unemployment-
insurance-reforms-as-share-of-unemployed-receiving-jobless-aid-remained-at-record-low-in-2015/ 
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2.2a Marijuana Industry 

Total sales of marijuana have increased rapidly in recent years, from about $684 million in 2014 to more 

than $1.5 billion in 2017 (Colorado Department of Revenue, 2018).  With those sales have come 

additional jobs as well.  The Marijuana Policy Group estimates that one marijuana occupational license 

equates to 0.467 full-time jobs14, and, using that figure, the Federal Reserve Bank of Kansas City 

calculates that the marijuana industry employed 17,821 full-time staff in 2017, which was an increase of 

17.7% from the year before (Felix, 2018). 

 

                   
14 The number of full-time jobs is smaller than the number of licenses because many people get a license without 
ever opening a shop (Felix, 2018). 
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Many of the jobs created by the marijuana industry pay well and offer benefits.  Directors of extraction 

and cultivation earn average salaries of $72,000 and $88,000, respectively, and the average salary for a 

store manager is $56,250.  Budtenders—the people who work the counters at dispensaries—make 

about $13.50 per hour, which equates to $27,000 per year if they work 40 hours a week for 50 weeks.  

About 71% of employers offer medical insurance to their employees as well, and many offer dental 

(51%), vision (46%), and 401k plans/employee stock options (29%).  About 46% offer medical, dental, 

and vision together. 

These numbers only apply to the jobs created directly by the marijuana industry, but the Federal 

Reserve Bank of Kansas City, citing data from the Marijuana Policy Group, notes that there are ripple 

effects that go beyond those jobs.   

“A 2016 report by the Marijuana Policy Group estimated that indirect employment 
including ‘security guards, construction and HVAC specialists, consulting, legal, 
and advisory services, and other business services’ equaled about 23 percent of 
direct employment.  In addition, the income earned by workers in the marijuana 
industry helps create jobs in the broader Colorado economy, and the Marijuana 
Policy Group estimates that these additional jobs equal almost 20 percent of direct 
employment in the marijuana industry,” (Felix, 2018). 

The author goes on to add that when the broader effects are included, the marijuana industry was likely 

responsible for about 5.5% of the total growth in employment in the first half of 2017 (Felix, 2018). 
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Employer Costs if an Employee Tests Positive for Marijuana 
 Rate Hours Estimated Cost

Counsel $400.00 5.00 $2,000.00 

Rehab and retesting 
(within self-insured plan) -- -- $30,000.00 

Lost time (6 weeks) substitute employee $25.00 240.00 $6,000.00 

Administration - Risk $150.00 5.00 $750.00 

Administration – Human Resources $100.00 8.00 $800.00 

Total   $39,550.00 

 

In other sectors, the costs to employers when their employees test positive for marijuana can be 

substantial.  The table above estimates some of those costs, with the largest coming from rehab and 

retesting ($30,000) followed by the employee’s lost time ($6,000) (Clark, 2018).  However, these costs 

assume that the employer does not simply fire the employee for cause for some other reason.  Similarly, 

the table below extrapolates those costs to include the number of people who were arrested at their 

workplace for a marijuana-related infraction in the last several years (Colorado Bureau of Investigation, 

2018), but the real 

costs are likely higher, 

as many employers 

would simply find 

alternative causes to 

fire employees who 

were arrested.  

Employees’ marijuana 

use may lead to other 

costs for their 

employers as well.  

Slavit et al. (2009) finds 

that drug use (not just 

marijuana) could cost 

employers $200 billion 

a year due to 

absenteeism, 

accidents, and medical 

costs.  Other research 

suggests the opposite.  Keith et al. (2017) find that marijuana use allays issues common with night-shift 
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work, as users are more vigilant, less miserable, and less tired.  In contrast, study participants who 

smoked placebo cigarettes were less vigilant and more tired. 

Similar to education, longitudinal research in this area is sorely needed.  However, current costs to 

employers can be tabulated.  In order to calculate costs, several assumptions were made.  Determining 

the number of employees who request rehabilitation as a means of keeping their jobs is not known.  

Instead, we used a conservative approach of stating that arrests made at workplaces resulted in work-

sponsored rehabilitation.  This assumption is made as most union and labor rules allow for employees to 

undergo treatment as a condition of work parole.  This is likely to be a very low estimate as employers 

are more likely to offer rehabilitation to valuable employees and would rather not have any arrests 

made on business premises (Clark, 2018). 

 

As the chart above shows, the employees’ side of the rehabilitation (personal time off, out-of-pocket 

deductibles) totaled $481,600 in 2017, while the employer and employer’s insurance costs are 

estimated considerably higher at $3.4 million dollars. 

In the case of employers in Colorado, adapting to the new laws when marijuana was legalized would 

have come with some costs.  For companies with more than 500 employees, risk manager Val Q. Clark 

estimates that the costs of counsel review, executive meetings, counsel approval, and internal 

administration would add up to about $5,500 per company or organization.  Employees who test 

positive for marijuana can also face significant costs.  If they do not lose their jobs, the employee 

rehabilitation process can mean mandated personal time off and expenses from out-of-pocket 

$436,800 $274,400 $308,000 $341,600 $403,200 $481,600
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$1,937,950
$2,175,250
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deductibles, costing about $5,600 per incident.  According to the Colorado Secretary of State Fourth 

Quarter (2017) Quarterly Business and Economic Indicators, there were 674,979 total entities in good 

standing, with 2,751 new entity filings for Domestic Corporations.15  Assuming that most businesses 

updated their employee policies when legalization occurred in 2014 and that only one-quarter of the 

new entities require marijuana policy development, the estimated cost to businesses in 2017 is 

$3,782,625. 

2.3 Income 

 

The graph above estimates the amount of collective income spent on marijuana for people in various 

income brackets, based on data from the Market Size and Demand for Marijuana in Colorado 2017 

Market Update (Orens et al., 2018).  The cost estimate is based on the breakdown of use in study 

showing that 22.54% are heavy users, 25.26% are moderate users, and 52.21% are light users.  The costs 

estimate that marijuana expenses differ by users: $2,200 for heavy users, $1,250 for moderate users, 

and $650 for light users (Davenport and Caulkins, 2016).  In both cases, people with the lowest incomes 

(<$20,000) make up the largest part of the market.16  The estimate for the total sales of marijuana was 

$1,507,702,219 in 2017, so this total is a close (under)estimation of $1,444,524,486. 

                   
15 https://www.sos.state.co.us/pubs/business/quarterlyReports/2017/2017-Q4-SOSIndicatorsReport.pdf 
16 Using the estimated number of users at 984,533 (Demographics section). 
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Equivalent costs 
 Price per Item Light Use Heavy Use

Food $3,564 35.1% 61.7% 

Medical $2,439 51.3% 90.2% 

Housing $9,088 13.8% 24.2% 

Transportation $3,930 31.8% 56.0% 

Other $2,855 43.8% 77.1% 

Annual Taxes $4,064 30.8% 54.1% 

Required Income $25,940 4.8% 8.5% 

According to Glasmeir and the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (2018), the living wage for 

Colorado (or the wage needed just to cover basic living expenses), is $25,940.  The above chart breaks 

down the expenses that factor into that estimate alongside the percentage of those costs that light and 

heavy marijuana use would displace.  Perhaps most notably, someone making the living wage in 

Colorado is expected to spend $3,564 on food each year, and the costs associated with a light or heavy 

marijuana habit would be 35.1% and 61.7% of that total, respectively.  Overall, a light or heavy 

marijuana habit would take up about 4.8% or 8.5% of the total budget, which would force significant 

cuts in other areas (Orens et al., 2018).     

As the chart on the next page shows, regular marijuana use would take an even larger bite out of the 

budget in households with incomes lower than the living wage (this applies to more than 18% of all 

households in Colorado).  It shows the percentage of income that would have to be devoted to a heavy 

or moderate marijuana habit17.  For someone making the median income in Colorado—$62,520—heavy 

marijuana use would cost about 3.5% of that person’s total income, and moderate use would cost about 

1.9% (American Community Survey, 2018; Colorado Department of Revenue, 2017; Glasmeir and MIT, 

2018; Orens et al., 2018). 

 

 

 

 

                   
17 These figures use the highest number for each income range with the exception of the $200,000 or more 
category, which is just assumed to be $200,000. 
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Percent of Household Income Diverted to Marijuana Use 
by income bracket 

 Households 
Estimated 
Number of 
Households 

Percent of Their 
Household Income a 

Heavy User's Pot 
Would Account For† 

Percent of Their 
Household Income a 
Moderate User's Pot 
Would Account For

Less than $10,000 5.60% 114890 22.00% 12.50% 

$10,000 to $14,999 3.90% 80013 14.67% 8.33% 

$15,000 to $24,999 8.60% 176439 8.80% 5.00% 

$25,000 to $34,999 9.00% 184645 6.29% 3.57% 

$35,000 to $49,999 12.90% 264658 4.40% 2.50% 

$50,000 to $74,999 18.20% 373394 2.93% 1.67% 

$75,000 to $99,999 13.50% 276968 2.20% 1.25% 

$100,000 to $149,999 15.40% 315949 1.47% 0.83% 

$150,000 to $199,999 6.50% 133355 1.10% 0.63% 

$200,000 or more 6.30% 129252 1.10% 0.63% 
† $2,200 a year 
 $1,250 a year 
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3. Traffic  
Confidence: Moderate-High

Research finds that driving while under the influence of marijuana is significantly more dangerous than 

driving unimpaired (Li et al., 2012; Ramaekers et al., 2004).  Asbridge et al. (2012) estimate that the risk 

of an accident is about two times greater after using marijuana.  Moreover, marijuana use has been 

linked to an increased likelihood of risk-taking and intoxicated driving (Aston et al., 2016; Johnson et al., 

2012)18.  These findings are confirmed in a recent report by the Colorado Division of Justice (Bui and 

Reed, 2018), finding that marijuana use before driving increases a driver’s risk of causing a car crash and 

combining marijuana with alcohol increases that risk more than just using marijuana or alcohol 

separately.  According to Volkow et al. (2014), higher levels of THC in the blood make the risk of an 

accident even greater—anywhere from 3-to-7 times higher.  THC concentrations in marijuana have also 

steadily increased in recent decades, rising from about 3% to 12% in confiscated samples between the 

1980s and 2012 (Volkow et al., 2014)19. 

Between 2008 and 2016, the number of car crashes in Colorado increased steadily from 104,742 to 

121,128, an increase of about 15.6% (Colorado Department of Transportation, 2018).  However, while it 

is likely that marijuana legalization may have contributed to the increase in some degree, it cannot 

entirely be attributed to that.  Based on aforementioned demographic data, Colorado’s population 

increased by about 13% in that same time-period, putting many more cars on the state’s roads each 

year (Colorado Department of Local Affairs, 2018).  Ultimately, the increase in accidents outpaced 

population growth by about 2.6%.  What is clear is that some marijuana users do drive while under the 

influence, and some do use regularly.  Reporting on a Colorado Department of Transportation survey, 

John Aguilar at the Denver Post (2018) notes that more than half of marijuana users admitted to driving 

within two hours of using marijuana in the previous 30 days, and that figure was about the same as the 

year before.  According to the Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT), 69% of marijuana users 

say they have driven under the influence of marijuana at least once, and 27% admit to driving under the 

influence on a daily basis.   

 

 

 

                   
18 Gunn et al.’s 2017 study found that when people believed they were intoxicated, they compensated by being 
more cautious and taking fewer risks.  When this is translated into individuals choosing not to drive, there is a clear 
benefit.  However, some individuals drive “cautiously” impaired, which is significantly more dangerous.  
19 The professionalization of the marijuana industry is leading to more specialization and selective breeding in 
plants to reach higher THC concentrations, balance CBD and THC, or achieve other ends (e.g., flavors, variety of 
“high” experience, etc.) (Davenport and Caulkins, 2016).  
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The 27% of marijuana users who say they drive after using marijuana every day would be 59,90820 

people (Orens et al., 2018).  The costs associated with the increased probability of those drivers being 

involved in car accidents is estimated to be about $89.5 million.  This assumes that the average 

likelihood of being involved in a car crash in a given year is about 3.1%, based on the total number of 

                   
20 This number is derived by multiplying 27% by the number of daily or near daily users (221,882) reported in Orens 
et al. (2018).  

At least 
once
69%

Daily 
27%

Driving Under the 
Influence of Marijuana
Percent of users who admit to 

driving under the influence

The 27% is a subset of the 69%.

Average claim for bodily injury
$16,443 

Average claim for property damage
$3,478 

Average collision claim
$3,384 

Comprehensive claim 
$1,745 

Cost of the Average 
Automobile Crash

18.8%
16.1%

20.1% 19.7%

2014 2015 2016 2017

Driving after having used 
marijuana within two to 

three hours
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crashes in 2016 compared to the total number of licensed drivers21 (CDOT, 2017) and that the likelihood 

for someone who is impaired by marijuana is about 1.92 times higher (Asbridge et al., 2012).  It also 

estimates that the cost of a car crash is $25,050,22 based on data from the Rocky Mountain Insurance 

Information Association. 

To put this estimate in context, the total cost of all car accidents in Colorado in 2016 (using the same 

per-accident cost) amounts to more than $3.03 billion.  The estimated cost associated with marijuana 

users who drive after using marijuana daily is therefore about 2.9% of the total cost of car accidents in 

Colorado.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Driver toxicology results indicate that approximately 5% of motor vehicle accidents with a fatality 

involved a driver who tested positive for only THC in 2013 and 2014, respectively.  In 2017 that number 

increased to 7%.  Likewise, prior to recreational legalization, 12.2% of traffic fatalities were marijuana-

related; by 2017 that number has climbed to 21.5% (Reed, 2018).   

                   
21 This includes only regular drivers’ licenses, not motorcycle or commercial licenses. 
22 Translated from $23,439 (2013 dollars as reported) to $25,050 dollars in 2018 equivalent. 

Calculation to Determine Estimate of Marijuana-Impaired 
Drivers Who Cause Accidents 

Estimated number of daily users‡ who drive under the influence  59908 

Increased likelihood to cause an accident† 1.92 
Likelihood of a crash 3.1% 

Cost of car crash $25,050.00 
Cost $89,487,801.66 

‡Orens et al, 2018 identified 221,882 people who used marijuana daily or nearly daily 
†Asbridge et al, 2012 
CDOT survey of Colorado found that 27% of drivers admitted to driving impaired daily 

Drivers Testing Positive for Cannabinoids 
 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 

Cannabinoid Only 23 32 42 45 46 

Cannabinoid & Alcohol 18 31 26 46 36 

Cannabinoid & Other Drugs 9 6 22 26 32 

Cannabinoid, Alcohol & Other Drugs 5 6 8 8 25 

Total Fatalities 481 488 546 608 648 
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There is some evidence that marijuana use is becoming more prevalent with those drivers impaired 

enough to cause a fatal accident.  The chart below shows traffic fatalities involving marijuana only as a 

percentage of all traffic fatalities.  Additionally, there is a common misperception that THC impairment 

levels cannot be tested effectively, as it remains within your system much longer than alcohol.  

Reporting in the Denver Post and the Cannabist regarding traffic incidents and marijuana use often 

begins by noting that THC is difficult to accurately test at a road-side stop.  This is likely feeding the myth 

that impairment due to marijuana use cannot be accurately assessed (Berger, 2018).  Essentially, press 

reports since 2013 have stated that testing for THC on the road is inaccurate.  However, testing has 

become more accurate for THC, beginning in 2016.  Furthermore, Colorado law (CSR 42-4-1301 (6)(a) 

(IV) states that five nanograms or more of delta-9 THC is the threshold for legal impairment.  At the 

same time, “permissible inference” is allowed for medical marijuana users23 and other mitigating factors 

as THC does not dissipate from the human body the way alcohol does –thus confounding testing results.  

This is not prevalent in the public discourse.   

 

According to the Rocky Mountain Insurance Information Association, the following table outlines 2017 

data on costs of fatal accidents and applying those numbers to 2017 data published by the Colorado 

Division of Criminal Justice (Reed, 2018).  Total costs for those testing positive rests at over $5 million.  

In reality, this number is likely to be much higher as approximately two-thirds (66%) of drivers in fatal 

                   
23 Treatments involving medical marijuana often require regular dosing, causing a build-up of THC in the body.  
Infrequent users do not experience a similar build-up of THC in their systems, making a positive test for THC more 
likely to imply impairment. 

4.3%

3.9%

3.5%
3.3%

2.4% 2.3%

2.8%

3.0%

2014 2015 2016 2017

Only Marijuana Compared to Marijuana and Other 
Drug/Alcohol

Percent of fatalities involving cannabinoids
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crashes are tested.  As drug testing become more prevalent, the number and percent of fatalities 

attributed to marijuana are likely to increase.   

The table below represents only those that tested positive in 2017. 

Cost of a fatal car accident 

 
THC only 

2017 
(n = 46) 

THC and 
alcohol 2017 

(n = 36) 

THC and 
other drugs in 

2017 
(n = 32) 

THC, 
alcohol, and 
other drugs 

in 2017 
(n = 25) 

Cost all THC 
in 2017 

(n = 139) 

Average DUI 
Costs† $13,530 $622,380 $487,080 $432,960 $338,250 $1,880,670 

Average property 
damage auto 
liability claim 

$3,478 $159,988 $125,208 $111,296 $86,950 $483,442 

Average bodily 
injury auto 

liability claim 
$16,443 $756,378 $591,948 $526,176 $411,075 $2,285,577 

Average collision 
claim $3,384 $155,664 $121,824 $108,288 $84,600 $470,376 

Comprehensive 
claim $1,745 $80,270 $62,820 $55,840 $43,625 $242,555 

Cost $38,580 $1,774,680 $1,388,880 $1,234,560 $964,500 $5,362,620 

†See the table on the next page for breakdown of costs 

Importantly, this does not include the loss of life.  Assuming that one life is lost in one fatal crash, we 

estimate that 46 people24 would not have died had marijuana not been legalized.  Drug testing in fatal 

accidents has increased along with prevalence.  In 2013, there were 23 deaths attributed to cannabinoid 

use alone making up 4.8% of the overall percentage of those testing positive for drugs.  By 2017, that 

number had grown to 46 deaths, and 33% of deaths involved drivers who tested positive for marijuana. 

The costs associated with getting a DUI can be tremendous.  In total, they add up to about $13,530 in 

the first year, with the largest expenses coming from hiring an attorney ($3,650) and higher auto 

insurance rates ($3,600).  The first DUI conviction comprises approximately 62% of all DUI’s, based on a 

2016 report on public safety (Bui and Reed, 2018).  According to Lawyers.com the second and third DUI 

                   
24 Various estimates exist for placing a dollar value on a human life – ranging from those used in lawsuits to 
insurance claims.  These range in value from $6 to $9 million dollars.  However, this type of calculation cannot 
replace the invaluable aspects of human life.  Therefore, both a dollar value cost and the number of human lives 
lost will be reported rather than translating a human life into a dollar amount. 
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offences average $6,600 and $7,300 respectively.  Together second and third offences comprise 38% of 

DUIs (Bui and Reed, 2018). 

Costs Associated with First DUI 
Item Costs Item Costs 

Detox/Jail $303.00 Victim Assistance Fund $163.00 

Towing Fee $175.00 Victim Compensation Fund $29.00 

Court Cost $26.00 Ignition Interlock Rental/Service $2,172.00 

Car Storage Fee $49.20 Law Enforcement Assistance 
Fund $90.00 

Average Defense Attorney $3,650.00 License Reinstatement $95.00 

Probation Alcohol/Drug Evaluation $200.00 Community Service Supervision 
Fee $60.00 

Rural Alcohol & Substance Abuse 
Fund $5.00 Instruction Permit $16.80 

Alcohol/Drug Education/Treatment $1,000.00 Restricted License $26.00 

Victim Impact Panel Program $50.00 PDD Surcharge Fee $300.00 

First Conviction Fine $600.00 Brain Injury Fund Fee $20.00 

Probation Supervision Fee $900.00 Auto Insurance Increase $3,600.00 

Total First DUI $13,530.00 

Alcohol only
80%

Other drug 
only
4%

THC only
5%

THC, alcohol 
and/or other 

drug
9%

Alcohol and 
other drug

2%

DUI Drug Test Results, 2016

Data from Bui and Reed, 2018
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According to a report by the Colorado Bureau of Investigation (CBI), a small portion of the state’s total 

DUI citations can be attributed to marijuana.  Alcohol was the sole substance involved in 81% of DUI 

citations from 2014 to 2017.  Marijuana was the only substance cited in only 7% of cases during that 

same period.  In total, marijuana was involved in 14% of all cases in those years, including when it was 

found in combination with alcohol or other substances.  In 2016, 27,444 DUI cases were brought to 

court with 26,984 being final DUI charges (multiple charges of those cases resulted in 97,066 separate 

charges) (Bui and Reed, 2018).  Of those 12.9% were first or youth offenses and understanding that not 

all will require an attorney, conservative estimates of costs to cover defense are listed below. 

 

DUI Direct Court-Related Costs, 2016 
 Estimated Number of Cases Colorado DUI Court Case Costs 

Total Marijuana Only 957 $10,555,317.63 

Total Marijuana & Alcohol 829 $4,571,765.06 

Total Marijuana & Other Drugs 469 $2,586,438.86 

Total Marijuana, Alcohol & 
Other Drugs 234 $851,704.94 

Total 2,489 $18,565,226.48 

Based on these data, the estimated cost of DUIs for people who tested positive for marijuana only in 

2016 approaches $25 million; however, that does not include the damage done by driving impaired. 

 



 QREM| Centennial Institute  Page 48 

4. Crime 
Confidence: High

One obvious result of marijuana 

legalization is a steep drop in 

marijuana-related offenses and arrests.  

Marijuana-related offenses dropped 

from 12,798 to 6,182 between 2012 

and 2017, and arrests dropped from 

11,361 to 5,154 in that same period25.  

According to an ACLU evaluation of the 

cost per arrest on marijuana charges 

using data from the Washington State 

Institute for Public Policy, the cost per 

arrest is $1,142 (translated to 2018 

dollars).  This cost includes (1) police 

expenditures, (2) judicial and legal 

service expenditures, and (3) 

corrections expenditures.  

The graph (right) shows the drop in 

arrests since 2012.  Decriminalization 

typically results in lower court costs 

and fees. Using this cost estimate, 

Colorado spent a total of $14,808,314 

on marijuana-related arrests in 2012 

and $7,194,600 in 2017.  As stated in 

the limitations portion, it cannot be 

assumed that the arrest rate in 2017 

would be the same as it was prior to 

legalization (table on the next page). 

 

 

                   
25 Arrests include written citations and incidents where someone is taken into police custody, and resulting charges 
range from petty offenses to felonies.  They are counted differently than offenses, as multiple arrests can be made 
for a single offense.  If there are two arrests made regarding one robbery, then it counts as two arrests and one 
offense (Colorado Bureau of Investigations). 

2012
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2013
5,989

2014
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2015
6,535

2016
6,244

2017
6,182
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6,799

2,227 2,196 2,221 2,057 1,937

1,010

1,390 1,655 1,355
1,239 1,144
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600
572 809
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49
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72 86
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Workplace

University/Post-Secondary

Elementary/Secondary School
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Marijuana Court Filings 
 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 

Possession 9,475 3,477 2,659 1,295 883 837 

Possession with intent to sell 464 328 284 464 607 730 

Possession under 21 no data 3 728 2,922 3,298 3,495 

Possession - consumption in vehicle 10 95 1,012 874 829 856 

Public consumption 206 241 310 211 165 230 

Distribution 438 401 305 323 351 398 

Manufacture 467 169 141 329 564 661 

Conspiracy 168 126 71 112 179 243 

Other 10 5 1 2 3 4

Total 9,923 4,041 4,619 4,934 4,913 5,288 

Similarly, marijuana related court filings are down.  Underage possession charges have increased 

considerably since legalization, as have charges related to the sale of marijuana.  Possession with intent 

to sell is up 64%, and court filings for illegal manufacturing have risen by 42% (Reed, 2018).  The ACLU 

estimates that the low-end average cost of a misdemeanor possession charge—including court costs, 

defense costs, and prosecution costs—is $466 (in September 2018 dollars).  Using that figure, the total 

cost of charges in Colorado dropped from $5,236,908 to $3,484,282 between 2012 and 2017—a savings 

of about one-third.  It is important to note that not all who are charged pay for an attorney and fines 

and penalties vary according to mitigating factors such as defendant’s record, age, ability to pay, amount 

Marijuana Arrests 
 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 

Possession 11,361 5,407 5,962 5,982 5,454 5,154 

Unspecified 1,120 766 653 526 439 621 

Sales 301 224 229 175 221 251 

Production 179 111 175 192 256 271 

Smuggling 6 5 0 4 8 3 

Total 12,967 6,513 7,019 6,879 6,378 6,300 

Cost per arrest 
(2018-dollar 
equivalent) 

$1,142 $1,142 $1,142 $1,142 $1,142 $1,142 

Total cost $14,808,314 $7,437,846 $8,015,698 $7,855,818 $7,283,676 $7,194,600 
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and type of marijuana in possession.  The calculations represent only the costs to citizens for marijuana 

violations.  For instance, according to the CRS 18-13-122 (4)(a)(b) and (c), fines range from $100 for a 

first offense to $250 for a third offense.  Fines are typically paired with community service and 

treatment.  Furthermore, according to a report written for the Institute of Court Management (2016) 

the average collection rate of 19% represents five states’ active attempts to collect fines and fees owed.  

In Colorado HS 1311 (2014) addressed the issue of inability to pay court costs. 

Based on filings associated with the Colorado Organized Crime Control Act, there has been an increase 

in charges related to marijuana involving organized crime.  In 2006, there were 10 total filings—five for 

distribution, four for conspiracy, and one for possession.  In 2015, there were 40 filings, all for 

distribution. 

 

While the number of underage possession charges has increased, the overall number of arrests for 

marijuana-related crimes has declined by 16% for minors.  This figure dropped even more (36%) for 

people between 18 and 20 years old (Reed, 2018).  
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Court filings, however, tell a 

different story for children 

aged 10 to 17.  While court 

filings for older youth (18 to 

20) have declined 11%, 

court filings for younger 

children (10 to 17) 

increased 19% over that 

same period.  The cost of 

juvenile court filings is 

estimated at $466 according 

to the ACLU, which brings 

the cost of court filings in 

2017 to approximately 

$1,170,126 for juveniles.  

In the Denver area, there 

has been a slight decrease 

in crime related to 

marijuana since 2012, 

according to the Denver 

Open Data Catalogue.  

Based on costs associated 

with victimization in assault 

and robbery cases found by 

Miller, Cohen, and Rossman 

(1993) and the cost of other 

crimes estimated by RAND, 

the total cost of marijuana-

related crimes in Denver 

decreases from $4,209,613 

in 2012 to $3,111,114 in 

2017.   
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Costs for Denver Area Crimes Related to Marijuana 

 2012 Cost 2013 Cost 2014 Cost 2015 Cost 2016 Cost 2017 Cost 

Assault† $0 $0 $250,144 $187,608 $0 $218,876 

Robbery† $831,726 $950,544 $1,346,604 $1,108,968 $792,120 $792,120 

Burglary‡ $2,466,132 $2,139,492 $2,482,464 $2,221,152 $3,119,412 $1,600,536 

Larceny‡ $50,692 $74,704 $109,388 $93,380 $77,372 $56,028 

Misc. Crime‡ $174,312 $19,368 $219,504 $284,064 $187,224 $225,960 

Auto Theft‡ $33,969 $464,243 $11,323 $22,646 $0 $0

Aggravated 
Assault‡ 

$652,782 $979,173 $652,782 $652,782 $652,782 $217,594 

Total $4,209,613 $4,627,524 $5,072,209 $4,570,600 $4,828,910 $3,111,114 

†Estimates describe lifetime cost of being a victim of assault or robbery from Miller et al. (1993) translated to 2018 dollars 
‡Estimates from RAND translated to 2018 dollars 
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Even though Denver Metro’s population is 56% of the state, extrapolating the cost of marijuana-related 

crime to all of Colorado cannot be accomplished as the demographics are different.  It is important to 

note that tracking crimes related to marijuana throughout the state has proven to be difficult.  In an 

interview for CNN, Lt. James Hennings (2018) stated:  

If a marijuana dispensary is burglarized, is that because it was a marijuana 

dispensary or ... if it were a liquor store or a stereo store would it have been 

burglarized as well?  The data is so tough to nail down and say this crime happened 

because of marijuana.  It's just almost impossible to do that. (McClean & Weisfeldt, 

2018) 

Colorado has seen an overall increase in crime just as the country as a whole has seen a decrease 

(McLean and Weisfeldt, 2018).  This may or may not be related to legalizing recreational marijuana.  

More data and time are needed to determine the overall impact of crime on the state.   

Probationers Testing Positive for Marijuana 

Age Group 
Times tested 

positive 
2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 

< 15 years old 

0 times 428 294 283 288 231 219 

1–2 times 122 100 132 107 130 79 

3 or more times 102 98 105 98 92 90 

15 to 17 years old 

0 times 1704 1338 1336 1238 1161 1034 

1–2 times 900 617 683 673 658 596 

3 or more times 773 644 757 732 704 694 

18–25 years old 

0 times 11635 11039 12509 11348 10309 9490 

1–2 times 3535 2954 3371 3141 2987 2986 

3 or more times 2061 1990 2952 3356 3620 3829 

26–35 years old 

0 times 12596 13069 16793 16280 15895 15258 

1–2 times 2124 1908 2440 2656 2678 2914 

3 or more times 1131 1215 2057 2646 3371 3906 

36 years or older 

0 times 14279 15392 20170 20195 19470 19056 

1–2 times 1462 1348 1834 1905 2067 2296 

3 or more times 853 821 1539 1916 2400 2972 
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The chart on the previous page shows 

the number of incidents of people on 

probation testing positive when 

required to take a THC drug test, based 

on data from the Colorado State 

Judicial Department.  It should be 

noted that the use of medical 

marijuana is permitted for this 

population, but only with a valid 

medical marijuana card (House Bill 

1267; 2015).  Data on the number of 

people on probation who have medical 

marijuana cards was not available. 

However, parolees carrying a medical marijuana card are likely not to be tested according to the 

Marshall project.  Additionally, the state Board of Parole encourages officers to try various interventions 

to prevent a return to incarceration, especially for technical violations (8 CCR 1511-1). 

According to the Colorado Department of Corrections, the average cost to incarcerate one person for 

one day is $104.51 (up from $86.14 in 2012).  Over a year, that adds up to $38,146.15 for every 

incarcerated person.  The Marshall project studied the percent of parolees returned to prison each year 

for small, technical violations such as failing a drug test.  In Colorado, the rate of failing probation for 

marijuana use is 6-10%.  Taking the lower range, 6% of parolees violating their parole for failing a drug 

test are being returned to jail and assuming one-half year for the current year, with a 1 to 3 year 

sentence for violation, in 2018 the state would have spent $87,014,326 on re-incarceration due to 

technical parole violations for marijuana. 

Three years’ incarceration 
 2015 2016 2017 Totals

Total Parolees Testing Positive 
for THC 17,230 18,707 20,362 56,299 

Marshall Report 6% Technical 
Violation Return to Incarceration 

rate (Longitudinal Recidivism)
1034 1122 1222 3378

Cost of Incarceration each Day 104.51 104.51 104.51 ----- 

Estimated Number of Days of 
Parolee Population in Prison in 

2017 
187.5 365 187.5 

2 years average 
(½ year for 2015, 1 
full year for 2016, ½ 

year 2017) 
Total Cost for Parolee THC 

Violation in 2017 $20,257,957 $42,816,002 $23,940,367 $87,014,326 

2012
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2013
95.77

2014
98.34

2015
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2017
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Cost for One Day of 
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5. Housing 
Confidence: Moderate-Low  

5.1 Homeowners 
The Colorado housing market, and especially the Denver metro housing market, has a reputation for 

being expensive and inflated.  While a large number of factors contribute to the cost of housing in 

Colorado, one surprising element is whether or not a home is located in a municipality that has 

permitted recreational marijuana dispensaries to open in the community.  Cheng, Mayer, and Mayer 

(2018) employed a differences-in-differences statistical approach to determine how much housing 

prices change when a community adopts pro-recreational marijuana retail laws and found that housing 

prices rose 6%, or approximately $15,600 per property, after legalization compared to communities that 

did not allow for retail marijuana.  The authors explain that the price difference is the result of changes 

in the local economy that accompany the arrival of retail marijuana, including jobs in the marijuana 

industry, employment in related industries, increased local tax revenue, and the appeal for some 

residents to live in an area with legalized retail marijuana.  Furthermore, the authors point out that 

these forces increase housing demand but have no effect on housing supply (Cheng et al., 2018).  

Therefore, as housing supply catches up with demand in Colorado, the impact of retail marijuana is likely 

to drop off.  

According to Cheng et al. (2018), retail marijuana was legalized in 46 of Colorado’s 271 incorporated 

municipalities in August 2015.  The authors compared municipalities who legalized to those who did not, 

keeping municipality type, rural or urban status, and population demographics (race, gender, and 

education) constant.  The authors also obtained data to control for housing characteristics including 

number of bedrooms, number of bathrooms, age of home, and living area in the home.  Data were 

available for 30 municipalities that had legalized and 111 that had not, allowing the authors to run 

multiple controls and test for robustness in the data.  Their results show that there is a boost to housing 

prices, although one that is likely to fade as housing supply changes and more municipalities (and states) 

legalize.  

In the 30 municipalities the authors studied, 8,170 homes were sold in 2015 alone.  Assuming an 

average value increase of $15,600, this yields an overall benefit of $127,452,000.  This number should be 

interpreted as a conservative estimate because the authors did not include 16 municipalities in their 

data who did legalize because of incomplete data.  Furthermore, the largest increases in housing value 

were found in urban areas in low- and middle-tier housing prices26, where the majority of houses are 

priced in the state27.  

                   
26 Low tier housing prices are defined as those under $200,000 and middle tier housing prices are those between 
$200,000 and $500,000 (Cheng et al., 2018, p. 1599).  
27 According to Zillow data, the median housing price in Colorado is listed at $356,700.  This indicates that 50% of 
the homes sold in Colorado cost less than $356,700. 
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Cheng et al. acknowledge that legal retail marijuana comes with costs to the municipalities including 

costs to public health, traffic, and crime (see the appropriate sections in this document outlining these 

costs).  

5.2 Renters 
Recreational marijuana is legal to consume on private property with the approval of the property owner, 

placing many renters in a position where marijuana is legal in the state but not legal to consume in their 

home.  Rental rules are set by landlords and can vary in what they do and do not allow.  It is common for 

landlords to ban smoked marijuana citing damage caused by smoke and the nuisance it might cause to 

neighbors.  

Despite this, renters still use marijuana in their rental properties and face conflict with their landlords.  

