
 

 
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, March 19, 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: March 5, 2019; March 12, 2019 
C. Award Landscape Maintenance Services Contract 
D. Approve Appointment to the Business Retention & Development Committee 
E. Approve Resolution No. 8, Series 2019 – A Resolution Approving a Business 

Assistance Agreement with Quicksilver Scientific, Inc. for an Economic 
Development Project in the City of Louisville 

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 
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8. REGULAR BUSINESS 

A. TERRACES ON MAIN, 712 & 722 MAIN STREET 
 
i. RESOLUTION NO. 9, SERIES 2019 – A RESOLUTION 

APPROVING THE TERRACES ON MAIN FINAL 
PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT, WHICH INCLUDES A 
22,020 SQUARE-FOOT COMMERCIAL BUILDING WITH 
5,802 SQUARE-FOOT PARKING GARAGE ON TWO 
LOTS TOTALING 14,114 SQUARE FEET, ZONED CC; A 
FINAL PLAT TO VACATE THE LOT LINE BETWEEN 
LOTS 8 & 9, BLOCK 3, TOWN OF LOUISVILLE; AND A 
SPECIAL REVIEW USE FOR A PARKING GARAGE AND 
OUTDOOR SALES FOR RETAIL GOODS AND EATING 
AND DRINKING ESTABLISHMENTS – PUBLIC HEARING 
– CONTINUED FROM 2/19/19 

 Mayor Opens Public Hearing 

 Staff Presentation 

 Public Comments (Please limit to three minutes each) 

 Council Questions & Comments 

 Mayor Closes Public Hearing 

 Action 

 
ii. RESOLUTION NO. 10, SERIES 2019 – A RESOLUTION 

APPROVING THE PROPERTY TAX INCREMENT REBATE 
AGREEMENT WITH 712 MAIN LLC AND 722 MAIN LLC 
PURSUANT TO THE INTERGOVERNMENTAL 
AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE LOUISVILLE 
REVITALIZATION COMMISSION AND THE CITY OF 
LOUISVILLE 

 Staff Presentation 

 Public Comments (Please limit to three minutes each) 

 Council Questions & Comments 

 Action 

 
B. RESOLUTION NO. 11, SERIES 2019 – A RESOLUTION 

SETTING CERTAIN WATER, WASTEWATER, 
STORMWATER, AND OTHER FEES, RATES, AND CHARGES 
FOR THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COLORADO 

 Staff Presentation 

 Public Comments (Please limit to three minutes each) 

 Council Questions & Comments 

 Action 

7:15 – 8:30 PM 

8:30– 9:00 PM 
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C. 2019 STREET RESURFACING AND RECONSTRUCTION 

 
i. AWARD BID FOR 2019 STREET RESURFACING 

PROJECT 
 

ii. AWARD BID FOR 2019 STREET RECONSTRUCTION 
PROJECT 

 Staff Presentation 

 Public Comments (Please limit to three minutes each) 

 Council Questions & Comments 

 Action 

 
D. DISCUSSION/DIRECTION/ACTION – COLORADO 

COMMUNITIES FOR CLIMATE ACTION REQUESTED POLICY 
AGENDA CHANGE 

 Staff Presentation 

 Public Comments (Please limit to three minutes each) 

 Council Questions & Comments 

 Action 

 
9. CITY ATTORNEY’S REPORT 

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

11. ADJOURN 

9:00 – 9:15 PM 

9:15 – 9:30 PM 
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02/28/2019 11:57    |City of Louisville, CO                            |P      1
kreaged             | DETAIL INVOICE LIST                              |apwarrnt

    CASH ACCOUNT: 001000   101001               WARRANT:   022819   02/28/2019

VENDOR VENDOR NAME                    PURPOSE                             AMOUNT________________________________________________________________________________

 14164 ALPINE BANK                    #5300177601 SOLAR PANEL L         5,429.18
 14164 ALPINE BANK                    #5300089001 SOLAR PANEL L         3,986.70

 11298 DELTA DENTAL OF COLORADO       #007562-0000 MAR 19 EMPLO        13,221.29

  5255 FAMILY SUPPORT REGISTRY        Payroll Run 1 - Warrant 0           544.18

  9750 LEGALSHIELD                    #22554 FEB 19 EMPLOYEE PR           319.95

  7735 LINCOLN FINANCIAL GROUP        000010008469 MAR 19 LIFE/         7,045.04
  7735 LINCOLN FINANCIAL GROUP        0000100008470 MAR 19 LTD          3,667.57

 14604 MEGAN DAVIS                    TRAVEL ADVANCE 2/27-31/1/           161.00

 99999 EMPIRE ELECTRIC INC            12/2018 CONSUMER USE TAX             43.34
 99999 C&T ROOFING INC                2018 SALES TAX OVERPAYMEN         1,367.66

 10951 PINNACOL ASSURANCE             WORKERS COMP PREMIUM 2 OF        20,464.18

 14655 PREMIER MEMBERS CREDIT UNION   Payroll Run 1 - Warrant 0           426.26

 13274 ROBERT P MUCKLE                TRAVEL ADVANCE 2/27-3/1/1           161.00

  8442 VISION SERVICE PLAN            12 059727 0001 MAR 19 EMP         2,951.57

  3875 XCEL ENERGY                    JAN 19 GROUP ENERGY              80,504.29================================================================================
               15 INVOICES                      WARRANT TOTAL         140,293.21================================================================================
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03/01/2019 10:44    |City of Louisville, CO                            |P      1
kreaged             | DETAIL INVOICE LIST                              |apwarrnt

    CASH ACCOUNT: 001000   101001               WARRANT:   030119   03/01/2019

VENDOR VENDOR NAME                    PURPOSE                             AMOUNT________________________________________________________________________________

  6455 KAISER PERMANENTE              05920-01-16 MAR 19 EMPLOY       140,187.23================================================================================
                1 INVOICES                      WARRANT TOTAL         140,187.23================================================================================

5



03/07/2019 11:47    |City of Louisville, CO                            |P      1
kreaged             | DETAIL INVOICE LIST                              |apwarrnt

    CASH ACCOUNT: 001000   101001               WARRANT:   030719   03/07/2019

VENDOR VENDOR NAME                    PURPOSE                             AMOUNT________________________________________________________________________________

 13656 AARON DEJONG                   EXPENSE REPORT 1/30-2/28/            88.16

 14154 ALLSTREAM                      MAR 19 PHONE CIRCUITS               946.69

 14697 ISAIAS HUIZAR                  EXPENSE REPORT 2/4-2/28/1           234.32

 99999 KEVIN BACK                     UTILITY REFUND 402 FAIRFI           121.88
 99999 MICHAEL & CHRISTINA EISENSTEIN UTILITY REFUND 301 EAST S           258.00
 99999 HEATHER KEATING                EXPENSE REPORT 1/31/-2/27           153.70

  3735 PETTY CASH - KIM BAKER         PETTY CASH FRONT DESK               406.82

 14276 SWEET SPOT CAFE LLC            REGIONAL COMMERCIAL BROKE           750.00================================================================================
                8 INVOICES                      WARRANT TOTAL           2,959.57================================================================================
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03/14/2019 08:40    |City of Louisville, CO |P      1
kreaged             | DETAIL INVOICE LIST |apwarrnt

 
 
 

CASH ACCOUNT: 001000  101001 WARRANT: 031919 03/19/2019
 

VENDOR VENDOR NAME PURPOSE AMOUNT________________________________________________________________________________
 

  6866 4 RIVERS EQUIPMENT            John Deere Gator Engine U        3,103.35
 

     1 A WAY OF LIFE FITNESS CONSULTI CONTRACTOR FEES 17001-2           557.20
 

 12838 ACCOUNTEMPS                   Payroll Temp                    1,114.03
 

 12890 ADAMSON POLICE PRODUCTS       RIFLE KELLEY                    1,391.53
 12890 ADAMSON POLICE PRODUCTS       BALLISTIC VEST RAINERO            902.50

 
  6195 AGITATOR DITCH CO             2019 Agitator Assessment          276.60

 
  1006 ALL CURRENT ELECTRIC INC      BUILDING INSPECTIONS            8,480.00

 
 14743 ALLWATER SUPPLY LLC           OUTPUT RELAYS SWTP                455.07

 
 14623 ANOTHER MILESTONE LLC         Contractor Fees 16400-1           336.00

 
 13928 APEX DESIGN PC                SH 42 TRAFFIC STUDY             1,596.36

 
   500 BAKER AND TAYLOR              ADULT BOOKS AND MEDIA              16.49
   500 BAKER AND TAYLOR              ADULT BOOKS AND MEDIA              22.00
   500 BAKER AND TAYLOR              ADULT BOOKS AND MEDIA              87.97
   500 BAKER AND TAYLOR              ADULT BOOKS AND MEDIA             109.98
   500 BAKER AND TAYLOR              ADULT BOOKS AND MEDIA              13.74
   500 BAKER AND TAYLOR              ADULT BOOKS AND MEDIA              21.99
   500 BAKER AND TAYLOR              ADULT BOOKS AND MEDIA              16.49
   500 BAKER AND TAYLOR              ADULT BOOKS AND MEDIA              21.99
   500 BAKER AND TAYLOR              TEEN BOOKS AND MEDIA               21.99

 
  7450 BASE LINE LAND & RESERVOIR CO 2019 Base Line Assessment        8,568.72

 
 11605 BOBCAT OF THE ROCKIES LLC     PARTS UNIT 3205                    87.40

 
   640 BOULDER COUNTY                JAN 19 GATE FEE                 3,009.90
   640 BOULDER COUNTY                2019 KICP Annual Membersh       20,000.00
   640 BOULDER COUNTY                BUSINESS CARDS PD                  75.76
   640 BOULDER COUNTY                FEB 19 BOULDER COUNTY USE       69,355.85

 
  7706 BRANNAN SAND & GRAVEL CO LLC  2019 Asphalt Purchase             874.61
  7706 BRANNAN SAND & GRAVEL CO LLC  2019 Asphalt Purchase             535.04
  7706 BRANNAN SAND & GRAVEL CO LLC  2019 Asphalt Purchase             540.76
  7706 BRANNAN SAND & GRAVEL CO LLC  2019 Asphalt Purchase              89.76
  7706 BRANNAN SAND & GRAVEL CO LLC  2019 Asphalt Purchase             440.44
  7706 BRANNAN SAND & GRAVEL CO LLC  2019 Asphalt Purchase              88.00
  7706 BRANNAN SAND & GRAVEL CO LLC  2019 Asphalt Purchase             495.88
  7706 BRANNAN SAND & GRAVEL CO LLC  2019 Asphalt Purchase             270.16
  7706 BRANNAN SAND & GRAVEL CO LLC  2019 Asphalt Purchase             132.00
  7706 BRANNAN SAND & GRAVEL CO LLC  2019 Asphalt Purchase              95.90
  7706 BRANNAN SAND & GRAVEL CO LLC  2019 Asphalt Purchase             172.14
  7706 BRANNAN SAND & GRAVEL CO LLC  2019 Asphalt Purchase              89.76
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03/14/2019 08:40    |City of Louisville, CO |P      2
kreaged             | DETAIL INVOICE LIST |apwarrnt

 
 
 

CASH ACCOUNT: 001000  101001 WARRANT: 031919 03/19/2019
 

VENDOR VENDOR NAME PURPOSE AMOUNT________________________________________________________________________________
 

  7706 BRANNAN SAND & GRAVEL CO LLC  2019 Road Base and Squeeg        1,228.44
  7706 BRANNAN SAND & GRAVEL CO LLC  2019 Road Base and Squeeg          802.08
  7706 BRANNAN SAND & GRAVEL CO LLC  2019 Road Base and Squeeg          838.12
  7706 BRANNAN SAND & GRAVEL CO LLC  2019 Road Base and Squeeg          831.30
  7706 BRANNAN SAND & GRAVEL CO LLC  2019 Road Base and Squeeg          860.90
  7706 BRANNAN SAND & GRAVEL CO LLC  2019 Road Base and Squeeg          718.95

 
  1122 BRETSA                        LANGUAGE LINE PD                   42.46

 
 13344 BROWNS HILL ENGINEERING & CONT PLC CHASSIS SWTP                  520.00
 13344 BROWNS HILL ENGINEERING & CONT SCADA SCREEN REPAIRS NWTP        1,911.00

 
 14461 C & R ELECTRICAL CONTRACTORS I GFI Receptacles SC                646.10

 
 10900 CAROL CREECH                  NON-RESIDENT EXPAND FEES          176.00

 
   248 CDW GOVERNMENT                3M PRIVACY FILTER LIB              90.00
   248 CDW GOVERNMENT                SURGE PROTECTORS                   52.00
   248 CDW GOVERNMENT                SPEAKERS RSC                       13.96

 
   935 CENTENNIAL PRINTING CO        PLEA AGREEMENT FORMS              510.00
   935 CENTENNIAL PRINTING CO        ENVELOPES HR                      150.00
   935 CENTENNIAL PRINTING CO        City Newsletter Printing       10,025.00

 
 10773 CENTRIC ELEVATOR CORP         Elevator Repair RSC             1,160.25
 10773 CENTRIC ELEVATOR CORP         MAR 19 ELEVATOR MAINT CH          299.11
 10773 CENTRIC ELEVATOR CORP         MAR 19 ELEVATOR MAINT RSC          293.64
 10773 CENTRIC ELEVATOR CORP         MAR 19 ELEVATOR MAINT LIB          499.62
 10773 CENTRIC ELEVATOR CORP         MAR 19 ELEVATOR MAINT PC          274.42

 
 13352 CGRS INC                      COMPLIANCE INSPECTION CS          677.23
 13352 CGRS INC                      COMPLIANCE INSPECTION WTP          200.00

 
 14427 CHRISTINE STANDEFER           CONTRACTOR FEES TRI TRAIN          277.20

 
 14747 CHUCK HUGHES                  SR PICNIC ENTERTAINMENT D          175.00

 
  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                167.35
  4785 CINTAS CORPORATION #66        UNIFORM RENTAL WTP                167.35
  4785 CINTAS CORPORATION #66        UNIFORM RENTAL WTP                156.37