Based on figures provided by Risk Management Fellow Val Q. Clark, the cost for warning residents about 

marijuana violations is $1,225 per incident that ends in an eviction.  While the Denver Post found that 

over 8,000 tenants were evicted, only a fraction could be attributed to behaviors associated with 

marijuana (smoking, disturbances, etc.).  Clark estimates that there are approximately 1,500 incidents 

per year in Colorado that end in an eviction28, yielding an overall cost of $1,837,500 to evict marijuana 

users who violate the terms of their rental agreement.  For context, 730,999 or 35.63% of households in 

Colorado rent (American Community Survey, 2018). The median household income of renters is $39,538 

a year, of which they spend $12,684 or 32.08% of their income on housing costs.    

                   
28 The actual number of evictions due to marijuana is not reported.  An article looking at eviction rates in Denver 
reported that 8,000 households received eviction notices in 2016.  However, the reasons for eviction are not 
reported (Brown, 2017).  In light of the many other reasons a tenant could be evited, 1,500 is a reasonable 
estimate (Clark, 2018). 
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6. Environmental Impact 
Confidence: Moderate

Determining the dollar-value cost of environmental impacts is almost impossible to achieve because the 

impacts of the marijuana industry contribute to larger problems like climate change and the build-up of 

single-use plastics in landfills (or the Pacific Ocean plastic island).  It is almost impossible to determine 

the cost of fixing these problems.  However, these impacts are important to acknowledge in the broader 

discussion of unintended consequences and costs related to marijuana legalization. 

6.1 Energy Use and Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
According to growing regulations, all marijuana must be grown in an enclosed and locked space to 

prevent unlawful possession of the plant (Altmann, 2017).  As a consequence, growers use a large 

amount of energy to replace natural sunlight, provide irrigation, and maintain a healthy climate for the 

plants (including fans to simulate wind and temperature controls).  While these efforts are common for 

greenhouse-grown crops of all varieties, the magnitude of the marijuana industry means it will use a lot 

of energy and release a large amount of associated greenhouse gases in the process. 

0

1,000

2,000

3,000

4,000

5,000

6,000

7,000

8,000

0

50

100

150

200

250

300

2013 2014 2015 2016

D
en

ver A
n

n
u

al Electricity in
 M

illio
n

s o
f K

ilo
w

att H
o

u
rs

Li
ce

n
se

d
 M

ar
iju

an
a 

B
u

si
n

es
s 

in
 M

is
si

o
n

s 
o

f 
K

ilo
w

at
t 

H
o

u
rs

Energy Use: Denver and Denver Marijuana Industry

Marijuana Growers Marijuana Stores

Manufacture of Infused Marijuana Products Combo Growers

Denver Commercial and Industrial Electrial Use Denver Total Electrical Use

Data from the City and County of Denver and Xcel Energy, as reported by Altmann, 2018 
Graph is a reproduction of work produced by Jim Hill and CPR



 QREM| Centennial Institute  Page 58 

According to data from the City and County of Denver and Xcel Energy, as reported by Grace Hood from 

Colorado Public Radio (2018), the Denver marijuana industry used 4% of the city’s energy in 201629.  As 

shown in the graph below, the marijuana industry’s energy use is growing, but it still represents only a 

fraction of the city’s total use.  The vast majority of the sector’s energy use goes to growing operations, 

likely to create an artificial growing climate indoors.  

Figures for kilowatt hours of energy use or CO2 emissions are difficult to translate into easily imaginable 

concepts, so the kilowatt energy use was translated into the average amount of energy it takes to power 

a single residential house for a year (12,148 kWh).  As shown below, the marijuana industry used 

enough electricity to power 32,355 homes in 2016.   

 

Expressed in terms of CO2 emissions, the marijuana industry is responsible for contributing to climate 

change.  The figures are based on the US Energy Information Administration’s average CO2 emissions for 

                   
29 Figures on Denver commercial and industrial electricity use or all Denver electricity use are included for 
reference throughout this section. 
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the Colorado electricity sector (1,458 pounds of CO2 per kWh of electricity).  In 2016, the marijuana 

industry was responsible for approximately 393,053 pounds of CO2 emissions. 

 

Expressed differently, the amount of electricity (and associated greenhouse gases) produced by the 

marijuana industry created enough CO2 to match what was produced by 38,177 cars in 2016.  

Considering there are 3,900,774 licensed drivers in the State of Colorado (Colorado Department of 

Transportation, 2018), this is a relatively small number.  However, it does represent an environmental 

impact that would likely not exist without the presence of large indoor marijuana growing facilities. 
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The marijuana industry occupied 4.2 million square feet of industrial space in Denver at the end of 2016 

(CBRE Group, Inc., as cited in Rusch, 2017).  This accounts for approximately 2.88 percent of the 

industrial warehouse space in the city.  This number is likely to remain stable within Denver due to an 

ordinance passed in April 2016 by the Denver City Council setting limits on retail dispensaries and grow 

houses to approximately 470 locations (Murray, 2016; Rusch, 2017).  However, the cap is likely pushing 

marijuana growers to look for locations outside of the city rather than limit the size of their operations.  

6.2 Single-Use Packaging 
Packaging laws passed by the State of Colorado are aimed at reducing the number of children who 

accidentally ingest marijuana as well as making it clear to anyone picking up a marijuana product that it 

contains THC.  Furthermore, single servings of edibles or joints—defined as containing 10 mg of THC—

must be separately packaged (Colorado Department of Revenue, 2018).  

Based on data from the Colorado Department of Revenue’s Marijuana Enforcement Division’s annual 

reports, there were approximately 4.83 million medical marijuana products and 13.95 million 

recreational marijuana products sold in 2017.  These data are based on one-ounce packages of 

marijuana flower (data is reported in pounds of marijuana flower sold), units of infused edibles, and 

units of infused non-edibles sold in Colorado.  Each package contains more than one serving.  For 

instance, a one-ounce package of flower contains enough marijuana to make many joints 
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(approximately 70)30.  A single candy bar might have 10 servings.  While packaging choices vary, if each 

of these marijuana products was wrapped in plastic, it would yield over 18.78 million pieces of plastic.   

  

There is concern in the industry and in states that have legalized recreational marijuana about the 

quantity of non-recyclable plastic that ends up in landfills or potentially in the ocean (Young, 2018).  

However, the industry acknowledges the difficult balance that must be struck because the packaging is 

used to deter children and pets from accidentally ingesting pot. 

 

                   
30 Based on figures from the National Alliance for Marijuana and a study by Ridgeway and Kilmer published in the 
Journal of Drug and Alcohol Dependence, one pound of marijuana yields approximately 1,100 joints.  One pound is 
16 ounces, averaging to about 70 joints per ounce. 
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7. Marijuana Tourism 
Confidence: Moderate

7.1 Marijuana Tourists 
According to Runyan (2017), the Colorado travel industry generated approximately $1.3 billion in 

revenues for state and local governments in 2017.  This is the equivalent of $594 of tax revenue for each 

household in Colorado.  As a whole, it is hard to determine exactly how much marijuana contributed to 

this revenue, but according to Orens et al. (2018), marijuana visitors spent the equivalent of 17.9 million 

days in Colorado.  Based on the metric tonnage of marijuana consumption by visitors in 2017, and the 

price per gram as determined by Orens et al., it is likely that tourists purchased about $101,460,000 

worth of marijuana – approximately 6.73% of all marijuana sold by the Colorado marijuana industry 

(based on findings of the Colorado Department of Revenue, 2018). 

Marijuana Tourists’ State of Origin
State of Origin Visitor Use Days % of Visitor Use Days 

CA 3,477,792 19.40% 

NY 1,068,146 5.96% 

FL 923,487 5.15% 

TX 1,369,107 7.64% 

IL 1,555,775 8.68% 

KS 516,158 2.88% 

NM 31,215 0.17% 

AZ 61,379 0.34% 

VA 604,685 3.37% 

WY 645,481 3.60% 

NE 376,394 2.10% 

All others 7,301,562 40.72% 

Total 17,931,182 100.00% 

Most marijuana visitors came from California (19.4%), followed by Illinois (8.68%), and New York 

(5.96%).  As a whole, tourism accounts for a high level of consumption, accounting for 7.4% to 9.4% of 

all marijuana consumed in the state (Orens et al., 2018). 
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According to the 

Longwood Research 

Group (2017), with 

data collected from 

the Colorado Tourism 

Office, people who 

travel for leisure 

indicate that 

Colorado’s marijuana 

laws made them 

more likely to visit 

Colorado. 

Overall, marijuana 

tourism’s benefits are 

far reaching, as the 

state benefits from 

the taxes on any 

marijuana that 

tourists purchase as 

well as the additional 

spending that that 

accompanies tourism 

(hotels, meals, 

admission to state parks, etc.).   
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7.2 Enforcement costs along borders  
While the marijuana industry and tourism associated with this industry may provide a boon to the 

Colorado economy, other states are taking on added enforcement costs in response.  According to Hao 

and Cowan (2017, p. 5-6): 

“We find that [recreational marijuana legalization] causes a sharp increase in marijuana possession 
arrests of border counties relative to non-border counties in both the Colorado and Washington 
regions.  If a county shares a physical border with an RML state, it experiences an increase in 
marijuana possession arrests of roughly 30% following RML implementation (relative to non-border 
counties in the same region).  In subgroup analyses, we show that RML has no impact on juvenile 
marijuana possession arrests, consistent with previous findings that MML does not lead to increased 
marijuana consumption among teenagers (Anderson, Hansen, and Rees, 2015).  We do not find 
conclusive evidence that marijuana sale/manufacture arrests, DUI arrests, or opium/cocaine 
possession arrests of border counties are affected on net by RML,” (p. 5-6). 

Hao and Cowan (2017) find that the arrest rate for marijuana possession at the border amounts to 8.1 

arrests per 10,000, while the number of arrests that occurred within 100 miles of the border accounted 

for 6.7 arrests per 10,000 people.  Finally, they estimate that 9.9 people were arrested per 10,000 

residents within 100 miles of the border.  These findings suggest that interstate highways increase the 

spillover effect in the legalization of marijuana.  Furthermore, “[t]he results show that the RML 

(marijuana legalization) effect on marijuana possession arrests in border counties is entirely 

concentrated among adults.”  Adults are found to be breaking the law to transport marijuana across 

state lines, not teenagers or youth.  These findings are consistent with Anderson et al.’s (2015) finding 

that legalization does not lead to increased consumption among teenagers. 

The actual number of arrests for marijuana possession was 174 individuals.  The ACLU estimates that the 

cost of any arrest is $750 dollars.  Therefore, the estimated cost of these 174 arrests is $130,500.  While 

this is not an expense incurred by the state of Colorado, this is a price other states are choosing to pay in 

response to Colorado’s decision to legalize marijuana.  



 QREM| Centennial Institute  Page 65 

8. Homelessness 
Confidence: Moderate-Low 

8.1 Homelessness due to marijuana 
In a 2017 article, Pampia spoke with Donald Burnes, the founder and board chair of the Burnes Center 

on Poverty and Homelessness at the University of Denver, about the impact of marijuana legalization on 

homelessness.  The conclusion that Burnes offered was that, “Anecdotal reports and stereotypes 

notwithstanding, concrete data does not support a correlation between an increase in homelessness 

and legal cannabis,” (Pampia, 2017). 

In doing so, Burnes also dispelled the myth that marijuana legalization has prompted a large number of 

homeless people to flock to Colorado from out of state.  Pointing to responses to the point-in-time 

survey administered by the Metro Denver Homeless Initiative, which asks people about their most 

recent place of residence, Burnes said that the number of homeless people from out of state has been 

mostly stable, and even decreased between 2012 and 2016.     

“What does, in fact, cause homelessness, Burnes continued, is the loss of a job, high housing costs 
(including exorbitant utility rates) and a relationship or family breakup, in that order.  And while 
statistics show that substance abuse often does play a part in a person being homeless, Burnes said it 
is ‘relatively low’ on the list,” (Pampia, 2017). 

As earlier sections of this report stated, the Colorado Judicial Branch (2018) reports that 37,225 people 

were evicted from apartments in Colorado in 2016.  It was estimated by Clark (2018) that about 1,500 

people are evicted due to of marijuana use.  However, this does not necessarily mean that marijuana 

use leads to homelessness in those cases, just that it can lead to evictions which may, in turn, increase 

the potential for those people to become homeless. 
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8.2 Homeless persons using marijuana  
While there is little 

evidence to suggest that 

marijuana legalization has 

played a role in the rate of 

homelessness, some 

research does suggest that 

homeless people are more 

likely to abuse substances.  

Harman et al. (2018) finds 

that among prison inmates, 

45.9% of homeless people 

had some type of substance 

abuse disorder, compared 

to 35.3% of non-homeless 

inmates.  Homeless people 

in prison had similarly high rates of using marijuana in the past 30 days (54.9%) compared to the non-

homeless inmate population (44.4%). 

Among homeless inmates, marijuana (either medical or recreational) was cited as the third most 

common reason for moving to Colorado (35.1%) behind getting away from problems (44.2%) and family 

(37.8%).  Only 18.5% said they stayed in Colorado because of marijuana, which was far below family 

(31.1%), outdoor activities (28.3%), and friends (26.6%) as the main reasons.   

Homeless people’s reasons for using marijuana often stem from the stresses of living on the street 

rather than being a result of legalization (Cuellar, Snowden, and Ewing, 2007; Weitzman, Knickman, and 

Shinn, 1992; White, Chafetz, Collins-Bride, and Nickens, 2006 - as cited in Saddichha et al., 2015).  

Research—conducted prior to marijuana legalization in Colorado—found estimated substance use 

disorder rates of 41% to 84% among homeless people (Gonzalez and Rosenheck, 2002; North, Eyrich, 

Pollio, and Spitznagel, 2004 - as cited by Saddichha et al., 2015), with cannabis use disorder rates 

between 22% and 78% among that group (Sara et al., 2012; Teesson et al., 2000 as cited by Saddichla et 

al., 2015)31.   

Essentially, marijuana use is not a cause of homelessness but, rather, a symptom of the current traumas 

that homeless people face (Saddichha et al., 2015).  

                   
31 This does not imply the homeless population in the Denver Metro region with substance use disorder is using 
only cannabis, only that the rate of the Denver homeless population with a substance use disorder is similar to the 
rate of cannabis use disorder as cited by the literature. 
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9. Pets 
Confidence: Low

The negative consequences of marijuana use are not limited to human users.  Colorado pets, especially 

dogs32, have experienced negative consequences of marijuana use.  According to Fitzgerald, Bronstein, 

and Newquist, “the most common source of exposure is through ingestion of the owner’s marijuana 

supply.  The minimum lethal oral dose for dogs for THC is more than 3g/kg,” (2013, p. 8).  While 

marijuana is fairly safe in general, dogs have died after ingesting food products with higher 

concentrations of THC, such as THC medical grade butter.  Some of the symptoms dogs experience as a 

result of toxicosis from marijuana include: (1) depression, (2) vomiting, (3) urinary incontinence, (4) 

hypothermia, (5) tremors, (6) seizures, and (7) tachycardia (Fitzgerald, Bronstein, and Newquist, 2013). 

Over a five-year period, 125 dogs were hospitalized at Wheatridge and Colorado State University after 

consuming marijuana (Meola et al., 2012).  The cost to treat toxicosis in pets is $525 – making the 

estimated cost to treat these 125 animals $65,625 (American Veterinary Medical Association, 2017)33.   

According to the American Community Survey (2018), there are about 2,051,616 households in the state 

of Colorado.  The American Humane Association (n.d.), estimates that 37% of homes have dogs, and 

there are an estimated 1.6 dogs living in each home.  By these estimates, there are more than 1.2 

million dogs living in Colorado. 

 

                   
32 The heightened olfactory abilities of dogs mean they often sniff out marijuana when other pets ignore it.
33 Data are not regularly kept on the cause of pet emergency visits to vets.  Many veterinarians acknowledge that 
the rate of marijuana-related pet emergency visits is increasing, but the exact rate is not measured.  
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Tax Revenue 
Tax revenue is used as a point of comparisons for the costs listed in this report.  Since its legalization in 

2014, retail marijuana has produced approximately $641,978,779 in tax revenue for the state of 

Colorado, which amounts to about 0.6% to 1.8% of all accumulated revenues for the state (Colorado 

Department of Revenue, 2018). 

Tax Revenue from Marijuana 
 Marijuana Tax 

Revenue 
Gross Colorado 

Taxes 
Marijuana Tax as Percent of 

Gross Colorado Taxes 

2014 $67,594,323 $12,163,509,453 0.6% 

2015 $130,411,173 $13,271,954,616 1.0% 

2016 $196,604,810 $13,327,123,798 1.5%

2017 $247,368,473 $13,836,244,687 1.8% 

Sales taxes from marijuana were compared to those collected from tobacco and alcohol sales.  The taxes 

collected from marijuana surpassed the sales tax collected from alcohol since legalization (2014) and 

surpassed the amount of tax collected from cigarettes and tobacco products in 2017 by $47 million 

(Colorado Department of Revenue, 2018).   

Marijuana is one of the 

fastest-growing sources of 

revenue for the state of 

Colorado, and the amount 

is beginning to outpace all 

revenues collected from 

alcohol and tobacco-

products.  Since the 

legalization of retail 

marijuana, the proportion 

of tax revenue collected 

from cigarette and tobacco 

sales as part of all state tax 

revenues collected began 

to decline.  In 2014, taxes 

collected from tobacco 

product sales accounted for 

1.6% of all taxes collected 
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by the state of Colorado, and that figure dropped to 1.45% in 2017.  The proportion of sales taxes from 

alcohol has remained unchanged.  In that same time period, total revenue from marijuana jumped 

266%, while revenue from tobacco and alcohol grew by just 3% and 11%, respectively.  For comparison, 

the total revenues collected by the state of Colorado has increased by 13.8% since legalization of 

marijuana (Colorado Department of Revenue, 2018). 

 

Marijuana sales have generated 

approximately $5.5 billion since 

legalization34, a figure which is 

comparable to the GDP of some 

small countries.  The marijuana 

sales in Colorado in 2017 are 

slightly less than the 2017 GDP of 

Antiqua and Barbuda ($1.532 

billion), and its accumulated 

sales are more than the 2017 

GDP of Fiji (The World Bank 

Group, 2018).  Since legalization, 

the rate of sales in this industry 

has grown by nearly 121%. 

                   
34 Marijuana sales for 2018 were measured between January and August. 
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According to the Colorado Department of Revenue (2018) about 41,158 people possess licenses to sell 

marijuana.  Most have support occupational licenses (64.4%), and 31.5% have key occupational licenses.  

Only 4% of all marijuana licenses are held by the owners of these centers.  

Individual Licenses 
Type of License Number Percentage 

Associated Key 
(Owners) 1,682 4.09% 

Key Occupational 12,960 31.49% 

Support Occupational 26,516 64.42% 

Types of Facilities with Marijuana Licenses 
 Medical Retail Total 

Centers/Stores 483 548 1,031

Cultivations 708 739 1,447 

Product Manufacturers 242 286 528 

Testing Facilities 11 11 22

Operators 5 9 14 

Transporters 10 13 23 

Total 1,459 1,606 3,065 

There are a total of 3,065 facilities with marijuana licenses, with 1,459 possessing a medical marijuana 

license and 1,606 possessing a recreational marijuana license.  Many of these licenses are held by 

businesses that have both a medical and a recreational side (Colorado Department of Revenue, 2018). 
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Table courtesy of Westword Magazine: https://www.westword.com/news/heres-where-your-

colorado-marijuana-tax-dollars-go-10214271 
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Appendix 
Servings Per User 

The average number of packages of marijuana consumed per user per year ranges from less than one to 

over 50.  A package is defined as a one-ounce package of marijuana flower, a single package of edibles 

(which often contain multiple servings) or a single package of non-edibles (which also contain multiple 

servings).  Data provided by the Colorado Department of Revenue’s Marijuana Enforcement Division’s 

annual reports show that there are over 4 million packages of medical marijuana sold a year and more 

than 13 million packages of recreational marijuana sold a year.  The graph (above) outlines the number 

of packages sold since 2014. 

Converted to users, we see that the number of packages purchased by the average medical marijuana 

user has increased since 2014, but has leveled off in the past two years (see on next page).  
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 As shown in the graph on the 

next page, the average 

number of packages of 

marijuana varies drastically 

by the frequency of user for 

recreational users.  These 

figures show that infrequent 

users purchase fewer than 

two packages per year 

whereas daily or near daily 

users purchase an average of 

45 packages per year (about 

once a week)35.  

                   
35 Data are only available for one year estimating the number of recreational users by use frequency.   
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The vast majority of users purchase flower (used in making joints or in pipes) or concentrate rather than 

edibles, as shown in the table below. 
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List of Data Sources 

Data Sources Used 
American Community Survey (5-year estimates 2012-

2016) Colorado Tourism Office 

American Humane Association Current Population Survey 

American Veterinary Medical Association Denver Open Data Catalogue 

Blue Cross Blue Shield Division of Criminal Justice 

Bureau of Labor Statistics File Unemployment 

Center for Behavioral Health Statistics and Quality General Social Survey 

Centers for Disease Control & Prevention Healthy People.gov, U.S. Department of Health & Human 
Services 

City and County of Denver Highway Loss Data Institute 

Colorado Department of Revenue, Division of Motor 
Vehicles Institute of Education Sciences 

Colorado Bureau of Investigation, National Incident Based 
Reporting System Insurance Institute for Highway Safety 

Colorado Department of Education Living Wage Calculator - Massachusetts Institute of Technology 

Colorado Department of Human Services, Office of 
Behavioral Health Longwoods Research Group 

Colorado Department of Local Affairs Metro Denver Homeless Initiative 

Colorado Department of Public Health & Environment National Center for Education Statistics 

Colorado Department of Public Safety National Institute on Drug Abuse 

Colorado Department of Revenue National Survey on Drug Use and Health 

Colorado Department of Transportation Office of Research and Statistics 

Colorado Division of Criminal Justice Retail Marijuana Public Health Advisory Committee 

Colorado Health & Environmental Data Rocky Mountain Insurance Information Association 

Colorado Health Institute Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration 
(SAMHSA) 

Colorado Judicial Branch U.S. Census Bureau, Population Division 

Colorado State Demography Office U.S. Department of Justice, Drug Enforcement Agency 

Colorado State Judicial Department U.S. Department of Transportation 

Colorado State Patrol - Department of Public Safety Xcel Energy 
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The legalization of marijuana in the state of Colorado has not only been good for the local economy, but it

has inadvertently helped fuel the business of Mexican drug cartels. 

"If you combine the legalization of marijuana and you combine that there are no regulations for the

legalization of marijuana outside Colorado, it becomes an attractive criminal enterprises," said Jorge Duque

with the Colorado Department of Law.

Duque said cartels are now trading drugs like heroin for marijuana, and the trade has since opened the door

to drug and human trafficking.

“We have lots of victims. People are victimized whether they are being forced into prostitution, whether

they are being kidnapped or just becoming addicts to illegal drug,” said Duque.

And with that, Duque argued, comes money laundering. He said Cartels are often disguising their money

through legally purchasing marijuana or buying houses and growing marijuana in it.
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Duque said the Colorado Attorney General’s Office is now working hand in hand with the Mexican

consulate in Colorado to crack down on the growing criminal activity.

"We know now, that obviously we cannot solve every single problem that there is and obviously we can't do

it alone."

The Attorney General’s Office estimates that drug trafficking profits in the U.S are about $65 billion a year.
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Foreign cartels embrace home-grown marijuana in pot-legal states

Foreign gangs are finding that black-market marijuana is profitable even in states that have legalized cannabis.
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An El Paso County sheriff's deputy processes bags of distribution-ready marijuana seized from an illegal grow house in Colorado Springs, Colorado on May 15, 2018.Andrew Blankstein / NBC
News
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By Dennis Romero, Gabe Gutierrez, Andrew Blankstein and Robert Powell

LOS ANGELES — Attorney General Jeff Sessions called it “one of the largest residential forfeiture actions in American history.”

In early April, local and federal authorities descended upon 74 marijuana grow houses in the Sacramento area they say were underwritten by Chinese organized crime. They filed court paperwork to
seize the properties, worth millions of dollars.

Federal officials allege that legal recreational marijuana states like California, Colorado and Washington, where enforcement of growing regulations is hit-or-miss, have been providing cover for
transnational criminal organizations willing to invest big money to buy or rent property to achieve even bigger returns.

Chinese, Cuban and Mexican drug rings have purchased or rented hundreds of homes and use human trafficking to bring inexperienced growers to the United States to tend them, federal and local
officials say.

The suspects are targeting states that have already legalized marijuana "in an attempt to shroud their operations in our legal environment here and then take the marijuana outside of the state," said
Mike Hartman, executive director of the Colorado Department of Revenue, which regulates and licenses the cannabis industry. Authorities say they've seen an increase in these "home grows" since
the launch of recreational pot sales in Colorado.
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While California and Washington have mainly seen organized criminals from China buying homes and converting them into grow houses, Colorado has largely been grappling with Cuban and
Mexican-led cartels, said Sheriff Bill Elder of the El Paso County Sheriff's Office in Colorado.

"They have found that it's easier to grow and process marijuana in Colorado, ship it throughout the United States, than it is to bring it from Mexico or Cuba," Elder said.

A 'massive' marijuana network

In El Paso County, NBC News witnessed firsthand the damage a commercial-scale cannabis grow can do to a home otherwise built for an average American family. Growers pose as legitimate
renters, and by the time authorities disrupt their operation, homes have been gutted and trashed.

"We've fallen through floors," U.S. Drug Enforcement Angecy Special Agent Randy Ladd said. "The electrical damage, they draw so much current that you'll see, in some places, the wires are fused
inside of the electrical box. And — a lot of people — they don't wanna pay the high electric bills. So what they do is they take jackhammers and pickaxes and they cut through the foundation of the
house, so that they could steal the power."

Confiscated marijuana sits outside a suburban Colorado Springs rental home-turned-illegal grow house on May 15.Andrew Blankstein / NBC News

One of the biggest busts so far came last June, when the Colorado attorney general’s office announced that “a massive illegal interstate marijuana distribution and cultivation network stretching from
Colorado to Texas” had been dismantled. It was allegedly Chinese-connected, Ladd said.

Authorities said the network was responsible for securities fraud, millions of dollars of laundered cash, 2,600 “illegally cultivated” marijuana plants and 4,000 pounds of harvested cannabis,
according to the Colorado attorney general's statement.

The operation took place in 18 warehouses and storage units and 33 homes, mostly in the Denver area, authorities said. “These seizures are believed to only scratch the surface,” the office said.

Ladd alleged that some Chinese crews cover immigrants’ costs of traveling to America in exchange for work in the grow houses. “It’s like indentured servitude,” he said. “It is a form of human
trafficking.”
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What to know about marijuana's mind-altering chemical — THC
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The workers often fly from China to Belgium, and from Belgium to Mexico, before making asylum claims at the border and then disappearing by the time they’re scheduled to tell their stories in
court, Ladd said. Often when grow houses are raided, immigration fugitives are discovered, he said.

The grow homes are usually purchased by shell property management companies, Ladd said. “These growers can hide in plain sight,” he said.

How foreign cartels operate in the U.S.

The Sacramento-area raids, which also struck Calaveras, Placer, San Joaquin, El Dorado, Yuba and Amador counties, shed some light on how many of the foreign rings operate.

Northern California-based DEA Special Agent Casey Rettig said suspects send cash to the United States in $9,999 increments, just below the mandated reporting threshold, and receive funds from
China that fly under that nation’s $50,000 foreign spending limit. They then purchase homes with the help of cash lenders instead of traditional mortgage firms.

Related

business

Growing like a weed? California marijuana market off to slow start

Last fall, a scenario fitting that pattern unfolded in Grays Harbor County, Washington, southwest of Seattle, as a drug task force busted an alleged cultivation ring funded by organized crime in
China.

Recommended

news

newsChicago police say 'Empire' actor Jussie Smollett refuses to hand over cellphone to them

news

newsFeds make largest fentanyl bust in U.S. history

More than 40 suspects were arrested and $80 million worth of cannabis was seized, the Grays Harbor County Sheriff’s Office said. “The majority of these homes were purchased with cash, and
information was developed that these purchases were conducted by Chinese nationals involved in organized crime,” according to a statement from the Sheriff’s Office.

And just this month, search warrants were served at 19 locations in the Puget Sound area of Washington state, a federal official who did not want her name used said. The ring was allegedly run by
three Chinese nationals who produced thousands of pounds of cannabis destined for greater New York, the U.S. attorney’s office in Seattle alleges.
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The suspects, who face drug conspiracy charges, purchased homes with the help of multiple wire transfers from China that included dollar figures — $2,000 to $5,900 — they believed would fly
under the radar, according to a federal complaint.

Marijuana plants found during a Drug Enforcement Administration raid in an illegal pot grow home in Colorado.Drug Enforcement Administration

Ultimately it was the houses’ exorbitant electricity use — up to 38,477 kilowatt hours in one day versus the American average of just 30 — that made them targets of a federal investigation,
according to the filing.

Even a single grow house can contain a large marijuana operation. In April, police in Pomona, California, an exurb in Los Angeles County, announced they discovered a 23-room grow house
allegedly run by Chinese nationals. Fifty-five-hundred marijuana products, including 2,900 plants and nearly 21 pounds of cannabis, were seized, police said.

It’s like indentured servitude. It is a form of human trafficking.
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“The grow operation used advanced systems of lighting, air conditioning, fans, exhaust blowers and air-filtering systems to control the climate inside the buildings and the odor of marijuana,”
according to a Pomona police statement.

Pomona police spokeswoman Aly Mejia said a gun and $6,900 in cash were also found.

The DEA’s Rettig, speaking from her base in San Francisco, said the Chinese operations are “illegal under state law.” In California, marijuana growers, producers and retailers need state and local
licenses. Cities can opt out and ban such businesses altogether.

Rettig said even with the Golden State’s sky-high housing market — the median price of a home is $535,100, according listings site Zillow — overseas criminals know that “marijuana can fetch
three times as much out of state.”

“There’s a great profit motive in it,” the DEA's Ladd said. “In Colorado, marijuana legalization has magnified the black market. The standard price per pound here is $2,000, but they can get $3,500
to $4,500 by shipping it back East. The profits are great there.”
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From: Reid, Chuck
To: Meredyth Muth
Cc: Cyndi Thomas; Derek Conn; Jerry Moore; Jim Burton; Steve Koonce
Subject: Letter to City Council re: Proposed Land Use Expansion of Marijuana
Date: Friday, February 1, 2019 11:05:43 AM
Attachments: CTCOA Letter to Louisville City Council re Proposed Land Use Expansion of Marijuana.pdf

Ms. Muth:
Please see the attached.  I would appreciate it if you could provide this document to the City Council
before or at next Tuesday’s meeting.
 
Thank you,
Chuck
 

Chuck Reid, Manager 

State and Local Government, CliftonLarsonAllen LLP

 Direct 303-265-7914 
chuck.reid@CLAconnect.com

 
Main 303-779-5710 
8390 E Crescent Parkway, Suite 300, Greenwood Village, CO 80111 
CLAconnect.com

 
 

 Investment advisory services are offered through CliftonLarsonAllen

Wealth Advisors, LLC, an SEC-registered investment advisor.

 
 

----------------------------

The information (including any attachments) contained in this document is confidential
and is for the use only of the intended recipient. If you are not the intended recipient, you
should delete this message. Any distribution, disclosure, or copying of this message, or
the taking of any action based on its contents is strictly prohibited.

CliftonLarsonAllen LLP

----------------------------
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Retail Marijuana Taxation Ballot Questions - 

through Spring 2018

Municipality Ballot Language

CARBONDALE Excise Tax of 5%

BOULDER Excise Tax 5% and up to 10%

BRECKENRIDGE Excise tax 5%

RED CLIFF

Excise Tax of 15%

FRISCO Excise tax 5%

SILVERTHORNE Excise tax 5%

SILVERTON Excise tax 3%

DILLON Excise tax 5%

FRUITA Excise tax 5%

GUNNISON Sales tax 5% Excise tax 5%

CANON CITY Excise tax 5%

DE BEQUE Excise tax 5%

AURORA Excise tax 5%

LAFAYETTE Excise tax up to 10%

RIFLE Excise tax 5%

SILVER PLUME Excise tax 4%

FALL 2013

SPRING 2014

Fall 2014



HAYDEN Excise tax 7.5%

COMMERCE CITY Excise tax 5%

PARACHUTE Excise tax 5%

LEADVILLE Excise tax 5%

LOG LANE

VILLAGE

Excise tax 1.5%

LYONS Excise tax 10%

BLANCA Excise tax 5%

PUEBLO Excise tax 8%

SEDGWICK Excise tax 2%

SILVER CLIFF

(measure to allow

failed)

Sales tax 10% Excise tax 10%

PONCHA

SPRINGS

(measure to allow

Sales tax 5%  Excise tax 5%

DINOSAUR Excise tax 5%

PALISADE Excise tax 5%

PARACHUTE

Excise tax 5%

FLORENCE Excise tax 5%

NUNN Excise tax 5%

SPRING 2017

FALL 2015

Spring 2016

FALL 2016



BERTHOUD Sales tax 7% Excise tax 7%

GLENWOOD

SPRINGS

Excise tax 5%

EAGLE Sales tax 2.5% Excise tax 2.5%

COMMERCE CITY Excise tax 5%

LOG LANE VILLAGE Excise tax 5%

FEDERAL HEIGHTS Excise tax 5%

SHERIDAN Excise tax 5%

MONTE VISTA Sales tax 18% Excise tax 18%

DELTA Excise tax 5%

WALSENBURG Excise tax 5%

CRAWFORD Sales tax 5%  Excise tax 5%

NATURITA Excise tax 5%

FALL 2017

SPRING 2018



 Retail Marijuana Taxation Ballot Questions - through Fall 2017
Municipality Ballot Language Pass/Fail; Y-N
FALL 2013

Sales Tax Measures
CARBONDALE 2C: SHALL THE TOWN OF CARBONDALE'S TAXES BE INCREASED BY $394,875 IN THE FIRST FULL 

FISCAL YEAR, BEGINNING JANUARY 1, 2014, AND BY SUCH AMOUNTS AS ARE RAISED ANNUALLY 
THEREAFTER, BY IMPOSING AN ADDITIONAL SALES TAX OF 5% ON THE SALE OF RETAIL 
MARIJUANA AND RETAIL MARIJUANA PRODUCTS, AND AN EXCISE TAX OF 5% OF THE AVERAGE 
MARKET RATE OF UNPROCESSED RETAIL MARIJUANA ON THE DATE THAT IT IS FIRST SOLD OR 
TRANSFERRED FROM A RETAIL MARIJUANA CULTNATION FACILITY TO A RETAIL MARIJUANA 
STORE OR RETAIL MARIJUANA PRODUCTS MANUFACTURER, WITH THE RESULTING SALES OR 
EXCISE TAX RATES CAPABLE OF BEING LOWERED OR REVOKED IN THE SOLE DISCRETION OF 
THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF THE TOWN OF CARBONDALE, WITH THE RESULTING TAX 
REVENUES ALLOWED TO BE COLLECTED AND SPENT, NOTWITHSTANDING ANY OTHER 
LIMITATIONS PROVIDED BY LAW, AND USED TO FUND THE ENFORCEMENT OFREGULATIONS ON 
THE RETAIL MARIJUANA INDUSTRY, OTHER COSTS RELATED TO ENFORCEMENT OF MARIJUANA 
LAWS, EDUCATION AND PUBLIC HEALTH PROGRAMS ASSOCIATED WITH MARIJUANA 
CONSUMPTION, AND OTHER TOWN EXPENSES?

PASS,  1162-425

DENVER Referred Question 2A
“SHALL CITY TAXES BE INCREASED BY $4.48 MILLION ANNUALLY IN THE FIRST FULL FISCAL YEAR 
AND BY SUCH AMOUNTS AS ARE RAISED ANNUALLY THEREAFTER BY IMPOSING AN ADDITIONAL 
SALES TAX OF 3.5% ON THE SALE OF RETAIL MARIJUANA AND RETAIL MARIJUANA PRODUCTS, 
WITH THE TAX REVENUES BEING USED TO FUND THE ENFORCEMENT OF REGULATIONS ON THE 
RETAIL MARIJUANA INDUSTRY, OTHER COSTS RELATED TO ENFORCEMENT OF MARIJUANA 
LAWS, EDUCATION AND PUBLIC HEALTH PROGRAMS ASSOCIATED WITH MARIJUANA 
CONSUMPTION INCLUDING PREVENTION OF UNDERAGE CONSUMPTION, AND OTHER CITY 
EXPENSES, WITH THE RATE OF THE TAX BEING ALLOWED TO BE INCREASED OR DECREASED 
WITHOUT FURTHER VOTER APPROVAL SO LONG AS THE RATE OF TAXATION DOES NOT EXCEED 
15%, AND WITH THE RESULTING TAX REVENUE BEING ALLOWED TO BE COLLECTED AND SPENT 
NOTWITHSTANDING ANY LIMITATIONS PROVIDED BY LAW?”

PASS, 69%-31%



FRASER Referred Measure 2C
SHALL TOWN OF FRASER TAXES BE INCREASED BY $100,000 ANNUALLY IN THE FIRST FULL 
FISCAL YEAR AND BY SUCH AMOUNTS AS ARE RAISED ANNUALLY THEREAFTER BY IMPOSING A 
RETAIL MARIJUANA TAX OF FIVE PERCENT (5%) ON THE SALE OF RETAIL MARIJUANA AND RETAlL 
MARIJUANA PRODUCTS, WHICH SHALL BE IN ADDITION TO THE MUNICIPAL SALES TAX ON SUCH 
SALES; AND SHALL ALL REVENUES DERIVED FROM SUCH TAX BE COLLECTED AND SPENT TO 
PROMOTE THE GENERAL PURPOSES OF THE TOWN OF FRASER AS A VOTER APPROVED 
REVENUE CHANGE NOTWITHSTANDING ANY REVENUE OR EXPENDITURE LIMITATIONS 
CONTAINED IN ARTICLE X, SECTION 20 OF THE COLORADO CONSTITUTION?

PASS, 219-85

LITTLETON Ballot Issue 2E
SHALL CITY OF LITTLETON TAXES BE INCREASED BY AN ESTIMATED $120,000 IN 2014 (THE FIRST 
FULL FISCAL YEAR) AND WHATEVER AMOUNTS MAY BE COLLECTED IN FUTURE YEARS BY 
ADDING A NEW CHAPTER 22 TO TITLE 3 OF THE CITY CODE OF THE CITY OF LITTLETON TO 
IMPOSE A TAX OF THREE PERCENT (3%) OF THE PURCHASE PRICE PAID OR CHARGED FOR 
SALES OF RETAIL MARIJUANA AND RETAIL MARIJUANA PRODUCTS IN THE CITY OF LITTLETON IN 
ADDITION TO THE SALES TAX AND ANY OTHER STATE TAX IMPOSED ON SUCH SALES OF RETAIL 
MARIJUANA AND RETAIL MARIJUANA PRODUCTS? AND SHALL ALL REVENUE RECEIVED FROM 
SUCH TAX INCREASE AND ANY INVESTMENT INTEREST THEREON BE A VOTER APPROVED 
REVENUE CHANGE UNDER ARTICLE X, SECTION 20 OF THE COLORADO CONSTITUTION OR ANY 
OTHER LAW?

PASS, 63.8%-
36.1%

MANITOU 
SPRINGS

2A - CITY OF MANITOU SPRINGS
SHALL CITY OF MANITOU SPRINGS' TAXES BE INCREASED BY ONE HUNDRED TWENTY TWO 
THOUSAND DOLLARS ($122,000.00) ANNUALLY IN THE FIRST FULL FISCAL YEAR AND BY SUCH 
AMOUNTS AS ARE RAISED ANNUALLY THEREAFTER BY IMPOSING AN ADDITIONAL SALES TAX OF 
5% ON THE SALE OF RETAIL MARIJUANA AND RETAIL MARIJUANA PRODUCTS WITH THE RATE OF 
SUCH TAX BEING ALLOWED TO BE DECREASED OR INCREASED WITHOUT FURTHER VOTER 
APPROVAL SO LONG AS THE RATE OF THE TAX DOES NOT EXCEED 10%, AND WITH THE 
RESULTING TAX REVENUE BEING ALLOWED TO BE COLLECTED AND SPENT BY THE CITY 
WITHOUT REGARD TO ANY EXPENDITURE, REVENUERAISING, OR OTHER LIMITATION CONTAINED 
IN ARTICLE X, § 20 OF THE COLORADO CONSTITUTION OR ANY OTHER LAW?

PASS, 66%-33%



MOUNTAIN VIEW BALLOT ISSUE NO. 1
SHALL TOWN OF MOUNTAIN VIEW TAXES BE INCREASED $100,000.00 ANNUALLY IN THE FIRST 
FISCAL YEAR AND BY WHATEVER ADDITIONAL AMOUNTS ARE RAISED ANNUALLY IN EACH 
SUBSEQUENT YEAR BY THE IMPOSITION OF A 5% TAX ON THE PURCHASE OR SALE OF RETAIL 
MARIJUANA AND RETAIL MARIJUANA PRODUCTS, COMMENCING ON JANUARY 1, 2014, THE 
PROCEEDS OF SUCH TAX TO BE USED FOR POLICE PROTECTION, COSTS RELATED TO 
ENFORCEMENT OF MARIJUANA LAWS, AND RELATED SERVICES, AND SHALL THE PROCEEDS OF 
SUCH TAX AND INVESTMENT INCOME THEREON CONSTITUTE VOTER-APPROVED REVENUE 
CHANGES AND BE COLLECTED AND SPENT BY THE TOWN WITHQUTREGAR.D TO ANY 
EXPENDITURE, REVENUE-RAISING, OR OTHER LIMITATION CONTAINED IN ARTICLE X, § 20 OF THE 
COLORADO CONSTITUTION OR ANY OTHER LAW?

PASS, 86-34

NORTHGLENN SHALL CITY OF NORTHGLENN TAXES BE INCREASED BY FOUR HUNDRED FIFTY THOUSAND 
DOLLARS ($450,000) ANNUALLY IN THE FIRST FISCAL YEAR, AND BY SUCH AMOUNTS AS ARE 
RAISED ANNUALLY THEREAFTER BY IMPOSING A NEW SALES TAX OF TWO PERCENT (2%) ON 
THE SALE OF RETAIL MARIJUANA AND MEDICAL MARIJUANA, AND RETAIL MARIJUANA AND 
MEDICAL MARIJUANA PRODUCTS, WHICH SHALL BE IN ADDITION TO THE MUNICIPAL SALES TAX 
ON SUCH SALES, AND SHALL ALL REVENUES DERIVED FROM SUCH TAX BE COLLECTED AND 
SPENT TO BE USED EXCLUSIVELY FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF PUBLIC FACILITIES, INCLUDING, 
BUT NOT LIMITED TO, THE NORTHGLENN RECREATION CENTER, THE NORTHGLENN SENIOR 
CENTER, AND THE NORTHGLENN THEATRE AS A VOTER APPROVED REVENUE CHANGE WITHOUT 
REGARD TO ANY EXPENDITURE, REVENUE RAISING, OR OTHER LIMITATION CONTAINED IN 
ARTICLE X, § 20 OF THE COLORADO CONSTITUTION OR ANY OTHER LAW?

PASS, 6791-3926

RED CLIFF 2G: SHALL TOWN OF RED CLIFF TAXES BE INCREASED BY $50,000.00 IN THE FISCAL YEAR 
COMMENCING JANUARY 1, 2014 AND ENDING DECEMBER 31, 2014 AND BY SUCH AMOUNTS AS 
MAY BE COLLECTED ANNUALLY THEREAFTER BY THE IMPOSITION ON JANUARY 1, 2014 OF A NEW 
SALES TAX ON THE RETAIL SALE OF MARIJUANA, MARIJUANA PRODUCTS AND MARIJUANA 
ACCESSORIES BY LICENSED MARIJUANA ESTABLISHMENTS AT A RATE OF UP TO 5 PERCENT 
(5%), AND BY THE IMPOSITION ON JANUARY 1, 2014 OF A NEW EXCISE TAX ON THE SALE OF 
MARIJUANA BY A MARIJUANA CULTIVATION FACILITY TO ANOTHER LICENSED MARIJUANA 
ESTABLISHMENT AT A RATE OF UP TO 15 PERCENT (15%), WITH SUCH ADDITIONAL REVENUES AS 
ARE GENERATED BY THE NEW TAX TO BE COLLECTED, RETAINED AND SPENT FOR THE 
PURPOSE OF FUNDING MUNICIPAL SERVICES AND OPERATIONS AND/OR OTHER LAWFUL 
GENERAL MUNICIPAL PURPOSES, AS A VOTER APPROVED REVENUE CHANGE, OFFSET AND 
EXCEPTION TO THE LIMITS WHICH WOULD OTHERWISE APPLY UNDER SECTION 20 OF ARTICLE X 
OF THE COLORADO CONSTITUTION OR ANY OTHER LAW?

PASS, 53-27



Excise Tax Measures
BOULDER BALLOT ISSUE NO. 2A: RECREATIONAL MARIJUANA TAX

SHALL CITY OF BOULDER TAXES BE INCREASED BY ($3,360,000 FIRST FULL FISCAL YEAR DOLLAR 
INCREASE) ANNUALLY AND BY SUCH AMOUNTS AS ARE RAISED ANNUALLY THEREAFTER BY THE 
IMPOSITION OF AN EXCISE TAX OF 5 PERCENT IN 2014 AND UP TO 10 PERCENT THEREAFTER ON 
THE CULTIVATION FACILITY AT THE AVERAGE MARKET RATE AT THE POINT OF TRANSFER FROM 
THE CULTIVATION FACILITY AND AN ADDITIONAL SALES AND USE TAX OF 3.5 PERCENT IN 2014 
AND UP TO 10 PERCENT THEREAFTER ON RECREATIONAL MARIJUANA AS PROVIDED IN 
ORDINANCE NO. 7916 COMMENCING JANUARY 1, 2014 WITH SUFFICIENT REVENUES FROM THE 
EXCISE AND SALES AND USE TAX TO BE USED FOR PUBLIC SAFETY, ENFORCEMENT AND 
ADMINISTRATIVE PURPOSES AND FOR COMPREHENSIVE SUBSTANCE ABUSE PROGRAMS 
INCLUDING WITHOUT LIMITATION PREVENTION, TREATMENT, EDUCATION, RESPONSIBLE USE, 
INTERVENTION, AND MONITORING, WITH AN EMPHASIS ON YOUTH, AND WITH THE REMAINDER 
USED BY THE GENERAL FUND; AND IN CONNECTION THEREWITH, SHALL THE FULL PROCEEDS 
OF SUCH TAXES AT SUCH RATES AND ANY EARNINGS THEREON BE COLLECTED, RETAINED, AND 
SPENT, AS A VOTER-APPROVED REVENUE CHANGE WITHOUT LIMITATION OR CONDITION, AND 
WITHOUT LIMITING THE COLLECTION, RETENTION, OR SPENDING OF ANY OTHER REVENUES OR 

PASS, 18,461-
9,295

BRECKENRIDGE 2C: SHALL TOWN OF BRECKENRIDGE TAXES BE INCREASED BY SEVEN HUNDRED FIFTY 
THOUSAND DOLLARS ($750,000) IN THE FISCAL YEAR COMMENCING JANUARY 1, 2014 AND 
ENDING DECEMBER 31, 2014, AND BY WHATEVER ADDITIONAL AMOUNTS ARE RAISED ANNUALLY 
THEREAFTER, BY IMPOSING, EFFECTIVE JANUARY 1, 2014, A NEW EXCISE TAX ON THE SALE 
WITHIN THE TOWN OF RETAIL MARIJUANA AND RETAIL MARIJUANA PRODUCTS AS DEFINED IN 
THE COLORADO RETAIL MARIJUANA CODE AND APPLICABLE TOWN ORDINANCES, AT THE RATE 
OF FIVE PERCENT (5%) OF THE PRICE PAID BY THE PURCHASER OF THE RETAIL MARIJUANA AND 
RETAIL MARIJUANA PRODUCTS, IN ACCORDANCE WITH ORDINANCE NO. 29, SERIES 2013, WHICH 
IS HEREBY APPROVED; AND SHALL THE REVENUE RECEIVED BY THE TOWN FROM THE 
COLLECTION OF SUCH NEW TAX BE USED TO PAY OR REIMBURSE THE TOWN FOR DIRECT AND 
INDIRECT COSTS INCURRED OR EXPENDED BY THE TOWN FOR ADEQUATE TRAINING, 
ENFORCEMENT, AND ADMINISTRATION OF ALL APPLICABLE MARIJUANA LAWS AND 
REGULATIONS, TO SUPPORT LOCAL DRUG AND ALCOHOL PROGRAMS AND FACILITIES, AND FOR 
OTHER GENERAL PURPOSES OF THE TOWN; AND SHALL THE TOWN BE AUTHORIZED TO 
COLLECT AND SPEND SUCH REVENUE AS A VOTER APPROVED REVENUE CHANGE UNDER 
ARTICLE X, SECTION 20 OF THE COLORADO CONSTITUTION ?

PAS,S 73%-27%



FRISCO 2A: SHALL TOWN OF FRISCO TAXES BE INCREASED BY TWO HUNDRED SEVENTYFIVE THOUSAND 
DOLLARS ($275,000) IN THE FISCAL YEAR COMMENCING JANUARY 1, 2014 AND ENDING 
DECEMBER 31, 2014, AND BY WHATEVER ADDITIONAL AMOUNTS ARE RAISED ANNUALLY 
THEREAFTER, BY IMPOSING A NEW EXCISE TAX, EFFECTIVE JANUARY 1, 2014, ON THE 
AUTHORIZED (UNDER STATE LAW) RETAIL SALE WITHIN THE TOWN OF MARIJUANA IN ANY FORM, 
INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO, A MARIJUANA PRODUCT AS DEFINED BY STATE LAW, AT THE 
RATE OF FIVE PERCENT (5%) OF THE PRICE PAID BY THE PURCHASER OF THE MARIJUANA, IN 
ACCORDANCE WITH TOWN OF FRISCO ORDINANCE 13-_; AND SHALL THE TOWN BE AUTHORIZED 
TO COLLECT AND SPEND SUCH REVENUE AS A VOTER APPROVED REVENUE CHANGE UNDER 
ARTICLE X, SECTION 20 OF THE COLORADO CONSTITUTION ?

PASS, 78%-22%

SILVERTHORNE 2F: SHALL TOWN OF SILVERTHORNE TAXES BE INCREASED BY $100,000.00 IN CALENDAR YEAR 
2014 AND BY WHATEVER ADDITIONAL AMOUNTS ARE RAISED ANNUALLY IN EACH SUBSEQUENT 
YEAR, BY THE IMPOSITION OF AN EXCISE TAX ON THE SALE OF MARIJUANA AND MARIJUANA 
PRODUCTS (AS SUCH ARE AUTHORIZED BY STATE LAW, (WITH THE EXCEPTION OF MEDICAL 
MARIJUANA AND PRODUCTS RELATED THERETO), COMMENCING JANUARY 1, 2014 AT THE RATE 
OF FIVE PERCENT (5%) OF THE PRICE PAID BY THE PURCHASER, WHICH TAX REVENUES SHALL 
BE EXPENDED FOR, BUT NOT BE LIMITED TO: 

• MENTAL HEALTH SUPPORT SERVICES WITHIN THE TOWN, AND
• DUI ENFORCEMENT WITHIN THE TOWN,

AND SHALL THE TOWN BE PERMITTED TO COLLECT, RETAIN AND SPEND THE REVENUES FROM 
SUCH TAX, INCLUDING ALL INTEREST DERIVED THEREFROM, WITHOUT REGARD TO THE 
REVENUE RAISING, DEBT LIMITATION OR OTHER RESTRICTIONS OF ARTICLE X, SECTION 20 OF 
THE COLORADO CONSTITUTION?

PASS, 72.1%-
27.9%

Occupation Tax Measures



EAGLE 2F: SHALL THE TOWN OF EAGLE’S TAXES BE INCREASED BY $50,000.00 ANNUALLY (FIRST FULL 
FISCAL YEAR INCREASE) AND BY WHATEVER AMOUNTS ARE RAISED ANNUALLY THEREAFTER 
THROUGH THE LEVY OF AN OCCUPATION TAX UP TO $5.00 FOR EACH SALES TRANSACTION BY 
ANY RETAIL MARIJUANA STORE, ANY RETAIL MARIJUANA CULTIVATION FACILITY AND ANY RETAIL 
MARIJUANA PRODUCT MANUFACTURING FACILITY WITHIN THE TOWN OF EAGLE, EFFECTIVE 
JANUARY 1, 2014; AND SHALL ALL REVENUES DERIVED FROM SUCH OCCUPATION TAX BE 
COLLECTED AND SPENT, AS A VOTER APPROVED REVENUE CHANGE, NOTWITHSTANDING ANY 
REVENUE OR EXPENDITURE LIMITATIONS CONTAINED IN ARTICLE X, SECTION 20, OF THE 
COLORADO CONSTITUTION, ARTICLE 1 OF TITLE 29, COLORADO REVISED STATUTES OR ANY 
OTHER LAW?

PASS, 1298-643

SPRING 2014
Sales Tax Measures

Black Hawk Ballot Issue #1: Shall City taxes be increased by imposing a new sales tax of 5% on sale of retail marijuana 
& medical marijuana and retail marijuana & medical marijuana products.

PASS, 40-4

Silverton REFERRED MEASURE A
SHALL THE TOWN OF SILVERTON'S TAXES BE INCREASED BY $20,000 ANNUALLY IN THE FIRST 
FULL FISCAL YEAR AND BY SUCH AMOUNTS AS ARE RAISED ANNUALLY THEREAFTER BY 
IMPOSING AN ADDITIONAL SALES TAX OF 1% ON THE SALE OF RETAIL MARIJUANA AND RETAIL 
MARIJUANA PRODUCTS, WITH THE TAX REVENUES BEING USED TO FUND THE ENFORCEMENT 
OF REGULATIONS ON THE RETAIL MARIJUANA INDUSTRY, OTHER COSTS RELATED TO 
ENFORCEMENT OF MARIJUANA LAWS, EDUCATION AND PUBLIC HEALTH PROGRAMS 
ASSOCIATED WITH MARIJUANA CONSUMPTION INCLUDING PREVENTION OF UNDERAGE 
CONSUMPTION, AND OTHER GENERAL PURPOSES OF THE TOWN, WITH THE RATE OF THE TAX 
BEING ALLOWED TO BE INCREASED OR DECREASED WITHOUT FURTHER VOTER APPROVAL SO 
LONG AS THE RATE OF TAXATION DOES NOT EXCEED 1%, AND WITH THE RESULTING TAX 
REVENUE BEING ALLOWED TO BE COLLECTED AND SPENT NOTWITHSTANDING ANY LIMITATIONS 
CONTAINED WITHIN ARTICLE X, SECTION 20 OF THE COLORADO CONSTITUTION OR ANY OTHER 
SPENDING, REVENUE-RAISING, OR OTHER LIMITATIONS PROVIDED BY LAW?

PASS, 348-64

Excise Tax Measures



Dillon SHALL THE TOWN OF DILLON TAXES BE INCREASED BY ONE HUNDRED THOUSAND DOLLARS 
($100,000) IN 2015 (FIRST FULL FISCAL YEAR OF SUCH TAX INCREASE), AND BY WHATEVER 
ADDITIONAL AMOUNTS ARE RAISED ANNUALLY THEREAFTER BY IMPOSING EFFECTIVE January 1, 
2015, A NEW EXCISE TAX ON (1) the first sale or transfer of unprocessed retail marijuana by a retail 
marijuana cultivation facility and (2) THE SALE WITHIN THE TOWN OF RETAIL MARIJUANA AND RETAIL 
MARIJUANA PRODUCTS permitted by Article XVIII, Section 16 of the Colorado Constitution but not on the 
sale of medical marijuana pursuant to Article XVIII, Section 14 of the Colorado Constitution, AT THE RATE 
OF FIVE PERCENT (which rate may be adjusted from time to time by the Council so long as it does not 
exceed five percent) OF THE PRICE PAID BY THE PURCHASER OF THE RETAIL MARIJUANA AND 
RETAIL MARIJUANA PRODUCTS IN ACCORDANCE WITH ANY ORDINANCES HEREAFTER 
APPROVED BY THE COUNCIL; AND SHALL THE REVENUE RECEIVED BY THE TOWN FROM THE 
COLLECTION OF SUCH NEW TAX BE USED TO PAY OR REIMBURSE THE TOWN FOR DIRECT AND 
INDIRECT COSTS INCURRED OR EXPENDED BY THE TOWN FOR ADEQUATE TRAINING, 
ENFORCEMENT, AND ADMINISTRATION OF ALL APPLICABLE MARIJUANA LAWS AND 
REGULATIONS, TO SUPPORT LOCAL DRUG AND ALCOHOL PROGRAMS AND FACILITIES, AND FOR 
OTHER GENERAL PURPOSES OF THE TOWN; AND SHALL THE TOWN BE AUTHORIZED TO 
COLLECT AND SPEND SUCH REVENUE AS A VOTER APPROVED REVENUE CHANGE UNDER 
ARTICLE X SECTION 20 OF THE COLORADO CONSTITUTION?

PASS, 115-34

Fruita Referred Issue B: SHALL THE CITY OF FRUITA'S TAXES BE INCREASED BY $100,000 ANNUALLY 
(FIRST FULL FISCAL YEAR INCREASE), AND BY WHATEVER AMOUNTS ARE RAISED ANNUALLY 
THEREAFTER, BY IMPOSING A MARIJUANA EXCISE TAX AT THE RATE OF 5% OF THE PRICE PAID 
FOR THE PURCHASE OF RETAIL MARIJUANA, RETAIL MARIJUANA PRODUCTS AND RETAIL 
MARIJUANA ACCESSORIES WITH SUCH REVENUE TO BE USED FOR ADDITIONAL COSTS 
INCURRED FOR ADEQUATE ENFORCEMENT OF REGULATIONS ON THE RETAIL MARIJUANA 
INDUSTRY, AND ADMINISTRATION OF RETAIL MARIJUANA REGULATIONS AND OTHER GENERAL 
PURPOSES OF THE CITY; AND SHALL ALL REVENUES DERIVED FROM SUCH TAX BE COLLECTED 
AND SPENT AS A VOTER APPROVED REVENUE CHANGE, NOTWITHSTANDING ANY REVENUE OR 
EXPENDITURE LIMITATIONS CONTAINED IN ARTICLE X, SECTION 20, OF THE COLORADO 
CONSTITUTION?

PASS, 1913-1425

Larkspur SHALL THE TOWN OF LARKSPUR, COLORADO ENACT ORDINANCE 7.85 TO ADOPT AN ADULT USE 
MARIJUANA EXCISE TAX OF 5% ON THE PRICE PAID FOR RETAIL MAIJUANA, RETAIL MARIJUANA 
PRODUCTS, AND RETAIL MARIJUANA ACCESSORIES TO COVER THE COST OF ADMINISTRATIVE 
AND ENFORCEMENT OF REGULATIONS ON THE RETAIL MARIJUANA INDUSTRY AS ALLOWED 
UNDER AMENDMENT 64 OF THE COLORADO CONSTITUTION? 

FAIL, 23-75



Silverton REFERRED MEASURE B

SHALL THE TOWN OF SILVERTON TAXES BE INCREASED BY $60,000 ANNUALLY IN THE FIRST 
FULL FISCAL YEAR AND BY SUCH AMOUNTS AS ARE RAISED ANNUALLY THEREAFTER BY 
IMPOSING A 3% WHOLESALE EXCISE TAX ON ALL MARIJUANA WHOLESALE  TRANSACTIONS, 
WITH THE TAX REVENUES BEING USED TO FUND THE ENFORCEMENT OF REGULATIONS ON THE 
RETAIL AND MEDICAL MARIJUANA INDUSTRY, OTHER COSTS RELATED TO ENFORCEMENT OF 
MARIJUANA LAWS, EDUCATION AND PUBLIC HEALTH PROGRAMS ASSOCIATED WITH MARIJUANA 
CONSUMPTION INCLUDING PREVENTION OF UNDERAGE CONSUMPTION, AND OTHER GENERAL 
PURPOSES OF THE TOWN, WITH THE RATE OF THE TAX BEING ALLOWED TO BE INCREASED OR 
DECREASED WITHOUT FURTHERVOTER APPROVAL SO LONG AS THE RATE OF TAXATION DOES 
NOT EXCEED 3%, AND WITH THE RESULTING TAX REVENUE BEING ALLOWED TO BE COLLECTED 
AND SPENT NOTWITHSTANDING ANY LIMITATIONS CONTAINED WITHIN ARTICLE X, SECTION 20 
OF THE COLORADO CONSTITUTION OR ANY OTHER SPENDING, REVENUE-RAISING, OR OTHER 
LIMITATIONS PROVIDED BY LAW?

PASS, 331-79

Occupation Tax Measures
Mancos SHALL THE TOWN OF MANCOS TAXES BE INCREASED BY $50,000 IN 2015 (FIRST FULL FISCAL 

YEAR OF SUCH TAX INCREASE), AND BY WHATEVER ADDrTIONAL AMOUNTS ARE RAISED 
ANNUALLY THEREAFTER BY IMPOSING, EFFECTrVE JANUARY I, 2015. A NEW OCCUPATION TAX 
ON THE OCCUPATION OF SELLING WITHIN THE TOWN RETAlL MARIJUANA AND RETAIL 
MARIJUANA PRODUCTS PERMITTED BY ARTICLE XVIII, SECTION 16 OF THE COLORADO 
CONSTITUTION (BUT NOT ON THE SALE OF MEDICAL MARIJUANA PURSUANT TO ARTICLE  VIII, 
SECTION 14 OF THE COLORADO CONSTITUTION), SUCH TAX TO BE IMPOSED AT A MAXIMUM RA 
TE OF TEN DOLLARS PER SINGLE RETAIL TRANSACTION FOR THE SALE OF RETAIL MARIJUANA 
OR RETAIL MARIJUANA PRODUCTS WITHIN THE TOWN (WHICH TAX MAY BE  DJUSTED FROM 
TIME TO TIME BY THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES WITHOUT FURTHER ELECTIONS SO LONG AS IT 
DOES NOT EXCEED TEN DOLLARS PER RETAIL TRANSACTION) IN ACCORDANCE WITH ANY 
ORDINANCES HEREAFTER APPROVED BY THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES,  ROVIDED THAT ANY SUCH 
TAX SHALL BE IMPOSED ONLY IF THE SALE OF RETAIL MARIJUANA IS PERMITTED WITHIN THE 
TOWN, AND NOTHING HEREIN SHALL BE CONSTRUED AS APPROVING THE SALE WITHIN THE 
TOWN OF RETAIL MARIJUANA OR RETAIL MARIJUANA PRODUCTS; AND SHALL THE PROCEEDS OF 
ANY SUCH TAXES AND INVESTMENT INCOME THEREON BE COLLECTED AND SPENT BY THE 
TOWN AS A VOTER-APPROVED REVENUE CHANGE, WITHOUT REGARD TO ANY SPENDING, 
REVENUE-RAISING, OR OTHER LIMITATION CONTAINED WITHIN ARTICLE X, SECTION 20 OF THE 
COLORADO CONSTITUTION, AND WITHOUT LIMITING IN ANY YEAR THE AMOUNT OF OTHER 
REVENUES THAT MAY BE COLLECTED AND SPENT BY THE TOWN?

PASS, 206-66



Sedgwick ISSUE 1A
SHALL TOWN OF SEDGWICK TAXES BE INCREASED BY $1,000,000.00 (FIRST FULL FISCAL YEAR 
INCREASE) AND ANNUALLY THEREAFTER IN SUCH AMOUNTS AS ARE RECEIVED EACH YEAR 
FROM THE LEVY OF AN OCCUPATION TAX AT A RATE OF $5.00 PER SALES TRANSACTION BY ANY 
RETAIL MARIJUANA STORE WITHIN THE TOWN OF SEDGWICK, TO COMMENCE JULY 1, 2014, AND 
WITH ALL REVENUES DERIVED FROM SUCH TAX TO BE COLLECTED, RETAINED AND SPENT FOR 
ANY LAWFUL MUNICIPAL PURPOSE; AND SHALL THE TOWN BE PERMITTED TO COLLECT, RETAIN 
AND EXPEND ALL REVENUES DERIVED FROM SUCH OCCUPATION TAX AS A VOTER-APPROVED 
REVENUE CHANGE AND AN EXCEPTION TO LIMITS WHICH WOULD OTHERWISE APPLY UNDER 
ARTICLE X SECTION 20 OF THE COLORADO CONSTITUTION OR ANY OTHER LAW?

PASS, 27-4

Sedgwick ISSUE 2A
SHALL TOWN OF SEDGWICK TAXES BE INCREASED BY $1,000,000.00 (FIRST FULL FISCAL YEAR 
INCREASE) AND ANNUALLY THEREAFTER IN SUCH AMOUNTS AS ARE RECEIVED EACH YEAR 
FROM THE LEVY OF AN OCCUPATION TAX AT A RATE OF $100.00 PER SALE OR TRANSFER OF 
UNPROCESSED RETAIL MARIJUANA BY ANY RETAIL MARIJUANA CULTIVATION FACILITY WITHIN 
THE TOWN OF SEDGWICK, TO COMMENCE JULY 1, 2014, AND WITH ALL REVENUES DERIVED 
FROM SUCH TAX TO BE COLLECTED, RETAINED AND SPENT FOR ANY LAWFUL MUNICIPAL 
PURPOSE; AND SHALL THE TOWN BE PERMITTED TO COLLECT, RETAIN AND EXPEND ALL 
REVENUES DERIVED FROM SUCH OCCUPATION TAX AS A VOTER-APPROVED REVENUE CHANGE 
AND AN EXCEPTION TO LIMITS WHICH WOULD OTHERWISE APPLY UNDER ARTICLE X SECTION 20 
OF THE COLORADO CONSTITUTION OR ANY OTHER LAW?

PASS, 26-5

Fall 2014
Sales Tax Measures

Basalt SHALL THE TOWN OF BASALT, COLORADO, ACTINGTHROUGH ITS TOWN COUNCIL, BEGINNING 
JANUARY 1, 2015, BE AUTHORIZED TO IMPOSE AN ADDITIONAL MUNICIPAL SALES TAX OF 5% ON 
THE SAMPLE SALES OF RETAIL MARIJUANA AND MARIJUANA PRODUCTS WITH THE RESULTING 
SALES TAX RATE CAPABLE OF BEING LOWERED OR REVOKED IN THE SOLE DISCRETION OF THE 
BASALT TOWN COUNCIL, WITH THE RESULTING TAX REVENUES TO BE COLLECTED AND SPENT 
TO PAY DIRECT AND INDIRECT EXPENSES RELATED TO THE LICENSING AND REGULATION OF 
THE RETAIL MARIJUANA INDUSTRY, ENFORCEMENT OF MARIJUANA LAWS IN GENERAL, 
EDUCATION AND PUBLIC HEALTH PROGRAMS TO MITIGATE ANY NEGATIVE CONSEQUENCES 
ASSOCIATED WITH THE CONSUMPTION OF MARIJUANA AND MARIJUANA PRODUCTS, PROGRAMS 
TO PREVENT THE ILLEGAL DIVERSION OF RETAIL MARIJUANA AND RETAIL MARIJUANA 
PRODUCTS TO PERSONS UNDER THE AGE OF TWENTY-ONE (21); AND TO OTHERWISE PAY THE 
EXPENSES OF OPERATING AND IMPROVING THE TOWN AND ITS FACILITIES?

PASS, 970-375



Federal Heights 3) SHALL THE CITY OF FEDERAL HEIGHTS' TAXES BE INCREASED BY ($300,000) ANNUALLY 
BEGINNING IN 2015 (FIRST FULL FISCAL YEAR OF SUCH TAX INCREASE) AND BY WHATEVER 
ADDITIONAL AMOUNTS ARE RAISED ANNUALLY THEREAFTER BY IMPOSING, EFFECTIVE JANUARY 
1, 2015, AN ADDITIONAL SALES TAX AT THE RATE OF FIVE PERCENT UPON THE SALE OF RETAIL 
MARIJUANA AND RETAIL MARIJUANA PRODUCTS WITHIN THE CITY AS LEGALIZED BY ARTICLE 
XVIII, SECTION 16, OF THE COLORADO CONSTITUTION (WHICH RATE MAY BE ADJUSTED, FROM 
TIME TO TIME BY CITY COUNCIL, UPON THE SALE OF RETAIL MARIJUANA AND RETAIL MARIJUANA 
PRODUCTS WITHOUT FURTHER VOTER APPROVAL SO LONG AS SUCH RATE DOES NOT EXCEED 
TEN PERCENT) WITH SUCH SALES TAX TO BE IN ADDITION TO THE APPLICATION OF THE CITY'S 
SALES TAX AND THE REVENUE RECEIVED BY THE CITY FROM THE COLLECTION OF THE SALES 
TAX TO BE USED TO PAY OR REIMBURSE THE CITY FOR DIRECT AND INDIRECT COSTS INCURRED 
OR EXPENDED BY THE CITY RELATED TO THE REGULATION OF THE USE OF RETAIL MARIJUANA 
AND RETAIL MARIJUANA PRODUCTS, TO SUPPORT LOCAL DRUG EDUCATION PROGRAMS, 
PREVENTION OF UNDERAGE CONSUMPTION OF RETAIL MARIJUANA AND RETAIL MARIJUANA 
PRODUCTS, AND FOR OTHER GENERAL PURPOSES OF THE CITY, WITH THE REVENUE FROM 
SUCH TAX AND ANY EARNINGS FROM THE INVESTMENT THEREOF TO BE COLLECTED AND SPENT 
AS A VOTER APPROVED REVENUE CHANGE UNDER ARTICLE X, SECTION 20 OF THE COLORADO 
CONSTITUTION?