 
 14011 CLOSE ASSOCIATES LLC          Backwash Tank Evaluation        2,360.60

 
  1120 COLORADO ANALYTICAL LABORATORI LAB ANALYSIS FEES WTP             157.50
  1120 COLORADO ANALYTICAL LABORATORI LAB ANALYSIS FEES WTP             122.50
  1120 COLORADO ANALYTICAL LABORATORI LAB ANALYSIS FEES WTP             766.00
  1120 COLORADO ANALYTICAL LABORATORI LAB ANALYSIS FEES WTP             279.80
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03/14/2019 08:40    |City of Louisville, CO |P      3
kreaged             | DETAIL INVOICE LIST |apwarrnt

 
 
 

CASH ACCOUNT: 001000  101001 WARRANT: 031919 03/19/2019
 

VENDOR VENDOR NAME PURPOSE AMOUNT________________________________________________________________________________
 

  1120 COLORADO ANALYTICAL LABORATORI LAB ANALYSIS FEES WTP             157.50
 

 11264 COLORADO DEPT OF PUBLIC HEALTH BIOSOLIDS PERMIT CO002307        1,199.01
 

 13578 COMPUTER HOUSE CALLS          CONTRACTOR FEES COMPUTERS          269.50
 

 14736 CONFLUENCE CONSULTING LLC     CITY MANAGER EVALUATION P        2,500.00
 

 13162 CORE & MAIN LP                VALVE BOX RISERS                2,130.00
 

  6137 COTTONWOOD DITCH COMPANY      2019 Cottonwood Assessmen        1,080.00
 

 10842 COZY CORNER TOWING            TOW PD VEHICLE                    112.00
 

  9973 CPS DISTRIBUTORS INC          Rain Bird Global Service       11,196.00
 

 14680 CWA CONSULTING SERVICES LLC   Local Limits Re-evaluatio        3,475.00
 

  1600 DAVIDSON DITCH & RESERVOIR CO 2019 DAVIDSON ASSESSMENT       11,219.92
 

  6642 DAVIDSON HIGH LINE LATERAL DIT 2019 Davidson High Line L        4,680.00
 

   375 DEERE AND COMPANY             John Deere Loader Attachm       11,578.14
 

 13929 DHE COMPUTER SYSTEMS LLC      PROPERTY AND EVIDENCE EQU        2,419.36
 13929 DHE COMPUTER SYSTEMS LLC      MONITOR FIN                       303.26

 
  6856 DRY CREEK #2 DITCH COMPANY    2019 DRY CREEK #2 ASSESSM        5,875.00

 
  5295 DRY CREEK DAVIDSON DITCH CO IN 2019 Dry Creek Davidson A          490.00

 
 11124 EJ USA INC                    MANHOLE COVERS                  2,277.30

 
  6654 ENTERPRISE IRRIGATING DITCH CO 2019 Enterprise Irrigatin        1,360.90

 
  6761 FARIS MACHINERY CO            PARTS UNIT 3426                   342.19

 
 12270 FASTENAL COMPANY              TOOLS                             118.03

 
 13615 FELSBURG HOLT & ULLEVIG INC   Quiet Zone Design and CM        6,095.63
 13615 FELSBURG HOLT & ULLEVIG INC   Quiet Zone Design and CM        3,628.23

 
 14720 GAIL MCKEAGUE                 CONTRACTOR FEES 12196-1           672.00
 14720 GAIL MCKEAGUE                 CONTRACTOR FEES BIRTHDAY          210.00

 
 14564 GEOSPATIAL URBAN INTERFACE LLC 2019 Geospatial Urban Int        6,779.50

 
  2310 GRAINGER                      LED LAMP RSC                      197.05
  2310 GRAINGER                      ELEC BOX COVER CH                  21.66
  2310 GRAINGER                      RECESSED TROFFER & TIMER          126.03
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03/14/2019 08:40    |City of Louisville, CO |P      4
kreaged             | DETAIL INVOICE LIST |apwarrnt

 
 
 

CASH ACCOUNT: 001000  101001 WARRANT: 031919 03/19/2019
 

VENDOR VENDOR NAME PURPOSE AMOUNT________________________________________________________________________________
 
 

   246 GREEN MILL SPORTSMAN CLUB     RANGE USE                         300.00
 

  2405 HACH COMPANY                  Hach Service Contract           6,929.30
  2405 HACH COMPANY                  LAB SUPPLIES WTP                  814.23
  2405 HACH COMPANY                  Instrumentation Service C       29,852.61

 
  2415 HARCROS CHEMICALS INC         Sodium Silicofluoride NWT        1,440.00

 
 14746 HEATHER MCCULLOUGH            HISTORIC ASSESSMENT 1124          900.00

 
 14472 HILL AND POLLOCK LLC          JAN 19 WATER LEGAL SERVIC          432.00
 14472 HILL AND POLLOCK LLC          FEB 19 WATER LEGAL SERVIC          382.50

 
  5152 HOTSY EQUIPMENT COMPANY       Wash Bay Repair CS                452.45

 
  6656 HOWARD DITCH COMPANY          2019 Howard Assessment            250.00

 
  9710 INDUSTRIAL CHEMICALS CORP     Sodium Silicate NWTP           10,799.04

 
  2615 INGRAM LIBRARY SERVICES INC   TEEN BOOKS AND MEDIA               43.97
  2615 INGRAM LIBRARY SERVICES INC   TEEN BOOKS AND MEDIA               86.09
  2615 INGRAM LIBRARY SERVICES INC   TEEN BOOKS AND MEDIA               18.58
  2615 INGRAM LIBRARY SERVICES INC   TEEN BOOKS AND MEDIA               32.67
  2615 INGRAM LIBRARY SERVICES INC   TEEN BOOKS AND MEDIA               11.99
  2615 INGRAM LIBRARY SERVICES INC   TEEN BOOKS AND MEDIA              248.07
  2615 INGRAM LIBRARY SERVICES INC   TEEN BOOKS AND MEDIA               14.96
  2615 INGRAM LIBRARY SERVICES INC   TEEN BOOKS AND MEDIA              102.46
  2615 INGRAM LIBRARY SERVICES INC   TEEN BOOKS AND MEDIA               36.44
  2615 INGRAM LIBRARY SERVICES INC   CHILDRENS BOOKS AND MEDIA           18.11
  2615 INGRAM LIBRARY SERVICES INC   CHILDRENS BOOKS AND MEDIA          168.14
  2615 INGRAM LIBRARY SERVICES INC   CHILDRENS BOOKS AND MEDIA          162.79
  2615 INGRAM LIBRARY SERVICES INC   CHILDRENS BOOKS AND MEDIA           53.22
  2615 INGRAM LIBRARY SERVICES INC   CHILDRENS BOOKS AND MEDIA          101.99
  2615 INGRAM LIBRARY SERVICES INC   CHILDRENS BOOKS AND MEDIA           11.37
  2615 INGRAM LIBRARY SERVICES INC   CHILDRENS BOOKS AND MEDIA           64.28
  2615 INGRAM LIBRARY SERVICES INC   CHILDRENS BOOKS AND MEDIA          123.12
  2615 INGRAM LIBRARY SERVICES INC   CHILDRENS BOOKS AND MEDIA          161.15
  2615 INGRAM LIBRARY SERVICES INC   CHILDRENS BOOKS AND MEDIA           66.85
  2615 INGRAM LIBRARY SERVICES INC   CHILDRENS BOOKS AND MEDIA           35.83
  2615 INGRAM LIBRARY SERVICES INC   CHILDRENS BOOKS AND MEDIA          388.61
  2615 INGRAM LIBRARY SERVICES INC   CHILDRENS BOOKS AND MEDIA          133.58
  2615 INGRAM LIBRARY SERVICES INC   CHILDRENS BOOKS AND MEDIA          251.38
  2615 INGRAM LIBRARY SERVICES INC   CHILDRENS BOOKS AND MEDIA           38.73
  2615 INGRAM LIBRARY SERVICES INC   CHILDRENS BOOKS AND MEDIA          301.13
  2615 INGRAM LIBRARY SERVICES INC   CHILDRENS BOOKS AND MEDIA          127.45
  2615 INGRAM LIBRARY SERVICES INC   CHILDRENS BOOKS AND MEDIA           23.05
  2615 INGRAM LIBRARY SERVICES INC   CHILDRENS BOOKS AND MEDIA           19.78
  2615 INGRAM LIBRARY SERVICES INC   CHILDRENS BOOKS AND MEDIA          139.16
  2615 INGRAM LIBRARY SERVICES INC   ADULT BOOKS & MEDIA               244.42
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03/14/2019 08:40    |City of Louisville, CO |P      5
kreaged             | DETAIL INVOICE LIST |apwarrnt

 
 
 

CASH ACCOUNT: 001000  101001 WARRANT: 031919 03/19/2019
 

VENDOR VENDOR NAME PURPOSE AMOUNT________________________________________________________________________________
 

  2615 INGRAM LIBRARY SERVICES INC   ADULT BOOKS & MEDIA               173.82
  2615 INGRAM LIBRARY SERVICES INC   ADULT BOOKS & MEDIA                51.94
  2615 INGRAM LIBRARY SERVICES INC   ADULT BOOKS & MEDIA                85.47
  2615 INGRAM LIBRARY SERVICES INC   ADULT BOOKS & MEDIA                39.88
  2615 INGRAM LIBRARY SERVICES INC   ADULT BOOKS & MEDIA                13.75
  2615 INGRAM LIBRARY SERVICES INC   ADULT BOOKS & MEDIA               117.94
  2615 INGRAM LIBRARY SERVICES INC   ADULT BOOKS & MEDIA                52.96
  2615 INGRAM LIBRARY SERVICES INC   ADULT BOOKS & MEDIA                15.39
  2615 INGRAM LIBRARY SERVICES INC   ADULT BOOKS & MEDIA               110.61
  2615 INGRAM LIBRARY SERVICES INC   ADULT BOOKS & MEDIA               174.00
  2615 INGRAM LIBRARY SERVICES INC   ADULT BOOKS & MEDIA               141.87
  2615 INGRAM LIBRARY SERVICES INC   ADULT BOOKS & MEDIA                38.44
  2615 INGRAM LIBRARY SERVICES INC   ADULT BOOKS & MEDIA               610.55
  2615 INGRAM LIBRARY SERVICES INC   ADULT BOOKS & MEDIA                89.70
  2615 INGRAM LIBRARY SERVICES INC   ADULT BOOKS & MEDIA               283.46
  2615 INGRAM LIBRARY SERVICES INC   ADULT BOOKS & MEDIA                 4.99
  2615 INGRAM LIBRARY SERVICES INC   ADULT BOOKS & MEDIA               232.22
  2615 INGRAM LIBRARY SERVICES INC   ADULT BOOKS & MEDIA               104.19
  2615 INGRAM LIBRARY SERVICES INC   ADULT BOOKS & MEDIA                34.02
  2615 INGRAM LIBRARY SERVICES INC   ADULT BOOKS & MEDIA                34.10
  2615 INGRAM LIBRARY SERVICES INC   ADULT BOOKS & MEDIA                98.18
  2615 INGRAM LIBRARY SERVICES INC   ADULT BOOKS & MEDIA               313.02
  2615 INGRAM LIBRARY SERVICES INC   ADULT BOOKS & MEDIA                88.49
  2615 INGRAM LIBRARY SERVICES INC   ADULT BOOKS & MEDIA                69.11
  2615 INGRAM LIBRARY SERVICES INC   ADULT BOOKS & MEDIA                15.37
  2615 INGRAM LIBRARY SERVICES INC   ADULT BOOKS & MEDIA                44.03
  2615 INGRAM LIBRARY SERVICES INC   ADULT BOOKS & MEDIA               128.65
  2615 INGRAM LIBRARY SERVICES INC   ADULT BOOKS & MEDIA                10.17
  2615 INGRAM LIBRARY SERVICES INC   ADULT BOOKS & MEDIA                75.77
  2615 INGRAM LIBRARY SERVICES INC   ADULT BOOKS & MEDIA                29.54
  2615 INGRAM LIBRARY SERVICES INC   ADULT BOOKS & MEDIA                76.87
  2615 INGRAM LIBRARY SERVICES INC   ADULT BOOKS & MEDIA                60.57

 
 13280 INSIGHT PUBLIC SECTOR INC     MICROSOFT OFFICE GCM              268.81
 13280 INSIGHT PUBLIC SECTOR INC     ADOBE PHOTOSHOP SOFTWARE          133.51

 
 13778 INVISION GIS LLC              GIS & AM Implementation S       16,155.00
 13778 INVISION GIS LLC              GIS & AM Implementation S        8,323.75

 
 13346 ISS FACILITY SERVICES DENVER  MAR 19 JANITORIAL SERVICE       30,282.72

 
 14239 JC GOLF ACCESSORIES           Golf Gifts                        640.64
 14239 JC GOLF ACCESSORIES           Resale Merchandise                919.75

 
 11289 JVA INC                       Raw Water Lowering              1,000.00

 
 14033 KDG ENGINEERING LLC           SH42/SHORT ST CROSSING DE        8,241.99

 
  2360 KELLY PC                      FEB 19 LEGAL SERVICES          30,074.20
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03/14/2019 08:40    |City of Louisville, CO |P      6
kreaged             | DETAIL INVOICE LIST |apwarrnt

 
 
 

CASH ACCOUNT: 001000  101001 WARRANT: 031919 03/19/2019
 

VENDOR VENDOR NAME PURPOSE AMOUNT________________________________________________________________________________
 

 13782 LEXISNEXIS RISK DATA MANAGEMEN INFORMATION SEARCHES PD           278.25
 

  5432 LOUISVILLE FIRE PROTECTION DIS FEB 19 FIRE DISTRICT FEES       15,595.00
  5432 LOUISVILLE FIRE PROTECTION DIS BLOOD DRAWS 2/2-2/11/19            70.00

 
 14748 MAIN STREET MARKETS LTD       HISTORIC ASSESSMENT 920 &       12,000.00

 
 14071 MARY RITTER                   CONTRACTOR FEES 13904-2           714.00
 14071 MARY RITTER                   CONTRACTOR FEES 13905-2           252.00

 
  6763 MCGINN DITCH COMPANY          2019 McGinn Assessment          3,000.00

 
 12161 MINDSHARE HDV LLC             CYPHER DMV CONNECTIVITY S        6,200.00

 
 13712 MOORE IACOFANO GOLTSMAN INC   Median Renovation Design        1,711.69

 
 13565 MOTT MACDONALD LLC            SCWTP Disinfection Design        9,600.00

 
  2046 MOUNTAIN STATES IMAGING LLC   DOCUMENT STORAGE FEES PD           63.00
  2046 MOUNTAIN STATES IMAGING LLC   DOCUMENT STORAGE FEES PD           63.00