PASS, 1175-1052

Gunnison SHALL THE CITY OF GUNNISON TAXES BE INCREASED BY $150,000.00 ANNUALLY IN THE FIRST 
FULL FISCAL YEAR AND BY WHATEVER AMOUNTS ARE RAISED ANNUALLY THEREAFTER 
THROUGH THE IMPOSITION AND ASSESSMENT OF AN ADDITIONAL SALES TAX IN THE AMOUNT 
OF FIVE PERCENT (5%) ON THE SALE OF MEDICAL MARIJUANA, MEDICAL MARIJUANA INFUSED 
PRODUCTS, RETAIL MARIJUANA AND RETAIL MARIJUANA PRODUCTS AND AN EXCISE TAX IN THE 
AMOUNT OF FIVE PERCENT (5%) OF THE CASH VALUE OF THE TRANSACTION ON THE SALE BY A 
RETAIL MARIJUANA CULTIVATION FACILITY OR RETAIL MARIJUANA PRODUCTS MANUFACTURING 
FACILITY TO A LICENSED MARIJUANA ESTABLISHMENT OUTSIDE THE CITY OF GUNNISON, AND 
SHALL ALL REVENUES DERIVED FROM SUCH TAX COLLECTED BE SPENT TO DEFRAY COSTS 
INCURRED IN REGULATING THE MARIJUANA INDUSTRY, FUNDING SOCIAL, RECREATIONAL, AND 
EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS WITHIN THE COMMUNITY AS MAY BE DETERMINED BY THE CITY 
INCLUDING SUBSTANCE ABUSE PREVENTION, EDUCATION AND COUNSELING PROGRAMS, AND 
TO PROMOTE THE GENERAL PURPOSES OF THE CITY OF GUNNISON AS A VOTER APPROVED 
REVENUE CHANGE AND AN EXCEPTION TO THE REVENUE AND SPENDING LIMITS OF ARTICLE X, 
SECTION 20, OF THE COLORADO CONSTITUTION?

PASS, 974-472



Hot Sulphur 
Springs

SHALL TOWN OF HOT SULPHUR SPRINGS TAXES BE INCREASED BY $60,000 ANNUALLY IN THE 
FIRST FISCAL YEAR COMMENCING JANUARY 1, 2015 AND ENDING DECEMBER 31, 2015, AND BY 
WHATEVER ADDITIONAL AMOUNTS ARE RAISED ANNUALLY THEREAFTER, AND ONLY IN THE 
EVENT THAT THE TOWN BOARD OF TRUSTEES TAKES ACTION TO PERMIT THE RETAIL SALE OF 
MARIJUANA AND MARIJUANA INFUSED PRODUCTS WITHIN THE TOWN, BY IMPOSING, EFFECTIVE 
JANUARY 1, 2015, A NEW SALES TAX ON THE SALE WITHIN THE TOWN OF RETAIL MARIJUANA 
AND RETAIL MARIJUANA PRODUCTS AS DEFINED IN THE COLORADO RETAIL MARIJUANA CODE 
AND APPLICABLE TOWN ORDINANCES, AT THE RATE OF TEN PERCENT (10%) OF THE PRICE PAID 
BY THE PURCHASER OF THE RETAIL MARIJUANA AND RETAIL MARIJUANA PRODUCTS, WHICH IS 
HEREBY APPROVED; WITH THE RATE OF SUCH SALES TAX BEING ALLOWED TO BE DECREASED 
OR INCREASED WITHOUT FURTHER VOTER APPROVAL SO LONG AS THE RATE OF SUCH TAX 
DOES NOT EXCEED 15%?

FAIL, 175-154

Lyons
SHALL TOWN OF LYONS TAXES BE INCREASED BY $95,000.00 ANNUALLY IN THE FIRST FULL 
FISCAL YEAR COMMENCING JANUARY 1, 2015 AND ENDING DECEMBER 31, 2015, AND BY 
WHATEVER ADDITIONAL AMOUNTS ARE RAISED ANNUALLY THEREAFTER, BY IMPOSING, 
EFFECTIVE JANUARY 1, 2015, A NEW SALES TAX ON THE SALE WITHIN THE TOWN OF RETAIL 
MARIJUANA AND RETAIL MARIJUANA PRODUCTS AS DEFINED IN THE COLORADO RETAIL 
MARIJUANA CODE AND APPLICABLE TOWN ORDINANCES, AT THE RATE OF THREE POINT FIVE 
PERCENT (3.5%) OF THE PRICE PAID BY THE PURCHASER OF THE RETAIL MARIJUANA AND 
RETAIL MARIJUANA PRODUCTS, WHICH IS HEREBY APPROVED; AND SHALL THE REVENUE 
RECEIVED BY THE TOWN FROM THE COLLECTION OF SUCH NEW TAX BE USED TO PAY OR 
REIMBURSE THE TOWN FOR DIRECT AND INDIRECT COSTS INCURRED OR EXPENDED BY THE 
TOWN FOR ADEQUATE TRAINING, ENFORCEMENT, AND ADMINISTRATION OF ALL APPLICABLE 
MARIJUANA LAWS AND REGULATIONS, TO SUPPORT LOCAL DRUG AND ALCOHOL PROGRAMS 
AND FACILITIES, AND FOR OTHER GENERAL PURPOSES OF THE TOWN, WITH THE RATE OF SUCH 
SALES TAX BEING ALLOWED TO BE DECREASED OR INCREASED WITHOUT FURTHER VOTER 
APPROVAL SO LONG AS THE RATE OF SUCH TAX DOES NOT EXCEED 10%; AND SHALL THE TOWN 
BE AUTHORIZED TO COLLECT AND SPEND SUCH REVENUE AS A VOTER APPROVED REVENUE 
CHANGE UNDER ARTICLE X, SECTION 20 OF THE COLORADO CONSTITUTION ?

PASS, 548-154



Northglenn SHALL CITY OF NORTHGLENN TAXES BE INCREASED BY FOUR HUNDRED FIFTY THOUSAND 
DOLLARS ($450,000) ANNUALLY IN THE FIRST FISCAL YEAR, AND BY SUCH AMOUNTS AS ARE 
RAISED ANNUALLY THEREAFTER BY IMPOSING A NEW SALES TAX OF TWO PERCENT (2%) ON 
THE SALE OF RETAIL MARIJUANA AND MEDICAL MARIJUANA, AND RETAIL MARIJUANA AND 
MEDICAL MARIJUANA PRODUCTS, WHICH SHALL BE IN ADDITION TO THE MUNICIPAL SALES TAX 
ON SUCH SALES, AND SHALL ALL REVENUES DERIVED FROM SUCH TAX BE COLLECTED AND 
SPENT TO BE USED EXCLUSIVELY FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF PUBLIC FACILITIES, INCLUDING, 
BUT NOT LIMITED TO, THE NORTHGLENN RECREATION CENTER, THE NORTHGLENN SENIOR 
CENTER, AND THE NORTHGLENN THEATRE AS A VOTER APPROVED REVENUE CHANGE WITHOUT 
REGARD TO ANY EXPENDITURE, REVENUE RAISING, OR OTHER LIMITATION CONTAINED IN 
ARTICLE X, § 20 OF THE COLORADO CONSTITUTION OR ANY OTHER LAW?

PASS, 6791-3926

Ouray SHALL CITY OF OURAY'S TAXES BE INCREASED BY FIFTY-THREE THOUSAND DOLLARS 
($53,000.00) IN THE FIRST FULL FISCAL YEAR AND BY SUCH AMOUNTS AS ARE RAISED ANNUALLY 
THEREAFTER BY IMPOSING AN ADDITIONAL SALES TAX OF 5% ON THE SALE OF RETAIL 
MARIJUANA AND RETAIL MARIJUANA PRODUCTS WITH THE RATE OF SUCH TAX BEING ALLOWED 
TO BE DECREASED OR INCREASED WITHOUT FURTHER VOTER APPROVAL SO LONG AS THE 
RATE  OF THE TAX DOES NOT EXCEED 10%, AND WITH THE RESULTING TAX REVENUE BEING 
ALLOWED TO BE COLLECTED AND SPENT BY THE CITY WITHOUT REGARD TO ANY 
EXPENDITURE, REVENUE-RAISING, OR OTHER LIMITATION CONTAINED IN ARTICLE X, § 20 OF THE 
COLORADO CONSTITUTION OR ANY OTHER LAW?

PASS, 59-41%

Paonia SHALL THE TOWN OF PAONIA TAXES BE INCREASED BY $50,000.00 IN 2015 (THE FIRST FULL 
FISCAL YEAR OF SUCH TAX INCREASE) AND BY WHATEVER ADDITIONAL AMOUNTS ARE RAISED 
ANNUALLY THEREAFTER, BY IMPOSING, EFFECTIVE JANUARY 1, 2015, A NEW TAX ON (1) THE 
FIRST SALE OR TRANSFER OF UNPROCESSED RETAIL MARIJUANA BY A RETAIL MARIJUANA 
CULTIVATION FACILITY AND (2) THE SALE WITHIN THE TOWN OF PAONIA RETAIL MARIJUANA 
AND RETAIL MARIJUANA PRODUCTS PERMITTED BY ARTICLE XVIII , SECTION 16 OF THE 
COLORADO CONSTITUTION AT THE RATE OF FIVE PERCENT (5%) OF THE PRICE PAID BY THE 
PURCHASER OR TRANSFEREE OF THE RETAIL MARIJUANA AND RETAIL MARIJUANA PRODUCTS, 
WITH THE RATE OF EITHER OR BOTH TAXES BEING ALLOWED TO BE INCREASED OR 
DECREASED WITHOUT FURTHER VOTER APPROVAL SO LONG AS THE RATE OF TAXATION 
DOES NOT EXCEED TEN PERCENT (10%), IN ACCORDANCE WITH ANY ORDINANCES HEREAFTER 
APPROVED BY THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF THE TOWN OF PAONIA; PROVIDED THAT ANY 
SUCH TAX SHALL BE IMPOSED ONLY IF RETAIL MARIJUANA ESTABLISHMENTS ARE PERMITTED 
WITHIN THE TOWN; AND SHALL THE TOWN BE AUTHORIZED TO COLLECT AND SPEND SUCH 
REVENUE AS A VOTER APPROVED REVENUE CHANGE UNDER ARTICLE X SECTION 20 OF THE 
COLORADO CONSTITUTION?

PASS, 481-286



Ramah SHALL THE TOWN OF RAMAH TAXES BE INCREASED BY $50,000 ANNUALLY IN THE FIRST FULL 
FISCAL YEAR OF SUCH TAX INCREASE, AND BY WHATEVER ADDITIONAL AMOUNTS ARE RAISED 
ANNUALLY THEREAFTER, BY IMPOSING A NEW TAX ON THE SALE WITHIN THE TOWN OF RETAIL 
MARIJUANA AND RETAIL MARIJUANA PRODUCTS PERMITTED BY ARTICLE XVIII, SECTION 16 OF 
THE COLORADO CONSTITUTION AT THE RATE OF FIVE PERCENT (5%) OF THE PRICE PAID BY THE 
PURCHASER OR TRANSFEREE OF THE RETAIL MARIJUANA AND RETAIL MARIJUANA PRODUCTS, 
WITH THE RATE OF THE TAX BEING ALLOWED TO BE INCREASED OR DECREASED WITHOUT 
FURTHER VOTER APPROVAL SO LONG AS THE RATE OF TAXATION DOES NOT EXCEED TEN 
PERCENT (10%), IN ACCORDANCE WITH ANY ORDINANCES HEREAFTER APPROVED BY THE 
BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF THE TOWN OF RAMAH; PROVIDED THAT ANY SUCH TAX SHALL BE 
IMPOSED ONLY IF RETAIL MARIJUANA ESTABLISHMENTS ARE PERMITTED WITHIN THE TOWN; 
AND SHALL THE TOWN BE AUTHORIZED TO COLLECT AND SPEND SUCH REVENUE AS A VOTER 
APPROVED REVENUE CHANGE UNDER ARTICLE X SECTION 20 OF THE COLORADO 
CONSTITUTION?

TIE, 28-28

Trinidad SHALL CITY OF TRINIDAD TAXES BE INCREASED BY $100,000.00 (FIRST FISCAL YEAR DOLLAR 
INCREASE) IN THE FISCAL YEAR COMMENCING JANUARY 1, 2015 AND ENDING DECEMBER 31, 
2015 AND BY SUCH AMOUNTS AS MAY BE COLLECTED ANNUALLY THEREAFTER BY THE 
IMPOSITION ON JANUARY 1, 2015 OF A NEW SALES TAX ON THE RETAIL SALE OF MARIJUANA, 
MARIJUANA PRODUCTS AND MARIJUANA ACCESSORIES BY LICENSED MARIJUANA 
ESTABLISHMENTS AT A RATE OF FIVE PERCENT (5%), WITH SUCH ADDITIONAL REVENUES AS 
ARE GENERATED BY THE NEW TAX TO BE COLLECTED, RETAINED AND SPENT FOR THE 
PURPOSE OF FUNDING COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT, PUBLIC SAFETY, YOUTH PROGRAMS, 
MUNICIPAL SERVICES AND OPERATIONS AND/OR OTHER LAWFUL GENERAL MUNICIPAL 
PURPOSES, AS A VOTER APPROVED REVENUE CHANGE, OFFSET AND EXCEPTION TO THE LIMITS 
WHICH WOULD OTHERWISE APPLY UNDER SECTION 20 OF ARTICLE X OF THE COLORADO 
CONSTITUTION OR ANY OTHER LAW?

PASS, 64%-36%

Excise Tax Measures



Aurora SHALL AURORA’S TAXES BE INCREASED BY $2,400,000 ANNUALLY IN THE FIRST FULL FISCAL 
YEAR OF SUCH INCREASE AND BY WHATEVER ADDITIONAL AMOUNTS ARE RAISED ANNUALLY 
THEREAFTER FROM THE IMPOSITION OF A 5.0% EXCISE TAX ON THE AVERAGE MARKET RATE OF 
UNPROCESSED RETAIL MARIJUANA THAT IS SOLD OR TRANSFERRED FROM A RETAIL 
MARIJUANA CULTIVATION FACILITY AND AN ADDITIONAL 2.0% SALES AND USE TAX ON THE SALE 
AND USE OF RETAIL MARIJUANA AND RETAIL MARIJUANA PRODUCTS, WITH THE RATE OF SUCH 
SALES AND USE TAX BEING ALLOWED TO BE INCREASED OR DECREASED WITHOUT FURTHER 
VOTER APPROVAL SO LONG AS THE RATE OF TAXATION DOES NOT EXCEED 10%, AND SHALL 
THE REVENUES FROM SUCH TAXES BE COLLECTED, RETAINED, AND SPENT AS A VOTER-
APPROVED REVENUE CHANGE AND AN EXCEPTION TO THE LIMITS WHICH WOULD OTHERWISE 
APPLY UNDER ARTICLE X, SECTION 20 OF THE COLORADO CONSTITUTION, SECTION 11-27 OF 
THE AURORA CHARTER, OR ANY OTHER LAW WHICH PURPORTS TO LIMIT AURORA’S REVENUES 
OR EXPENDITURES?

PASS, 53624-
32124

Canon City SHALL THE CITY OF CAÑON CITY TAXES BE INCREASED BY $100,000 ANNUALLY IN THE FIRST 
FULL FISCAL YEAR OF SUCH TAX INCREASE, AND BY WHATEVER ADDITIONAL AMOUNTS ARE 
RAISED ANNUALLY THEREAFTER, BY IMPOSING A NEW EXCISE TAX ON (1) THE FIRST SALE OR 
TRANSFER OF UNPROCESSED RETAIL MARIJUANA BY A RETAIL MARIJUANA CULTIVATION 
FACILITY AND (2) THE SALE WITHIN THE CITY OF RETAIL MARIJUANA AND RETAIL MARIJUANA 
PRODUCTS PERMITTED BY ARTICLE XVIII, SECTION 16 OF THE COLORADO CONSTITUTION AT 
THE RATE OF FIVE PERCENT (5%) [ WHICH RATE MAY BE ADJUSTED FROM TIME TO TIME BY THE 
COUNCIL SO LONG AS IT DOES NOT EXCEED TEN PERCENT (10%) ] OF THE PRICE PAID BY THE 
PURCHASER OR TRANSFEREE OF THE RETAIL MARIJUANA AND RETAIL MARIJUANA PRODUCTS 
IN ACCORDANCE WITH ANY ORDINANCES HEREAFTER APPROVED BY THE COUNCIL OF CAÑON 
CITY; PROVIDED THAT ANY SUCH TAX SHALL BE IMPOSED ONLY IF RETAIL MARIJUANA 
ESTABLISHMENTS ARE PERMITTED WITHIN THE CITY; AND SHALL THE REVENUE RECEIVED BY 
THE CITY FROM THE COLLECTION OF SUCH NEW TAX BE USED BY THE CITY TO MAINTAIN, 
REPAIR AND RECONSTRUCT PUBLIC STREETS WITHIN THE CITY; AND SHALL THE CITY BE 
AUTHORIZED TO COLLECT AND SPEND SUCH REVENUE AS A VOTER APPROVED REVENUE 
CHANGE UNDER ARTICLE X SECTION 20 OF THE COLORADO CONSTITUTION?

PASS, 3801-2257



De Beque SHALL THE TOWN OF DE BEQUE’S TAXES BE INCREASED BY $300,000.00 IN CALENDAR YEAR 
2015, AND BY WHATEVER ADDITIONAL AMOUNTS ARE RAISED ANNUALLY IN EACH SUBSEQUENT 
CALENDAR YEAR, BY THE IMPOSITION OF AN EXCISE TAX ON THE SALE OF RETAIL MARIJUANA 
AND RETAIL MARIJUANA PRODUCTS AS SUCH ARE AUTHORIZED BY STATE LAW AND BY THE 
TOWN OF DE BEQUE, COMMENCING JANUARY 1, 2015, AT THE RATE OF FIVE PERCENT (5%) OF 
THE PURCHASE PRICE PAID BY EACH PURCHASER OF RETAIL MARIJUANA AND RETAIL 
MARIJUANA PRODUCTS WITHIN THE TOWN, WHETHER FROM THE SALE OR TRANSFER OF 
UNPROCESSED RETAIL MARIJUANA BY A RETAIL MARIJUANA CULTIVATION FACILITY AND/OR 
FROM THE SALE OF RETAIL MARIJUANA BY A RETAIL MARIJUANA STORE, AND SHALL ALL SUCH 
TAX REVENUES BE COLLECTED, RETAINED AND SPENT AS A VOTER APPROVED REVENUE 
CHANGE UNDER ARTICLE X, SECTION 20 OF THE COLORADO CONSTITUTION, NOT 
WITHSTANDING ANY REVENUE OR EXPENDITURE LIMITATIONS CONTAINED IN THE COLORADO 
CONSTITUTION OR OTHER APPLICABLE LAW?

PASS, 81-44

Hot Sulphur 
Springs

SHALL TOWN OF HOT SULPHUR SPRINGS TAXES BE INCREASED BY $60,000 ANNUALLY IN THE 
FIRST FISCAL YEAR COMMENCING JANUARY 1, 2015, AND ENDING DECEMBER 31, 2015, AND BY 
WHATEVER ADDITIONAL AMOUNTS ARE RAISED ANNUALLY THEREAFTER, AND ONLY IN THE 
EVENT THAT THE TOWN BOARD OF TRUSTEES TAKES ACTION TO PERMIT THE OPERATION OF 
RETAIL MARIJUANA CULTIVATION FACILITIES WITHIN THE TOWN, BY IMPOSING, EFFECTIVE 
JANUARY 1, 2015, A NEW EXCISE TAX OF 10%TO BE PAID TO THE TOWN WHEN UNPROCESSED 
RETAIL MARIJUANA IS FIRST SOLD OR TRANSFERRED BY A RETAIL MARIJUANA CULTIVATION 
FACILITY; WITH THE RATE OF SUCH EXCISE TAX BEING ALLOWED TO BE DECREASED OR 
INCREASED WITHOUT FURTHER VOTER APPROVAL SO LONG AS THE RATE OF SUCH TAX DOES 
NOT EXCEED 15%?

FAIL, 175-152



Lafayette SHALL THE CITY OF LAFAYETTE TAXES BE INCREASED BY $240,000 ANNUALLY BEGINNING IN 2015 
(FIRST FULL FISCAL YEAR OF SUCH TAX INCREASE) AND BY WHATEVER ADDITIONAL AMOUNTS 
ARE RAISED ANNUALLY THEREAFTER BY IMPOSING, EFFECTIVE JANUARY 1, 2015, A NEW EXCISE 
TAX UPON THE FIRST SALE OR TRANSFER OF UNPROCESSED RETAIL MARIJUANA BY A RETAIL 
MARIJUANA CULTIVATION FACILITY WITHIN THE CITY AND UPON THE SALE OR TRANSFER OF 
RETAIL MARIJUANA AND RETAIL MARIJUANA PRODUCTS WITHIN THE CITY, ALL AS LEGALIZED BY 
ARTICLE XVIII, SECTION 16 OF THE COLORADO CONSTITUTION, AT THE RATE OF FIVE PERCENT 
(WHICH RATE MAY BE ADJUSTED FROM TIME TO TIME BY THE CITY COUNCIL ON EITHER THE 
FIRST SALE OR TRANSFER OF UNPROCESSED RETAIL MARIJUANA BY A RETAIL MARIJUANA 
CULTIVATION FACILITY OR UPON THE SALE OR TRANSFER OF RETAIL MARIJUANA AND RETAIL 
MARIJUANA PRODUCTS OR UPON BOTH SUCH SALES OR TRANSFERS WITHOUT FURTHER 
VOTER APPROVAL SO LONG AS SUCH RATE DOES NOT EXCEED TEN PERCENT), WITH SUCH 
EXCISE TAX TO BE IN ADDITION TO THE APPLICATION OF THE CITY’S SALES TAX, AND THE 
REVENUE RECEIVED BY THE CITY FROM THE COLLECTION OF THE EXCISE TAX TO BE USED TO 
PAY OR REIMBURSE THE CITY FOR DIRECT AND INDIRECT COSTS INCURRED OR EXPENDED 
BYTHE CITY RELATED TO THE REGULATION OF THE USE OF RETAIL MARIJUANA ANDRETAIL 
MARIJUANA PRODUCTS, TO SUPPORT LOCAL DRUG EDUCATION PROGRAMS, PREVENT 
UNDERAGE CONSUMPTION OF RETAIL MARIJUANA AND RETAIL MARIJUANA PRODUCTS, AND FOR 
OTHER GENERAL PURPOSES OF THE CITY, AND WITH THE REVENUE FROM SUCH TAX AND ANY 
EARNINGS FROM THE INVESTMENT THEREOF TO BE COLLECTED AND SPENT AS A VOTER 
APPROVED REVENUE CHANGE UNDER ARTICLE X SECTION 20 OF THE COLORADO 
CONSTITUTION?

PASS, 4830-1741

Pueblo SHALL THE CITY OF PUEBLO'S TAXES BE INCREASED BY $ 986,249 ANNUALLY (FIRST FULL FISCAL 
YEAR INCREASE) BEGINNING JANUARY 1, 2015 AND BY WHATEVER AMOUNTS ARE RAISED 
ANNUALLY THEREAFTER, THROUGH THE ADOPTION OF ORDINANCE NO. 8754 IMPOSING AN 
EXCISE TAX OF 8.0 % WHEN UNPROCESSED RETAIL MARIJUANA IS FIRST SOLD OR 
TRANSFERRED BY A RETAIL MARIJUANA CULTIVATION FACILITY AND BY IMPOSING AN 
ADDITIONAL SALES TAX OF 4.3 % ON THE SALE OF RETAIL MARIJUANA AND RETAIL MARIJUANA 
PRODUCTS WITH THE RATE OF EITHER OR BOTH TAXES BEING ALLOWED TO BE DECREASED OR 
INCREASED WITHOUT FURTHER VOTER APPROVAL SO LONG AS THE RATE OF EITHER TAX DOES 
NOT EXCEED 15.0 % AND SHALL ALL REVENUES DERIVED FROM SUCH TAXES BE COLLECTED, 
RETAINED AND SPENT, NOTWITHSTANDING ANY LIMITATIONS PROVIDED BY LAW, AS A VOTER 
APPROVED REVENUE CHANGE AND AN EXCEPTION TO THE LIMITS WHICH WOULD OTHERWISE 
APPLY PURSUANT TO ARTICLE X, SECTION 20 OF THE COLORADO CONSTITUTION OR ANY 
OTHER LAW AND ALLOWING SUCH REVENUE TO BE EXPENDED AS THE CITY COUNCIL SHALL 
DETERMINE?

FAIL, 52-48%



Rifle SHOULD THE CITY OF RIFLE’S TAXES BE INCREASED BY $250,000, BEGINNING JANUARY 1, 2015, 
AND BY SUCH AMOUNTS THAT ARE RAISED ANNUALLY THEREAFTER, BY IMPOSING AN EXCISE 
TAX IN THE AMOUNT OF 5% OF THE MARKET RATE OF RETAIL MARIJUANA,UPON THE SALE OR 
TRANSFER OF RETAIL MARIJUANA FROM A RETAIL MARIJUANA CULTIVATION FACILITY WITHIN 
THE CITY OF RIFLE TO A RETAIL MARIJUANA PRODUCT MANUFACTURING FACILITY, A RETAIL 
MARIJUANA STORE, ANOTHER RETAIL MARIJUANA CULTIVATION FACILITY OR ANY OTHER 
PURCHASER OR TRANSFEREE, WITHIN OR WITHOUT THE CITY OF RIFLE; WITH THE MARKET 
RATE OF MARIJUANA TO EQUAL, IN ANY EVENT,THE AVERAGE MARKET RATE FOR RETAIL 
MARIJUANAUNDER C.R.S.§ 39-28.8-101, AS THAT CODE SECTION MAY BE AMENDED; WITH THE 
RESULTING TAX REVENUES TO BE COLLECTED BY THE CITY AS A VOTER APPROVED REVENUE 
CHANGE, NOTWITHSTANDING ANY APPLICABLE REVENUE OR EXPENDITURE LIMITATION 
IMPOSED BY ARTICLE X, SECTION 20 OF THE COLORADO CONSTITUTION OR ANY OTHER LAW?

PASS, 1451-849

Silver Plume SHALL THE TOWN OF SILVER PLUMES TAXES BE INCREASED BEGINNING IN CALENDAR YEAR 
2015, BY IMPOSING A NEW EXCISE TAX EFFECTIVE JANURARY 1, 2015, ON THE SALE WITHIN THE 
TOWN OF RETAIL MARIJUANA  AND RETAIL MARIJUANA PRODUCTS AS SUCH ARE AUTHORIZED 
BY STATE LAW, AT THE RATE OF FOUR PERCENT OF THE PRICE PAID BY THE PURCHASER OF 
THE RETAIL MARIJUANA AND RETAIL MARIJUANA PRODUCTS, WITH THE RATE OF TAX BEING 
ALLOWED TO BE INCREASED OR DECREASED WITHOUT FURTHER VOTER APPROVAL SO LONG 
AS THE RATE OF TAXATION DOES NOT EXCEED 8% AND THE RESULTING TAX REVENUE BEING 
ALLOWED TO BE COLLECTED AND SPENT NOTWITHSTANDING ANY LIMITATIONS PROVIDED BY 
LAW?

PASS, 99-7

Occupation Tax Measures
Empire SHALL THE TOWN OF EMPIRE'S TAX REVENUE BE INCREASED BY AN ESTIMATED $1000 ANNUALY 

(FIRST FULL FISCAL YEAR INCREASE) AND BY WHATEVER AMOUNTS ARE RAISED ANNUALLY 
THEREAFTER THROUGH THE LEVY OF AN OCCUPATION TAX UP TO $5.00 FOR EACH WHOLESALE 
TRANSACTION (NON-MEDICAL) OF MARIJUANA OR MARIJUANA PRODUCTS BY ANY ADULT USE 
MARIJUANA CENTER, MARIJUANA CULTIVATION FACILITY AND MARIJUANA PRODUCT 
MANUFACTURING FACILITY WITHIN THE TOWN OF EMPIRE, EFFECTIVE JANUARY 1, 2015; AND 
SHALL ALL REVENUES DERIVED FROM SUCH OCCUPATION TAX BE COLLECTED AND SPENT, AS A 
VOTER APPROVED REVENUE CHANGE, NOTWITHSTANDING ANY REVENUE OR EXPENDITURE 
LIMITATIONS CONTAINED IN ARTICLE X, SECTION 20, OF THE COLORADO CONSTITUTION, 
ARTICLE 1 OF TITLE 29, COLORADO REVISED STATUTES OR ANY OTHER LAW?

PASS, 70-35



Palisade “SHALL THE TOWN OF PALISADE’S TAXES BE INCREASED BY $200,000.00 ANNUALLY (FIRST FULL 
FISCAL YEAR INCREASE) AND BY WHATEVER AMOUNTS ARE RAISED ANNUALLY THEREAFTER 
THROUGH THE LEVY OF AN OCCUPATION TAX IN THE AMOUNT OF $5.00 FOR EACH SALES 
TRANSACTION THAT IS LESS THAN $100.00, IN THE AMOUNT OF $10.00 FOR EACH SALES 
TRANSACTION THAT IS $100.00 OR OVER BUT LESS THAN $500.00, AND IN THE AMOUNT OF $25.00 
FOR EACH SALES TRANSACTION THAT IS $500.00 OR OVER INVOLVING THE SALE OR PURCHASE 
OF RETAIL MARIJUANA, RETAIL MARIJUANA PRODUCTS OR RETAIL MARIJUANA ACCESSORIES BY 
ANY RETAIL MARIJUANA STORE, ANY RETAIL MARIJUANA CULTIVATION FACILITY AND ANY RETAIL 
MARIJUANA PRODUCT MANUFACTURING FACILITY WITHIN THE TOWN OF PALISADE, EFFECTIVE 
JANUARY 1, 2015; AND SHALL ALL REVENUES DERIVED FROM SUCH OCCUPATION TAX BE 
COLLECTED AND SPENT, AS A VOTER APPROVED REVENUE CHANGE, NOTWITHSTANDING ANY 
REVENUE OR EXPENDITURE LIMITATIONS CONTAINED IN ARTICLE X, SECTION 20, OF THE 
COLORADO CONSTITUTION, ARTICLE 1 OF TITLE 29, COLORADO REVISED STATUTES OR ANY 
OTHER LAW?

PASS, 60-40%

Spring 2015
There were no marijuana tax ballot actions in spring 2015 elections

Fall 2015
COMMERCE CITY ISSUE NO.1SHALL THE CITY OF COMMERCE CITY TAXES BE INCREASED BY ONE HUNDRED 

THOUSAND DOLLARS IN THE FISCAL YEAR COMMENCING JANUARY 1, 2016, AND ENDING 
DECEMBER 31, 2016, AND BY WHATEVER ADDITIONAL AMOUNTS ARE RAISED ANNUALLY 
THEREAFTER BY THE IMPOSITION OF AN EXCISE TAX ON THE SALE OF MARIJUANA AND 
MARIJUANA PRODUCTS AS SUCH ARE AUTHORIZED BY STATE LAW COMMENCING JANUARY 1, 
2016 AT THE RATE OF FIVE PERCENT OF THE PRICE PAID BY THE PURCHASER, IN ACCORDANCE 
WITH CITY ORDINANCE 2050; AND SHALL THE CITY BE AUTHORIZED TO COLLECT AND SPEND 
SUCH REVENUE AS A VOTER APPROVED REVENUE CHANGE UNDER ARTICLE X, SECTION 20 OF 
THE COLORADO CONSTITUTION?

Pass 63-37%

DENVER 2B May the City and County of Denver retain and spend all 2014 revenues derived from the special retail 
marijuana sales tax as originally approved by the voters on November 5, 2013, and continue to impose and 
collect the tax to the full extent permitted by the original voter approval?

Pass 81-19%



GEORGETOWN SHALL THE TOWN OF GEORGETOWN TAXES BE INCREASED BY $100,000 IN 2016 (FIRST FULL 
FISCAL YEAR OF SUCH TAX INCREASE), AND BY WHATEVER ADDITIONAL AMOUNTS ARE RAISED 
ANNUALLY THEREAFTER BY IMPOSING, EFFECTIVE JANUARY 1, 2016, A NEW OCCUPATION TAX 
ON THE OCCUPATION OF SELLING WITHIN THE TOWN RETAIL AND WHOLESALE MARIJUANA AND 
RETAIL AND WHOLESALE MARIJUANA PRODUCTS PERMITTED BY ARTICLE XVIII, SECTION 16 OF 
THE COLORADO CONSTITUTION, SUCH TAX TO BE IMPOSED AT A MAXIMUM RATE OF FIVE 
DOLLARS PER SINGLE RETAIL OR WHOLESALE TRANSACTION WITHIN THE TOWN  (WHICH TAX 
MAY BE ADJUSTED FROM TIME TO TIME BY THE BOARD OF SELECTMEN WITHOUT FURTHER 
ELECTIONS SO LONG AS IT DOES NOT EXCEED FIVE DOLLARS PER TRANSACTION) IN 
ACCORDANCE WITH ANY ORDINANCES HEREAFTER ADOPTED BY THE BOARD OF SELECTMEN; 
AND SHALL THE PROCEEDS OF ANY SUCH TAXES AND INVESTMENT INCOME THEREON BE 
COLLECTED AND SPENT BY THE TOWN AS A VOTER-APPROVED REVENUE CHANGE, WITHOUT 
REGARD TO ANY SPENDING, REVENUE-RAISING, OR OTHER LIMITATION CONTAINED WITHIN 
ARTICLE X, SECTION 20 OF THE COLORADO CONSTITUTION, ARTICLE 1 OF TITLE 29, COLORADO 
REVISED STATUTES, OR ANY OTHER LAW?