 
 14750 NATIONAL BUSINESS FURNITURE LL WARDROBE CABINETS IT            1,693.50

 
 11261 OFFICESCAPES                  CHAIR SEAT CUSHION DEPOSI          802.02

 
 99999 BLUE VALLEY ENERGY            CONTRACTOR LICENSE REFUND          100.00
 99999 URBAN EXTERIORS LLC           PERMIT REFUND 832 PINEHUR          684.29
 99999 DENVER ROOF PROS LLC          PERMIT REFUND 280 HOOVER          255.28
 99999 DIANA BARNEY                  ACTIVITY REFUND                   144.00
 99999 STAR2STAR COMMUNICATIONS LLC  TELEPHONE UTILITY TAX OVE            4.64
 99999 FORMULA ROOFING AND REMODELING PERMIT REFUND 1121 LINCOL          881.32

 
 13986 OPEN MEDIA FOUNDATION         MAR 19 WEB STREAM SERVICE          500.00

 
 14580 PARK PLACE TECHNOLOGIES LLC   SERVER HARDWARE MAINT CON        4,863.22

 
 14728 PORTER LEE CORPORATION        THE BEAST Property Manage        2,265.49

 
  9105 POSTMASTER                    BULK MAIL PERMIT #15              235.00

 
 14160 PRECISE MRM LLC               GPS SOFTWARE AND POOLED D          199.68

 
 14086 PRESTIGE FLAG                 Prism Flagsticks                1,187.12

 
 14394 PROS PLUS LLC                 BASKETBALL & SOCCER REFER        1,166.00

 
 12840 QUALITY WATER BIOSYSTEMS INC  RESERVOIR TREATMENT CUTRI        2,400.00

 
 11564 RAINBOW SIGNS INC             Interpretive Graphic Pane        3,722.00
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03/14/2019 08:40    |City of Louisville, CO |P      7
kreaged             | DETAIL INVOICE LIST |apwarrnt

 
 
 

CASH ACCOUNT: 001000  101001 WARRANT: 031919 03/19/2019
 

VENDOR VENDOR NAME PURPOSE AMOUNT________________________________________________________________________________
 

 13893 REBECCA TSUI                  CONTRACTOR FEES TAI CHI         1,220.80
 

 14352 RIVISTAS SUBSCRIPTION SERVICES PRINT PERIODICALS                  23.22
 

 12447 ROCKY MOUNTAIN ACCESS CONTROLS GATE REPAIR SWTP                  250.00
 

 14459 SAUNDERS CONSTRUCTION LLC     Construction Services RSC    1,128,195.25
 

  5369 SGS NORTH AMERICA INC         LAB ANALYSIS FEES WWTP            497.50
 

 14612 SOME LIKE IT GREEN            MAR 19 PLANT SERVICE               80.00
 

 14396 SPRONK WATER ENGINEERS INC    Jan 19 Water Rights Engin        8,100.00
 

 14749 STEPHEN FORBES                HISTORIC STRUCTURE ASSESS          900.00
 

 14551 SWANNIES GOLF APPAREL CO      Resale Merchandise                508.00
 

 11125 TERRACON CONSULTANTS INC      Oil and Gas Research            2,697.50
 

  6644 THE EAST BOULDER DITCH COMPANY  2019 East Boulder Assess          150.00
 

 14682 THE RMH GROUP INC             HVAC DESIGN HBWTP                 630.00
 

 14353 TRANSPARENT INFORMATION SERVIC BACKGROUND CHECKS                 462.15
 

  6609 TRAVELERS                     INSURANCE DEDUCTIBLE           25,000.00
 

 14065 TYLER TECHNOLOGIES INC        Tyler ERP Continuing Impl        5,118.48
 14065 TYLER TECHNOLOGIES INC        Tyler ERP Continuing Impl        5,252.92
 14065 TYLER TECHNOLOGIES INC        Tyler ERP Continuing Impl          640.00
 14065 TYLER TECHNOLOGIES INC        TYLER SUPPORT & UPDATE LI       63,550.51

 
  4765 UNCC                          FEB 19 LOCATES #48760             293.94

 
 13426 UNIQUE MANAGEMENT SERVICES INC Collection Services                80.55

 
  4875 UNIVAR USA INC                Caustic Soda SWTP               8,120.76

 
 13851 VELOCITY PLANT SERVICES LLC   Water Line Repair SWTP          2,263.00

 
 13891 VERIS ENVIRONMENTAL LLC       Biosolids Hauling               1,000.00
 13891 VERIS ENVIRONMENTAL LLC       Biosolids Hauling               2,577.34
 13891 VERIS ENVIRONMENTAL LLC       Biosolids Hauling               3,377.22
 13891 VERIS ENVIRONMENTAL LLC       Biosolids Hauling               1,471.31

 
  4900 VRANESH AND RAISCH LLP        FEB 19 WINDY GAP LEGAL SE        1,264.82

 
 11053 WATER TECHNOLOGY GROUP        Ground Water Pump Service        1,788.00

 

13



 
 
 

03/14/2019 08:40    |City of Louisville, CO |P      8
kreaged             | DETAIL INVOICE LIST |apwarrnt

 
 
 

CASH ACCOUNT: 001000  101001 WARRANT: 031919 03/19/2019
 

VENDOR VENDOR NAME PURPOSE AMOUNT________________________________________________________________________________
 

 14373 WEIFIELD GROUP CONTRACTING INC PRETREATMENT WIRING SWTP          442.50
 14373 WEIFIELD GROUP CONTRACTING INC OUTLET AND SWITCH REPAIR          655.00

 
  9511 WESTERN PAPER DISTRIBUTORS INC JANITORIAL SUPPLIES CS             66.36
  9511 WESTERN PAPER DISTRIBUTORS INC JANITORIAL SUPPLIES CH             24.23
  9511 WESTERN PAPER DISTRIBUTORS INC JANITORIAL SUPPLIES PC             97.34

 
 14609 WILBUR-ELLIS COMPANY LLC      GRANULAR FUNGICIDE GCM            798.00

 
  5115 WL CONTRACTORS INC            Feb 19 Traffic Signal Mai        5,391.00

 
 10884 WORD OF MOUTH CATERING INC    SR MEAL PROGRAM 2/25-3/8/        2,554.00

 
  3875 XCEL ENERGY                   FEB 19 SPRINKLERS                  97.72

 
 13790 ZAYO GROUP LLC                MAR 19 INTERNET SERVICE           783.00================================================================================

   252 INVOICES WARRANT TOTAL    1,733,883.85================================================================================
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SUPPLIER SUPPLIER LOCATION CARDHOLDER DEPARTMENT TRANS DATE AMOUNT
2019 SAVING PLACES CON 5712268300 ROBERT ZUCCARO PLANNING 02/06/2019 40.00
2019 SAVING PLACES CON 5712268300 ROBERT ZUCCARO PLANNING 01/23/2019 225.00
2019 SAVING PLACES CON 5712268300 ROBERT ZUCCARO PLANNING 01/23/2019 225.00
4 RIVERS EQUIPMENT GREELEY CONNOR POWERS GOLF COURSE 02/12/2019 701.53
4 RIVERS EQUIPMENT GREELEY MASON THOMPSON OPERATIONS 02/05/2019 427.01
4IMPRINT 877-4467746 AMANDA PERERA REC CENTER 02/15/2019 597.71
ACE EQUIPMENT AND SUPP 303-2882916 VICKIE ILKO OPERATIONS 02/13/2019 430.00
ACT*ACTIVE EVENTS REG 800-646-2633 ANDY SQUIRES IT 01/28/2019 950.00
ACT*ACTIVE EVENTS REG 800-646-2633 CHRISTOPHER NEVES IT 01/18/2019 950.00
ACZ LABORATORIES, INC STEAMBOAT SPR JUSTIN ELKINS WASTEWATER 02/15/2019 129.10
ACZ LABORATORIES, INC STEAMBOAT SPR JUSTIN ELKINS WASTEWATER 02/12/2019 106.20
ACZ LABORATORIES, INC STEAMBOAT SPR JUSTIN ELKINS WASTEWATER 02/07/2019 106.20
ACZ LABORATORIES, INC STEAMBOAT SPR JUSTIN ELKINS WASTEWATER 02/07/2019 106.20
ACZ LABORATORIES, INC STEAMBOAT SPR JUSTIN ELKINS WASTEWATER 02/07/2019 285.60
ACZ LABORATORIES, INC STEAMBOAT SPR JUSTIN ELKINS WASTEWATER 02/07/2019 285.60
ACZ LABORATORIES, INC STEAMBOAT SPR JUSTIN ELKINS WASTEWATER 02/07/2019 160.00
ADI-PX 602-437-2878 DEREK SNYDER WASTEWATER 02/13/2019 220.00
ADM/SHOP DENVER MUSEUM DENVER KATIE BEASLEY REC CENTER 02/07/2019 50.00
AGODA.COM INTERNET REMY RODRIGUES IT 02/06/2019 723.69
AHEC PARKING SERVICES DENVER PAULA KNAPEK HUMAN RESOURCES 02/15/2019 6.50
AIRGAS CENTRAL TULSA DAVID DEAN GOLF COURSE 02/13/2019 65.49
AIRGAS CENTRAL TULSA IAN HARPER OPERATIONS 01/28/2019 170.75
AIRGAS CENTRAL TULSA DAVID DEAN GOLF COURSE 01/23/2019 65.49
AIS INDUSTRIAL SUPPL DENVER JACK MANIAN OPERATIONS 02/06/2019 191.52
ALLDATA CORP #8601 ELK GROVE MASON THOMPSON OPERATIONS 02/01/2019 125.00
AMAZON.COM*MB0G617Z0 A AMZN.COM/BILL PATRICIA MORGAN REC CENTER 01/29/2019 63.74
AMERICAN AIRLINES 8004337300 DAWN BURGESS CITY MANAGER 01/25/2019 38.53
AMERICAN AIRLINES 8004337300 DAWN BURGESS CITY MANAGER 01/25/2019 267.30
AMERICAN PLANNING A 3124319100 ROBERT ZUCCARO PLANNING 02/05/2019 250.00
AMERICAN PLANNING A 3124319100 ROBERT ZUCCARO PLANNING 02/05/2019 815.00
AMERICAN PLANNING A 3124319100 LISA RITCHIE PLANNING 01/22/2019 835.00
AMZN DIGITAL*MB5ND6932 888-802-3080 KURT KOWAR PUBLIC WORKS 02/08/2019 27.15
AMZN DIGITAL*MI0Y95LQ1 888-802-3080 KURT KOWAR PUBLIC WORKS 02/07/2019 24.43
AMZN DIGITAL*MI2GJ24C0 888-802-3080 KURT KOWAR PUBLIC WORKS 02/07/2019 30.29
AMZN DIGITAL*MI2K08ZF1 888-802-3080 KURT KOWAR PUBLIC WORKS 02/08/2019 32.58
AMZN DIGITAL*MI30P6L61 888-802-3080 KURT KOWAR PUBLIC WORKS 02/08/2019 32.58
AMZN MKTP US*MB72L6K10 AMZN.COM/BILL JILL SIEWERT LIBRARY 01/29/2019 35.97
AMZN MKTP US*MB7BO1991 AMZN.COM/BILL PAMELA LEMON REC CENTER 01/30/2019 95.72

PURCHASE CARD SUMMARY 
STATEMENT PERIOD 01/19/19 - 02/19/19

CITY OF LOUISVILLE
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SUPPLIER SUPPLIER LOCATION CARDHOLDER DEPARTMENT TRANS DATE AMOUNT
AMZN MKTP US AMZN.COM/BILL JILL SIEWERT LIBRARY 02/01/2019 -1.20
AMZN MKTP US*MB05G9650 AMZN.COM/BILL PAMELA LEMON REC CENTER 01/24/2019 18.99
AMZN MKTP US*MB0HJ9221 AMZN.COM/BILL PATRICIA MORGAN REC CENTER 01/28/2019 52.28
AMZN MKTP US*MB0V03GC2 AMZN.COM/BILL PAMELA LEMON REC CENTER 01/24/2019 172.15
AMZN MKTP US*MB0VR8QJ1 AMZN.COM/BILL PAMELA LEMON REC CENTER 01/24/2019 16.94
AMZN MKTP US*MB1J57MK1 AMZN.COM/BILL JILL SIEWERT LIBRARY 01/19/2019 99.07
AMZN MKTP US*MB1V96KY1 AMZN.COM/BILL PATRICIA MORGAN REC CENTER 01/29/2019 226.04
AMZN MKTP US*MB1XR1YY2 AMZN.COM/BILL JULIE SEYDEL REC CENTER 02/12/2019 59.28
AMZN MKTP US*MB2CT9U61 AMZN.COM/BILL TERRELL PHILLIPS WATER 01/31/2019 15.99
AMZN MKTP US*MB2UZ38V1 AMZN.COM/BILL AMANDA PERERA REC CENTER 01/23/2019 20.98
AMZN MKTP US*MB35J66F0 AMZN.COM/BILL PAMELA LEMON REC CENTER 01/24/2019 8.59
AMZN MKTP US*MB3TS95M2 AMZN.COM/BILL PATRICIA MORGAN REC CENTER 01/28/2019 24.06
AMZN MKTP US*MB42985A0 AMZN.COM/BILL JILL SIEWERT LIBRARY 01/19/2019 42.79
AMZN MKTP US*MB55E89S1 AMZN.COM/BILL PAMELA LEMON REC CENTER 01/30/2019 116.25
AMZN MKTP US*MB55R62C0 AMZN.COM/BILL PATRICIA MORGAN REC CENTER 01/27/2019 6.49
AMZN MKTP US*MB5S919O0 AMZN.COM/BILL TERRELL PHILLIPS WATER 01/31/2019 38.06
AMZN MKTP US*MB5U90UC1 AMZN.COM/BILL JAMES VAUGHAN REC CENTER 01/31/2019 28.69
AMZN MKTP US*MB63G29A0 AMZN.COM/BILL PATRICIA MORGAN REC CENTER 01/31/2019 214.75
AMZN MKTP US*MB67F5GW2 AMZN.COM/BILL PAMELA LEMON REC CENTER 01/24/2019 61.74
AMZN MKTP US*MB6ET36T2 AMZN.COM/BILL ERICA BERZINS POLICE 02/03/2019 202.86
AMZN MKTP US*MB6HN6KO1 AMZN.COM/BILL PATRICIA MORGAN REC CENTER 01/29/2019 47.92
AMZN MKTP US*MB6LV6GP2 AMZN.COM/BILL PAMELA LEMON REC CENTER 01/24/2019 89.70
AMZN MKTP US*MB6ZY3SX0 AMZN.COM/BILL PATRICIA MORGAN REC CENTER 01/26/2019 117.62
AMZN MKTP US*MB7AW9Q31 AMZN.COM/BILL PAMELA LEMON REC CENTER 01/24/2019 49.98
AMZN MKTP US*MB8O08RQ1 AMZN.COM/BILL JOANN MARQUES REC CENTER 02/02/2019 27.90
AMZN MKTP US*MB8RQ18N0 AMZN.COM/BILL AMANDA PERERA REC CENTER 01/22/2019 36.96
AMZN MKTP US*MB8V10W32 AMZN.COM/BILL JILL SIEWERT LIBRARY 02/12/2019 11.99
AMZN MKTP US*MB9DJ8KK0 AMZN.COM/BILL PATRICIA MORGAN REC CENTER 01/28/2019 11.10
AMZN MKTP US*MB9FH0E42 AMZN.COM/BILL JILL SIEWERT LIBRARY 01/21/2019 19.98
AMZN MKTP US*MB9HJ4R71 AMZN.COM/BILL JAMES VAUGHAN REC CENTER 02/03/2019 4.49
AMZN MKTP US*MB9K50RM2 AMZN.COM/BILL JILL SIEWERT LIBRARY 02/11/2019 19.24
AMZN MKTP US*MB9LE0DR1 AMZN.COM/BILL JILL SIEWERT LIBRARY 01/25/2019 6.12
AMZN MKTP US*MB9Q62QW0 AMZN.COM/BILL JAMES VAUGHAN REC CENTER 01/24/2019 15.79
AMZN MKTP US*MB9XO2KW1 AMZN.COM/BILL JILL SIEWERT LIBRARY 01/29/2019 146.54
AMZN MKTP US*MI0GP3CN0 AMZN.COM/BILL PATRICIA MORGAN REC CENTER 02/04/2019 32.48
AMZN MKTP US*MI0MI4T91 AMZN.COM/BILL DAVID DEAN GOLF COURSE 02/12/2019 15.35
AMZN MKTP US*MI0PB1O02 AMZN.COM/BILL PATRICIA MORGAN REC CENTER 02/14/2019 24.89
AMZN MKTP US*MI0SI1N00 AMZN.COM/BILL PAMELA LEMON REC CENTER 02/12/2019 75.77
AMZN MKTP US*MI1H724P1 AMZN.COM/BILL PATRICIA MORGAN REC CENTER 02/07/2019 179.71
AMZN MKTP US*MI1K684S1 AMZN.COM/BILL PAMELA LEMON REC CENTER 02/07/2019 59.80
AMZN MKTP US*MI1KI3FO2 AMZN.COM/BILL PATRICIA MORGAN REC CENTER 02/14/2019 124.21
AMZN MKTP US*MI2DH0TF0 AMZN.COM/BILL PAMELA LEMON REC CENTER 02/14/2019 59.70
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SUPPLIER SUPPLIER LOCATION CARDHOLDER DEPARTMENT TRANS DATE AMOUNT
AMZN MKTP US*MI3E25JB1 AMZN.COM/BILL TERRELL PHILLIPS WATER 02/12/2019 9.95
AMZN MKTP US*MI4AI2OC0 AMZN.COM/BILL GINGER CROSS GOLF COURSE 02/05/2019 50.00
AMZN MKTP US*MI4H97C20 AMZN.COM/BILL PAMELA LEMON REC CENTER 02/06/2019 19.99
AMZN MKTP US*MI4RI9N10 AMZN.COM/BILL JESSE DEGRAW REC CENTER 02/11/2019 81.80
AMZN MKTP US*MI5KP7CX1 AMZN.COM/BILL PATRICIA MORGAN REC CENTER 02/05/2019 16.98
AMZN MKTP US*MI5N871X1 AMZN.COM/BILL RANDY DEWITZ BUILDING SAFETY 02/16/2019 44.98
AMZN MKTP US*MI6HC0ER1 AMZN.COM/BILL JULIE SEYDEL REC CENTER 02/14/2019 64.00
AMZN MKTP US*MI6UV6CT0 AMZN.COM/BILL TERRELL PHILLIPS WATER 02/04/2019 125.69
AMZN MKTP US*MI7886L10 AMZN.COM/BILL AMANDA PERERA REC CENTER 02/09/2019 199.99
AMZN MKTP US*MI7B76CI2 AMZN.COM/BILL TERRELL PHILLIPS WATER 02/13/2019 8.51
AMZN MKTP US*MI8QQ5NA0 AMZN.COM/BILL TERRELL PHILLIPS WATER 02/12/2019 6.99
AMZN MKTP US*MI9ET0OF0 AMZN.COM/BILL PAMELA LEMON REC CENTER 02/06/2019 30.60
AMZN MKTP US*MI9GN9EM1 AMZN.COM/BILL JAMES VAUGHAN REC CENTER 02/14/2019 33.98
AMZN MKTP US*MI9PQ7OA2 AMZN.COM/BILL TERRELL PHILLIPS WATER 02/14/2019 110.37
AMZN MKTP US*MI9VX2A80 AMZN.COM/BILL PAMELA LEMON REC CENTER 02/14/2019 97.30
ANIMAL CARE EQUIPMENT BROOMFIELD LAURA LOBATO POLICE 02/11/2019 23.18
AOG-USAFA USAF ACADEMY CHERYL KELLER POLICE 02/13/2019 120.00
AOG-USAFA USAF ACADEMY RYAN MORRIS POLICE 02/12/2019 120.00
AOG-USAFA USAF ACADEMY RICKY BLACKNEY POLICE 02/11/2019 120.00
AOG-USAFA USAF ACADEMY MIKE MILLER POLICE 02/11/2019 120.00
APPLE STORE #R182 BROOMFIELD KURT KOWAR PUBLIC WORKS 02/14/2019 242.00
ARC*SERVICES/TRAINING 800-733-2767 JAMES VAUGHAN REC CENTER 02/10/2019 60.00
ARC*SERVICES/TRAINING 800-733-2767 DANIEL BIDLEMEN REC CENTER 01/28/2019 114.00
ARC*SERVICES/TRAINING 800-733-2767 DANIEL BIDLEMEN REC CENTER 01/22/2019 120.00
ARROW STAGE LINES QPS 402-7311900 KATIE BEASLEY REC CENTER 02/05/2019 623.00
ARROW STAGE LINES QPS 402-7311900 KATIE BEASLEY REC CENTER 01/25/2019 715.00
ARROW STAGE LINES QPS 402-7311900 KATIE BEASLEY REC CENTER 01/17/2019 623.00
ARROWHEAD AWARDS 303-447-9407 DAWN BURGESS CITY MANAGER 01/23/2019 24.00
ARROWHEAD AWARDS BOULDER MICHAEL TOWERS PARKS 01/23/2019 45.00
AWWA.ORG 303-347-6197 GREG VENETTE WATER 01/26/2019 79.00
AMAZON.COM AMZN.COM/BILL JILL SIEWERT LIBRARY 01/25/2019 -8.59
AMAZON.COM AMZN.COM/BILL DRUSILLA TIEBEN PARKS 01/22/2019 -79.99
AMAZON.COM*MB0QB5192 AMZN.COM/BILL JILL SIEWERT LIBRARY 01/23/2019 123.25
AMAZON.COM*MB1IO0RK1 AMZN.COM/BILL AMANDA PERERA REC CENTER 02/02/2019 9.00
AMAZON.COM*MB1LB70Z2 AMZN.COM/BILL JILL SIEWERT LIBRARY 01/22/2019 45.22
AMAZON.COM*MB36E9P12 AMZN.COM/BILL JILL SIEWERT LIBRARY 01/23/2019 11.29
AMAZON.COM*MB38O0DC2 AMZN.COM/BILL JILL SIEWERT LIBRARY 02/03/2019 55.95
AMAZON.COM*MB38Y2Y12 AMZN.COM/BILL JULIE SEYDEL REC CENTER 02/13/2019 20.83
AMAZON.COM*MB3ZW57A0 AMZN.COM/BILL TERRELL PHILLIPS WATER 01/29/2019 530.00
AMAZON.COM*MB4M80281 AMZN.COM/BILL JILL SIEWERT LIBRARY 01/28/2019 11.88
AMAZON.COM*MB5889WV0 AMZN.COM/BILL JILL SIEWERT LIBRARY 02/04/2019 36.58
AMAZON.COM*MB60U5QF0 AMZN.COM/BILL TERRELL PHILLIPS WATER 01/24/2019 119.99
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SUPPLIER SUPPLIER LOCATION CARDHOLDER DEPARTMENT TRANS DATE AMOUNT
AMAZON.COM*MB7A44UQ0 AMZN.COM/BILL DAVID DEAN GOLF COURSE 01/31/2019 50.80
AMAZON.COM*MB7OR41V2 AMZN.COM/BILL DANIEL WOOLDRIDGE IT 01/23/2019 74.00
AMAZON.COM*MB8UA4Q21 AMZN.COM/BILL TERRELL PHILLIPS WATER 01/24/2019 45.36
AMAZON.COM*MB8UQ4BF2 AMZN.COM/BILL PATRICIA MORGAN REC CENTER 01/30/2019 49.17
AMAZON.COM*MB9DD48G1 AMZN.COM/BILL DRUSILLA TIEBEN PARKS 01/23/2019 63.99
AMAZON.COM*MI0IF6AX1 AMZN.COM/BILL PATRICIA MORGAN REC CENTER 02/13/2019 101.12
AMAZON.COM*MI17T3TY0 AMZN.COM/BILL JULIE SEYDEL REC CENTER 02/13/2019 155.96
AMAZON.COM*MI1XL6OP2 AMZN.COM/BILL JILL SIEWERT LIBRARY 02/13/2019 12.96
AMAZON.COM*MI2HP4JA1 AMZN.COM/BILL JESSE DEGRAW REC CENTER 02/12/2019 39.99
AMAZON.COM*MI3CW7C61 AMZN.COM/BILL TERRELL PHILLIPS WATER 02/04/2019 166.50
AMAZON.COM*MI5W17OO1 AMZN.COM/BILL JILL SIEWERT LIBRARY 02/05/2019 9.99
AMAZON.COM*MI66A6J51 AMZN.COM/BILL JULIE SEYDEL REC CENTER 02/10/2019 32.88
AMAZON.COM*MI6KN6OC2 AMZN.COM/BILL PATRICIA MORGAN REC CENTER 02/14/2019 6.92
AMAZON.COM*MI7YH8JO0 AMZN.COM/BILL KERRY HOLLE PUBLIC WORKS 02/13/2019 27.94
AMAZON.COM*MI8W56OG0 AMZN.COM/BILL JULIE SEYDEL REC CENTER 02/06/2019 65.26
AMAZON.COM*MI95Z2LC2 AMZN.COM/BILL JILL SIEWERT LIBRARY 02/15/2019 49.48
BAD BOY POWER PARTS WEST MONROE CONNOR POWERS GOLF COURSE 02/01/2019 79.10
BARNES&NOBLE.COM-BN 800-843-2665 MICHAEL CLEVELAND OPERATIONS 02/02/2019 64.85
BC INTERIORS, INC. BOULDER ERIN OWEN LIBRARY 02/12/2019 30.00
BC INTERIORS, INC. BOULDER ERIN OWEN LIBRARY 01/24/2019 60.00
BEST BUY MHT 00002097 WESTMINSTER DAVID BARIL GOLF COURSE 02/06/2019 404.98
BESTBUYCOM805607947612 888-BESTBUY JILL SIEWERT LIBRARY 01/30/2019 60.96
BILL NUMBER 5 7272016718 KURT KOWAR PUBLIC WORKS 02/01/2019 10.48
BIZWEST MEDIA LLC 19702215400 AARON DEJONG CITY MANAGER 02/07/2019 49.99
BK TIRE FREDERICK MASON THOMPSON OPERATIONS 02/14/2019 916.58
BK TIRE FREDERICK MASON THOMPSON OPERATIONS 02/05/2019 40.00
BLACKJACK PIZZA OF LOU LOUISVILLE PEGGY JONES REC CENTER 02/09/2019 85.00
BLACKJACK PIZZA OF LOU LOUISVILLE PEGGY JONES REC CENTER 01/19/2019 61.43
BOBCAT COMMERCE CITY 3168588134 MICHAEL TOWERS PARKS 01/30/2019 180.00
BOOT BARN #143 THORNTON GREG VENETTE WATER 01/25/2019 139.99
BOOT BARN #143 THORNTON VICKIE ILKO OPERATIONS 01/25/2019 137.99
BOULDER PARKIG-SPRUCE BOULDER AARON DEJONG CITY MANAGER 01/24/2019 3.00
BROOMFIELD RENTALS INC BROOMFIELD MICHAEL CLEVELAND OPERATIONS 01/23/2019 56.70
BUILDASIGN.COM 800-330-9622 GINGER CROSS GOLF COURSE 01/30/2019 161.59
CACEO ARVADA LAURA LOBATO POLICE 01/18/2019 45.00
CANDLELIGHT DINNER PLA JOHNSTOWN DIANE M KREAGER FINANCE 02/07/2019 109.72
CANDLELIGHT DINNER PLA JOHNSTOWN DIANE M KREAGER FINANCE 02/07/2019 1,097.20
CANVA FOR WORK YEARLY 8778877815 ERIN OWEN LIBRARY 02/14/2019 119.40
CARRABBAS 0608 LOUISVILLE DAWN BURGESS CITY MANAGER 01/29/2019 431.76
CARROT TOP INDUSTRIES 919-7326200 PHIL LIND FACILITIES 02/15/2019 272.22
CBI ONLINE 8008820757 LESLIE RINGER HUMAN RESOURCES 01/30/2019 6.85
CBI ONLINE 8008820757 LESLIE RINGER HUMAN RESOURCES 01/30/2019 6.85
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SUPPLIER SUPPLIER LOCATION CARDHOLDER DEPARTMENT TRANS DATE AMOUNT
CBI ONLINE 8008820757 LESLIE RINGER HUMAN RESOURCES 01/30/2019 6.85
CBI ONLINE 8008820757 LESLIE RINGER HUMAN RESOURCES 01/30/2019 6.85
CBI ONLINE 8008820757 LESLIE RINGER HUMAN RESOURCES 01/30/2019 6.85