Pass 52-48%

HAYDEN REFERENDUM 2D SHALL THE TOWN OF HAYDEN’S TAXES BE INCREASED BY ONE HUNDRED 
FORTY THREE THOUSAND FIVE HUNDRED DOLLARS AND NO CENTS ($143,500) IN FISCAL YEAR 
2016 (FIRST FULL FISCAL YEAR DOLLAR INCREASE) AND BY WHATEVER ADDITIONAL AMOUNTS 
ARE RAISED ANNUALLY THEREAFTER THROUGH THE IMPOSITION OF AN EXCISE TAX IN THE 
AMOUNT OF SEVEN AND ONE-HALF PERCENT (7.5%) IN 2016 AND UP TO FIFTEEN PERCENT (15%) 
THEREAFTER ON THE SALE OR TRANSFER OF MARIJUANA (BOTH MEDICAL AND RETAIL) BY A 
MARIJUANA CULTIVATION FACILITY AT THE AVERAGE MARKET RATE AT THE POINT OF SALE OR 
TRANSFER FROM THE CULTIVATION FACILITY, COMMENCING ON JANUARY 1, 2016; AND IN 
CONNECTION THEREWITH, SHALL THE FULL PROCEEDS OF SUCH TAX AT SUCH RATE AND ANY 
EARNINGS THEREON BE COLLECTED, RETAINED, AND SPENT, AS A VOTER-APPROVED REVENUE 
CHANGE WITHOUT LIMITATION OR CONDITION, AND WITHOUT LIMITING THE COLLECTION, 
RETENTION, OR SPENDING OF ANY OTHER REVENUES OR FUNDS BY THE TOWN OF HAYDEN 
UNDER ARTICLE X SECTION 20 OF THE COLORADO CONSTITUTION OR ANY OTHER LAW?

Pass 62-38%



LEADVILLE 2A SHALL CITY OF LEADVILLE TAXES BE INCREASED, COMMENCING JANUARY 1, 2018, BY $150,000 
ANNUALLY IN THE FIRST FISCAL YEAR ENDING DECEMBER 31, 2018, AND BY WHATEVER 
ADDITIONAL AMOUNTS ARE RAISED ANNUALLY THEREAFTER, BY IMPOSING A NEW EXCISE TAX 
OF 5% OF THE AVERAGE MARKET RATE AS DETERMINED BY THE COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF 
REVENUE WHEN UNPROCESSED RETAIL MARIJUANA IS FIRST SOLD OR TRANSFERRED BY A 
MARIJUANA CULTIVATION FACILITY; WITH THE RATE OF SUCH EXCISE TAX BEING ALLOWED TO 
BE DECREASED OR INCREASED WITHOUT FURTHER VOTER APPROVAL SO LONG AS THE RATE 
OF SUCH TAX DOES NOT EXCEED 10%, AND SHALL ALL REVENUES DERIVED FORM SUCH EXCISE 
TAX BE COLLECTED AND SPENT, AS A VOTER APPROVED REVENUE CHANGE, 
NOTHWITHSTANDING ANY REVENUE OR EXPENDITURE LIMITATIONS CONTAINED IN ARTICLE X, 
SECTION 20, OF THE COLORADO CONSTITUTION, ARTICLE 1 OF TITLE 29, COLORADO REVISED 
STATUTES, OR ANY OTHER LAW?

Pass 61-39%

LOG LANE 
VILLAGE

2ASHALL THE TOWN OF LOG LANE VILLAGE'S TAXES BE INCREASED BY five hundred thousand 
($500,000) ANNUALLY IN FISCAL YEAR 2016 (FIRST FULL FISCAL YEAR DOLLAR INCREASE) AND BY 
WHATEVER ADDITIONAL AMOUNTS ARE RAISED ANNUALLY THEREAFTER THROUGH THE 
IMPOSITION OF AN EXCISE TAX IN THE AMOUNT OF ONE AND ONE HALF PERCENT (1.5%) ON THE 
FIRST SALE OR TRANSFER OF UNPROCESSED RETAIL MARIJUANA BY A RETAIL MARIJUANA 
CULTIVATION FACILITY AT THE AVERAGE MARKET RATE AT THE POINT OF SALE OR TRANSFER 
FROM THE CULTIVATION FACILITY, COMMENCING ON JANUARY1, 2016; AND IN CONNECTION 
THEREWITH, SHALL THE FULL PROCEEDS OF SUCH TAX AT SUCH RATE AND ANY EARNINGS 
THEREON BE COLLECTED, RETAINED, AND SPENT, AS A VOTER-APPROVEDREVENUE CHANGE 
WITHOUT LIMITATION OR CONDITION, AND WITHOUT LIMITING THE COLLECTION, RETENTION, OR 
SPENDING OF ANY OTHER REVENUES OR FUNDS BY THE TOWNOF LOG LANE VILLAGE UNDER 
ARTICLE X SECTION 20 OF THE COLORADO CONSTITUTION OR ANY OTHER LAW?

Pass 58-42%

LYONS 2B SHALL TOWN OF LYONS TAXES BE INCREASED, COMMENCING JANUARY 1, 2016, BY 
$270,000.00 ANNUALLY IN THE FIRST FISCAL YEAR ENDING DECEMBER 31, 2016, AND BY 
WHATEVER ADDITIONAL AMOUNTS ARE RAISED ANNUALLY THEREAFTER, BY IMPOSING, A NEW 
EXCISE TAX OF 5% OF THE AVERAGE MARKET RATE AS DETERMINED BY THE COLORADO 
DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE WHEN RETAIL MARIJUANA IN ANY FORM IS FIRST SOLD OR 
TRANSFERRED BY A MARIJUANA CULTIVATION FACILITY OR MARIJUANA INFUSED PRODUCTS 
FACILITY; WITH THE RATE OF SUCH EXCISE TAX BEING ALLOWED TO BE DECREASED OR 
INCREASED WITHOUT FURTHER VOTER APPROVAL SO LONG AS THE RATE OF SUCH TAX DOES 
NOT EXCEED 10%, AND SHALL ALL REVENUES DERIVED FROM SUCH EXCISE TAX BE COLLECTED 
AND SPENT, AS A VOTER APPROVED REVENUE CHANGE, NOTWITHSTANDING ANY REVENUE OR 
EXPENDITURE LIMITATIONS CONTAINED IN ARTICLE X, SECTION 20, OF THE COLORADO 
CONSTITUTION, ARTICLE 1 OF TITLE 29, COLORADO REVISED STATUTES, OR ANY OTHER LAW?

Pass 65-35%



MANITOU 
SPRINGS

2E SHALL THE CITY OF MANITOU SPRINGS, COLORADO BE PERMITTED TO RETAIN AND EXPEND $ 
57,993 IN EXCESS REVENUE RECEIVED BY THE CITY FROM THE CITY’S SPECIAL RETAIL 
MARIJUANA SALES TAX AS ORIGINALLY APPROVED BY THE VOTERS ON NOVEMBER 5, 2013, 
WHICH EXCESS REVENUE WOULD OTHERWISE BE REFUNDED BY A TEMPORARY REDUCTION IN 
THE CITY’S SPECIAL RETAIL MARIJUANA TAX, PURSUANT TO THE REQUIREMENTS OF ARTICLE X, 
SECTION 20 OF THE COLORADO CONSTITUTION?

Pass 84-16%

MILLIKEN            
(measure to allow 
failed)

Ballot Issue 2J SHALL THE TOWN OF MILLIKEN'S TAXES BE INCREASED BY $50,000.00 BEGINNING 
IN 2016 (FIRST FULL FISCAL YEAR INCREASE) AND BY WHATEVER AMOUNTS ARE RAISED 
ANNUALLY THEREAFTER THROUGH THE LEVY OF AN OCCUPATION TAX UP TO $10.00 FOR EACH 
SALES TRANSACTION BY ANY RETAILMARIJUANA STORE, ANY RETAIL MARIJUANA CULTIVATION 
FACILITY AND ANY RETAIL MARIJUANA PRODUCT MANUFACTURING FACILITY WITHIN THE TOWN; 
AND SHALL ALL REVENUES DERIVED FROM SUCH OCCUPATION TAX BE COLLECTED AND SPENT, 
AS A VOTER APPROVED REVENUE CHANGE, NOTWITHSTANDING ANY REVENUE OR 
EXPENDITURE LIMITATIONS CONTAINED IN ARTICLE X, SECTION 20 OF THE COLORADO 
CONSTITUTION, ARTICLE 1 OF TITLE 29 OF THE COLORADO REVISED STATUTES OR ANY OTHER 
LAW?

Pass 54-46%

MOUNTAIN VIEW 2A SHALL THE TOWN OF MOUNTAIN VIEW RETAIN THE EXCESS REVENUE RECEIVED BY THE 
TOWN FOR FISCAL YEAR 2014 FROM THE TOWN’S RETAIL MARIJUANA SALES TAX AS ORIGINALLY 
APPROVED BY THE VOTERS ON NOVEMBER 5, 2013, AND SHALL SUCH RETAINED TAXES AND ANY 
INVESTMENT INCOME THEREON CONSTITUTE VOTER-APPROVED REVENUE CHANGES AND BE 
COLLECTED AND SPENT BY THE TOWN WITHOUT REGARD TO ANY EXPENDITURE, REVENUE-
RAISING, OR OTHER LIMITATION CONTAINED IN ARTICLE X, SECTION 20 OF THE COLORADO 
CONSTITUTION?

Pass 71-29%

PARACHUTE SHALL THE TOWN OF PARACHUTE'S TAXES BE INCREASED BY $200,000.00 IN THE FIRST FULL 
FISCAL YEAR, BEGINNING JANUARY 1, 2016, AND BY SUCH AMOUNTS AS ARE RAISED ANNUALLY 
THEREAFTER, BY IMPOSING AN EXCISE TAX OF 5% ON UNPROCESSED RETAIL MARIJUANA ON 
THE DATE THAT IS FIRST SOLD OR TRANSFERRED FROM A RETAIL MARIJUANA CULTIVATION 
FACILITY TO A RETAIL MARIJUNA STORE, RETAIL MARIJUANA PRODUCT MANUFACTURING 
FACILITY, OR OTHER RETAIL MARIJUANA CULTIVATION FACILITY, WITH THE RESULTING EXCISE 
TAX RATE CAPABLE OF BEING LOWERED OR REVOKED IN THE SOLE DISCRETION OF THE BOARD 
OF TRUSTEES OF THE TOWN OF PARACHUTE, WITH THE RESULTING TAX REVENUES ALLOWED 
TO BE COLLECTED, RETAINED AND SPENT BY THE TOWN AS A VOTER APPROVED REVENUE 
CHANGE NOTWITHSTANDING ANY APPLICABLE REVENUE OR EXPENDITURE LIMITATION 
IMPOSED BY ARTICLE X, SECTION 20 OF THE COLORADO CONSTITUTION OR ANY OTHER LAW?

Pass 107-57



PUEBLO QUESTION NO. 2B (EXCISE TAX ON MARIJUANA CULTIVATORS) SHALL THE CITY OF PUEBLO'S 
TAXES BE INCREASED BY $850,000 ANNUALLY (FIRST FULL FISCAL YEAR INCREASE) BEGINNING 
JANUARY 1, 2016 AND BY WHATEVER AMOUNTS ARE RAISED ANNUALLY THEREAFTER, THROUGH 
THE ADOPTION OF ORDINANCE NO. 8903 IMPOSING AN EXCISE TAX OF 8.0 % WHEN 
UNPROCESSED RETAIL MARIJUANA IS FIRST SOLD OR TRANSFERRED BY A RETAIL MARIJUANA 
CULTIVATION FACILITY WITH THE RATE OF THE TAX BEING ALLOWED TO BE DECREASED OR 
INCREASED WITHOUT FURTHER VOTER APPROVAL SO LONG AS THE RATE OF THE TAX DOES 
NOT EXCEED 15.0 % AND SHALL ALL REVENUES DERIVED FROM SUCH TAX BE COLLECTED, 
RETAINED AND SPENT, NOTWITHSTANDING ANY LIMITATIONS PROVIDED BY LAW, AS A VOTER 
APPROVED REVENUE CHANGE AND AN EXCEPTION TO THE LIMITS WHICH WOULD OTHERWISE 
APPLY PURSUANT TO ARTICLE X, SECTION 20 OF THE COLORADO CONSTITUTION OR ANY 
OTHER LAW AND ALLOWING SUCH REVENUE TO BE EXPENDED AS THE CITY COUNCIL SHALL 
DETERMINE?

Pass 12750-8737

SOUTH FORK    
(measure to allow 
failed)

2. SHALL THE TOWN OF SOUTH FORK TAXES BE INCREASED BY AN ESTIMAED FIFTY THOUSAND 
DOLLARS ($50,000.00) PER YEAR COMMENCING JANUARY 1, 2016 AND ENDING DECEMBER  31, 
2016, AND BY WHATEVER ADDITIONAL AMOUNTS ARE RAISED ANNUALLY THEREAFTER BY 
IMPOSING AN ADDITIONAL SALES TAX OF FIVE PERCENT (5%) OF THE PRICE PAID BY THE 
PURCHASER OF ANY MARIJUANA PRODUCT EFFECTIVE JANUARY 1, 2016, ON THE AUTHORIZED 
(UNDER STATE LAW) RETAIL SALE OF MARIJUANA WITHIN THE TOWN OF SOUTH FORK IN ANY 
FORM, INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO,  MARIJUANA PRODUCTS AS DEFINED BY STATE LAW, 
WITH THE RATE OF SUCH TAX BEING ALLOWED TO BE DECREASED OR INCREASED WITHOUT 
FURTHER VOTER APPROVAL SO LONG AS THE RATE OF THE TAX DOES NOT EXCEED TEN 
PERCENT (10%) AND SHALL THE TOWN BE AUTHORIZED TO COLLECT AND SPEND SUCH 
REVENUE AS A VOTER APPROVED REVENUE CHANGE UNDER ARTICLE X, SECTION 20 OF THE 
COLORADO CONSTITUTION?

Pass 126-82



STERLING IF BALLOT QUESTION NO. 300 APPROVING THE ALLOWANCE OF THE OPERATION OF MARIJUANA 
CULTIVATION FACILITIES, MARIJUANA PRODUCT MANUFACTURING FACILITIES, MARIJUANA 
TESTING FACILITIES, AND RETAIL MARIJUANA STORES IN THE CITY OF STERLING, IS PASSED BY 
THE VOTERS, SHALL CITY OF STERLING TAXES BE INCREASED BY $600,000.00 FOR THE FIRST 
FULL FISCAL YEAR (2016), AND ANNUALLY THEREAFTER BY SUCH AMOUNTS AS ARE RAISED 
ANNUALLY THEREAFTER BY THE IMPOSITION OF AN EXCISE TAX OF 15 PERCENT IN 2016, AND 
THEREAFTER ON THE CULTIVATION FACILITY AT THE AVERAGE MARKET RATE AT THE POINT OF 
TRANSFER FROM THE CULTIVATION FACILITY, AND AN ADDITIONAL SALES AND USE TAX OF 5 
PERCENT IN 2016, AND THEREAFTER, WITH THE RATE OF SUCH TAX BEING ALLOWED TO BE 
DECREASED OR INCREASED WITHOUT FURTHER VOTER APPROVAL SO LONG AS THE  RATE OF 
THE TAX  DOES  NOT EXCEED  10 PERCENT  ON  RECREATIONAL MARIJUANA AS PROVIDED IN 
SAID BALLOT QUESTION NO. 300, WITH THE RESULTING REVENUES FROM THE EXCISE AND 
SALES AND USE TAX TO BE USED TO PAY OR REIMBURSE THE CITY FOR DIRECT AND INDIRECT 
COSTS INCURRED OR EXPENDED BY THE CITY RELATED TO THE REGULATION OF THE USE OF 
RETAIL MARIJUANA AND RETAIL MARIJUANA PRODUCTS, AND FOR OTHER GENERAL PURPOSES 
OF THE CITY; AND IN CONNECTION THEREWITH, SHALL THE FULL PROCEEDS OF SUCH TAXES AT 
SUCH RATES AND ANY EARNINGS THEREON BE COLLECTED, RETAINED, AND SPENT, AS A VOTER-
APPROVED REVENUE CHANGE WITHOUT LIMITATION OR CONDITION, AND WITHOUT LIMITING 
THE COLLECTION, RETENTION, OR SPENDING OF ANY OTHER REVENUES OR FUNDS BY THE CITY 
OF STERLING UNDER ARTICLE X SECTION 20 OF THE COLORADO CONSTITUTION OR ANY OTHER 
LAW?

Fail 1375-1173

Spring 2016
BLANCA

SHALL THE TOWN OF BLANCA’S TAXES BE INCREASED BY $50,000 IN THE FIRST FULL FISCAL 
YEAR, BEGINNING MAY 1, 2016, AND BY SUCH AMOUNTS AS ARE RAISED ANNUALLY 
THEREAFTER, BY IMPOSING AN EXCISE TAX OF 5.0% OF THE AVERAGE MARKET RATE OF 
UNPROCESSED RETAIL MARIJUANA ON THE DATE THAT IT IS FIRST SOLD OR TRANSFERRED 
FROM A RETAIL MARIJUANA CULTIVATION FACILITY TO A RETAIL MARIJUANA STORE OR RETAIL 
MARIJUANA PRODUCTS MANUFACTURER, WITH THE RESULT CAPABLE OF BEING INCREASED, 
LOWERED OR REVOKED AT THE SOLE DISCRETION OF THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF THE TOWN 
OF BLANCA SO LONG AS THE RATE OF TAXATION DOES NOT EXCEED 5.0 %, WITH THE 
RESULTING TAX REVENUES ALLOWED TO BE COLLECTED AND SPENT TO FUND THE 
ENFORCEMENT OF REGULATIONS ON THE MARIJUANA CULTIVATION AND INFUSED PRODUCT 
INDUSTRY AND FOR THE PURPOSE OF FUNDING MUNICIPAL SERVICES AND OTHER MUNICIPAL 
PURPOSES, AS A VOTER APPROVED REVENUE CHANGE, NOTWITHSTANDING ANY OTHER 
LIMITATIONS PROVIDED BY LAW OR CONTAINED IN ARTICLE X, SECTION 20 OF THE COLORADO 
CONSTITUTION?

Pass 33-8



CRESTONE
SHALL THE TOWN OF CRESTONE 'S TAXES BE INCREASED BY AN ESTIMATED FIFTY THOUSAND 
DOLLARS ($50,000) PER YEAR COMMENCING APRIL 5, 2016 AND ENDING DECEMBER 31, 2016, AND 
BY WHATEVER ADDITIONAL AMOUNTS ARE RAISED ANNUALLY THEREAFTER, THROUGH THE 
ADOPTION OF A RETAIL MARIJUANA STORE TAX AT THE RATE OF 5% ON THE PRICE PAID FOR 
THE PURCHASE OF RETAIL MARIJUANA AND MARIJUANA INFUSED PRODUCTS, W ITH SUCH 
REVENUE TO BE USED FOR THE ADDITIONAL COSTS INCURRED FOR ADEQUATE ENFORCEMENT 
AND ADMINISTRATION OF RETAIL MARIJUANA REGULATIONS AND OTHER  GENERAL PURPOSES 
OF THE TOWN; AND SHALL ALL REVENUES DERIVED FROM SUCH RETAIL MARIJUANA TAX BE 
COLLECTED AND SPENT AS A VOTER  APPROVED  REVENUE CHANGE , NOTWITHSTANDING ANY 
REVENUE OR  EXPENDITURE  LIMITATIONS CONTAINED IN ARTICLE  X, SECTION 20 OF THE 
COLORADO  CONSTITUTION?

Pass 30-13

HOTCHKISS 
(measure to allow 
failed)

2C BEGINNING JANUARY 1 017, SHALL THE TOWN OF HOTCHKISS TAXES BE INCREASE BY ONE 
HUNDRED THOUSAND DOLLARS ($100,000.00) IN THE FIRST FULL FISCAL YEAR AND BY SUCH 
AMOUNTS AS ARE RAISED ANNUALLY THEREAFTER BY IMPOSING AN ADDITIONAL SALES TAX OF 
TWO PERCENT (2%) ON THE-SALE OF RETAIL AND MEDICAL MARIJUANA AND RETAIL AND 
MEDICAL MARIJUANA PRODUCTS, WITH THE RATE OF SUCH TAX BEING ALLOWED TO BE 
DECREASED OR INCREASED WITHOUT FURTHER VOTER APPROVAL SO LONG AS THE RATE OF 
THE TAX DOES NOT EXCEED TEN PERCENT(10%), ONLY IN THE EVENT THAT SUCH FACILITIES 
ARE PERMITTED IN THE TOWN OF HOTCHKISS BASED UPON AN AFFIRMATIVE VOTE OF THE 
QUALIFIED ELECTORS OF THE TOWN OF HOTCHKISS, AND WITH THE RESULTING TAX REVENUE 
BEING ALLOWED TO BE COLLECTED AND SPENT BY THE TOWN OF HOTCHKISS WITHOUT 
REGARD TO ANY EXPENDITURE, REVENUE-RAISING, OR OTHER LIMITATION CONTAINED IN 
ARTICLE X, SECTION 20 OF THE COLORADO CONSTITUTION OR ANY OTHER LAW?

Pass 185-102



PONCHA 
SPRINGS 
(measure to allow 
failed)

SHALL THE TOWN OF PONCHA SPRINGS TAXES BE INCREASED BY $50,000.00 ANNUALLY IN THE 
FIRST FULL FISCAL YEAR AND BY WHATEVER AMOUNTS ARE RAISED ANNUALLY THEREAFTER 
THROUGH THE IMPOSITION AND ASSESSMENT OF AN ADDITIONAL SALES TAX IN THE AMOUNT 
OF FIVE PERCENT (5%) ON THE SALE OF MEDICAL MARIJUANA, MEDICAL MARIJUANA INFUSED 
PRODUCTS, RETAIL MARIJUANA AND RETAIL MARIJUANA PRODUCTS AND AN EXCISE TAX IN THE 
AMOUNT OF FIVE PERCENT (5%) ON THE CASH VALUE OF THE TRANSACTION ON THE SALE BY A 
RETAIL MARIJAUNA PRODUCTS MANUFACTURING FACILITY TO A LICENSED MARIJUANA 
ESTABLISHMENT OUTSIDE THE TOWN OF PONCHA SPRINGS, AND SHALL ALL REVENUES 
DERIVED FROM SUCH TAX COLLECTED BE SPENT TO DEFRAY COSTS INCURRED IN REGULATING 
THE MARIJUANA INDUSTRY, FUNDING SOCIAL, RECREATIONAL, AND EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS 
WITHIN THE COMMUNITY AS MAY BE DETERMINED BY THE TOWN INCLUDING SUBSTANCE ABUSE 
PREVENTION, EDUCATION AND COUNSELING PROGRAMS, AND TO PROMOTE THE GENERAL 
PURPOSES OF THE TOWN OF PONCHA SPRINGS AS A VOTER APPROVED REVENUE CHANGE AND 
AN EXCEPTION TO THE REVENUE AND SPENDING LIMITS OF ARTICLE X, SECTION 20, OF THE 
COLORADO CONSTITUTION?

Pass 138-102

SEDGWICK
SHALL TOWN OF SEDGWICK TAXES BE INCREASED BY $500,000 (FIRST FULL FISCAL YEAR 
INCREASE) AND ANNUALLY THEREAFTER IN SUCH AMOUNTS AS ARE RECEIVED EACH YEAR 
THROUGH THE IMPOSITION OF AN EXCISE TAX IN THE AMOUNT OF TWO PERCENT (2%) ON THE 
FIRST SALE OR TRANSFER OF UNPROCESSED RETAIL MARIJUANA BY A RETAIL MARIJUANA 
CULTIVATION FACILITY AT THE AVERAGE MARKET RATE AT THE POINT OF SALE OR TRANSFER 
FROM THE CULTIVATION FACILITY, COMMENCING ON JULY 1, 2016, WHICH IF APPROVED, SHALL 
REPLACE THE OCCUPATION TAX LEVIED ON SALES OR TRANSFERS OF RETAIL MARIJUANA BY 
RETAIL MARIJUANA CULTIVATION FACILITIES, AND WITH ALL REVENUES DERIVED FROM SUCH 
TAX TO BE COLLECTED, RETAINED AND SPENT FOR ANY LAWFUL MUNICIPAL PURPOSE; AND 
SHALL THE TOWN BE PERMITTED TO COLLECT, RETAIN AND EXPEND ALL REVENUES DERIVED 
FROM SUCH EXCISE TAX AS A VOTER-APPROVED REVENUE CHANGE AND AN EXCEPTION TO 
LIMITS WHICH WOULD OTHERWISE APPLY UNDER ARTICLE X SECTION 20 OF THE COLORADO 
CONSTITUTION OR ANY OTHER LAW?            

Pass 29-3



SILVER CLIFF 
(measure to allow 
failed)

Issue B:  SHALL THE TAXES OF THE TOWN OF SILVER CLIFF BE INCREASED BY SUCH AMOUNTS 
AS ARE RAISED ANNUALLY THEREAFTER, BY IMPOSING AN ADDITONAL SALES TAX OF 10 % ON 
THE SALE OF RETAIL MARIJUANA AND RETAIL MARIJUANA PRODUCTS AND AN EXCISE TAX OF 10 
% OF THE AVERAGE MARKET RATE OF UNPROCESSED RETAIL MARIJUANA ON THE DATE THAT IT 
IS FIRST SOLD OR TRANSFERRED FROM A MARIJUANA CULTIVATION FACILITY TO A RETAIL 
MARIJUANA FACILITY OR MARIJUANA PRODUCT MANUFACTURING FACILITY,  ONLY IN THE EVENT 
THAT SUCH FACILITIES ARE PERMITTED IN THE TOWN OF SILVER CLIFF BASED UPON AN 
AFFIRMATIVE VOTE OF THE QUALIFIED ELECTORS OF THE TOWN OF SILVER CLIFF, WITH THE 
RESULTING SALES OR EXCISE TAX RATES BEING CAPABLE OF BEING LOWERED OR REVOKED IN 
THE SOLE DISCRETION OF THE TOWN OF SILVER CLIFF BOARD OF TRUSTEES, WITH THE 
RESULTING TAX REVENUES ALLOWED TO BE COLLECTED AND SPENT, NOTWITHSTANDING ANY 
OTHER LIMITATIONS PROVIDED BY LAW?

Pass 164-115

Fall 2016
SALES TAX 

CENTRAL CITY
Ballot Question 1C: SHALL CITY OF CENTRAL CITY TAXES BE INCREASED BY AN ESTIMATED 
$130,000 IN 2017 (THE FIRST FULL FISCAL YEAR) AND WHATEVER AMOUNTS MAY BE COLLECTED 
IN FUTURE YEARS BY ADDING A NEW ARTICLE XI TO CHAPTER 4 OF THE MUNICIPAL CODE OF 
THE CITY OF CENTRAL CITY TO IMPOSE A TAX OF FIVE PERCENT (5%) OF THE PURCHASE PRICE 
PAID OR CHARGED FOR SALES OF RETAIL MARIJUANA AND RETAIL MARIJUANA PRODUCTS IN 
THE CITY OF CENTRAL CITY IN ADDITION TO THE SALES TAX AND ANY OTHER STATE TAX 
IMPOSED ON SUCH SALES OF RETAIL MARIJUANA AND RETAIL MARIJUANA PRODUCTS? AND 
SHALL ALL REVENUE RECEIVED FROM SUCH TAX INCREASE AND ANY INVESTMENT INTEREST 
THEREON BE A VOTER APPROVED REVENUE CHANGE UNDER ARTICLE X, SECTION 20 OF THE 
COLORADO CONSTITUTION OR ANY OTHER LAW?

PASS 239 - 172

ENGLEWOOD BALLOT QUESTION 2B: SHALL CITY OF ENGLEWOOD TAXES BE INCREASED BY $512,500 
ANNUALLY IN THE FIRST FULL FISCAL YEAR AND BY SUCH AMOUNTS AS ARE RAISED ANNUALLY 
THEREAFTER BY IMPOSING AN ADDITIONAL SALES TAX OF 3.5% ON THE SALE OF RETAIL 
MARIJUANA AND RETAIL MARIJUANA PRODUCTS, WITH THE TAX REVENUES BEING USED TO 
FUND ANY LAWFUL GOVERNMENTAL PURPOSE DETERMINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL WITH THE 
RATE OF TAX BEING ALLOWED TO BE INCREASED OR DECREASED WITHOUT FURTHER VOTER 
APPROVAL SO LONG AS THE RATE OF TAXATION DOES NOT EXCEED 15% AND THE RESULTING 
TAX REVENUE BEING ALLOWED TO BE COLLECTED AND SPENT NOTWITHSTANDING ANY 
LIMITATIONS PROVIDED BY LAW?

FAIL 6,084 - 
6,802

OCCUPATION TAX



DINOSAUR Referred Measure 3B
SHALL THE TOWN OF DINOSAUR'S TAXES BE INCREASED BY $40,000.00 ANNUALLY (FIRST FULL 
FISCAL YEAR INCREASE) AND BY WHATEVER AMOUNTS ARE RAISED ANNUALLY THEREAFTER 
THROUGH THE LEVY OF AN OCCUPATION TAX IN THE AMOUNT OF $5.00 FOR EACH SALES 
TRANSACTION BY ANY MEDICAL MARIJUANA CENTER, ALSO KNOWN AS A MEDICAL MARIJUANA 
DISPENSARY, ANY RETAIL MARIJUANA STORE,  ANY MEDICAL MARIJUANA OPTIONAL PREMISES 
CULTIVATION OPERATION, ANY MEDICAL AND RETAIL MARIJUANA-INFUSED PRODUCTS 
MANUFACTURER, ANY MEDICAL MARIJUANA CULTIVATION FACILITY, ANY MEDICAL AND RETAIL 
MARIJUANA PRODUCT MANUFACTURING FACILITY WITHIN THE TOWN OF DINOSAUR, EFFECTIVE 
JANUARY 1, 2017; AND SHALL ALL REVENUES DERIVED FROM SUCH OCCUPATION TAX BE 
COLLECTED AND SPENT, AS A VOTER APPROVED REVENUE CHANGE, NOTWITHSTANDING ANY 
REVENUE OR EXPENDITURE LIMITATIONS CONTAINED IN ARTICLE X, SECTION 20, OF THE 
COLORADO  CONSTITUTION, ARTICLE 1 OF TITLE 29, COLORADO REVISED STATUTES OR ANY 
OTHER LAW?
Yes
No

PASS 89 - 63

EXCISE TAX
DINOSAUR SHALL THE TOWN OF DINOSAUR'S TAXES BE INCREASED BY $50,000.00 ANNUALLY (FULL FISCAL 

YEAR INCREASE) AND BY WHATEVER ADDITIONAL AMOUNTS ARE RAISED ANNUALLY 
THEREAFTER THROUGH THE ADOPTION OF A MUNICIPAL EXCISE TAX ON THE FIRST SALE OR 
TRANSFER OF UNPROCESSED RETAIL MARIJUANA BY A RETAIL MARIJUANA CULTIVATION 
FACILITY TO A RETAIL MARIJUANA PRODUCT MANUFACTURING FACILITY, A RETAIL MARIJUANA 
STORE, OR ANOTHER RETAIL MARIJUANA CULTIVATION FACILITY AT A RATE NOT TO EXCEED 
FIVE PERCENT (5%) OF THE AVERAGE MARKET RATE AS DETERMINED BY THE COLORADO 
DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE PURSUANT TO SECTION 39-28.8-101(1). C.R.S. OF THE 
UNPROCESSED RETAIL MARIJUANA, ALL IN ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION 29-2-114 C.R.S., AND 
SHALL THE TOWN BE AUTHORIZED TO COLLECT AND SPEND SUCH REVENUES AS A VOTER 
APPROVED REVENUE CHANGE, NOT WITHSTANDING ANY REVENUE OR EXPENDITURE 
LIMITATION CONTAINED IN ARTICLE X, SECTION 20 OF THE COLORADO CONSTITUTION?

PASS 84 - 65



PALISADE REFERRED MEASURE 2A: SHALL THE TOWN OF PALISADE'S TAXES BE INCREASED BY $300,000 
ANNYALLY (FIRST FULL FISCAL YEAR INCREASE) AND BY WHATEVER ADDITIONAL AMOUNTS ARE 
RAISED ANNUALLY THEREAFTER THROUGH THE ADOPTION OF A MUNICIPAL EXCISE TAX ON THE 
FIRST SALE OR TRANSFER OF UNPROCESSED RETAIL MARIJUANA BY A RETAIL MARIJUANA 
CULTIVATION FACILITY TO A RETAIL MARIJUANA PRODUCT MANUFACTURING FACILITY, A RETAIL 
MARIJUANA STORE, OR ANOTHER RETAIL MARIJUANA CULTIVATION FACILITY AT A RATE NOT TO 
EXCEED FIVE PERCENT (5%) OF THE AVERAGE MARKET RATE AS DETERMINED BY THE 
COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE PURSUANT TO SECTION 39-28.8-101(1), C.R.S. OF THE 
UNPROCESSED RETAIL MARIJUANA, ALL IN ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION 29-2-114, C.R.S., AND 
SHALL THE TOWN BE AUTHORIZED TO COLLECT AND SPEND SUCH REVENUES AS A VOTER 
APPROVED REVENUE CHANGE, NOT WITHSTANDING ANY REVENUE OR EXPENDITURE 
LIMITATION CONTAINED IN ARTICLE X, SECTION 20 OF THE COLORADO CONSTITUTION?

PASS 732 - 567

FLORENCE BALLOT QUESTION 2C: UP TO 5.0% ON UNPROCESSED RETAIL MARIJUANA SHALL CITY OF 
FLORENCE TAXES BE INCREASED BY $1,200,000.00 ANNUALLY IN THE FIRST FULL FISCAL YEAR, 
AND BY SUCH AMOUNTS AS ARE RAISED ANNUALLY THEREAFTER, BY THE CITY LEVYING, 
COLLECTING AND ENFORCING AN EXCISE TAX, ON UNPROCESSED RETAIL MARIJUANA, UP TO 
FIVE PERCENT (5.0 %) OF THE AVERAGE MARKET RATE OF UNPROCESSED RETAIL MARIJUANA 
(AS DETERMINED BY THE COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE) ON THE DATE THAT IT IS 
FIRST SOLD OR TRANSFERRED FROM A RETAIL MARIJUANA CULTIVATION FACILITY TO A RETAIL 
MARIJUANA STORE, A RETAIL MARIJUANA PRODUCT MANUFACTURING FACILITY, OR ANOTHER 
RETAIL MARIJUANA CULTIVATION FACILITY, WITH THE RESULTING REVENUES COLLECTED AND 
SPENT TO DEFER GENERAL AND CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT EXPENSES OF THE CITY, 
NOTWITHSTANDING ANY LIMITATION CONTAINED IN ARTICLE X, SECTION 20 OF THE COLORADO 
CONSTITUTION OR ANY OTHER LAW?
YES
NO

PASS 1,045 - 712



NUNN
SHALL THE TOWN OF NUNN TAXES BE INCREASED BY $165,000 ANNUALLY IN 2017, THE FIRST 
FULL FISCAL YEAR, AND BY SUCH AMOUNTS AS ARE RAISED ANNUALLY THEREAFTER THROUGH 
THE ADOPTION OF AN EXCISE TAX OF 5% ON THE PRICE RECEIVED FOR THE WHOLESALE SALE 
OF UNPROCESSED MARIJUANA BY A “MARIJUANA CULTIVATION FACILITY” AS DEFINED BY TOWN 
OF NUNN ORDINANCE NUMBER 2016-295 WHEN UNPROCESSED MARIJUANA IS SOLD OR 
TRANSFERRED FROM WITHIN THE CORPORATE LIMITS OF THE TOWN OF NUNN BY A MARIJUANA 
CULTIVATION FACILITY FOR RESALE, WITH THE TAX REVENUES TO BE USED FOR THE PURPOSE 
OF FUNDING ADDITIONAL COSTS INCURRED BY THE TOWN OF NUNN, INCLUDING ADDITIONAL 
FACILITIES, EQUIPMENT, AND PERSONNEL NEEDED, DUE TO OPERATIONS OF MARIJUANA 
CULTIVATION FACILITIES WITHIN THE TOWN OF NUNN AND FOR THE PURPOSE OF FUNDING THE 
TOWN OF NUNN’S GENERAL OPERATIONS, INCLUDING PUBLIC SAFETY, MUNICIPAL SERVICES, 
TRANSPORTATION AND OTHER PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS, PARK AND RECREATIONAL FACILITIES, 
POLICE SERVICES, AND ANY OTHER LAWFUL PUBLIC PURPOSE OF THE TOWN OF NUNN; AND 
SHALL ALL REVENUES DERIVED FROM SUCH TAX BE COLLECTED AND SPENT AS A VOTER 
APPROVED REVENUE CHANGE NOTWITHSTANDING ANY REVENUE OR EXPENDITURE 
LIMITATIONS CONTAINED IN ARTICLE X, SECTION 20 OF THE COLORADO CONSTIUTIONS?

PASS 131 - 103

PALMER LAKE BALLOT QUESTION 300: SHALL THE TOWN OF PALMER LAKE TAXES BE INCREASED BY FIVE 
HUNDRED THOUSAND DOLLARS ($500,000) IN THE FIRST FISCAL YEAR AND BY WHATEVER 
ADDITIONAL AMOUNTS ARE RAISED ANNUALLY THEREAFTER, BY IMPOSING AN ADDITIONAL 
SALES TAX OF 5% ON THE SALE OF RETAIL (RECREATIONAL) MARIJUANA AND RETAIL 
(RECREATIONAL) PRODUCTS AS DEFINED IN THE COLORADO RETAIL MARIJUANA CODE, WITH 
THE RATE OF SUCH TAX BEING ALLOWED TO BE DECREASED OR INCREASED WITHOUT 
FURTHER VOTER APPROVAL SO LONG AS THE RATE OF THE TAX DOES NOT EXCEED 10%, 
PROVIDED THAT THE RATE SHALL NOT EXCEED 7% ON OR BEFORE JANUARY1, 2019, WITH THE 
REVENUES DERIVED FROM SUCH TAX TO BE COLLECTED AND SPENT TO PROMOTE THE 
GENERAL PURPOSES OF THE TOWN OF PALMER LAKE AS A VOTER APPROVED REVENUE 
CHANGE NOTWITHSTANDING ANY REVENUE OR EXPENDITURE LIMITATIONS CONTAINED IN 
ARTICLE X, SECTION 20 OF THE COLORADO CONSTITUTION?

PASS 867 - 721



PARACHUTE
BALLOT QUESTION 2E: SHALL THE TOWN OF PARACHUTE'S TAXES BE INCREASED BY $500,000.00 
IN THE FIRST FISCAL YEAR, BEGINNING JANUARY 1, 2017, AND BY SUCH AMOUNTS AS ARE 
RAISED ANNUALLY THEREAFTER, BY IMPOSING AN EXCISE TAX OF 5% ON THE MANUFACTURING 
OF RETAIL AND MEDICAL MARIJUANA AND THE CULTIVATION OF UNPROCESSED MEDICAL 
MARIJUANA, WHEN ANY SUCH PRODUCT IS FIRST SOLD OR TRANSFERRED FROM A RETAIL 
MARIJUANA PRODUCT MANUFACTURING FACILITY TO A RETAIL MARIJUANA PRODUCT 
MANUFACTURING FACILITY TO A RETAIL MARIJUANA STORE, OTHER RETAIL MARIJANA PRODUCT 
MANUFACTURING FACILITY, OTHER RETAIL MARIJUANA CULTIVATION FACILITY, OR ANY OTHER 
PURCHASER OR TRANSFEREE, AND WHEN SUCH PRODUCT IS FIRST SOLD OR TRANSFERRED 
FROM A MEDICAL MARIJUANA-INFUSED PRODUCTS MANUFACTURER OR OPTIONAL PREMISES 
CULTIVATION OPERATION TO A MEDICAL MARIJUANA CENTER, OTHER MEDICAL MARIJUANA-
INFUSED PRODUCTS MANUFACTURER, OTHER OPTIONAL PREMISES CULTIVATION OPERATION, 
OR ANY OTHER PURCHASER OR TRANSFEREE, WITH THE RESULTING TAX REVENUES ALLOWED 
TO BE COLLECTED, RETAINED AND SPENT BY THE TOWN AS A VOTER APPROVED REVENUE 
CHANGE NOTWITHSTANDING ANY APPLICABLE REVENUE OR EXPENDITURE LIMITATION 
IMPOSED BY ARTICLE X, SECTION 20 OF THE COLORADO CONSTITUTION OR ANY OTHER LAW?

PASS 204 -165

Spring 2017
GLENWOOD 
SPRINGS

GLENWOOD ISSUE 1: SHALL CITY TAXES BE INCREASED BY $500,000 ANNUALLY IN THE FIRST 
FULL FISCAL YEAR AND BY SUCH AMOUNTS AS ARE RAISED ANNUALLY THEREAFTER BY 
IMPOSING AN ADDITIONAL SALES TAX OF 5% ON THE SALE OF RETAIL MARIJUANA AND RETAIL 
MARIJUANA PRODUCTS, WITH THE TAX REVENUES BEING USED TO FUND THE ENFORCEMENT 
OF REGULATIONS ON THE RETAIL MARIJUANA INDUSTRY, OTHER COSTS RELATED TO 
ENFORCEMENT OF MARIJUANA LAWS, EDUCATION AND PUBLIC HEALTH PROGRAMS 
ASSOCIATED WITH MARIJUANA CONSUMPTION INCLUDING PREVENTION OF UNDERAGE 
CONSUMPTION, AND OTHER CITY EXPENSES, WITH THE RATE OF TAX BEING ALLOWED TO BE 
INCREASED OR DECREASED WITHOUT FURTHER VOTER APPROVAL SO LONG AS THE RATE OF 
TAXATION DOES NOT EXCEED 15%, AND WITH THE RESULTING TAX REVENUES TO BE 
COLLECTED BY THE CITY AS A VOTER APPROVED REVENUE OR EXPENDITURE LIMITATION 
IMPOSED BY ARTICLE X, SECTION 20 OF THE COLORADO CONSTITUTION?

YES: 1,205
NO: 813



GLENWOOD ISSUE 2: SHOULD THE CITY OF GLENWOOD SPRINGS'S TAXES BE INCREASED BY 
$500,000.00, BEGINNING JULY 1, 2017, AND BY SUCH AMOUNTS THAT ARE RAISED ANNUALLY 
THEREAFTER, BY IMPOSING AN EXCISE TAX IN THE AMOUNT OF 5% OF THE MARKET RATE OF 
RETAIL MARIJUANA UPON THE SALE OR TRANSFER OF RETAIL MARIJUANA FROM A RETAIL 
MARIJUANA PRODUCT MANUFACTURING FACILITY, CULTIVATION FACILITY, OR TESTING FACILITY 
TO A RETAIL MARIJUANA STORE OR ANOTHER RETAIL MARIJUANA PRODUCT MANUFACTURING 
FACILITY, CULTIVATION FACILITY, OR TESTING FACILITY OR ANY OTHER PURCHASER OR 
TRANSFEREE, WITHIN OR WITHOUT THE CITY OF GLENWOOD SPRINGS; WITH THE MARKET RATE 
OF MARIJUANA TO EQUAL, IN ANY EVENT, THE AVERAGE MARKET RATE FOR RETAIL MARIJUANA 
UNDER C.R.S. § 39-28.8-101, ET SEQ., AS THAT CODE SECTION MAY BE AMENDED; WITH THE TAX 
REVENUES BEING USED TO FUND THE ENFORCEMENT OF REGULATIONS OF THE RETAIL 
MARIJUANA INDUSTRY, OTHER COSTS RELATED TO ENFORCEMENT OF MARIJUANA LAWS, 
EDUCATION AND PUBLIC HEALTH PROGRAMS ASSOCIATED WITH MARIJUANA CONSUMPTION 
INCLUDING PREVENTION OF UNDERAGE CONSUMPTION, AND OTHER CITY EXPENSES, AND WITH 
THE RESULTING TA REVENUES TO BE COLLECTED BY THE CITY AS A VOTER APPROVED 
REVENUE CHANGE, NOTWITHSTANDING ANY APPLICABLE REVENUE OR EXPENDITURE 
LIMITATION IMPOSED BY ARTICLE X, SECTION 20 OF THE COLORADO CONSTITUTION?

YES: 1,260
NO: 764

FALL 2017
Alamosa SHALL THE TAXES OF THE CITY OF ALAMOSA BE INCREASED BY $ 300,000 IN THE FIRST FISCAL YEAR, 

BEGINNING JANUARY  1, 2018, AND BY SUCH AMOUNTS AS ARE RAISED ANNUALLY THEREAFTER, BY 

IMPOSING AN ADDITIONAL  SALES TAX OF 5 % ON THE SALE OF RETAIL MARIJUANA AND RETAIL 

MARIJUANA PRODUCTS, ONLY IN THE EVENT THAT RETAIL MARIJUANA  FACILITIES ARE PERMITTED IN THE 

CITY OF ALAMOSA BASED UPON AN AFFIRMATIVE VOTE OF THE QUALIFIED ELECTORS OF THE CITY OF 

ALAMOSA UNDER  SEPARATE BALLOT QUESTION, WITH THE RESULTING SALES TAX RATES BEING CAPABLE 

OF BEING LOWERED OR REVOKED IN THE SOLE DISCRETION OF THE ALAMOSA CITY COUNCIL, WITH THE 

RESULTING TAX REVENUES ALLOWED TO BE COLLECTED AND SPENT, NOTWITHSTANDING  ANY 

EXPENDITURE,  REVENUE RAISING, OR OTHER LIMITATION CONTAINED IN ARTICLE X, § 20 OF THE 

COLORADO CONSTITUTION ANY OTHER LIMITATIONS  PROVIDED BY LAW?

Pass

Yes: 1,331

No: 828



Berthoud SHALL THE TOWN OF BERTHOUD TAXES BE INCREASED BY $100,000 .00 OR SUCH GREATER OR LESSER  

AMOUNT WHICH MAY ACTUALLY BE RECEIVED IN THE CALENDAR YEAR 2018 AND BY WHATEVER 

ADDITIONAL AMOUNTS ARE RAISED ANNUALLY IN EACH SUBSEQUENT YEAR, BY THE IMPOSITIONS OF A 

SALES AND EXCISE TAX ON THE RETAIL SALE OF MARIJUANA AND MARIJUANA PRODUCTS (AS SUCH ARE 

AUTHORIZED BY STATE LAW, WITH THE EXCEPTION OF MEDICAL MARIJUANA AND PRODUCTS RELATED 

THERETO), COMMENCING JANUARY 1, 2018 OR AT SUCH LATER TIME AS SUCH SALES MAY BE 

AUTHORIZED BY THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES OR VOTERS OF THE TOWN, AT THE RATE OF SEVEN PERCENT 

(7%) OF THE PRICE PAID BY THE PURCHASER IN ADDITION TO THE REGULAR MUNICIPAL SALES TAX, 

WHICH TAX REVENUES SHALL BE EXPENDED TO

PROMOTE YOUTH ACTIVITIES AND SERVICES , STREETS & SIDEWALKS, LAW ENFORCEMENT, AND PARKS & 

RECREATIONAL PURPOSES OF THE TOWN, AND SHALL THE TOWN BE PERMITTED TO COLLECT, RETAIN 

AND SPEND THE REVENUES FROM SUCH TAX, INCLUDING ALL INTEREST DERIVED THEREFROM, WITHOUT 

REGARD TO THE REVENUE RAISING, DEBT LIMITATION OR OTHER RESTRICTIONS OF ARTICLE X, SECTION 20 

OF THE COLORADO  CONSTITUTION?

Pass

Yes: 1,149

No: 518



Commerce City

SHALL THE CITY OF COMMERCE CITY’S TAXES BE INCREASED BY $900,000.00 IN THE FIRST FULL FISCAL 

YEAR (BEGINNING JANUARY 1, 2018), AND BY WHATEVER ADDITIONAL AMOUNTS ARE RAISED ANNUALLY 

THEREAFTER, IMPOSING AN ADDITIONAL FIVE PERCENT (5%) EXCISE TAX ON THE WHOLESALE TRANSFER 

OF MARIJUANA AND MARIJUANA PRODUCTS FROM OR TO A MARIJUANA BUSINESS IN THE CITY, 

INCLUDING TRANSFERS BY THE SAME BUSINESS BETWEEN LICENSES, ASSESSED ON THE AVERAGE MARKET 

RATE OF UNPROCESSED MARIJUANA NOT FOR RETAIL SALE (FOR MARIJUANA) AND ON THE GREATER OF 

THE PRICE PAID BY THE PURCHASER OR THE CASH VALUE OF MARIJUANA PRODUCTS (FOR MARIJUANA 

PRODUCTS), WITH THE RATE OF SUCH EXCISE TAX BEING ALLOWED TO INCREASE OR DECREASE BY 

ORDINANCE APPROVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL WITHOUT FURTHER VOTER APPROVAL BUT NOT TO A RATE 

OF MORE THAN TEN PERCENT (10%); AND SHALL THE VOTERS’ AUTHORIZATION FOR AN EXCISE TAX 

APPROVED IN 2015 BE REPEALED; AND SHALL THE REVENUES FROM SUCH TAXES, PLUS INTEREST EARNED 

THEREON, BE COLLECTED, RETAINED, AND SPENT FOR PURPOSES OF PUBLIC SAFETY AND AS A VOTER-

APPROVED REVENUE CHANGE AND AN EXCEPTION TO ANY AND ALL LIMITS WHICH WOULD OTHERWISE 

APPLY UNDER ARTICLE X, SECTION 20 OF THE COLORADO CONSTITUTION AND ANY OTHER LAW WHICH 

PURPORT TO LIMIT COMMERCE CITY’S REVENUE OR EXPENDITURES? 

Pass

Yes: 3,610

No: 3,184

De Beque SHALL THE TOWN OF DE BEQUE’S TAXES BE INCREASED BY $500,000.00 (FIRST FULL FISCAL YEAR 

INCREASE), AND BY WHATEVER AMOUNTS ARE RAISED ANNUALLY THEREAFTER, BY IMPOSING A NEW 

SALES TAX ON THE SALE OF MEDICAL MARIJUANA AND MEDICAL MARIJUANA-INFUSED PRODUCTS 

COMMENCING JANUARY 1, 2018, AT THE RATE OF FIVE PERCENT (5%) OF THE PURCHASE PRICE OF 

MEDICAL MARIJUANA AND MEDICAL MARIJUANA-INFUSED PRODUCTS WITHIN THE TOWN, WHICH NEW 

SALES TAX SHALL BE IN ADDITION TO THE MUNICIPAL SALES TAX ON SUCH SALES, AND SHALL ALL SUCH 

TAX REVENUES BE COLLECTED, RETAINED, AND SPENT AS A VOTER APPROVED REVENUE CHANGE UNDER 

ARTICLE X, SECTION 20 OF THE COLORADO CONSTITUTION, NOTWITHSTANDING ANY REVENUE OR 

EXPENDITURE LIMITATIONS CONTAINED IN THE COLORADO CONSTITUTION OR OTHER APPLICABLE LAW?

Pass

Yes: 76

No: 47



Dinosaur Shall the Town of Dinosaur's taxes be increased by $200,000.00 annually (first full fiscal year increase) and 

by whatever additional amounts are raised annually thereafter, by imposing a tax of 5% commencing 

January 1, 2018 on the sale of retail marijuana and retail marijuana products and shall the Town of 

Dinosaur's occupation tax on retail marijuana stores set forth in Ordinance No. 5-17, Series of 2017, be 

repealed; and shall the town be authorized to collect and spend such revenues as a voter approved 

revenue change, notwithstanding any revenue or expenditure limitation contained in Article X, Section 20 

of the Colorado Constitution, or any other law as it currently exists or as it may be amended in the future 

and without limiting in any year the amount of other revenues that may be collected and spent by the 

Town of Dinosaur?

Pass

Yes: 53

No: 26

Eagle SHALL THE TOWN OF EAGLE’S TAXES BE INCREASED BY $200,000.00 ANNUALLY (FIRST FULL FISCAL YEAR 

INCREASE) AND BY WHATEVER ADDITIONAL AMOUNTS ARE RAISED ANNUALLY THEREAFTER, BY IMPOSING 

A TAX OF 2.5% COMMENCING JANUARY 1, 2018 ON THE SALE OF RETAIL MARIJUANA AND RETAIL 

MARIJUANA PRODUCTS, AND AN EXCISE TAX OF 2.5% COMMENCING JANUARY 1, 2018 ON THE AVERAGE 

MARKET RATE OR OTHER CALCULATION METHOD ALLOWED BY LAW OF UNPROCESSED RETAIL 

MARIJUANA UPON THE FIRST SALE OR TRANSFER BY A RETAIL MARIJUANA CULTIVATION FACILITY, WITH 

BOTH RATES BEING ALLOWED TO INCREASE .5% EACH YEAR THEREAFTER WITHOUT FURTHER VOTER 

APPROVAL SO LONG AS EACH RATE DOES NOT EXCEED 5%; AND SHALL THE TOWN OF EAGLE’S 

OCCUPATION TAX ON RETAIL MARIJUANA BUSINESSES SET FORTH IN CHAPTER 5.16 OF THE EAGLE 

MUNICIPAL CODE BE REPEALED; AND SHALL THE TOWN BE AUTHORIZED TO COLLECT AND SPEND SUCH 

REVENUES AS A VOTER APPROVED REVENUE CHANGE, NOTWITHSTANDING ANY REVENUE OR 

EXPENDITURE LIMITATION CONTAINED IN ARTICLE X, SECTION 20 OF THE COLORADO CONSTITUTION, OR 

ANY OTHER LAW AS IT CURRENTLY EXISTS OR AS IT MAY BE AMENDED IN THE FUTURE AND WITHOUT 

LIMITING IN ANY YEAR THE AMOUNT OF OTHER REVENUES THAT MAY BE COLLECTED AND SPENT BY THE 

TOWN OF EAGLE?

Pass

Yes: 1,096

No: 710



Federal Heights Shall the City of Federal Heights taxes be increased by $750,000.00 annually beginning in 2018 (first fiscal 

year increase) and by whatever additional amounts are raised annually thereafter by imposing, effective 

January 1, 2018, a new excise tax upon the first sale or transfer of unprocessed retail marijuana by a retail 

marijuana cultivation facility within the City, as legalized by Article XVIII, Section 16 of the Colorado 

Constitution, at the rate of 5% (which rate may be adjusted from time to time by the city council without 

further voter approval so long as such rate doesn't exceed 10%), with such excise tax to be in addition to 

the application of the City's sales tax, and the revenue received by the city from the collection of excise tac 

to be used to pay or reimburse the city for direct and indirect costs incurred or expended by the City 

related to the regulation of the use of retail marijuana and retail marijuana products, to support local drug 

education programs, prevent underage consumption of retail marijuana and retail marijuana products, 

and for other general purposes of the city, and with the revenue from such tax and any earnings from the 

investment thereof to be collected and spent as a voter approved revenue change under Article X Section 

20 of the Colorado Constitution?

Pass

Yes: 584

No: 429

Foxfield SHALL TOWN OF FOXFIELD TAXES BE INCREASED BY FOUR HUNDRED THOUSAND DOLLARS ($400,000) 

ANNUALLY IN THE FIRST FISCAL YEAR (2018), AND BY SUCH AMOUNTS AS ARE RAISED ANNUALLY 

THEREAFTER BY IMPOSING AN ADDITIONAL SALES TAX OF 5% ON THE SALE OF RETAIL MARIJUANA AND 

RETAIL MARIJUANA PRODUCTS, WITH THE TAX REVENUES BEING USED TO FUND GENERAL GOVERNMENT 

EXPENSES AS DETERMINED BY THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES, WITH THE RATE OF THE TAX BEING ALLOWED TO 

BE INCREASED OR DECREASED WITHOUT FURTHER VOTER APPROVAL SO LONG AS THE RATE OF TAXATION 

DOES NOT EXCEED 15%, AND WITH THE RESULTING TAX REVENUE BEING ALLOWED TO BE COLLECTED 

AND SPENT AS A VOTER APPROVED REVENUE CHANGE WITHOUT REGARD TO ANY EXPENDITURE, 

REVENUE RAISING, OR OTHER LIMITATION CONTAINED IN ARTICLE X, § 20, OF THE COLORADO 

CONSTITUTION OR ANY OTHER LAW?

Fail

Yes: 152

No: 208



Log Lane Village

Shall taxes of the Town of Log Lane Village be increased by an estimated $20,000.00 in the first fiscal year, 

beginning January 1, 2018, and by such amounts that are raised annually thereafter, by imposing an 

additional excise tax of 3.5% of the average market rate on the sale or transfer of unprocessed retail 

marijuana by a duly licensed retail marijuana cultivation facility within the Town of Log Lane Village, for a 

total excise of 5% on such sales and transfers of the average market rate, with the rate of such excise tax 

being allowed to be decreased or increased without further voter approval so long a the rate of the tax 

does not exceed 5% , and with the resulting excise tax revenue being allowed to be collected and spent by 

the City without  regard to any expenditure, revenue raising or other limitation contained in article X, 

section 20 of the Colorado Constitution or any other law?

Pass

Yes: 58

No: 53

Longmont SHALL CITY OF LONGMONT TAXES BE INCREASED $1.3 MILLION ANNUALLY IN THE FIRST FULL FISCAL YEAR 

AND BY SUCH AMOUNTS AS ARE RAISED ANNUALLY THEREAFTER BY THE IMPOSITION OF AN ADDITIONAL 

SALES TAX OF

3.0 PERCENT, WHICH IS AN INCREASE OF THIRTY CENTS ON EACH TEN DOLLAR PURCHASE, BEGINNING 

JANUARY 1, 2018, ON THE SALE OF RETAIL MARIJUANA AND RETAIL MARIJUANA PRODUCTS AS PROVIDED 

IN ORDINANCE 0-2017-47, WITH THE RATE OF TAX BEING ALLOWED TO BE INCREASED OR DECREASED 

WITHOUT FURTHER VOTER APPROVAL SO LONG AS THE RATE OF TAXATION DOES NOT EXCEED 15 

PERCENT, AND WITH PROCEEDS REPRESENTING 1.5 PERCENT OF SUCH SALES OR 15 CENTS ON EACH TEN 

DOLLAR PURCHASE USED EXCLUSIVELY FOR AFFORDABLE HOUSING PROGRAMS AND SERVICES; SHALL THE 

REVENUES FROM SUCH TAX AND ANY INVESTMENT INCOME EARNED FROM SUCH REVENUES BE 

COLLECTED AND SPENT AS A VOTER-APPROVED REVENUE CHANGE UNDER SECTION 20 OF ARTICLE X OF 

THE COLORADO CONSTITUTION; AND SHALL ORDINANCE 0-2017-47 BE APPROVED?

Pass

Yes: 15,607

No: 9,087



Monte Vista Shall the taxes of the City of Monte Vista be increased by an estimated $500,000 in the first fiscal year, 

beginning January 1, 2018. and by such amounts as are raised annually thereafter, by imposing an excise 

tax in the amount of 18% of the amount paid by the purchaser on any first transfer of medical or retail 

marijuana from a cultivation facility, medical marijuana enter, or medical marijuana optional premises 

cultivation operations, an excise tax in the amount of 18% of the amount paid by the purchaser on the first 

transfer of medical or retail marijuana product from a  medical marijuana-infused products manufacturer 

or a marijuana products manufacturer, and an additional sales tax of 18% on the sales of marijuana and 

marijuana products, both medical and retail, with 1% of said tax revenue generated specifically designated 

for the monte vista police department to upgrade equipment and provide for personnel, and 1% of said 

revenue generated specifically designated for the Monte Vista Capital Improvement Fund, only in the 

event that marijuana establishments are permitted in the city of Monte Vista based upon an affirmative 

vote of the qualified electors of the City of Monte Vista, with the resulting sales tax rates being capable of 

being lowered or revoked in the sole discretion of the Montel Vista City Council, with the resulting tax 

revenues allowed to be collected and spent, notwithstanding any expenditure, revenue raising, or other 

limitation contained in Article X, 20 of the Colorado Constitution or any other limitations provided by law?

Pass

Yes: 533

No: 429

Rocky Ford Shall the registered electors of Rocky Ford Approve a sales tax of 6% on the sale of retail marijuana and 

retail marijuana products, allow the city council of Rocky Ford to increase or decrease the rate of such tax 

without further voter approval so long as the rate of the tax does not exceed 8%, and all revenue from 

which will be collected and spent by the City of Rocky Ford. 

Pass

Yes: 614

No: 250



Sheridan CITY   OF  SHERIDAN   RETAIL   MARIJUANA   AND   RETAIL   MARIJUANA PRODUCTS EXCISE TAX

SHALL THE CITY OF SHERIDAN TAXES BE INCREASED BY $1,710,000.00 ANNUALLY  BEGINNING  IN 2018 

(FIRST  FULL  FISCAL  YEAR  OF SUCH TAX INCREASE) AND BY WHATEVER  ADDITIONAL AMOUNTS ARE 

RAISED ANNUALLY THEREAFTER BY IMPOSING, EFFECTIVE JANUARY 1, 2018, A NEW EXCISE TAX UPON THE 

FIRST SALE OR TRANSFER OF UNPROCESSED RETAIL MARIJUANA BY A RETAIL MARIJUANA CULTIVATION 

FACILITY WITHIN THE CITY AND UPON THE SALE OR TRANSFER OF RETAIL MARIJUANA AND RETAIL 

MARIJUANA PRODUCTS WITHIN THE CITY, ALL AS LEGALIZED  BY ARTICLE XVIII, SECTION 16 OF THE 

COLORADO CONSTITUTION, AT THE RATE OF FIVE PERCENT  (WHICH RATE MAY BE ADJUSTED FROM TIME 

TO TIME BY THE CITY COUNCIL ON EITHER THE FIRST SALE OR TRANSFER OF UNPROCESSED RETAIL 

MARIJUANA BY A RETAIL MARIJUANA CULTIVATION FACILITY OR UPON   THE   SALE  OR  TRANSFER OF  

RETAIL  MARIJUANA   AND  RETAIL MARIJUANA  PRODUCTS  OR UPON  Born SUCH  SALES  OR  TRANSFERS 

WITHOUT FURTHER VOTER APPROVAL SO LONG AS SUCH RATE DOES NOT EXCEED TEN PERCENT), WITH 

SUCH EXCISE TAX TO BE IN ADDITION TO THE APPLICATION OF THE CITY'S SALES TAX, AND THE REVENUE 

RECEIVED BY THE CITY FROM THE COLLECTION OF THE EXCISE TAX TO BE USED TO PAY OR REIMBURSE 

THE CITY FOR DIRECT AND INDIRECT PUBLIC SAFETY COSTS INCURRED OR EXPENDED BY THE CITY RELATED 

TO THE REGULATION OF THE USE  OF RETAIL MARIJUANA AND RETAIL MARIJUANA PRODUCTS, AND FOR 

OTHER GENERAL PUBLIC SAFETY PURPOSES OF THE CITY, AND WITH THE REVENUE FROM SUCH TAX AND 

ANY EARNINGS FROM THE INVESTMENT THEREOF TO BE COLLECTED AND SPENT  AS A VOTER APPROVED 

REVENUE CHANGE UNDER ARTICLE X SECTION 20 OF THE COLORADO CONSTITUTION?

Pass

Yes: 511

No: 329



Walsenburg SHALL CITY OF WALSENBURG TAXES BE INCREASED BY $75,000 IN 2018, THE FIRST FULL FISCAL YEAR OF 

SUCH TAX INCREASE, AND BY WHATEVER ADDITIONAL AMOUNTS ARE RAISED ANNUALLY THEREAFTER, BY 

COLLECTING, ADMINISTERING, ENFORCING AND SPENDING AS A VOTER APPROVED REVENUE CHANGE 

UNDER COLO. CONST. ART. X § 20, A MUNICIPAL EXCISE TAX AT THE RATE OF FIVE-PERCENT (5.0%) OF THE 

AVERAGE MARKET RATE OF THE UNPROCESSED RETAIL MARIJUANA, AS DETERMINED BY THE 

DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE, AT THE TIME WHEN THE RETAIL MARIJUANA CULTIVATION FACILITY FIRST 

SELLS OR TRANSFERS UNPROCESSED RETAIL MARIJUANA FROM THE RETAIL MARIJUANA CULTIVATION 

FACILITY TO A RETAIL MARIJUANA PRODUCT MANUFACTURING FACILITY, A RETAIL MARIJUANA STORE, OR 

ANOTHER RETAIL MARIJUANA CULTIVATION FACILITY PURSUANT TO C.R.S. §29-2-114(2) AS AMENDED; 

AND, SHALL THE EXCISE TAX, NET OF THE COST OF COLLECTING, ADMINISTERING AND ENFORCING THE 

TAX, BE PLACED IN THE GENERAL FUND AND RESTRICTED TO THE FOLLOWING PURPOSES:  MAKING UP 

ANY NET LOSS BETWEEN OPERATING REVENUES AND OPERATING EXPENSES OF THE WILD WATERS POOL, 

CITY PARKS’ MAINTENANCE AND CONSTRUCTION, CODE ENFORCEMENT COSTS, AND YOUTH RELATED 

ACTIVITIES.  

Pass

Yes: 507

No: 419
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Updates to Medical/Retail Marijuana Regulations
City Council Public Hearing – 02/05/2019 

1

 Amends Title 5 (Licensing) and Title 17 
(Zoning)

 Medical Regulations First Adopted in 
2011 and Retail Regulations First 
Adopted in 2013

 City Council Discussion/Direction

• February 27, 2018

• April 17, 2018

• November 5, 2018

Updates to Medical/Retail Marijuana Regulations 

2

License Categories:

 Sales (Medical Center or Retail Store)

 Products Manufacturing

 Testing

 Cultivation
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Updates to Medical/Retail Marijuana Regulations 

3

Sales:
 Current Allowance

• Medical: C-B
– 1,320 ft. buffer between stores and from 

designated uses
– 1,800 sq. ft. store area limit

• Retail: C-C (except Downtown), C-B, & PCZD-C
– 1,320 ft. buffer from designated uses
– 2,000 sq. ft. store area limit
– Limit of 4 stores total throughout City

 Proposed Allowance
• Medical and Retail: C-C (except Downtown), 

C-B, & PCZD-C
• No store limit and 1,500 ft. buffer between 

stores
• 500 ft. buffer from designated uses 

(limited to public and private schools)
• 5,000 sq. ft. store area limit

Updates to Medical/Retail Marijuana Regulations 

4
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Updates to Medical/Retail Marijuana Regulations 

5

Manufacturing:

 Current Allowance 

• Medical: C-B

• Retail: None

 Proposed Allowance 

• Medical and Retail: C-B, I, & PCZD-I

– Ventilation and odor control 
requirements with licensing

– Health and safety report 
requirement from industrial 
hygienist with licensing

Updates to Medical/Retail Marijuana Regulations 

6

Testing:

 Current Allowance 

• Medical: None

• Retail: I; SRU in A-O, B-O, & C-B

 Proposed Allowance 

• Medical and Retail: I, PCZD-I, & 
PCZD-C; SRU in A-O, B-O, & C-B

– Ventilation and odor control 
requirements with licensing

– Health and safety report 
requirement from industrial 
hygienist with licensing
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Updates to Medical/Retail Marijuana Regulations 
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Cultivation:

 Current Allowance 

• Medical and Retail: None

 Proposed Allowance 

• Medical and Retail: I, & PCZD-I

– Ventilation and odor control 
requirements with licensing

Updates to Medical/Retail Marijuana Regulations 

8

Planning Commission Public Hearing – December 13, 2018:

 Recommends approval with the following conditions:

1. Limit the number of stores to 8. 

2. Remove the requirement for 1,500-foot spacing between 
stores. 

3. Maintain the current buffer distance of 1,320 feet and 
maintain the current buffer requirements between stores 
and public or private preschools, elementary, middle, junior 
high, or high school; public playground or outdoor pool; an 
outdoor education facility serving children; an alcohol or 
drug treatment facility; the principal campus of a college, 
university, or seminary; or a residential childcare facility. 

4. Require a Special Review Use (SRU) for retail and medical 
manufacturing the C-B zone district. 
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Updates to Medical/Retail Marijuana Regulations 

9

Staff Recommendations:

1. Limit total cultivation within the City to 150,000 sq. ft. of building area.

• Ensure adequate staff resources to oversee licensing, odor 
mitigation and any potential code enforcement.

• Helps to ensure diversity of uses in industrially zoned areas.

• Limit could be modified in future if there is demand and staff 
capacity.

2. Place cultivation excise tax on ballot in November.

• Tax would help provide funding for indirect administrative, 
enforcement and public safety costs. 
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
AGENDA ITEM 8E 

SUBJECT: ORDINANCE NO. 1770, SERIES 2019 – AN ORDINANCE 
AMENDING TITLE 17 OF THE LOUISVILLE MUNICIPAL CODE 
REGARDING LOT COVERAGE STANDARDS FOR THE 
RESIDENTIAL ESTATE ZONE DISTRICT – 2nd READING, PUBLIC 
HEARING (advertised Daily Camera 1/13/19) 

 
DATE:  FEBRUARY 5, 2019 
 
PRESENTED BY: LISA RITCHIE, PLANNING & BUILDING SAFETY DEPARTMENT 
 
SUMMARY:   
The 2018 City Council Work Plan included a review of Residential Estate (RE) Zone 
District standards related to lot coverage.  Following a discussion with Planning 
Commission on May 10, 2018, a Study Session with City Council on July 10, 2018, and 
public outreach, staff prepared a draft ordinance with two options for consideration by 
Planning Commission on December 13, 2018 for amendments to the LMC regarding the 
RE lot coverage standard.  The attached ordinance reflects the recommendation by 
Planning Commission for adjustments to the lot coverage standard with the intent to 
reduce the significant number of nonconformities. 
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BACKGROUND: 
Section 17.12.040 of the LMC establishes the yard and bulk standards for each zone 
district.  The RE Zone District  standards require a minimum lot size of 12,000 square 
feet and a maximum lot coverage of 20%, along with other standards such as setbacks 
and height.  The RE Zone District has been in place with the same yard and bulk 
standards since at least 1976.  Ordinance 1147, Series 1994 prohibits the City from 
rezoning properties to RE, when the City updated its residential zone district standards.  
 