CBI ONLINE 8008820757 LESLIE RINGER HUMAN RESOURCES 01/30/2019 6.85
CBI ONLINE 8008820757 LESLIE RINGER HUMAN RESOURCES 01/30/2019 6.85
CBI ONLINE 8008820757 LESLIE RINGER HUMAN RESOURCES 01/30/2019 6.85
CBI ONLINE 8008820757 LESLIE RINGER HUMAN RESOURCES 01/30/2019 6.85
CBI ONLINE 8008820757 LESLIE RINGER HUMAN RESOURCES 01/30/2019 6.85
CBI ONLINE 8008820757 LESLIE RINGER HUMAN RESOURCES 01/30/2019 6.85
CBI ONLINE 8008820757 LESLIE RINGER HUMAN RESOURCES 01/30/2019 6.85
CBI ONLINE 8008820757 LESLIE RINGER HUMAN RESOURCES 01/30/2019 6.85
CC GARAGE-3036401096 DENVER EMILY KROPF CITY MANAGER 02/14/2019 12.00
CDW GOVT #RCZ8803 800-808-4239 DAVID ALDERS PARKS 02/15/2019 87.46
CENTENNIAL PRINTING CO 303-6650388 KERRY HOLLE PUBLIC WORKS 02/13/2019 195.00
CENTENNIAL PRINTING CO 303-6650388 ERIN OWEN LIBRARY 02/11/2019 84.65
CENTENNIAL PRINTING CO 303-6650388 GINGER CROSS GOLF COURSE 02/08/2019 34.30
CENTENNIAL PRINTING CO 303-6650388 GINGER CROSS GOLF COURSE 02/08/2019 83.00
CENTENNIAL PRINTING CO 303-6650388 GINGER CROSS GOLF COURSE 02/08/2019 33.75
CENTENNIAL PRINTING CO 303-6650388 KATIE MEYER REC CENTER 02/07/2019 83.05
CENTURYLINK/SPEEDPAY 800-244-1111 DIANE M KREAGER FINANCE 01/30/2019 2,042.09
CGEAR 8777342458 DAVID DEAN GOLF COURSE 01/31/2019 360.06
CO BOULDER CO SVS 3035343468 BRIDGET BACON LIBRARY 01/22/2019 246.17
COAL CREEK GOLF COURSE LOUISVILLE DAVID BARIL GOLF COURSE 02/15/2019 6.00
COGENT 816-221-0650 JUSTIN ELKINS WASTEWATER 02/12/2019 40.00
COLORADO ASSOCIATION O 303-4636400 REBECCA CAMPBELL LIBRARY 02/04/2019 95.00
COLORADO BARRICADE COM DENVER JACK MANIAN OPERATIONS 02/11/2019 827.50
COLORADO MUNICIPAL LEA 303-8316411 EMILY KROPF CITY MANAGER 02/01/2019 30.00
COMCAST CABLE COMM 800-COMCAST KATHERINE ZOSS CITY MANAGER 02/13/2019 109.95
COMCAST DENVER CS 1X 800-266-2278 DIANE M KREAGER FINANCE 02/06/2019 33.93
COMCAST DENVER CS 1X 800-266-2278 JILL SIEWERT LIBRARY 02/05/2019 298.44
COURTYARD BY MARRIOTT LONG BEACH MEREDYTH MUTH CITY MANAGER 02/09/2019 843.32
COURTYARD BY MARRIOTT LONG BEACH MEREDYTH MUTH CITY MANAGER 02/09/2019 843.32
CPS DISTRIBUTORS INC B BOULDER BRADLEY AUSTIN PARKS 02/11/2019 220.45
CPS DISTRIBUTORS INC M WESTMINSTER DANIEL PEER PARKS 02/14/2019 108.57
CRAIGSLIST.ORG 4153995200 KIRSTIE AMBROSE-HARLEY HUMAN RESOURCES 02/09/2019 25.00
CRAIGSLIST.ORG 4153995200 KIRSTIE AMBROSE-HARLEY HUMAN RESOURCES 02/09/2019 25.00
CRAIGSLIST.ORG 4153995200 KIRSTIE AMBROSE-HARLEY HUMAN RESOURCES 02/09/2019 25.00
CRAIGSLIST.ORG 4153995200 KIRSTIE AMBROSE-HARLEY HUMAN RESOURCES 02/09/2019 25.00
CRAIGSLIST.ORG 4153995200 KIRSTIE AMBROSE-HARLEY HUMAN RESOURCES 02/09/2019 25.00
CRAIGSLIST.ORG 4153995200 KIRSTIE AMBROSE-HARLEY HUMAN RESOURCES 02/09/2019 25.00
CRAIGSLIST.ORG 4153995200 KIRSTIE AMBROSE-HARLEY HUMAN RESOURCES 02/09/2019 25.00
CRAIGSLIST.ORG 4153995200 KIRSTIE AMBROSE-HARLEY HUMAN RESOURCES 01/24/2019 25.00
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CRAIGSLIST.ORG 4153995200 KIRSTIE AMBROSE-HARLEY HUMAN RESOURCES 01/24/2019 25.00
CRAIGSLIST.ORG 4153995200 KIRSTIE AMBROSE-HARLEY HUMAN RESOURCES 01/24/2019 25.00
CRAIGSLIST.ORG 4153995200 KIRSTIE AMBROSE-HARLEY HUMAN RESOURCES 01/24/2019 25.00
CRAIGSLIST.ORG 4153995200 KIRSTIE AMBROSE-HARLEY HUMAN RESOURCES 01/24/2019 25.00
CRAIGSLIST.ORG 4153995200 KIRSTIE AMBROSE-HARLEY HUMAN RESOURCES 01/22/2019 50.00
CRAIGSLIST.ORG 4153995200 KIRSTIE AMBROSE-HARLEY HUMAN RESOURCES 01/22/2019 50.00
DAILY CAMERA 3034443444 CHERYL KELLER POLICE 01/22/2019 13.89
DEMCO INC 800-9624463 JILL SIEWERT LIBRARY 02/14/2019 243.32
DEMCO INC 800-9624463 JILL SIEWERT LIBRARY 02/11/2019 84.38
DEMCO INC 800-9624463 JILL SIEWERT LIBRARY 02/01/2019 689.76
DENVER MART RSVP DENVER TRACY OKSANEN GOLF COURSE 01/30/2019 60.00
DOLLAR TREE LAFAYETTE PATRICIA MORGAN REC CENTER 01/31/2019 32.00
DOMINO'S 6286 303-449-7101 GREG VENETTE WATER 02/13/2019 65.68
DROPBOX*DZ5WBN134F9R DROPBOX.COM EMILY KROPF CITY MANAGER 02/18/2019 9.99
DROPBOX*HLMWNRFW2NBJ DROPBOX.COM EMILY KROPF CITY MANAGER 01/18/2019 9.99
DSS*ACHIEVMNTPRODUCTS 800-482-5846 LANA FAUVER REC CENTER 02/11/2019 76.42
DSS*ACHIEVMNTPRODUCTS 800-482-5846 LANA FAUVER REC CENTER 01/30/2019 3.06
DTV*DIRECTV SERVICE 800-347-3288 DAVID BARIL GOLF COURSE 02/11/2019 275.96
E 470 EXPRESS TOLLS 303-5373470 DIANE M KREAGER FINANCE 02/01/2019 52.95
E 470 EXPRESS TOLLS 303-5373470 MASON THOMPSON OPERATIONS 01/31/2019 52.95
E 470 EXPRESS TOLLS 303-5373470 MASON THOMPSON OPERATIONS 01/31/2019 17.65
EARL'S SAW SHOP BOULDER MARYANN DORNFELD PARKS 02/12/2019 26.48
EJ USA DENVER DENVER MICHAEL CLEVELAND OPERATIONS 02/12/2019 454.41
EZGO FINANCE PAYMTS 800-448-7476 TRACY OKSANEN GOLF COURSE 02/08/2019 159.01
FACEBK G4TEFJWQV2 MENLO PARK ERIN OWEN LIBRARY 01/20/2019 24.99
FASTENAL COMPANY01 LOUISVILLE IAN HARPER OPERATIONS 02/15/2019 187.00
FASTENAL COMPANY01 LOUISVILLE CONNOR POWERS GOLF COURSE 02/11/2019 23.50
FASTENAL COMPANY01 LOUISVILLE IAN HARPER OPERATIONS 02/08/2019 75.62
FASTENAL COMPANY01 LOUISVILLE KERRY KRAMER PARKS 02/01/2019 14.82
FASTENAL COMPANY01 LOUISVILLE VICKIE ILKO OPERATIONS 01/28/2019 -14.48
FASTENAL COMPANY01 LOUISVILLE IAN HARPER OPERATIONS 01/28/2019 108.98
FASTENAL COMPANY01 LOUISVILLE VICKIE ILKO OPERATIONS 01/28/2019 15.17
FASTENAL COMPANY01 LOUISVILLE CONNOR POWERS GOLF COURSE 01/23/2019 28.87
FASTENAL COMPANY01 LOUISVILLE VICKIE ILKO OPERATIONS 01/23/2019 34.35
FASTSIGNS CENNTENIAL AMANDA PERERA REC CENTER 02/07/2019 597.71
FEDEX 467611119 MEMPHIS TRACY OKSANEN GOLF COURSE 01/28/2019 177.24
FIRST CHOICE-BOYER S C 303-9649400 TRACY OKSANEN GOLF COURSE 02/13/2019 119.50
FIRST CHOICE-BOYER S C 303-9649400 TRACY OKSANEN GOLF COURSE 02/06/2019 119.50
FOLDERPRINTERS.COM 3102806060 KATIE BEASLEY REC CENTER 02/08/2019 750.00
FRONT RANGE SIGNARAMA WESTMINSTER JAMES VAUGHAN REC CENTER 01/22/2019 230.91
FRONTIER DENVER DAWN BURGESS CITY MANAGER 02/18/2019 -25.00
FRONTIER DENVER DAWN BURGESS CITY MANAGER 01/29/2019 190.98
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FRONTIER DENVER DAWN BURGESS CITY MANAGER 01/22/2019 382.88
FS COM INC 2532773058 DIANE M KREAGER FINANCE 02/16/2019 1,682.26
FS COM INC 2532773058 DANIEL WOOLDRIDGE IT 02/12/2019 46.48
GAYLORD BROS INC N. SYRACUSE MEREDYTH MUTH CITY MANAGER 01/30/2019 163.39
GCSAA EIFG 7858323651 DAVID DEAN GOLF COURSE 01/28/2019 270.00
GENERAL AIR SERVICE & 7203419437 JUSTIN ELKINS WASTEWATER 02/03/2019 38.66
GOBLE SAMPSON ASSOCIAT 801-268-8790 MARC DENNY WASTEWATER 02/16/2019 598.25
GRAINGER 877-2022594 ANTHONY POHL REC CENTER 02/13/2019 407.38
GRAINGER 877-2022594 MARC DENNY WASTEWATER 01/30/2019 51.82
GREEN CO2 SYSTEMS FORT COLLINS PAUL BORTH REC CENTER 02/18/2019 817.67
HOBBY-LOBBY #0034 LONGMONT LARISSA COX REC CENTER 02/12/2019 20.96
HOBBY-LOBBY #0034 LONGMONT LARISSA COX REC CENTER 01/25/2019 76.32
HOBBY-LOBBY #0034 LONGMONT LARISSA COX REC CENTER 01/17/2019 26.74
HOO*HOOTSUITE INC 778-5889767 EMILY KROPF CITY MANAGER 02/11/2019 228.00
HOTEL COLORADO GLENWOOD SPGS EMILY KROPF CITY MANAGER 02/08/2019 238.00
HOTEL COLORADO GLENWOOD SPGS MEGAN DAVIS CITY MANAGER 02/08/2019 238.00
HOTEL COLORADO GLENWOOD SPGS HEATHER BALSER CITY MANAGER 02/09/2019 357.00
IAPMO 909-4724100 MATT LOOMIS PARKS 01/29/2019 400.00
IBI - SUPPLYWORKS #225 8565333261 ERIK SWIATEK PARKS 02/06/2019 489.81
IBI - SUPPLYWORKS #225 8565333261 PATRICIA MORGAN REC CENTER 01/30/2019 212.02
IBI - SUPPLYWORKS #225 8565333261 PATRICIA MORGAN REC CENTER 01/17/2019 298.77
IBI - SUPPLYWORKS #225 8565333261 PATRICIA MORGAN REC CENTER 01/17/2019 44.41
INDUSTRIAL SAFETY GEAR 419-8417720 PHIL LIND FACILITIES 01/28/2019 155.98
INNOVATIVEUSERSGRP 5136527898 JILL SIEWERT LIBRARY 02/14/2019 325.00
INT*IN *1-2-1 MARKETIN 407-3954701 DAVID BARIL GOLF COURSE 02/05/2019 199.00
INT*IN *AQUATIC RESOUR 303-7959332 JAMES VAUGHAN REC CENTER 02/13/2019 84.00
INT*IN *ARROWHEAD SCIE 913-8948388 ERICA BERZINS POLICE 01/31/2019 280.26
INT*IN *COLORADO CHAPT 970-3700582 ELIZABETH SCHETTLER PLANNING 02/15/2019 35.00
INT*IN *COLORADO GOVER 303-3015575 CHRISTOPHER NEVES IT 01/18/2019 660.00
IT, COMPLIANCE, & ACA 8009983571 ROBIN BROOKHART HUMAN RESOURCES 02/18/2019 212.43
INSTANT IMPRINTS LOUIS LOUISVILLE MARC DENNY WASTEWATER 02/13/2019 43.46
INSTANT IMPRINTS LOUIS LOUISVILLE PAUL BORTH REC CENTER 02/12/2019 553.26
INSTANT IMPRINTS LOUIS LOUISVILLE JORGE CALDERON FACILITIES 02/04/2019 393.75
INSTANT IMPRINTS LOUIS LOUISVILLE MARC DENNY WASTEWATER 01/18/2019 77.80
INSTANT IMPRINTS LOUIS LOUISVILLE JORGE CALDERON FACILITIES 01/18/2019 65.63
JAX OUTDOOR GEAR LAFAYETTE MARYANN DORNFELD PARKS 02/13/2019 109.99
JAX OUTDOOR GEAR LAFAYETTE CHAD ROOT BUILDING SAFETY 02/11/2019 150.00
JAX RANCH & HOME LAFAYETTE CATHERINE JEPSON PARKS 02/15/2019 100.00
JAX RANCH & HOME LAFAYETTE CATHERINE JEPSON PARKS 02/15/2019 100.00
JAX RANCH & HOME LAFAYETTE MARC DENNY WASTEWATER 02/11/2019 119.99
JAX RANCH & HOME LAFAYETTE JACK MANIAN OPERATIONS 02/08/2019 31.96
JIMMY JOHNS - 2668 - M LOUISVILLE MICHAEL CLEVELAND OPERATIONS 01/23/2019 228.00
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JOHN E. REID AND ASSOC 312-732-4289 CHERYL KELLER POLICE 01/22/2019 695.00
JOHN E. REID AND ASSOC 312-732-4289 CHERYL KELLER POLICE 01/22/2019 695.00
JUS BURRITOS LLC BROOMFIELD MICHAEL CLEVELAND OPERATIONS 01/24/2019 100.00
KING SOOPERS #0013 LOUISVILLE PATRICIA MORGAN REC CENTER 02/14/2019 13.95
KING SOOPERS #0013 LOUISVILLE MEREDITH KRAUTLER-KLEMMREC CENTER 02/14/2019 27.55
KING SOOPERS #0013 LOUISVILLE KERRY HOLLE PUBLIC WORKS 02/13/2019 14.96
KING SOOPERS #0013 LOUISVILLE PATRICIA MORGAN REC CENTER 02/11/2019 13.96
KING SOOPERS #0013 LOUISVILLE MEREDITH KRAUTLER-KLEMMREC CENTER 02/07/2019 454.52
KING SOOPERS #0013 LOUISVILLE CRAIG DUFFIN PUBLIC WORKS 02/05/2019 28.59
KING SOOPERS #0013 LOUISVILLE KERRY HOLLE PUBLIC WORKS 02/04/2019 28.98
KING SOOPERS #0013 LOUISVILLE PATRICIA MORGAN REC CENTER 02/04/2019 153.00
KING SOOPERS #0013 LOUISVILLE AMANDA PERERA REC CENTER 02/01/2019 211.99
KING SOOPERS #0013 LOUISVILLE MEREDITH KRAUTLER-KLEMMREC CENTER 02/01/2019 38.87
KING SOOPERS #0013 LOUISVILLE JIM GILBERT PARKS 01/31/2019 7.99
KING SOOPERS #0013 LOUISVILLE BETH GALLOVIC REC CENTER 01/30/2019 42.85