There are 27 subdivisions, along with a handful of replats and smaller subdivisions, with 
properties zoned RE.  The City platted these areas between 1959 (Scenic Heights) and 
1995 (Centennial II).  There are approximately 1,785 residential properties with RE 
zoning. There are three platted subdivisions that do not have accompanying PUDs, 
including Louisville North, Ridgeview and Continental Estates. These three subdivisions 
generally meet the minimum lot size standard.  However, as the City approved newer 
subdivisions with accompanying PUDs, the City also approved plats with smaller lot 
sizes than is supported by the underlying zoning.   
 
Lot size affects development on a lot primarily through the maximum lot coverage 
standard.  The RE zone district established a maximum lot coverage percentage of 
20%, and most PUDs are silent on this standard.  When a PUD is silent on a standard, 
the standard in the LMC applies.  In 1996, the City amended Sec. 17.28.020 of the LMC 
to require that yard and bulk standards apply if the PUD is silent and the PUD does not 
specifically waive or modify the standard.  Records indicate staff began to consistently 
apply this code provision in 2012. This resulted in a large increase in applications for 
variances to the RE lot coverage standard.   
 
When analyzing existing conditions for lot size and lot coverage, a substantial portion of 
RE properties do not comply.  According to County Assessor data, of the 1,785 
properties with RE zoning, only 257 (14%) comply with the minimum lot area 
requirement of 12,000 sq. ft. and only 845 (47%) comply the maximum lot coverage of 
20%.  The County Assessor data does not include decks, which would increase the 
non-conformity rate for maximum lot coverage. Maps reflecting this data are also 
included as attachments.  
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Lot sizes per Boulder County Assessor GIS data, may vary from actual platted lot sizes. 

 

 
Lot coverages per Boulder County Assessor Main Floor and Garage square footage data, 
and does not include decks, patios, porches, etc.  Staff assumes actual lot coverage 
percentages may be higher when including these areas. 
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In 2014, the City amended the LMC to allow administrative variances for lot coverages 
up to 30% for properties zoned RE, with a PUD and a lot size of 8,000 square feet or 
less.  Staff has processed 52 RE lot coverage variance applications since 2012.  
Twenty-eight of these were administrative applications for lots 8,000 square feet or less, 
and the Board of Adjustment considered twenty-four.  Staff and the Board of Adjustment 
have approved all but one request.  The approved lot coverage variances range from 
21% to 34%.  Some feel that the variance processes are unnecessarily burdensome 
and costly to residents.  A table detailing each request is included as an attachment.   
 
The 2013 Comprehensive Plan recommended the development of neighborhood plans, 
which, among other objectives, were to identify solutions to address this mismatch in 
zoning standards vs actual lot size and coverages.  However, as the City has not moved 
forward with the neighborhood plan initiative, staff proposes to amend the code to 
address this particular issue. 
 
PREVIOUS DISCUSSIONS AND PUBLIC OUTREACH: 
Staff brought this issue to Planning Commission as a discussion item on May 10, 2018.  
Planning Commission was receptive to considering a code amendment and indicated 
that any amendment should have minimal impacts to neighborhood character and that 
reducing non-conformities should not be the primary goal.  There was also discussion 
around non-traditional lot coverage regulations, such as allowing a certain percentage 
or square feet more than what is existing, or a ratio, rather than a maximum lot 
coverage percentage.  The minutes from this discussion are included as an attachment. 
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Following the Planning Commission discussion, staff brought this issue to City Council 
during a Special Meeting on July 10, 2018.  City Council expressed support for 
amendments, and encouraged a thoughtful public process to understand how residents 
perceive this issue and what opinions they held.  Minutes from this Special Meeting are 
included as an attachment. 
 
On August 29, 2018, staff held a public open house for residents in order for staff to 
present the issue and to allow for questions and discussion by the public.  Prior to 
holding the open house, staff mailed notice to all properties zoned RE and all properties 
within 500 feet.  Additionally, staff developed a project page on the 
EngageLouisvilleCO.org website with detailed information for residents to learn more if 
they were unable to attend the open house.   Roughly, 50 people attended the open 
house, and following the presentation by staff, most of those in attendance expressed 
support for an amendment to the code.  Twenty-five attendees completed comment 
cards and staff received a handful of comments via email and the Engage Louisville 
site.  These are included as attachments.  Additionally, staff had numerous residents 
make phone calls and drop by City Hall to discuss the amendment and ask questions.  
Generally, these resulted in indications of support, while noting a desire to respect and 
preserve neighborhood character.  Indications of support were not unanimous; however, 
the strong majority of residents that provided feedback desired an amendment to the 
code.  The sign-in sheets, comment cards, emails and EngageLouisvilleCO.org report 
are included as attachments. 
 

DISCUSSION: 

Staff proposed two options to Planning Commission on December 13, 2018, and the 
draft ordinance includes the option they recommended for approval.  The ordinance 
amends the RE maximum lot coverages to graduated allowances based on lot size, 
similar to the Old Town Overlay.  Staff is not recommending the rezoning of any 
property to address this issue.  Staff also acknowledges this will not address every non-
conformity.   
 
The draft ordinance is intended for consistent application city-wide, and for properties 
both within and not within a PUD overlay.  Public feedback did not indicate varying 
support in different parts of the City or neighborhoods.  Staff reviewed the existing 
PUDs and notes that this will not apply to the Centennial II PUD, as that PUD included a 
maximum lot coverage standard of 30%, so, consistent with Sec. 17.28.020, that 
standard will continue to apply to those properties. 
 
  

https://www.engagelouisvilleco.org/re-zone-districts
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The option that is included in the draft ordinance is as follows:  
 

The maximum lot coverage for the R-E zone district shall be as follows:  
a. For a lot having a lot area of less than 5,000 square feet: 35 percent  

b.  For a lot having a lot area of 5,000 to 9,000 square feet: 30 percent, or 
1,750 sf whichever is greater 

c. For a lot having a lot area of 9,001 to 12,000 square feet: 25 percent, 
or 2,700 sf whichever is greater 

d. For a lot having a lot area of 12,000 square feet or greater: 20 percent, 
or 3,000 sf whichever is greater 

Staff evaluated multiple options for consideration that alleviate the conformity to differing 
degrees and balance existing conditions related to neighborhood character.  Staff notes 
that in the presented option, the 20% lot coverage will not apply until the lot size 
reaches 15,000 sf.  The following table summarizes the resulting non-conformities from 
the recommended option: 

Lot Size (sq. ft.) Lot Coverage Non-conforming Conforming % Conforming 

Less than 5,000 35% 19 200 91.3% 

5,000 to 9,000 
30% or up to 

1,750 sf 
24 1,014 97.7% 

9,001 to 12,000 
25% or up to 

2,700 sf 
9 261 96.7% 

12,000 or 
greater 

20% or up to 
3,000 sf 

10 250 96.2% 

Total  62 1,725 96.5% 

 
PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION: 
Planning Commission held a public hearing on December 13, 2018 to consider the 
ordinance and recommended approval of the draft ordinance for the amendment above 
with a 7-0 vote.  
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
Staff does not anticipate a significant fiscal impact to the City.  Staff anticipates fewer 
variance applications, but the associated fees cover the costs for processing the 
variance applications. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends City Council approve Ordinance 1770, Series 2019 to amend the 
Louisville Municipal Code regarding Residential Estate zone district lot coverage 
standards. 
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ATTACHMENTS: 
1. Ordinance 1770, Series 2019 
2. Variance cases for RE lot coverage standards 
3. Maps reflecting lot coverages and lot sizes 
4. Planning Commission minutes, May 10, 2018 
5. City Council minutes, July 10, 2018 
6. Public meeting materials and public feedback 
7. Engage Louisville activity report 
8. Planning Commission minutes, December 13, 2018 
9. Presentation 
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ORDINANCE NO. 1770 
SERIES 2019 

 
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING TITLE 17 OF THE LOUISVILLE MUNICIPAL CODE 
REGARDING LOT COVERAGE STANDARDS FOR THE RESIDENTIAL ESTATE 

ZONE DISTRICT 
 
 WHEREAS, the City of Louisville is a Colorado home rule municipal corporation 
duly organized and existing under laws of the State of Colorado and the City Charter; and 

WHEREAS, the City has previously adopted Residential Estate yard and bulk 
standards in Title 17 of the LMC that sets forth a 20 percent lot coverage maximum; and  
 

WHEREAS, following the original construction of residential structures in many of 
the Residential Estate zone district neighborhoods in accordance with approved Planned 
Unit Developments, the City amended Title 17 of the LMC to require that underlying 
zoning district standards apply when that standard is not set by the approval of a Planned 
Unit Development, leading to a majority of Residential Estate zoned properties becoming 
non-conforming to the yard and bulk standards by exceeding the maximum lot coverage; 
and 

 
WHEREAS, the City Council desires to amend the Residential Estate zone district 

lot coverage maximum to reduce the number of non-conforming properties and allow 
reasonable building additions and improvements to properties that more accurately reflect 
the intent of the original Planned Unit Developments and the desired neighborhood 
character. 

 
NOW THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY 

OF LOUISVILLE, COLORADO: 
 

Section 1.  Row 4 of the table and footnotes in Section 17.12.040 of the 
Louisville Municipal Code are hereby amended to read as follows (words added are 
underlined; words deleted are stricken through): 
 

Sec. 17.12.040 – Yard and bulk requirements.  
 

  Zoning Districts and Requirements  

 
Yard and  

Bulk Item  
A  A-O  B-O  

R-

RR  

SF-

R  

SF-

E  
R-R  R-E  R-L  

SF-

LD  

SF-

MD  

SF-

HD  
R-M  R-H  C-N  C-C  C-B  I  

4.  
Maximum 

lot 

coverage 

20  30  40  10  10  15  20  20 30  20  20  25  35  40  40  
40 

2  
40  50  
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(% of lot 

area)  

See 

Footnote 

11  

 

 
Footnotes 
 

11. The maximum lot coverage for the R-E zone district shall be as follows: 
 
a. For a lot having a lot area of less than 5,000 square feet: 35 percent 

b. For a lot having a lot area of 5,000 to 9,000 square feet: 30 percent, or 

1,750 sf whichever is greater 

c. For a lot having a lot area of 9,001 to 12,000 square feet: 25 percent, or 

2,700 sf whichever is greater 

d. For a lot having a lot area of 12,001 square feet or greater: 20 percent, 

or 3,000 sf whichever is greater 

 
Section 2.  Subsection E of Section 17.52.050 of the Louisville Municipal Code 

is hereby amended to read as follows (words added are underlined; words deleted are 
stricken through): 
 

Sec. 17.52.050 – Zoning administrator – Powers and duties 
 

E. The zoning administrator is permitted to grant an administrative variance for minor 
impact variances to title 17 standards listed in subsection 17.52.050.E.1 based on 
the criteria listed in subsection 17.52.050.E.2 and consistent with the procedures 
listed in subsection 17.52.050.E.3.  

1. Minor impact variances to title 17 standards eligible for administrative review by 
the zoning administrator include:  

 
i. Up to ten percent deviation of measurable yard and bulk requirements, 

including:  
a. Minimum lot area;  
b. Minimum lot width;  
c. Maximum lot coverage;  
d. Maximum floor area;  
e. Primary and accessory building setbacks;  
f. Primary and accessory building heights;  
g. Minimum building coverage;  
h. Street frontages;  
i. Parking ratios;  
j. Vehicle access spacing requirements;  
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k. Fence and wall heights; and  
l. Other measurable standards as interpreted by the zoning administrator.  

 

ii.   Deviation to allow up to 30 percent maximum lot coverage for lots of less than 
8,000 square feet that are located within a Planned Unit Development with 
Residential-Estate (R-E) underlying zoning and without documented yard 
and bulk standards.  

Section 3. If any portion of this ordinance is held to be invalid for any reason, 
such decision shall not affect the validity of the remaining portions of this ordinance.  The 
City Council hereby declares that it would have passed this ordinance and each part 
hereof irrespective of the fact that any one part be declared invalid. 

Section 4. The repeal or modification of any provision of the Municipal Code of 
the City of Louisville by this ordinance shall not release, extinguish, alter, modify, or change 
in whole or in part any penalty, forfeiture, or liability, either civil or criminal, which shall have 
been incurred under such provision, and each provision shall be treated and held as still 
remaining in force for the purpose of sustaining any and all proper actions, suits, 
proceedings, and prosecutions for the enforcement of the penalty, forfeiture, or liability, as 
well as for the purpose of sustaining any judgment, decree, or order which can or may be 
rendered, entered, or made in such actions, suits, proceedings, or prosecutions. 

 
Section 5. All other ordinances or portions thereof inconsistent or conflicting with 

this ordinance or any portion hereof are hereby repealed to the extent of such inconsistency 
or conflict. 
 
 
 INTRODUCED, READ, PASSED ON FIRST READING, AND ORDERED 
PUBLISHED this 8th day of January, 2019. 
 
 
      ______________________________ 

Robert P. Muckle, Mayor 
ATTEST: 
 
 
______________________________ 
Meredyth Muth, City Clerk 
 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
______________________________ 
Kelly, P.C., City Attorney 
 



Ordinance No. 1770, Series 2019 
Page 4 of 4 

 
 PASSED AND ADOPTED ON SECOND AND FINAL READING, this 5th day of 
February, 2019. 
 
 
      ______________________________ 
      Robert P. Muckle, Mayor 
ATTEST: 
 
 
______________________________ 
Meredyth Muth, City Clerk 
 



Year Subdivision Project Address Case Status Request Type

2012 Pine Street Park; Lot 90 832 Owl Dr Approved 23% to 27% - RE BOA

2012 Sundance; Lot 37 456 W. Sycamore Approved 18% to 25% - RE BOA

2013 Pine Street Park; Lot 35 667 Ponderosa Approved 31% to 32% - RE BOA

2013 Centennial Valley 3; Lot 6, Block 4 494 Lois Dr Approved 22% to 33% - RE BOA

2013 Scenic Heights; Lot 6, Block 4 505 Sunset Dr Approved 17% to 24% - RE BOA

2014 Centennial Valley; Lot 7, Block 16 112 S. Carter Ct Approved 30% to 34% - RE BOA

2014 Sundance 2 Replat; Lot 15 475 Fillmore Cr Approved 23% to 27% - RE BOA

2014 Saratoga; Lot 59 519 Adams Ave Approved 17% to 21% - RE BOA

2014 Centennial 8; Lot76 963 Sunflower St Approved 24% to 27% - RE BOA

2014 Centennial Valley 3; Lot 7, Block 8 151 Lois Dr Approved 23% to 24% - RE BOA

2014 Pine Street Park; Lot 18 829 Owl Dr Approved 24% to 25% - RE BOA

2014 Centennial 8; Lot 60 910 Sunflower St Approved 29% to 30% - RE Admin

2014 Sundance 2 Replat; Lot 6 450 Fillmore Ct Approved 20% to 23% - RE BOA

2014 Pine Street Park; Lot 30 741 Pine Needle Ct Approved 24% to 26% - RE BOA

2015 Saratoga 2; Lot 74 900 Cleveland Ct Approved 25% to 26% - RE Admin

2015 Pine Street Park; Lot 99 719 Pine Needle Ln Approved 27% to 29% - RE Admin

2015 Centennial Valley 3 175 Lois Dr Approved 31% to 33% - RE BOA

2015 Pine Street Park; Lot 84 725 Church Ln Approved 28% to 30% - RE Admin

2015 Saratoga 2; Lot 71 838 Cleveland Ct Approved 23% to 24% - RE Admin

2015 Ridgeview Estates, Lot 68 598 W Willow Approved 20% to 23% - RE BOA

2015 Pine Street Park; Lot 83 717 Church Lane Approved 29% to 30% - RE Admin

2015 Heritage 2; Block 5; Lot 14 524 W Lois Way Approved 27% to 32% - RL Admin

2015 Sundance; Lot 28 437 Sycamore Ct Approved 24% to 25% - RE Admin

2016 Sundance; Lot 83 399 Van Buren Ct Approved 23% to 24% - RE Admin

2016 Saddleback 1; Lot 76 541 W Arrowhead St Approved 25% to 29% - RE Admin

2016 Pine Street Park; Lot 56 600 Spruce Cr Approved 28% to 28% - RE Admin

2016 Centennial 8; Lot 52 944 Sunflower St Approved 19% to 24% - RE Admin

2016 Sundance 3; Lot 40 120 S Warbler Ct Approved 17% to 27% - RE Admin

2016 Pine Street Park; Lot 102 726 Ponderosa Ct Approved 21% to 23% - RE Admin

2016 Pine Street Park; Lot 3 750 Owl Ct Approved 27% to 29% - RE Admin

2016 Centennial 8; Lot 24 952 Arapahoe Cr Approved 23% to 25% - RE Admin

2016 Saddleback 1; Lot 22 1067 Eagle Ct Approved 20% to 23% - RE Admin

2016 Pine Street Park; Lot 57 602 Spruce Cir Approved 24% to 26% - RE Admin

2016 Grove at Harper Lake; Lot 17 1166 Harper Lake Dr Approved 26% to 31% - RE BOA

2017 Scenic Heights; Block 3; Lot 16 1612 Longs Peak Dr Approved 13% to 26% - RE BOA

2017 Centennial Valley Filing 3; Block 6; Lot 10 108 Lois Drive Approved 20% to 23% - RE BOA

2017 Centennial 8; Lot 55 932 Sunflower St Approved 28% to 30% - RE BOA

2017 Sundance; Lot 26 415 W Sycamore Ct Approved 17% to 30% - RE Admin

2017 Sundance; Lot 43 392 W Sycamore Ln Denied 27% to 33% - RE BOA

2017 Centennial 8 Replat A; Lot 12 984 Arapahoe Cir Approved 28% to 30% - RE Admin

2017 Saratoga; Lot 63 511 Adams St Approved 20% to 23% - RE BOA

2017 Sundance; Lot 83 399 Van Buren Ct Approved 24% to 26% - RE Admin

2017 Centennial Valley Filing 3; Block 2; Lot 17 120 Lincoln Cr Approved 19% to 21% - RE Admin

2018 Sundance; Lot 43 392 W Sycamore Ln Approved 27% to 30% - RE BOA



Year Subdivision Project Address Case Status Request Type

2018 Hilltop; Lot 64 794 W Tamarisk Approved 23% to 25% - RE BOA

2018 Meadows at Coal Creek; Lot 44 450 Orchard Dr Approved 24% to 27% - RE BOA

2018 Meadows at Coal Creek; Lot 96 734 Orchard Ct Approved 27% to 30% - RE Admin

2018 Hilltop; Lot 62 818 W Tamarisk Ct Approved 18% to 22% - RE Admin

2018 Saratoga 2; Lot 83 879 Cleveland Ct Approved 21% to 28% - RE Admin

2018 Saratoga; Lot 28 137 W Elm ST Approved 20% to 22% - RE Admin

2018 Sundance; Lot 37 456 W Sycamore Approved 19% to 27% - RE Admin

2018 Centennial 8; Lot 76 963 Sunflower St Approved 26% to 29% - RE Admin

2019 Centennial 8; Lot 74 957 Sunflower St Approved 19% to 25% - RE Admin



Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN, GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan,
METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo, MapmyIndia, © OpenStreetMap contributors, and the GIS User Community

RE Parcels
Lot Size

less than 12,000 sf
12,000 sf and greater
City of Louisville Boundary ¬

RE Property Analysis
Existing Lot Size



Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN, GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan,
METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo, MapmyIndia, © OpenStreetMap contributors, and the GIS User Community

RE Parcels
Lot Size

Up to 5,000
5,001 to 7,000
7,001 to 9,000
9,001 to 12,000
12,001 and up
City of Louisville Boundary

¬

RE Property Analysis
Existing Lot Sizes



Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN, GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan,
METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo, MapmyIndia, © OpenStreetMap contributors, and the GIS User Community

RE Parcels
Lot Coverage %

20% or less
20.1% or greater
City of Louisville Boundary ¬

RE Property Analysis
Existing Lot Coverage

Does not include decks, porches, patios, etc.



Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN, GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan,
METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo, MapmyIndia, © OpenStreetMap contributors, and the GIS User Community

RE Parcels
Lot Coverage %

18% and less
18.1% to 20%
20.1% to 25%
25.1% to 30%
30.1% and up
City of Louisville Boundary

¬

RE Property Analysis
Existing Lot Coverage
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Planning Commission 
Meeting Minutes 

May 10, 2018 
City Hall, Council Chambers 

749 Main Street 
6:30 PM 

 
Call to Order – Brauneis called the meeting to order at 6:32 PM  
 
Roll Call was taken and the following members were present: 
 

Commission Members Present: Steve Brauneis, Chair 
David Hsu, Vice 
Keaton Howe 
Dietrich Hoefner 
Jeff Moline 

Commission Members Absent: Debra Williams, Secretary 
Tom Rice 

Staff Members Present:  Rob Zuccaro, Dir of Planning & Building Safety 
     Kristin Dean, Principal Planner 

Lisa Ritchie, Associate Planner 
Amelia Brackett, Planning Clerk  

   
APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

Moline moved and Hsu seconded a motion to approve the May 10, 2018 agenda. Motion 
passed by voice vote.  
 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
Hoefner abstained due to his absence at the last meeting. Brauneis forwarded the approval to 
the next meeting due to lack of a quorum. 
 

PUBLIC COMMENTS ON ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA 
None. 
 

NEW BUSINESS – DISCUSSION/DIRECTION 
RE Zone District Code Amendment – Staff requests that Planning Commission discuss 
possible options for a code amendment related to Residential Estate lot coverage 
standards. 

 Applicant and Representative: City of Louisville    

 Case Manager:  Lisa Ritchie, Associate Planner 

Ritchie stated that City Council had requested staff evaluate the Residential Estate Zone District 
(RE) standards in the Louisville Code under the City Council Work Plan for 2018.  Staff presents 
this as discussion and direction (no action) from the Planning Commission related to amending 
the Residential Estate Zone Districts (RE) standards. 
 
Ritchie provided background on the RE zone distinction. Louisville Municipal Code Section 
17.12.040 established Yard and Bulk Standards, including setbacks and building heights, 
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among others. At that time, the City had approved 20% lot coverage paired with a 12,000 
square foot minimum lot size.  
 
There are about 1,785 residential properties zoned RE in Louisville. They consist of 27 major 
subdivisions plus a handful of replats platted between 1959 and 1995. The majority of the 
neighborhoods have PUDs, but four of them do not: Scenic Heights, Louisville North, 
Continental View Estates, and Ridgeview. In 1996, the Code was amended to require yard and 
bulk standards in the LMC apply when a PUD is silent, but staff did not begin applying this 
amendment until 2012. The result has been to require variances whenever property-owners 
want to make changes to their homes. Between 2012 and 2018, staff processed 44 variances – 
22 administrative and 22 through the Board of Adjustment. All but one was approved, with lot 
coverage ranging from 21% to 34% coverage.  
 
Ritchie showed data for existing lot sizes, divided into conforming and nonconforming based on 
the 20% maximum lot coverage allowed in RE. The data did not include decks, even though 
decks higher than 30 inches count as part of the lot coverage. That means that some that were 
shown as conforming were likely nonconforming.  
 
The 2018 City Council Work Plan addressed RE zoning due to the undue burden on 
homeowners produced by the variance process. After the Commission meeting, staff will 
conduct public outreach and bring back feedback and more information to the Commission. 
From there, staff will bring the Commission’s recommendations to Council.  
 
Ritchie presented two possible scenarios for the Commission to consider. The first scenario was 
to rezone properties to another zone district. Challenges included that the neighborhoods and 
PUDs would not be uniform with respect to lot size and lot coverage, resulting in non-
conformities. Additionally, the City cannot rezone to RL without amending the Code. Finally, the 
RM zone district would allow two units on all lots greater than 7,000 square feet, which could 
change the character of the neighborhoods currently zoned RE.  
 
The second scenario would amend the RE Lot Coverage Standard. This scenario would allow 
for different standards based on lot size, similar to Old Town Overlay. The intent was to 
significantly reduce the number of properties with non-conformities. With this scenario, staff 
examined a number of options.  

 Increase lot coverage allowance to 30% for all lots less than 8,000 square feet, resulting 
in a conformity rate of 83%. 

 Increase lot coverage to 30% for all lots less than 9,000 square feet, resulting in a 
conformity rate of 88%. 

 Increase lot coverage allowance to 30% for all lots less than 10,000 square feet, 
resulting in a conformity rate of 91%. 

 Increase lot coverage allowance to 30% for all lots less than 11,000 square feet, 
resulting in a conformity rate of 94%.  

 The final two options involve a more graduated allowance, similar to the Old Town 
Overlay. The non-conformities are a little higher, but staff believes it might help preserve 
neighborhood character better than some of the other options. 

o Increase lot coverage allowance to 30% for all lots less than 7,000 square feet 
and 25% for lots 7,000 to 10,000 square feet. This would result in an 86% 
conformity rate. 

o Increase lot coverage allowance to 30% for all lots less than 8,000 square feet 
and 25% for lots 8,000 to 11,000 square feet, resulting in a conformity rate of 
90%.  

Brauneis asked if any of the commissioners’ homes would be affected by the zoning changes. 
None would be. 
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Moline suggested that homeowners might appreciate a graphic depiction for what the 20% 
coverage would look like on a typical lot in the public outreach material. He asked if staff felt that 
RE district was the one that needed the most attention or if there were others that needed 
attention. 
 
Ritchie replied that the other districts had fewer and more appropriate variance requests. 
 
Zuccaro added that the RE zone is unique. When the buildings were constructed in the 1980s 
and ‘90s, everyone probably assumed that the buildings were conforming. It was not until 1996 
and afterwards that the houses became out of compliance. Staff does not want to do something 
that greatly affects neighborhood character. However, a huge number of residents in the City 
want to make improvements to their property, but they’re already nonconforming. 
 
Ritchie added that today, small home improvements are increasingly common. Using the 
setback restrictions in RE alone could generally result in 50% lot coverage, which seemed to be 
too high for a cap. 
 
Moline responded that there were also interesting new trends about homeowners preferring 
yards versus larger homes.  
 
Hoefner stated that the new restrictions should consider the people who were already in RE. 
Those people spent a lot of money to live in Louisville and most people do not check zoning 
codes before buying their homes. For those people, “nonconforming” would not sound good. He 
noted that affordable housing may come up as a related issue in the Council meeting. He added 
that there was a culture change around wanting yards and grass, which he thought should be 
up to the person who bought the house. 
 
Brauneis stated that the process should be smoother, but the City had to balance that with the 
impact on the neighborhood.  
 
Moline asked Brauneis if the impact felt like a physical impact. 
 
Brauneis gave the example of a large building on a small property, which might be desirable on 
a personal level but not on a neighborhood level. Additionally, there was the environmental 
concern that a growth in house size could increase the amount of space that needed to be 
heated and cooled, even if more people would not necessarily be living in these houses. 
 
Moline responded by asking if the storm water regulations were included in the original zoning 
restrictions. 
 
Zuccaro responded that you could pave 100% of your lot with concrete and that would not affect 
your zoning compliance. Lot coverage only addressed structures over 30 inches and covered 
patios.  
 
Hsu asked for a more encompassing goal for the RE change than reducing nonconformities, 
since there seemed to be more factors to consider. He suggested considering neighborhood 
character. He asked if there was a fee for variances. 
 
Ritchie explained the variance process. Most of the time, people submit a building permit not 
knowing they have an issue and then staff has to let them know that they have a problem. 
Administrative variances carry around a $95 fee, but when the variance needs to go to the 
Board of Adjustment it goes up to around $750. She added that when around 99% of the 
variances get approved, it seemed like the process could be simplified. 
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Brauneis asked that staff provide additional information on acronyms and jargon for public 
outreach materials. 
 
Zuccaro noted that the older neighborhoods could be grandfathered in to avoid being affected 
by the new restrictions, which might help address individual neighborhoods’ concerns.  
 
Moline wondered if there was an underlying issue that drove the City to abolish the zone 
districts. He asked if the 1994 ordinance explains why the City wanted to restrict changes at that 
time. 
 
Ritchie stated that Council did it in the same ordinance that established the new single-family 
zones to replace the old ones. They may have wanted to reduce the lot coverages overall.  
 
Hsu suggested that there were some mathematical ways to avoid punishing homeowners who 
are a few square feet over. 
 
Brauneis asked for public comments.  
 
Sheree Burcar, 1881 West Choke Cherry Drive in Continental View Estates, wanted to learn 
more about what was at stake. She stated that Continental View had an HOA, but the HOA 
documents did not seem to have much about zoning. She stated that one of her concerns was 
having large houses on small lots. She added that different neighborhoods may need different 
solutions. 
 
Hsu wondered if there was a way to avoid large houses specifically in order to preserve the 
character of the neighborhood, maybe by putting restrictions on the growth of the house over 
time. He suggested putting this out as an option during the open houses. 
 
Brauneis added that more examples of what it would look like if these options played out would 
be helpful. 
 
Howe stated that he saw both sides of the issue. He noted that the City needed to be 
responsive to affordable housing, when growing families could not afford to buy new homes and 
turned to expanding their existing homes instead. He added that they needed to be consistent 
with the previous variances that have been approved. He asked for more information on the 
30% number. Howe suggested that the discussion consider the disadvantages of increasing 
maximum coverage, if homeowners should be restricted in improving their homes and 
properties, and if the 30% number was the right one to start with. Howe showed that if using 
30% as the maximum across the board would produce over 90% conformity. People could build 
larger homes, but they would also be on larger lots, so you would still be abiding by the Code.  
 
Ritchie responded that the 30% referenced the administrative variance threshold in the Code, 
which allows lot coverage of up to 30% for lots less than 8,000 square feet zoned RE. Ritchie 
added that the first option would make the variance threshold permanent. This would take away 
neighborhood input, making everything by-right, but it mirrors the current threshold.  
 
Brauneis stated that he did not think the main push was to bring lots out of non-conformity.  
 
Ritchie stated that one of the goals was to reduce non-conformities based on Council’s request, 
while honoring neighborhood input and character. 
 



Planning Commission 
Meeting Minutes 

May 10, 2018 
Page 5 of 6 

 

Moline clarified that one of the issues seemed to be that there is a burden on staff to deal with 
non-conformities.  
 
Zuccaro responded that there was an administrative burden, but that their concern was the 
burden on City. The non-conformity rate prohibits any additions to buildings. For example, when 
owners want to move a nonconforming structure, the way the Code is written they can’t even if it 
does not add to the overall lot coverage.  
 
Hoefner stated that policy had already approved these houses and the law should match up 
with what was allowed in policy. 
 
Hsu suggested that the restrictions could be phrased in terms of added overall square footage. 
The numbers on the scatterplot showed that each restriction ended up being about 2,400 
additional square feet above the existing square footage no matter the size. 
 
Hoefner voiced his support for Hsu’s idea. He suggested adding a color on the scatterplot for 
approved variances. If they’re mostly in the nonconforming area already, then they would not 
need to be brought into the fold. 
 
Howe noted that increasing lot coverage would not help the issue of affordability. 
 
Moline asked Hsu if there would be a fixed square footage. 
 
Hsu stated that would be the case unless your house was over 12,000 square feet or if you’re 
less than 8,000.  
 
Howe reminded the Commission that the data currently did not reflect the decks or patios.  
 
Ritchie stated that staff did not know if they could get deck data, but they would try. 
 
Hsu stated that it would be really helpful and that staff could reflect estimates with mirror bars. 
 
Brauneis asked for additional comments of staff. 
 
Moline asked what the next steps would be. He thought an open house would be the best next 
step for public outreach. 
 
Ritchie stated that the open house would probably be best. 
 
Brauneis asked if there would be a significant public posting in that case. 
 
Zuccaro stated that there would probably be direct contact through postcards for affected 
properties. 
 
Brauneis added that neighbors would also be an important group to contact. He also liked the 
webpage idea. 
 
Sheree Burcar, 1881 West Choke Cherry Drive, stated that HOA guidelines might be impacted. 
She suggested that decks could be handled differently than other kinds of additions to homes. 
She added that the meeting had been very educational. 
 
Zuccaro responded that staff could explore treating decks differently than other types of 
additions to homes.  
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STAFF COMMENTS 

Brauneis asked for staff comments. He asked for an update on water works and reseeding from 
staff. 
 
Zuccaro stated that they could ask Public Works for an email update for the Commission.  
 
Zuccaro updated the Commission on the Design Guidelines, noting that there was a survey 
online at engagelouisvilleco.org for public comment on the guidelines and sign code. He asked 
if anyone had discussion suggestions for the joint session with City Council on June 12th.  
 
Hsu stated that he would not be at the June 12th meeting. He suggested that the Commission 
would benefit from guidance on how much policy direction Council wanted from the 
Commission. Hoefner and Brauneis concurred. 
 
Zuccaro also updated the Commission on the Transportation Master Plan, noting that public 
outreach would start in June or July.  
 
Zuccaro added that it was possible that there would be no agenda items for the June meeting. 
Staff has had a low number of applications over the past few months.  
 
Howe asked if sustainability and building efficiency could be a topic for the joint meeting with 
Council. 
 
Brauneis suggested that the Commission be briefed on the Sustainability Advisory Board’s 
work.  
 
Zuccaro responded that updating the building codes and making a Transportation Master Plan 
were recommendations from the SAB. 
 

ITEMS TENTATIVELY SCHEDULED FOR THE REGULAR MEETING JUNE 12, 2018 
None. 
 
Adjourn: 
Hoefner made motion to adjourn, Howe seconded. Brauneis adjourned meeting at 7:45 PM.  
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City Council 

Special Meeting Minutes 

July 10, 2018 
City Hall, Council Chambers 

749 Main Street 
7:00 PM 

 
Call to Order – Mayor Muckle called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. 
 
Roll Call -  the following members were present: 
 

City Council: Mayor Robert Muckle 
Mayor Pro Tem Jeff Lipton 
Councilmember Jay Keany 
Councilmember Chris Leh 
Councilmember Susan Loo 
Councilmember Dennis Maloney 
Councilmember Ashley Stolzmann 

 
Staff Present: Heather Balser, City Manager 

Megan Davis, Deputy City Manager 
Rob Zuccaro, Planning & Building Safety Director 
Lisa Ritchie, Associate Planner 
Emily Hogan, Assistant to the City Manager 
Katie Baum, Sustainability Specialist 
Meredyth Muth, City Clerk 

 
DISCUSSION/DIRECTION –  

BOULDER COUNTY GREENHOUSE GAS INVENTORY 
 
Katie Baum, Sustainability Specialist, reported in 2017, Boulder County hired a 
consultant to complete the 2016 countywide greenhouse gas (GHG) inventory, revisit 
the County’s sustainability goals, and develop strategies for GHG emissions reductions. 
This represents the third update of this report. The County initially conducted the 
inventory of GHG emissions in 2005 and updated it in 2011. The purpose of the 
inventory is to address climate change at the local level and to understand GHG 
emissions as a community. 
 