KING SOOPERS #0013 LOUISVILLE MEREDITH KRAUTLER-KLEMMREC CENTER 01/30/2019 162.04
KING SOOPERS #0013 LOUISVILLE DAWN BURGESS CITY MANAGER 01/29/2019 141.04
KING SOOPERS #0013 LOUISVILLE CATHERINE JEPSON PARKS 01/29/2019 16.98
KING SOOPERS #0013 LOUISVILLE KATIE BEASLEY REC CENTER 01/25/2019 345.64
KING SOOPERS #0013 LOUISVILLE KATIE BEASLEY REC CENTER 01/25/2019 -366.71
KING SOOPERS #0013 LOUISVILLE KATIE BEASLEY REC CENTER 01/25/2019 366.71
KING SOOPERS #0013 LOUISVILLE MEREDITH KRAUTLER-KLEMMREC CENTER 01/24/2019 119.99
KING SOOPERS #0013 LOUISVILLE PATRICIA MORGAN REC CENTER 01/19/2019 215.43
KING SOOPERS #0013 LOUISVILLE PATRICIA MORGAN REC CENTER 01/19/2019 13.95
KMC HISTORY COLORADO C DENVER PATRICIA MORGAN REC CENTER 01/23/2019 132.00
LAKESHORE LEARNING MAT 3105374778 LANA FAUVER REC CENTER 01/18/2019 300.72
LAMARS DONUTS- LOUISVILLE DAVID BARIL GOLF COURSE 02/09/2019 62.00
LAMARS DONUTS- LOUISVILLE DAVID BARIL GOLF COURSE 02/10/2019 62.00
LAMARS DONUTS- LOUISVILLE GINGER CROSS GOLF COURSE 02/08/2019 472.50
LAMARS DONUTS- LOUISVILLE KATIE BEASLEY REC CENTER 01/26/2019 468.75
LEWAN TECHNOLOGY 3039682246 DIANE M KREAGER FINANCE 02/14/2019 71.78
LEWAN TECHNOLOGY 3039682246 DIANE M KREAGER FINANCE 02/14/2019 691.73
LEWAN TECHNOLOGY 3039682246 DIANE M KREAGER FINANCE 02/14/2019 1,639.00
LEWAN TECHNOLOGY 3039682246 DIANE M KREAGER FINANCE 02/14/2019 961.67
LEXISNEXIS RISK DAT 8883328244 CHERYL KELLER POLICE 02/04/2019 213.00
LIFELOC TECHNOLOGIES 3034319500 SHAIRA WHITTLE POLICE 01/29/2019 133.82
LIGHTING SUPPLY 8005442852 PHIL LIND FACILITIES 02/05/2019 264.99
LMUS 6308285949 KATHY MARTIN REC CENTER 02/08/2019 529.00
LOCO HERMANOS LOUISVILLE TERRELL PHILLIPS WATER 02/05/2019 40.00
LOCO HERMANOS LOUISVILLE KATIE BEASLEY REC CENTER 01/27/2019 90.00
LOGMEIN*GOTOMEETING LOGMEIN.COM JEFFREY FISHER POLICE 02/05/2019 49.00
LOUISVILLE CHAMBER OF LOUISVILLE GINGER CROSS GOLF COURSE 01/31/2019 75.00
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LOVELAND LASER TAG LOVELAND AMANDA PERERA REC CENTER 02/14/2019 50.00
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE PHIL LIND FACILITIES 02/14/2019 169.04
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE DAVID BARIL GOLF COURSE 02/14/2019 35.11
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE MARYANN DORNFELD PARKS 02/13/2019 20.86
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE ANTHONY POHL REC CENTER 02/13/2019 141.61
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE JEN KENNEY POLICE 02/12/2019 40.14
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE DAVID DEAN GOLF COURSE 02/12/2019 39.94
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE PHIL LIND FACILITIES 02/08/2019 51.48
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE PHIL LIND FACILITIES 02/08/2019 31.40
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE AUBREY HILTE PARKS 02/09/2019 14.40
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE DAVID BARIL GOLF COURSE 02/06/2019 19.98
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE RYAN MORRIS POLICE 02/06/2019 19.96
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE CONNOR POWERS GOLF COURSE 02/05/2019 21.24
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE MIKE KARBGINSKY FACILITIES 02/05/2019 34.85
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE PHIL LIND FACILITIES 02/04/2019 146.38
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE MARC DENNY WASTEWATER 02/01/2019 6.48
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE DAVID BARIL GOLF COURSE 02/02/2019 64.08
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE MIKE KARBGINSKY FACILITIES 02/01/2019 -5.84
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE MIKE KARBGINSKY FACILITIES 02/01/2019 24.62
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE MIKE KARBGINSKY FACILITIES 02/01/2019 30.29
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE ANTHONY POHL REC CENTER 02/01/2019 27.73
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE PHIL LIND FACILITIES 01/31/2019 16.94
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE ANTHONY POHL REC CENTER 01/31/2019 137.06
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE PHIL LIND FACILITIES 01/30/2019 -18.98
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE PHIL LIND FACILITIES 01/30/2019 29.95
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE PHIL LIND FACILITIES 01/30/2019 17.98
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE DAVID BARIL GOLF COURSE 01/29/2019 60.09
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE DAVID DEAN GOLF COURSE 01/28/2019 18.96
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE ROBERT ZUCCARO PLANNING 01/25/2019 24.64
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE CATHERINE JEPSON PARKS 01/25/2019 4.18
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE KEN MATHEWS OPERATIONS 01/24/2019 31.95
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE PHIL LIND FACILITIES 01/23/2019 47.56
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE MATTHEW E TRUJILLO POLICE 01/23/2019 68.84
LULU`S BBQ LLC LOUISVILLE JEFFREY FISHER POLICE 02/08/2019 64.00
LULU`S BBQ LLC LOUISVILLE JEFFREY FISHER POLICE 01/23/2019 53.50
LULU`S BBQ LLC LOUISVILLE JEFFREY FISHER POLICE 01/17/2019 51.00
MAILCHIMP *MONTHLY MAILCHIMP.COM EMILY KROPF CITY MANAGER 02/18/2019 127.50
MAILCHIMP *MONTHLY MAILCHIMP.COM EMILY KROPF CITY MANAGER 01/18/2019 127.50
MASABI-LLC-RTD-DENVER 303-299-6000 MARYANN DORNFELD PARKS 02/07/2019 10.50
MASABI-LLC-RTD-DENVER 303-299-6000 MARYANN DORNFELD PARKS 02/05/2019 10.50
MEMORIES TO DIGITAL BOULDER BRIDGET BACON LIBRARY 02/04/2019 37.45
MEMORIES TO DIGITAL BOULDER BRIDGET BACON LIBRARY 01/25/2019 9.95
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MGPEC 3036582503 CRAIG DUFFIN PUBLIC WORKS 02/05/2019 65.00
MICHAELS STORES 2059 SUPERIOR KRISTEN PORTER REC CENTER 01/31/2019 7.87
MICHAELS STORES 2059 SUPERIOR KRISTEN PORTER REC CENTER 01/30/2019 20.87
MORRELL PRINTING SOLUT LAFAYETTE KATHERINE ZOSS CITY MANAGER 01/25/2019 391.25
MURDOCHS RANCH &HOME # WESTMINSTER BRIAN GARDUNO OPERATIONS 01/26/2019 119.99
MURPHYS TAP HOUSE LOUISVILLE CHAD ROOT BUILDING SAFETY 02/07/2019 98.00
MESSAGE MEDIA SAN FRANCISCO EMILY KROPF CITY MANAGER 02/04/2019 100.00
NAPA AUTO PART 0026903 LOUISVILLE BOB BERNHARDT PARKS 02/14/2019 32.48
NAPA AUTO PART 0026903 LOUISVILLE DIANE M KREAGER FINANCE 02/09/2019 1,252.88
NAPA AUTO PART 0026903 LOUISVILLE DIANE M KREAGER FINANCE 02/09/2019 325.72
NEW YORK, NEW YORK HOTEL AND CLAS VEGAS RICKY BLACKNEY POLICE 01/26/2019 538.54
NORTHWEST PARKWAY LLC 303-9262500 DIANE M KREAGER FINANCE 02/01/2019 17.45
NPC*NEW PIG CORP 800-468-4647 VICKIE ILKO OPERATIONS 02/16/2019 952.79
NSC*NORTHERN SAFETY CO 800-631-1246 ANGELA NORENE OPERATIONS 02/14/2019 223.36
NSC*NORTHERN SAFETY CO 800-631-1246 ANGELA NORENE OPERATIONS 02/02/2019 341.20
O J WATSON CO INC DENVER VICKIE ILKO OPERATIONS 02/08/2019 149.59
O MEARA FORD NORTHGLENN MASON THOMPSON OPERATIONS 01/30/2019 270.25
O.C.P.O. /C.E.C.T.I. 303-3948994 VICKIE ILKO OPERATIONS 02/06/2019 55.00
O.C.P.O. /C.E.C.T.I. 303-3948994 MARC DENNY WASTEWATER 02/04/2019 90.00
O.C.P.O. /C.E.C.T.I. 303-3948994 JUSTIN ELKINS WASTEWATER 02/04/2019 90.00
O.C.P.O. /C.E.C.T.I. 303-3948994 JUSTIN ELKINS WASTEWATER 02/04/2019 90.00
OFFICE DEPOT #1080 800-463-3768 ELIZABETH SCHETTLER PLANNING 02/05/2019 40.17
OFFICEMAX/DEPOT 6616 SUPERIOR DANIEL PEER PARKS 02/11/2019 25.99
OFFICEMAX/DEPOT 6616 SUPERIOR KATHERINE ZOSS CITY MANAGER 01/31/2019 19.59
OFFICEMAX/DEPOT 6616 SUPERIOR KATHERINE ZOSS CITY MANAGER 01/25/2019 69.94
OFFICEMAX/DEPOT 6616 SUPERIOR CATHERINE JEPSON PARKS 01/22/2019 -27.99
OFFICEMAX/DEPOT 6616 SUPERIOR CATHERINE JEPSON PARKS 01/18/2019 27.99
ORGANIC SANDWICH COMPA 8887072469 KATIE BAUM CITY MANAGER 02/06/2019 -6.05
ORGANIC SANDWICH COMPA 8887072469 KATIE BAUM CITY MANAGER 01/23/2019 81.04
ORIENTAL IMPORT DENVER MEREDITH KRAUTLER-KLEMMREC CENTER 01/31/2019 1,000.00
OUTBACK STEAKHOUSE #61 LOUSIVILLE MICHAEL CLEVELAND OPERATIONS 02/18/2019 36.56
OLD SANTA FE MEXICAN G LOUISVILLE JACK MANIAN OPERATIONS 02/06/2019 102.69
P & W GOLF SUPPLY LLC 8479432399 TRACY OKSANEN GOLF COURSE 02/04/2019 302.82
PARKER STORE LOUISVILL LOUISVILLE PHIL LIND FACILITIES 02/14/2019 4.86
PARKER STORE LOUISVILL LOUISVILLE MASON THOMPSON OPERATIONS 02/12/2019 153.30
PARKER STORE LOUISVILL LOUISVILLE MASON THOMPSON OPERATIONS 02/12/2019 71.93
PARKER STORE LOUISVILL LOUISVILLE DAVID DEAN GOLF COURSE 02/11/2019 64.35
PARKER STORE LOUISVILL LOUISVILLE BRIAN GARDUNO OPERATIONS 02/05/2019 41.64
PARTY CITY 922 SUPERIOR GINGER CROSS GOLF COURSE 02/05/2019 41.94
PARTY CITY 922 SUPERIOR PATRICIA MORGAN REC CENTER 02/04/2019 137.24
PARTY CITY 922 SUPERIOR JAMES VAUGHAN REC CENTER 01/24/2019 11.97
PASTPERFECT SOFTWARE 8005626080 BRIDGET BACON LIBRARY 01/30/2019 432.00
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PAYFLOW/PAYPAL 8888839770 DIANE M KREAGER FINANCE 02/04/2019 19.95
PAYFLOW/PAYPAL 8888839770 DIANE M KREAGER FINANCE 02/04/2019 59.95
PAYPAL *2ND SWING 4029357733 DAVID BARIL GOLF COURSE 02/04/2019 240.00
PAYPAL *COLORADOASS 4029357733 LAURA LOBATO POLICE 01/18/2019 90.00
PAYPAL *COLORADOFOR 4029357733 CHERYL KELLER POLICE 02/18/2019 135.00
PAYPAL *FIREMARSHAL 4029357733 CHAD ROOT BUILDING SAFETY 01/30/2019 50.00
PAYPAL *SFPE-RMC 4029357733 CHAD ROOT BUILDING SAFETY 02/05/2019 30.00
PAYPAL *SFPE-RMC 4029357733 CHAD ROOT BUILDING SAFETY 02/05/2019 25.00
PGH WATER COOLER 4124877105 MIKE KARBGINSKY FACILITIES 02/12/2019 794.95
PGH WATER COOLER 4124877105 MIKE KARBGINSKY FACILITIES 01/30/2019 794.95
PHYSIO CONTROL INC 800-4268047 SHAIRA WHITTLE POLICE 01/25/2019 342.00
PIONEER SAND CO 15 BROOMFIELD ANDY ELLIS PARKS 02/04/2019 39.84
PIZZA KING LOUISVILLE LOUISVILLE MICHAEL CLEVELAND OPERATIONS 01/25/2019 70.87
PLUG N PAY INC 800-945-2538 JULIE SEYDEL REC CENTER 02/05/2019 235.12
PRAGMATIC PROGRAMMERS 9725397098 KURT KOWAR PUBLIC WORKS 02/13/2019 44.00
PRAGMATIC PROGRAMMERS 9725397098 KURT KOWAR PUBLIC WORKS 02/07/2019 24.95
PRAIRIE MOUNTAIN MEDIA 8884549588 DIANE M KREAGER FINANCE 02/14/2019 3,317.46
PUBLIC WORKS-PRKG METR DENVER DAVID D HAYES POLICE 02/12/2019 4.00
PUBLIC WORKS-PRKG METR DENVER MEGAN DAVIS CITY MANAGER 01/22/2019 2.00
PUSH PEDAL PULL-CORPOR 6055752136 KATHY MARTIN REC CENTER 01/28/2019 1,810.42
PET SCOOP, INC. / PET 303-202-1899 DRUSILLA TIEBEN PARKS 02/01/2019 480.00
PRIME VIDEO*MB3KL3RR2 888-802-3080 KURT KOWAR PUBLIC WORKS 02/11/2019 4.14
PRIME VIDEO*MI0PQ4N61 888-802-3080 KURT KOWAR PUBLIC WORKS 02/10/2019 4.14
RI NOVELTY/TOY NETWORK 8005285599 JESSE DEGRAW REC CENTER 01/31/2019 244.20
ROCKYMOUNTAINASPHALT DENVER CRAIG DUFFIN PUBLIC WORKS 02/07/2019 370.00
RVT*BVSD FACILITY USE 720-5615202 JESSE DEGRAW REC CENTER 02/07/2019 814.00
SAFEWAY #2812 LOUISVILLE KRISTEN PORTER REC CENTER 02/10/2019 8.60
SAFEWAY #2812 LOUISVILLE CATHERINE JEPSON PARKS 02/05/2019 2.49
SAFEWAY #2812 LOUISVILLE KATIE BEASLEY REC CENTER 01/26/2019 5.94
SAFEWAY #2812 LOUISVILLE DAVID BARIL GOLF COURSE 01/18/2019 45.67
SAFEWAY #2812 LOUISVILLE AMANDA PERERA REC CENTER 01/18/2019 17.97
SAI TEAM SPORTS LOUISVILLE NORMAN MERLO GOLF COURSE 01/30/2019 418.00
SAI TEAM SPORTS LOUISVILLE KATHY MARTIN REC CENTER 01/24/2019 472.50
SANITATION TOOLS.COM L 5172683303 JOANN MARQUES REC CENTER 01/25/2019 160.00
SANTIAGOS MEXICAN REST LAFAYETTE KERRY HOLLE PUBLIC WORKS 02/13/2019 64.75
SGS RUTHERFORD DEREK SNYDER WASTEWATER 01/31/2019 803.00
SHRED-IT 8666474733 CHERYL KELLER POLICE 02/18/2019 30.00
SHRED-IT 8666474733 CHERYL KELLER POLICE 02/07/2019 30.00
SHRED-IT 8666474733 DIANE M KREAGER FINANCE 02/01/2019 44.04
SHRM*ANNUAL700079108 1800444500 DIANE M KREAGER FINANCE 01/31/2019 2,180.00
SIP.US LLC 800-566-9810 TERRELL PHILLIPS WATER 02/10/2019 24.95
SITEONE LANDSCAPE SUPP BROOMFIELD KERRY KRAMER PARKS 02/04/2019 404.25
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SUPPLIER SUPPLIER LOCATION CARDHOLDER DEPARTMENT TRANS DATE AMOUNT
SMK*SURVEYMONKEY.COM 971-2445555 DAWN BURGESS CITY MANAGER 01/24/2019 384.00
SOURCE OFFICE - VITAL GOLDEN JIM GILBERT PARKS 02/18/2019 59.74
SOURCE OFFICE - VITAL GOLDEN LESLIE RINGER HUMAN RESOURCES 02/14/2019 202.25
SOURCE OFFICE - VITAL GOLDEN KERRY HOLLE PUBLIC WORKS 02/13/2019 121.51
SOURCE OFFICE - VITAL GOLDEN JIM GILBERT PARKS 02/12/2019 47.24
SOURCE OFFICE - VITAL GOLDEN ANGELA NORENE OPERATIONS 02/12/2019 64.77
SOURCE OFFICE - VITAL GOLDEN JIM GILBERT PARKS 02/11/2019 -61.29
SOURCE OFFICE - VITAL GOLDEN JIM GILBERT PARKS 02/04/2019 7.53
SOURCE OFFICE - VITAL GOLDEN JIM GILBERT PARKS 02/04/2019 55.58
SOURCE OFFICE - VITAL GOLDEN LESLIE RINGER HUMAN RESOURCES 01/25/2019 12.14
SOURCE OFFICE - VITAL GOLDEN DIANE M KREAGER FINANCE 01/23/2019 -1,666.00
SOURCE OFFICE - VITAL GOLDEN JIM GILBERT PARKS 01/23/2019 271.32
SOURCE OFFICE - VITAL GOLDEN DIANE M KREAGER FINANCE 01/23/2019 1,219.00
SOUTHWEST AIRLINES 800-435-9792 ROBERT ZUCCARO PLANNING 02/08/2019 279.96
SOUTHWEST AIRLINES 800-435-9792 LISA RITCHIE PLANNING 01/19/2019 119.98
SOUTHWEST AIRLINES 800-435-9792 LISA RITCHIE PLANNING 01/19/2019 98.98
SQ *SQ *COAL CREEK GOL LOUISVILLE DAVID BARIL GOLF COURSE 01/31/2019 -1.00
SQ *SQ *COAL CREEK GOL LOUISVILLE DAVID BARIL GOLF COURSE 01/31/2019 1.00
SQ *SQ *RAFT COLORADO DENVER AMANDA PERERA REC CENTER 02/16/2019 279.95
SQ *SQ *RAFT ONLIN GOSQ.COM AMANDA PERERA REC CENTER 02/16/2019 20.00
SQU*SQ *ADVANCED CARE THORNTON AMANDA PERERA REC CENTER 01/29/2019 600.60
SQU*SQ *B.O.B.S. DINER LOUISVILLE VICKIE ILKO OPERATIONS 02/07/2019 90.67
STAPLS7212512535000001 877-8267755 CHERYL KELLER POLICE 01/31/2019 172.18
STAPLS7212512535000002 877-8267755 CHERYL KELLER POLICE 01/31/2019 101.89
STAPLS7212512535000003 877-8267755 CHERYL KELLER POLICE 01/31/2019 39.90
STAPLS7213278675000001 877-8267755 ERIN OWEN LIBRARY 02/12/2019 59.15
STAPLS7213278675000002 877-8267755 ERIN OWEN LIBRARY 02/16/2019 7.36
STAPLS7213516943000001 877-8267755 ERIN OWEN LIBRARY 02/15/2019 371.95
SWA INFLIGHT WIFI 800-435-9792 KURT KOWAR PUBLIC WORKS 02/16/2019 8.00
SWEET SPOT CAFE LOUISVILLE DAVID D HAYES POLICE 02/12/2019 61.40
SWEET SPOT CAFE LOUISVILLE HEATHER BALSER CITY MANAGER 02/01/2019 43.10
SWIMOUTLET.COM 8006914065 PAMELA LEMON REC CENTER 01/23/2019 173.31
TARGET 00017699 SUPERIOR PATRICIA MORGAN REC CENTER 02/12/2019 9.99
TARGET 00017699 SUPERIOR MEREDITH KRAUTLER-KLEMMREC CENTER 01/24/2019 23.97
THE FLAG COMPANY 800-9620956 GINGER CROSS GOLF COURSE 02/04/2019 -163.19
THE FLAG COMPANY 800-9620956 GINGER CROSS GOLF COURSE 01/28/2019 163.19
THE HOME DEPOT #1506 LOUISVILLE JAMES VAUGHAN REC CENTER 02/14/2019 17.24
THE HOME DEPOT #1506 LOUISVILLE JAMES VAUGHAN REC CENTER 02/16/2019 -5.98
THE HOME DEPOT #1506 LOUISVILLE JAMES VAUGHAN REC CENTER 02/16/2019 8.30
THE HOME DEPOT #1506 LOUISVILLE ANTHONY POHL REC CENTER 02/14/2019 104.83
THE HOME DEPOT #1506 LOUISVILLE AARON GRANT PARKS 02/15/2019 2.96
THE HOME DEPOT #1506 LOUISVILLE DESHAUN BECERRIL OPERATIONS 02/13/2019 62.31
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THE HOME DEPOT #1506 LOUISVILLE ANTHONY POHL REC CENTER 02/13/2019 47.94
THE HOME DEPOT #1506 LOUISVILLE MIKE KARBGINSKY FACILITIES 02/12/2019 50.91
THE HOME DEPOT #1506 LOUISVILLE MIKE KARBGINSKY FACILITIES 02/12/2019 18.65
THE HOME DEPOT #1506 LOUISVILLE BRIAN GARDUNO OPERATIONS 02/11/2019 74.03
THE HOME DEPOT #1506 LOUISVILLE ANTHONY POHL REC CENTER 02/11/2019 43.02
THE HOME DEPOT #1506 LOUISVILLE DANIEL PEER PARKS 02/11/2019 16.44
THE HOME DEPOT #1506 LOUISVILLE MIKE KARBGINSKY FACILITIES 02/08/2019 29.97
THE HOME DEPOT #1506 LOUISVILLE ANTHONY POHL REC CENTER 02/07/2019 61.93
THE HOME DEPOT #1506 LOUISVILLE JACK MANIAN OPERATIONS 02/08/2019 16.68
THE HOME DEPOT #1506 LOUISVILLE IAN HARPER OPERATIONS 02/08/2019 63.39
THE HOME DEPOT #1506 LOUISVILLE JAMES VAUGHAN REC CENTER 02/05/2019 131.91
THE HOME DEPOT #1506 LOUISVILLE MIKE KARBGINSKY FACILITIES 02/05/2019 64.17
THE HOME DEPOT #1506 LOUISVILLE VICKIE ILKO OPERATIONS 02/05/2019 56.88
THE HOME DEPOT #1506 LOUISVILLE DAVID ALDERS PARKS 02/04/2019 35.82
THE HOME DEPOT #1506 LOUISVILLE PHIL LIND FACILITIES 02/04/2019 48.03
THE HOME DEPOT #1506 LOUISVILLE MARC DENNY WASTEWATER 02/01/2019 113.25
THE HOME DEPOT #1506 LOUISVILLE JAMES VAUGHAN REC CENTER 01/31/2019 27.09
THE HOME DEPOT #1506 LOUISVILLE MATT LOOMIS PARKS 01/31/2019 27.89
THE HOME DEPOT #1506 LOUISVILLE MIKE KARBGINSKY FACILITIES 01/31/2019 -79.97
THE HOME DEPOT #1506 LOUISVILLE MIKE KARBGINSKY FACILITIES 01/31/2019 19.65
THE HOME DEPOT #1506 LOUISVILLE MIKE KARBGINSKY FACILITIES 02/01/2019 10.96
THE HOME DEPOT #1506 LOUISVILLE VICKIE ILKO OPERATIONS 01/31/2019 31.84
THE HOME DEPOT #1506 LOUISVILLE THOMAS CZAJKA OPERATIONS 01/31/2019 25.86
THE HOME DEPOT #1506 LOUISVILLE PHIL LIND FACILITIES 01/30/2019 18.46
THE HOME DEPOT #1506 LOUISVILLE BETH GALLOVIC REC CENTER 01/30/2019 7.94
THE HOME DEPOT #1506 LOUISVILLE JACK MANIAN OPERATIONS 01/30/2019 43.94
THE HOME DEPOT #1506 LOUISVILLE THOMAS CZAJKA OPERATIONS 01/28/2019 7.96
THE HOME DEPOT #1506 LOUISVILLE THOMAS CZAJKA OPERATIONS 01/28/2019 11.69
THE HOME DEPOT #1506 LOUISVILLE ROBERT ZUCCARO PLANNING 01/25/2019 5.90
THE HOME DEPOT #1506 LOUISVILLE JAMES VAUGHAN REC CENTER 01/23/2019 24.92
THE HOME DEPOT #1506 LOUISVILLE MIKE KARBGINSKY FACILITIES 01/22/2019 45.36
THE HOME DEPOT #1506 LOUISVILLE NICHOLAS POTOPCHUK PARKS 01/22/2019 6.69
THE HOME DEPOT #1506 LOUISVILLE ANTHONY POHL REC CENTER 01/17/2019 19.41
THE HOME DEPOT #1506 LOUISVILLE KERRY KRAMER PARKS 01/17/2019 54.00
THE HOME DEPOT #1521 LONGMONT CHAD ROOT BUILDING SAFETY 01/28/2019 54.73
THE HOME DEPOT 1506 LOUISVILLE IAN HARPER OPERATIONS 02/15/2019 217.12
THE HOME DEPOT 1506 LOUISVILLE ANTHONY POHL REC CENTER 02/06/2019 89.00
THE HOME DEPOT 1506 LOUISVILLE DAKOTA DUNN PARKS 02/05/2019 258.94
THE HOME DEPOT 1506 LOUISVILLE MIKE KARBGINSKY FACILITIES 02/04/2019 225.01
THE HOME DEPOT 1506 LOUISVILLE PHIL LIND FACILITIES 01/31/2019 86.44
THE HOME DEPOT 1506 LOUISVILLE MIKE KARBGINSKY FACILITIES 01/31/2019 257.01
THE HOME DEPOT 1506 LOUISVILLE DANIEL PEER PARKS 01/31/2019 82.75
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THE HOME DEPOT 1506 LOUISVILLE KATHY MARTIN REC CENTER 01/27/2019 -85.34
THE HOME DEPOT 1506 LOUISVILLE THOMAS CZAJKA OPERATIONS 01/25/2019 398.00
THE HOUSE OF COMMONS DENVER KATIE TOFTE REC CENTER 02/05/2019 311.40
THE UPS STORE #5183 SUPERIOR MARC DENNY WASTEWATER 02/15/2019 16.11
THE UPS STORE #5183 SUPERIOR MARC DENNY WASTEWATER 01/25/2019 29.55
THE UPS STORE #5183 SUPERIOR CATHERINE JEPSON PARKS 01/22/2019 2.99
TST* THE HUCKLEBERRY LOUISVILLE DAWN BURGESS CITY MANAGER 02/13/2019 66.00
TST* THE HUCKLEBERRY LOUISVILLE DAWN BURGESS CITY MANAGER 02/06/2019 85.00
TUNDRA RESTAURANT SUPP BOULDER MIKE KARBGINSKY FACILITIES 01/25/2019 516.66
UNITED SITE SERVICE 508-594-2564 TRACY OKSANEN GOLF COURSE 01/22/2019 184.31
UNSER KARTING & EVENTS DENVER AMANDA PERERA REC CENTER 02/06/2019 14.00
USA BLUE BOOK 8004939876 MARC DENNY WASTEWATER 01/22/2019 321.80
USPS PO 0756700237 SUPERIOR CODY THOMPSON PARKS 02/13/2019 4.05
VALLEY CHRYSLER DODGE BOULDER MASON THOMPSON OPERATIONS 02/13/2019 251.20
VENNGAGE.COM TORONTO EMILY KROPF CITY MANAGER 02/15/2019 19.00
VZWRLSS*MY VZ VB P 800-922-0204 DIANE M KREAGER FINANCE 02/06/2019 2,829.71
VZWRLSS*MY VZ VB P 800-922-0204 DIANE M KREAGER FINANCE 01/19/2019 1,018.58
VZWRLSS*MY VZ VB P 800-922-0204 DIANE M KREAGER FINANCE 01/19/2019 1,549.08
VZWRLSS*PRPAY AUTOPAY 888-294-6804 CRAIG DUFFIN PUBLIC WORKS 02/05/2019 20.00
WAL-MART #1045 LAFAYETTE LARISSA COX REC CENTER 01/20/2019 23.94
WALGREENS #1286 LOUISVILLE AMANDA PERERA REC CENTER 02/18/2019 1.59
WALGREENS #7006 SUPERIOR JESSE DEGRAW REC CENTER 01/26/2019 23.98
WALGREENS #7006 SUPERIOR KATHERINE ZOSS CITY MANAGER 01/22/2019 24.19
WESTERN DISPOSAL SERVI BOULDER CATHERINE JEPSON PARKS 02/13/2019 3.92
WESTERN DISPOSAL SERVI BOULDER CATHERINE JEPSON PARKS 02/12/2019 3.92
WHITESIDES BOOTS AND C BRIGHTON THOMAS CZAJKA OPERATIONS 01/18/2019 109.99
WM SUPERCENTER #1045 LAFAYETTE CHRISTOPHER NEVES IT 01/29/2019 32.39
WWW.SUPERBRIGHTLEDS.CO 3149726200 MIKE KARBGINSKY FACILITIES 01/22/2019 142.09
ZORO TOOLS INC 855-2899676 MARC DENNY WASTEWATER 01/31/2019 59.08
ZORO TOOLS INC 855-2899676 MARC DENNY WASTEWATER 01/30/2019 227.24