A greenhouse gas inventory provides a full accounting of the sources of carbon 
pollution within a geographic area. The inventory helps to identify sources of emissions 
and tracks progress over time. 
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Lea Yancey, Boulder County Community Sustainability Specialist, provided an update 
on the County-wide inventory. The final report was submitted last month. It provides a 
full accounting of the sources of GHG emissions and tracks information. The first 
inventory was in 2005 with another in 2011 and now in 2016. 
 
Boulder County is committed to addressing climate change locally. Carbon is now 
recorded at an all-time high. If we continue on this path it is projected that Boulder will 
have over 35 days per year over 95 degrees by mid-century. Studies show there are 
significant economic impacts of the projected future climate conditions. 
 
Yancey reviewed the methodology of the report. It is a full accounting of greenhouse 
gas emissions countywide for all sources including residential and commercial 
emissions, transportation emissions, waste in landfills, and industrial processes. She 
reviewed countywide emissions by sector and by source and those for Louisville. 
 
Yancey stated the County wanted to identify existing and new GHG emission reduction 
strategies. The strategies fall under six categories: building energy, renewable energy, 
transportation, oil and gas, waste, and other efforts. She noted some actions being 
taken by municipalities in Boulder County. 
 
The report concluded: buildings and transportation are 90% or more of all emissions; 
waste reduction is important too; countywide emissions have decreased at the same 
time the population grew; emissions reductions due to a cleaner grid had the greatest 
impact on emission reductions so therefore policy is important; and ongoing 
collaboration is key. 
 
Councilmember Maloney asked how they were able to measure the sources of 
electricity emissions and how solar on homes affects that. Yancey reported the 
information comes from looking at how much carbon is released in the atmosphere 
based on how many kW are used for the community. It can be a bit flawed as the solar 
installed in the County does not give us direct credit, but it is done this way so solar is 
not double counted. Separate information from Xcel does help identify the solar impacts 
in the County. 
 
Mayor Muckle asked how the aviation fuel use is tracked. Yancey stated the local 
municipal airports are allocated to those cities and DIA is allocated per capita and by 
assumption on how much air travel residents use. Mayor Pro Tem Lipton asked to get 
more detail on the allocation of DIA’s aviation fuel usage and if it includes pass through 
passengers as this is material to the numbers for transportation emissions. 
 
Mayor Pro Tem Lipton asked how Xcel’s new plan for more renewable energy is 
counted in this report. Yancey noted the GHG report is a snapshot in time and when the 
consultant looked at future opportunities they did factor in the projections from Xcel. 
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Councilmember Stolzmann thanked the County for doing the inventory. She noted her 
concern about where we are in hitting our targets. It looks like with the new 
methodology we seem to be behind to meet the 2020 goal. Yancey stated we are not on 
track to reach the goal. Councilmember Stolzmann would like that to be more obvious in 
the report. Councilmember Stolzmann added she felt the per capita section is not that 
helpful as some communities don’t have commercial or industrial impacts. It doesn’t 
allow for true comparisons and she suggested it be broken out more per category. 
 
Mayor Muckle asked about comparisons from previous years. Yancey stated the 
methodology changed somewhat each year so the comparisons are not ideal. This 
consultant included better data. 
 
Baum stated the report recommendations for Louisville somewhat align with the 
Sustainability Work Plan. They include: 

 Evaluate the adoption of updated building codes to the further advancement 
of energy efficiency in new buildings. 

 Explore guidelines favoring energy efficiency in the new Planned Unit 
Development (PUD) Guidelines as potential “waiver criteria” and adding 
Electric Vehicle Supply Equipment (EVSE) build-out for general or parking 
waivers. 

 Apply for a Regional Air Quality Council (RAQC) grant to install an electric 
vehicle charging station (EVSE) at the Recreation Center in 2018. 

 Partner with Xcel Energy to increase the share of alternative energy with our 
community. 

 
Mayor Muckle stated the Council is supportive of the Sustainability Work Plan items. He 
noted the effectiveness of collaborating with PACE on the Green Business Program. 
 

DISCUSSION/DIRECTION – ENERGY FUTURE COLLABORATION DRAFT 
MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING WITH XCEL ENERGY 

 
Katie Baum, Sustainability Specialist stated on May 8, City Council directed staff to 
begin drafting a Memorandum of Understanding to enter into a partnership with Xcel 
Energy through its Energy Future Collaboration program. The MOU establishes a 
voluntary partnership between the City and Xcel with the goal of developing a strategy 
for achievement of a shared vision through collaboration focused on innovation, clean 
energy, economic development, customer programs and technology. The process for 
drafting the MOU began by establishing mutual values, vision and guiding principles, 
which was based on the goals and strategies identified in the Louisville Sustainability 
Action Plan and the values listed in the City’s Comprehensive Plan. Xcel provided a 
draft MOU that staff and its Council liaisons reviewed and made edits to. Xcel reviewed 
the proposed revisions and approved the draft MOU. 
 
The next step in the process is drafting Attachment 1 for the MOU, which outlines initial 
ideas for the City and Xcel to consider for the Work Plan. The Work Plan will detail the 
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deliverables to be presented and follow the guiding principles outlined in the MOU. After 
Council has made edits to Attachment 1, it will be forwarded to Xcel for review. Once it 
is finalized, staff will bring back the MOU and Attachment 1 to Council for approval. 
 
Councilmember Loo and Councilmember Stolzmann worked on this document and 
stated they were trying to follow the Sustainability Action Plan and City Council goals in 
this document while reducing emissions. They want City Council feedback before it 
goes to Xcel for final review. Councilmember Stolzmann said they tried to make it 
Louisville specific as much as possible. It is a list of ideas to work with, not a definitive 
road map. 
 
Regarding the MOU Mayor Pro Tem Lipton requested the City Attorney make sure this 
is not an exclusive agreement with Xcel in case there are options with other providers. 
That should be explicit in the agreement. 
 
Public Comments - None 
 
Councilmember Maloney stated he feels this covers the thoughts and interests of the 
full City Council. He likes that it is Louisville specific and supports it as written. Mayor 
Muckle agreed it looks ready to go as is. Members agreed. 
 

DISCUSSION/DIRECTION – RESIDENTIAL ESTATE LOT COVERAGE 
 
Planner Ritchie stated in the 2018 City Council Work Plan, City Council directed the 
Planning Department to explore amendments to the Louisville Municipal Code (LMC) 
Residential Estate (RE) Zone District standards related to lot coverage, or rezone 
certain RE zone district properties to a more appropriate zone district when considering 
lot coverage. 
 
She showed a map of the properties that have RE zoning. The LMC establishes yard 
and bulk standards and the RE standards have been in place since 1976. In 1994 the 
LMC was amended to allow other types of different types of residential zone districts 
and prohibited re-zoning to RE. Generally as lot sizes are smaller the allowed lot 
coverages are larger.  
 
Background: 

 1,785 residential properties zoned RE  
 27 major subdivisions, plus a handful of replats 
 Platted between 1959 and 1995 
 Four neighborhoods do not have PUDS 

o Scenic Heights 
o Louisville North 
o Continental View Estates 
o Ridgeview 
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The LMC describes Residential Estate (RE) – the residential estate district is intended 
to provide an alternative to typical urban density single-family residential areas by 
providing larger minimum lot areas.  
 
1996 – LMC amended to require yard and bulk standards apply with a PUD is silent 
2012 – Staff began applying this when evaluating residential building permits affecting 
            lot coverage 
2012-2018 – 46 variances processed for RE lot coverage 
 22 administrative, 22 Board of Adjustment, 

All but 1 approved, 1 still pending, ranging from 21-34% 
 
Process 

 Included in City Council’s 2018 Work Plan 
 Planning Commission Discussion, May 10, 2018: 
 City Council, July 10, 2018 
 Public outreach: 

o Mailing 
o Open House, August 29, 2018 
o Webpage/Social Media 
o Neighborhood Surveys 

 Return to Planning Commission for recommendation 
 City Council to consider an Ordinance 

 
Planner Ritchie asked Council for questions and if any additional background was 
needed.  
 
Mayor Muckle stated there is a question if sitting members need to recuse themselves if 
they live in one of these lots. He felt a disclosure could be made if a Council member 
chose to, but noted this affects a large number of people and is not specific to anyone.  
 
Councilmember Loo stated she lives in one of the lots and would recuse herself if City 
Council felt she should. Mayor Muckle asked if she feels she can be objective. She 
stated yes. 
 
Councilmember Keany asked if making this change would automatically give the right to 
someone to expand the size of their home. Ritchie stated some could but it is the intent 
of staff not to change the character of neighborhoods. If the change is made, some 
homes could make expansions. Councilmember Keany stated staff will need to be clear 
about this in the process. 
 
Councilmember Maloney asked what would be the downside of doing this. Ritchie said 
this might be against the original intent and maybe neighborhoods think this should be 
done on a case by case basis. This is why the public comment process is important. 
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Mayor Pro Tem Lipton asked if this affects subdivision agreements and plats. Ritchie 
stated there are some plats with zoning that could be affected, but generally this is not 
intended to affect those. Director Zuccaro stated so far they have not found any conflicts 
with subdivision agreements and lot coverage, but they all need to be reviewed 
carefully. 
 
Councilmember Loo would like staff to be very clear that some of these lots also have 
HOA regulations that might affect this discussion. We need to be very clear in the 
explanations since this is a complex discussion and lots of rules apply. 
 
Director Zuccaro stated on a day to day basis staff talks to RE homeowners who are 
frustrated with the nonconformities. It is unusual to have so many nonconforming 
properties. It is very complex and each neighborhood has its own character we want to 
respect. It appears there were unintended consequences from policy changes over 
time, but the intent is not to change the character of any neighborhood. 
 
Councilmember Loo would like to know if the Board of Adjustment (BOA) is feeling over 
burdened by these requests. How much energy and cost is it for staff to address these 
under the current rules. She wonders if the current system is working other than the 
cost of taking a case to the BOA. 
 
Ritchie stated the process is working but there are people who simply walk away from 
the counter frustrated about the process. Director Zuccaro stated he is not particularly 
concerned about staff time or the BOA but is concerned about the large number of 
residents that are affected and frustrated. Usually someone wants a small addition or 
change and can’t do so because they are already at the maximum lot coverage. Staff 
doesn’t anticipate huge additions, just some flexibility. 
 
Councilmember Stolzmann felt the current situation is not working and it would be better 
if there were good standards to apply. She stated good data and visuals showing what 
changes will look like will help explain this to residents. 
 
Councilmember Leh stated it is a burden on citizens and should be addressed. It is 
complex and will take some good explanations for people to understand this issue. He 
appreciated what staff had put together for Council review. He suggested a list of 
frequently asked questions.  
 
Mayor Pro Tem Lipton asked how a property with a current variance would be handled 
under the new regulations.  Planner Ritchie noted staff will consider that and bring it 
back as a talking point. 
 
Councilmember Loo asked how you explain why smaller lots get higher lot coverage. 
Ritchie stated the larger lots were intended to feel more spacious but still get a large 
home. The reasonable home size on a smaller lot as a percentage needs to be larger. 
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Councilmember Loo stated there will need to be a good explanation for people to 
understand the lot coverage allowance percentages.   
 
Councilmember Maloney stated it is really important to maintain the character of the 
neighborhoods. That should be a message of the project. 
 
Mayor Muckle suggested more public meetings tailored to specific neighborhoods. 
 
Councilmember Leh stated there needs to be a clear set of rules people can understand 
and staff can apply. 
 
Public Comments – None. 
 

ADJOURN 
 

Members adjourned at 8:22 pm. 
   
 
       ________________________ 
            Robert P. Muckle, Mayor  
 
________________________   
Meredyth Muth, City Clerk  
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Lisa Ritchie

From: Scott, Rob (ITA) <rscott@ita.usta.com>
Sent: Saturday, September 8, 2018 3:04 PM
To: Lisa Ritchie
Cc: abbycaul.scott@gmail.com
Subject: Lot coverage comment

Hi Lisa, 
 
I received a postcard about increasing the 20% standard in RE Zoned properties.  I was in New York the day of the open 
house but want to weigh in and am in favor of this.  Please send me any updates or communications you may have 
about this move.  I am: 
 
Rob Scott 
946 Arapahoe Circle 
Louisville, Co 80027 
 
(720)771‐0148 
 
Rob Scott 
executive director 
USTA Intermountain Section 
9145 E. Kenyon Avenue, Suite 201 
Denver, CO  80237-1819 
(303)695‐4117 x222 
(720)771‐0148 cell                                                   

                                                                     
"To Promote and Develop Tennis in Intermountain"                       “Section of the Year ” 
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Lisa Ritchie

From: Kirk Watson <kirk@watsondb.com>
Sent: Saturday, September 1, 2018 2:03 PM
To: Lisa Ritchie
Subject: R-E Coverage

I strongly approve of your effort to rectify the process used years ago to squash PUDs into a different extant zoning.  I 
also support your “fix it as easily as possible” approach just to change the allowable footprint coverage for RE 
subdivisions.  I would support simply increasing it to the 32% you mentioned as the maximum allowed by the Board of 
Adjustment. 
 
This is the only fair way to make this happen, as so many appeals have already been made and approved by 
Adjustment.  To enforce it now, or to reduce what others have already done would be unfair. 
 
Kirk Watson  
319 W Spruce Lane 
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Lisa Ritchie

From: Joshua Sroge <jsroge@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, September 7, 2018 2:58 PM
To: Lisa Ritchie
Subject: Re: RE Zone District - Open House follow up

Thanks, I chopped off a sentence that would have made the last sentence make sense... 
 
The problem to be solved, using Sundance as an example, is that people in the two story homes have very 
limited ability to add ADA compliance to their homes by adding a restroom. The two story homes were not 
built with a first floor restroom, and many of the homes are on small lots where adding a restroom may expand 
the footprint >30%. 
 
I understand that allowing 35, 40, or 50% coverage in RE will change the fundamental aspects of the 
neighborhood, much in the way downtown has evolved as the scraping of old cottages for new build has 
proceeded. That has to be balanced with the requirements of modern living and enabling "aging in place" as the 
true impetus for proposing the change to the RE zoning (as opposed to the primary reason being existing non-
confirming homes as indicated on the mailing). The City should want to encourage folks of all ages to be able to 
live in these areas, and make possible the addition of laundry and full bathroom facilities on the main floor, 
which presently is only possible on the few largest lots. There are significant age and ADA concerns that I urge 
the City to consider in the rationale for the proposed change, but again  do understand how this would forever 
alter aspects of the existing RE neighborhoods. Tough decisions indeed. 
 
Have a great weekend...! 
 
Josh 
 
Thanks 
 
On Fri, Sep 7, 2018 at 2:50 PM Lisa Ritchie <lritchie@louisvilleco.gov> wrote: 

Joshua, 

  

Thanks for your comments.  We are early in this process, and are still considering options on how to move forward.  I’ll 
save your email and include this idea in the range of options that are considered.  Please reach out with additional 
thoughts or comments.  Thanks! 

  

Lisa Ritchie, AICP 

Associate Planner 

City of Louisville 

303‐335‐4596 
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From: Joshua Sroge [mailto:jsroge@gmail.com]  
Sent: Friday, September 7, 2018 12:16 PM 
To: Lisa Ritchie <lritchie@louisvilleco.gov> 
Subject: RE Zone District ‐ Open House follow up 

  

Hi Lisa, 

  

I was out of town for the RE District Open House and am hoping that my input would still be able to be 
included in regards to the possible increase in the 20% standard. I live in Sundance at 437 W Sycamore Ct, a 
residence where the house was initially constructed in excess of 20%. We had a recent project to add 48 sqft 
and thus it required an administrative variance, so we understand this issue well.  

  

Would the increase above 20% result in a corresponding increase to the 30% limit above which a variance is 
required from the Board of Adjustment? Meaning if we went to 25%, would an administrative variance be 
utilized to go up to 35% ? My comment would be that they should rise together, otherwise there is only a 
narrowing of the band for an administrative variance, and the only problem that is solved by the City 
increasing the RE Zone above 20% is that the number of non-confirming properties would decrease, which is 
not in of itself a true problem. One can always apply for an administrative variance as we did for minor 
additions. The problem to be solved, using Sundance as an example, is that people in the two story homes have 
very limited ability to add ADA compliance to their homes by adding a restroom. 

  

Thank you for your time and efforts...! 

  

Joshua Sroge 

437 W Sycamore Ct 

720-334-4409 
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Visited Instagram Page 0

Visited Multiple Project Pages 49
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Engaged Participants 5

Engaged Actions Performed
Registered Unverified Anonymous

Contributed on Forums 0 0 0

Participated in Surveys 2 0 3

Contributed to Newsfeeds 0 0 0

Participated in Quick Polls 0 0 0

Posted on Guestbooks 0 0 0

Contributed to Stories 0 0 0

Asked Questions 0 0 0

Placed Pins on Places 0 0 0

Contributed to Ideas 0 0 0

Visitors Summary

Pageviews Visitors

1 Sep '18 1 Nov '18

20

40

 



Tool Type
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Registered Unverified Anonymous
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Comments Published 11 2 0 3

Survey Tool
Comments Draft 0 0 0 0
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Document
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Lot Coverage Example 12 12
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Question options
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City Hall, Council Chambers 

749 Main Street 
6:30 PM 

 
Call to Order – Brauneis called the meeting to order at 6:32 PM  
 
Roll Call was taken and the following members were present: 
 

Commission Members Present: Steve Brauneis, Chair 
David Hsu, Vice 
Keaton Howe 
Dietrich Hoefner 
Jeff Moline 

Commission Members Absent: Debra Williams, Secretary 
Tom Rice 

Staff Members Present:  Rob Zuccaro, Dir of Planning & Building Safety 
     Kristin Dean, Principal Planner 

Lisa Ritchie, Associate Planner 
Amelia Brackett, Planning Clerk  

   
APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

Moline moved and Hsu seconded a motion to approve the May 10, 2018 agenda. Motion 
passed by voice vote.  
 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
Hoefner abstained due to his absence at the last meeting. Brauneis forwarded the approval to 
the next meeting due to lack of a quorum. 
 

PUBLIC COMMENTS ON ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA 
None. 
 

NEW BUSINESS – DISCUSSION/DIRECTION 
RE Zone District Code Amendment – Staff requests that Planning Commission discuss 
possible options for a code amendment related to Residential Estate lot coverage 
standards. 

 Applicant and Representative: City of Louisville    

 Case Manager:  Lisa Ritchie, Associate Planner 

Ritchie stated that City Council had requested staff evaluate the Residential Estate Zone District 
(RE) standards in the Louisville Code under the City Council Work Plan for 2018.  Staff presents 
this as discussion and direction (no action) from the Planning Commission related to amending 
the Residential Estate Zone Districts (RE) standards. 
 
Ritchie provided background on the RE zone distinction. Louisville Municipal Code Section 
17.12.040 established Yard and Bulk Standards, including setbacks and building heights, 
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among others. At that time, the City had approved 20% lot coverage paired with a 12,000 
square foot minimum lot size.  
 
There are about 1,785 residential properties zoned RE in Louisville. They consist of 27 major 
subdivisions plus a handful of replats platted between 1959 and 1995. The majority of the 
neighborhoods have PUDs, but four of them do not: Scenic Heights, Louisville North, 
Continental View Estates, and Ridgeview. In 1996, the Code was amended to require yard and 
bulk standards in the LMC apply when a PUD is silent, but staff did not begin applying this 
amendment until 2012. The result has been to require variances whenever property-owners 
want to make changes to their homes. Between 2012 and 2018, staff processed 44 variances – 
22 administrative and 22 through the Board of Adjustment. All but one was approved, with lot 
coverage ranging from 21% to 34% coverage.  
 
Ritchie showed data for existing lot sizes, divided into conforming and nonconforming based on 
the 20% maximum lot coverage allowed in RE. The data did not include decks, even though 
decks higher than 30 inches count as part of the lot coverage. That means that some that were 
shown as conforming were likely nonconforming.  
 
The 2018 City Council Work Plan addressed RE zoning due to the undue burden on 
homeowners produced by the variance process. After the Commission meeting, staff will 
conduct public outreach and bring back feedback and more information to the Commission. 
From there, staff will bring the Commission’s recommendations to Council.  
 
Ritchie presented two possible scenarios for the Commission to consider. The first scenario was 
to rezone properties to another zone district. Challenges included that the neighborhoods and 
PUDs would not be uniform with respect to lot size and lot coverage, resulting in non-
conformities. Additionally, the City cannot rezone to RL without amending the Code. Finally, the 
RM zone district would allow two units on all lots greater than 7,000 square feet, which could 
change the character of the neighborhoods currently zoned RE.  
 
The second scenario would amend the RE Lot Coverage Standard. This scenario would allow 
for different standards based on lot size, similar to Old Town Overlay. The intent was to 
significantly reduce the number of properties with non-conformities. With this scenario, staff 
examined a number of options.  

 Increase lot coverage allowance to 30% for all lots less than 8,000 square feet, resulting 
in a conformity rate of 83%. 

 Increase lot coverage to 30% for all lots less than 9,000 square feet, resulting in a 
conformity rate of 88%. 

 Increase lot coverage allowance to 30% for all lots less than 10,000 square feet, 
resulting in a conformity rate of 91%. 

 Increase lot coverage allowance to 30% for all lots less than 11,000 square feet, 
resulting in a conformity rate of 94%.  

 The final two options involve a more graduated allowance, similar to the Old Town 
Overlay. The non-conformities are a little higher, but staff believes it might help preserve 
neighborhood character better than some of the other options. 

o Increase lot coverage allowance to 30% for all lots less than 7,000 square feet 
and 25% for lots 7,000 to 10,000 square feet. This would result in an 86% 
conformity rate. 

o Increase lot coverage allowance to 30% for all lots less than 8,000 square feet 
and 25% for lots 8,000 to 11,000 square feet, resulting in a conformity rate of 
90%.  

Brauneis asked if any of the commissioners’ homes would be affected by the zoning changes. 
None would be. 
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Moline suggested that homeowners might appreciate a graphic depiction for what the 20% 
coverage would look like on a typical lot in the public outreach material. He asked if staff felt that 
RE district was the one that needed the most attention or if there were others that needed 
attention. 
 
Ritchie replied that the other districts had fewer and more appropriate variance requests. 
 
Zuccaro added that the RE zone is unique. When the buildings were constructed in the 1980s 
and ‘90s, everyone probably assumed that the buildings were conforming. It was not until 1996 
and afterwards that the houses became out of compliance. Staff does not want to do something 
that greatly affects neighborhood character. However, a huge number of residents in the City 
want to make improvements to their property, but they’re already nonconforming. 
 
Ritchie added that today, small home improvements are increasingly common. Using the 
setback restrictions in RE alone could generally result in 50% lot coverage, which seemed to be 
too high for a cap. 
 
Moline responded that there were also interesting new trends about homeowners preferring 
yards versus larger homes.  
 
Hoefner stated that the new restrictions should consider the people who were already in RE. 
Those people spent a lot of money to live in Louisville and most people do not check zoning 
codes before buying their homes. For those people, “nonconforming” would not sound good. He 
noted that affordable housing may come up as a related issue in the Council meeting. He added 
that there was a culture change around wanting yards and grass, which he thought should be 
up to the person who bought the house. 
 
Brauneis stated that the process should be smoother, but the City had to balance that with the 
impact on the neighborhood.  
 
Moline asked Brauneis if the impact felt like a physical impact. 
 
Brauneis gave the example of a large building on a small property, which might be desirable on 
a personal level but not on a neighborhood level. Additionally, there was the environmental 
concern that a growth in house size could increase the amount of space that needed to be 
heated and cooled, even if more people would not necessarily be living in these houses. 
 
Moline responded by asking if the storm water regulations were included in the original zoning 
restrictions. 
 
Zuccaro responded that you could pave 100% of your lot with concrete and that would not affect 
your zoning compliance. Lot coverage only addressed structures over 30 inches and covered 
patios.  
 
Hsu asked for a more encompassing goal for the RE change than reducing nonconformities, 
since there seemed to be more factors to consider. He suggested considering neighborhood 
character. He asked if there was a fee for variances. 
 
Ritchie explained the variance process. Most of the time, people submit a building permit not 
knowing they have an issue and then staff has to let them know that they have a problem. 
Administrative variances carry around a $95 fee, but when the variance needs to go to the 
Board of Adjustment it goes up to around $750. She added that when around 99% of the 
variances get approved, it seemed like the process could be simplified. 
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Brauneis asked that staff provide additional information on acronyms and jargon for public 
outreach materials. 
 
Zuccaro noted that the older neighborhoods could be grandfathered in to avoid being affected 
by the new restrictions, which might help address individual neighborhoods’ concerns.  
 
Moline wondered if there was an underlying issue that drove the City to abolish the zone 
districts. He asked if the 1994 ordinance explains why the City wanted to restrict changes at that 
time. 
 
Ritchie stated that Council did it in the same ordinance that established the new single-family 
zones to replace the old ones. They may have wanted to reduce the lot coverages overall.  
 
Hsu suggested that there were some mathematical ways to avoid punishing homeowners who 
are a few square feet over. 
 
Brauneis asked for public comments.  
 
Sheree Burcar, 1881 West Choke Cherry Drive in Continental View Estates, wanted to learn 
more about what was at stake. She stated that Continental View had an HOA, but the HOA 
documents did not seem to have much about zoning. She stated that one of her concerns was 
having large houses on small lots. She added that different neighborhoods may need different 
solutions. 
 
Hsu wondered if there was a way to avoid large houses specifically in order to preserve the 
character of the neighborhood, maybe by putting restrictions on the growth of the house over 
time. He suggested putting this out as an option during the open houses. 
 
Brauneis added that more examples of what it would look like if these options played out would 
be helpful. 
 
Howe stated that he saw both sides of the issue. He noted that the City needed to be 
responsive to affordable housing, when growing families could not afford to buy new homes and 
turned to expanding their existing homes instead. He added that they needed to be consistent 
with the previous variances that have been approved. He asked for more information on the 
30% number. Howe suggested that the discussion consider the disadvantages of increasing 
maximum coverage, if homeowners should be restricted in improving their homes and 
properties, and if the 30% number was the right one to start with. Howe showed that if using 
30% as the maximum across the board would produce over 90% conformity. People could build 
larger homes, but they would also be on larger lots, so you would still be abiding by the Code.  
 
Ritchie responded that the 30% referenced the administrative variance threshold in the Code, 
which allows lot coverage of up to 30% for lots less than 8,000 square feet zoned RE. Ritchie 
added that the first option would make the variance threshold permanent. This would take away 
neighborhood input, making everything by-right, but it mirrors the current threshold.  
 
Brauneis stated that he did not think the main push was to bring lots out of non-conformity.  
 
Ritchie stated that one of the goals was to reduce non-conformities based on Council’s request, 
while honoring neighborhood input and character. 
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Moline clarified that one of the issues seemed to be that there is a burden on staff to deal with 
non-conformities.  
 
Zuccaro responded that there was an administrative burden, but that their concern was the 
burden on City. The non-conformity rate prohibits any additions to buildings. For example, when 
owners want to move a nonconforming structure, the way the Code is written they can’t even if it 
does not add to the overall lot coverage.  
 
Hoefner stated that policy had already approved these houses and the law should match up 
with what was allowed in policy. 
 
Hsu suggested that the restrictions could be phrased in terms of added overall square footage. 
The numbers on the scatterplot showed that each restriction ended up being about 2,400 
additional square feet above the existing square footage no matter the size. 
 
Hoefner voiced his support for Hsu’s idea. He suggested adding a color on the scatterplot for 
approved variances. If they’re mostly in the nonconforming area already, then they would not 
need to be brought into the fold. 
 
Howe noted that increasing lot coverage would not help the issue of affordability. 
 
Moline asked Hsu if there would be a fixed square footage. 
 
Hsu stated that would be the case unless your house was over 12,000 square feet or if you’re 
less than 8,000.  
 
Howe reminded the Commission that the data currently did not reflect the decks or patios.  
 
Ritchie stated that staff did not know if they could get deck data, but they would try. 
 
Hsu stated that it would be really helpful and that staff could reflect estimates with mirror bars. 
 
Brauneis asked for additional comments of staff. 
 
Moline asked what the next steps would be. He thought an open house would be the best next 
step for public outreach. 
 
Ritchie stated that the open house would probably be best. 
 
Brauneis asked if there would be a significant public posting in that case. 
 
Zuccaro stated that there would probably be direct contact through postcards for affected 
properties. 
 
Brauneis added that neighbors would also be an important group to contact. He also liked the 
webpage idea. 
 
Sheree Burcar, 1881 West Choke Cherry Drive, stated that HOA guidelines might be impacted. 
She suggested that decks could be handled differently than other kinds of additions to homes. 
She added that the meeting had been very educational. 
 
Zuccaro responded that staff could explore treating decks differently than other types of 
additions to homes.  
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STAFF COMMENTS 

Brauneis asked for staff comments. He asked for an update on water works and reseeding from 
staff. 
 
Zuccaro stated that they could ask Public Works for an email update for the Commission.  
 
Zuccaro updated the Commission on the Design Guidelines, noting that there was a survey 
online at engagelouisvilleco.org for public comment on the guidelines and sign code. He asked 
if anyone had discussion suggestions for the joint session with City Council on June 12th.  
 
Hsu stated that he would not be at the June 12th meeting. He suggested that the Commission 
would benefit from guidance on how much policy direction Council wanted from the 
Commission. Hoefner and Brauneis concurred. 
 
Zuccaro also updated the Commission on the Transportation Master Plan, noting that public 
outreach would start in June or July.  
 
Zuccaro added that it was possible that there would be no agenda items for the June meeting. 
Staff has had a low number of applications over the past few months.  
 
Howe asked if sustainability and building efficiency could be a topic for the joint meeting with 
Council. 
 
Brauneis suggested that the Commission be briefed on the Sustainability Advisory Board’s 
work.  
 
Zuccaro responded that updating the building codes and making a Transportation Master Plan 
were recommendations from the SAB. 
 

ITEMS TENTATIVELY SCHEDULED FOR THE REGULAR MEETING JUNE 12, 2018 
None. 
 
Adjourn: 
Hoefner made motion to adjourn, Howe seconded. Brauneis adjourned meeting at 7:45 PM.  
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City Council Public Hearing
February 5, 2019

Residential Estate Lot Coverage
LMC Amendment

Approval of Ordinance 1770, Series 2019 amending the lot coverage 
standards for the Residential Estate zone district

Public Notice Certification:
Published in the Boulder Daily Camera – January 20, 2019
Posted in Required Locations, Property Posted and Mailing Notice – January 18, 2019

What is
the issue?
Residential Estate Zone 
District Maximum Lot 
Coverage

• Approximately 1,750 residential 
properties

• Roughly 53% exceed the maximum 
allowed lot coverage of 20%

• Properties over 20% cannot expand 
without a variance

• 53 homeowners have sought a variance. 
Many more inquire
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What is
Lot Coverage?
Lot coverage includes the 
footprint of all above 
ground structures on the 
property, including any 
covered porches, sheds, 
or decks over 30” in 
height.  

What is
the issue?
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Background
How did we get here?

• 27 major subdivisions, plus a handful of 
replats

• Platted between 1959 (Scenic Heights) and 
1995 (Centennial II)

• Four neighborhoods do not have PUDs
• Scenic Heights
• Louisville North
• Continental View Estates
• Ridgeview

• Zoning code amended 1996
• RE 20% maximum lot coverage applies

• Variances for lot coverage in RE - 2012
• 53 variances to-date

Residential Zoning Lot Coverage Standards

District Minimum Lot Area   Maximum Lot Coverage

R‐H 7,000 sq. ft. 40%

R‐M 7,000 sq. ft. 35%

R‐L* 7,000 sq. ft. 30%

SF‐HD 7,000 sq. ft. 25%

R‐E 12,000 sq. ft. 20%

SF‐MD 12,000 sq. ft. 20%

R‐R* 20,000 sq. ft. 20%

SF‐LD 21,700 sq. ft. 20%

SF‐E 43,560 sq. ft. 15%

SF‐R 43,560 sq. ft. 10%

R‐RR 43,560 sq. ft. 10%
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Public 
Outreach
What did we hear?

• May 10, 2018 – Planning Commission
• Maintain neighborhood character
• Reducing non-conformities should not be primary 

goal

• July 10, 2018 – City Council
• Generally support
• Encouraged thoughtful public outreach

• August 29, 2018 – Public Open House
• 50+ people in attendance
• Many more phone and in-person conversations
• EngageLouisvilleCO.org and mailing
• Feedback generally indicating support, but 

not unanimous
• Respect and preserve neighborhood character

• December 13, 2018 – Planning Commission
• Unanimous support of draft Ordinance
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Draft 
Ordinance

a. For a lot having a lot area of less than 5,000 
square feet: 35 percent

b. For a lot having a lot area of 5,000 to 9,000 
square feet: 30 percent, or 1,750 sf whichever is 
greater

c. For a lot having a lot area of 9,001 to 12,000 
square feet: 25 percent, or 2,700 sf whichever is 
greater

d. For a lot having a lot area of 12,000 square 
feet or greater: 20 percent, or 3,000 sf whichever is 
greater

(For d. the 20% lot coverage max gets applied at 
a 15,000 sf lot)

Residential Zoning Lot Coverage Standards

Lot Size (sq. ft.) Lot Coverage Non‐conforming Conforming % Conforming

Less than 5,000 35% 19 200 91.3%

5,000 to 9,000
30% or up to 

1,750 sf
24 1,014 97.7%

9,001 to 12,000
25% or up to 

2,700 sf
9 261 96.7%

12,000 or 
greater

20% or up to 
3,000 sf

10 250 96.2%

Total 62 1,725 96.5%
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Option 2
Not recommended by
Planning Commission

Option 2

a. For a lot having a lot area of less than 8,000 
square feet: 30 percent

b. For a lot having a lot area of 8,000 to 11,000 
square feet: 25 percent, or 2,400 sf whichever is 
greater

c. For a lot having a lot area of 11,001 or greater 
square feet: 20 percent, or 2,750 sf whichever is 
greater

(For c. the 20% lot coverage max gets applied at 
a 13,750 sf lot)

Code 
Amendment
Staff Recommendation

Staff recommends approval of 
Ordinance 1770, Series 2019, 
amending Title 17 of the LMC 
regarding Residential Estate Zone 
District Lot Coverage Maximum
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