JEN KENNEY POLICE 02/12/2019 -40.14
GREG VENETTE WATER 02/13/2019 -284.67

TOTAL 94,338.25$     
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DATE P.O. # VENDOR DESCRIPTION AMOUNT

2/11/2019 2019041 National Meter & Automation 2019 Water Meter Purchase $45,000.00

This is a sole source purchase. National Meter is the Colorado 

distributor for Badger meters and Itron reading equipment. 

2/11/2019 2019043 Kubwater Resources Inc. Centrifuge Polymer $67,298.00

Two bids were received. Jar tests in conjunction with trial runs were used

to determine performance of the polymers. Kubwater was not the lowest

bid, but the performance offsets the additional cost.

2/13/2019 2019047 Geospatial Urban Interface LLC Extension of GIS Contract $35,000.00

This is an extension of the GIS contract approved in 2018.

2/21/2019 2019054 L.A.W.S. Equipment Installation on 4 Patrol Vehicles $63,147.78

An RFP was issued and two vendors responded. L.A.W.S provided the 

lowest bid.

2/21/2019 2019055 PC Solutions & Integration Inc. Extreme Networking $34,303.75

This purchase is being made under the State of Colorado contract. We

also received three documented quotes from authorized dealers. PCS

was able to honor contract licensing and reduce costs further against

its competitors.

2/27/2019 2019059 American Elevator Professionals Elevator Inspections $28,000.00

An RFP was issued in 2018 for elevator inspection services. This is  the

second year of a three year contract.

CITY OF LOUISVILLE
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City of Louisville 

City Council     749 Main Street     Louisville CO 80027 

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

City Council 

Meeting Minutes 

March 5, 2019 
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 was taken and 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 
Ember Brignull, Open Space Manager 
Kurt Kowar, Public Works Director 
Rob Zuccaro, Planning & Building Safety Director 
Felicity Solvoski, Planner I 
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 Mayor Pro Tem Lipton. All in favor. 
 

PUBLIC COMMENTS ON ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA 
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Chris Schmidt, 377 Jackson Circle representing the Fire District Board, stated the board 
has finished a new comprehensive plan which covers staffing and other initiatives. The 
District will be seeking a mill levy increase on the ballot in November. A citizen advisory 
committee will be formed to examine the plan and determine the amount of the request.  
 
Nancy Holloway and Kim Echols, Louisville Community Food Bank, stated they have 
served the community for 40 years. The food bank is now renting space in the basement 
of the Methodist church.  They have approximately 170 households signed up and other 
households receiving supplemental quarterly food deliveries. Ms. Holloway stated they 
are separate from the Methodist Church. They are looking for a new space and hoped the 
City can help them find a new facility. 
 

APPROVAL OF THE CONSENT AGENDA 
 

MOTION:  Mayor Muckle moved to approve the consent agenda, seconded by Mayor Pro 
Tem Lipton. All in favor. 
 

A. Approval of Bills 
B. Approval of Minutes: 

 February 12, 2019 

 February 19, 2019 

 February 26, 2019 
C. Award Contract for Water and Wastewater Treatment Plants Hail Damage 

Repairs to Top That Roofing 
D. Approval of Sole Source Contract with All Current Electric, Inc. for Electrical 

and Building Inspection Services 
E. Approval of Appointments to the Revitalization Commission and the 

Sustainability Advisory Board 
F. Approve Purchase of 2019 Chevrolet Colorado Truck for Open Space 

Division 
G. Approval of Two Sole Source Agreements with Dropcountr and National 

Meter and Automation for the 2019 Metering Technology Pilot Programs 
H. Approve City of Louisville Retention Agreement for Special Employment 

Counsel to the City Council 
I. Award Contract for 2019 Fire Hydrant Painting 
J. Award of Custodial Services Contract 

 
COUNCIL INFORMATIONAL COMMENTS ON PERTINENT ITEMS NOT ON THE 

AGENDA 
 
Councilmember Keany stated he will miss the Youth Advisory Board on Thursday if any 
other member can attend. 
 

CITY MANAGER’S REPORT 
No report. 
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REGULAR BUSINESS 

 
DISCUSSION/DIRECTION/ACTION – MINER’S CABINS FINAL SITE SELECTION AND 

PHASE THREE RELOCATION AND REHABILITATION SERVICES 
 
Planner Selvoski stated this is a request for Council to make a final site selection on a 
location for the Lee Avenue miner’s cabins and direction regarding Phase III of the 
contract for the relocation. This has been a three phase project: moving from the original 
location to the City Services site; choosing a final location; and relocation to a final 
location and rehabilitated. 
 
Council directed staff to analyze two options: 1 - moving both cabins to Miner’s Field or 2 
- putting one at Highway 42 and Pine Street and one at Miners Field. The consultants 
have reviewed each site.   
 
Option 1 - both at Miners Field pros include co-location so the cabins maintain historical 
relationship between the two structures, this is closest to the original location, this has 
safer pedestrian access from Lee Avenue, this avoids the majority of utility conflicts, 
avoids majority of drainage conflicts, is the less expensive option, and there is no 
easement impact. The cons are the location requires the removal of two trees (subject to 
change based on actual cabin placement) and more grading required to meet ADA 
requirements and achieve positive drainage. 
 
Option 2 - one at Miners Field and one at Pine Street and Highway 42 pros include minor 
grading required to achieve ADA compliance and positive drainage and it provides more 
prominent visual access to the cabins. The cons are the location at Pine could be 
impacted by future planned construction activities requiring re-doing work accomplished 
during this phase, would cost approximately $25,000 to $30,000 more than Option 1, 
loses context of cabin setting, there are potential easement conflicts, this is a busy 
intersection that could negatively impact safe pedestrian access, there are utility pole guy 
wire conflicts, there are more underground utilities and the cabin needs to be located 10 
feet from the sewer main which limits siting options. 
 
The consultants recommend putting both at Miners Field. 
 
Additionally, staff seeks direction on who to use for the rehabilitation of the cabins. The 
Council had asked staff to pause for a re-evaluation before the start of phase 3.  Having 
identified a final location for the cabins, issuing a Request for Proposals (RFP) would 
allow for the submittal of bids with accurate and updated price estimates. There is a 
citizens group interested in participating in the process and potentially bidding for phase 
three would allow that group to participate. The cost estimate would require going out for 
a competitive bid to meet City purchasing policy rules. 
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Staff recommends locating both cabins at Miners Field and issuing an RFP for Phase 3. 
 
Councilmember Maloney stated it would be nice if volunteers could be used as we have a 
great deal of knowledge in the community. Director Zuccaro stated the hope would be 
they could be used as feasible and when safe for the rehabilitation part but not for the 
more technical work. Something more specific could be laid out in a new RFP. 
 
Public Comments 
 
Paula Elrod, 828 Jefferson Avenue, stated she does not support putting the cabins at 
Miners Field. Many of her family members have played baseball and football at Miners 
Field. She doesn’t believe putting these at this location would attract people to see them. 
If they are open to the public and have more traffic there will be issues with the residents. 
They should be somewhere more prominent. Miners Field is dear and this will take away 
from the integrity of the field. 
 
Chuck Thomas, 190 Mesa Court, speaking on behalf of a volunteer effort to renovate the 
cabins, noted the group submitted a proposal in November 2018 not to exceed $50,000 to 
do the renovation work. He noted the Charter encourages volunteers to be involved in 
processes. The committee has the necessary knowledge to do this work and is prepared 
to do this as a grassroots project. Their proposal eliminates the need for a new RFP and 
will enhance community support. He requested the City use them rather than bid out the 
project. If there is an RFP, please use a three phase approach, site preparation, 
relocation, and renovation. Volunteers could to bid on the phases individually. 
 
Jean Morgan, 1131 Spruce, supported the Miners Field location and asked the volunteers 
be approved for the rehabilitation which would be at a much lower cost. 
 
John Leary, 1116 LaFarge, noted the group is not interested in working with a contractor, 
but prefer to do this with just the committee. They would like to demonstrate that they can 
do all three phases before it is bid. 
 
Mayor Muckle stated he favors the Miners Field location; it will enhance the historic 
nature of that area. He noted it would be unusual for us to not bid out a project with this 
much money involved. This is how we do all contracting. 
 
Councilmember Stolzmann stated the site selection has been challenging. She noted the 
cabins are important to our heritage. For most of the possible locations people have 
objected to for a variety of reasons. It seems the Miners Field location is where they will 
more likely be preserved and you can see where they once stood. It is important to 
preserve them, as we can’t keep on original site, supported Miners field. 
 
Councilmember Stolzmann stated for the rehabilitation the cost of $140,000 seems like a 
huge amount of money compared to the amount of work needed. There are hazards and 
risks of using residents for projects; but there are examples in town where work was done 
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by volunteers. If people are really qualified to do this she doesn’t object to using 
volunteers. Volunteers won’t volunteer their time for a private company but will for the 
City. She supported the volunteer option and suggested voting on it first. 
 
Mayor Pro Tem Lipton asked staff their opinion of using volunteers noting that at the end 
of the day Council will hold staff responsible so it is important to consider their view. If we 
use volunteers how will we manage the risks associated with it and risks to those working. 
 
Director Zuccaro stated the project will need a full team of professionals. If the group 
doesn’t have that level of expertise we will need to hire professionals to supplement the 
team. He added that a volunteer group will need to acquire professional liability 
insurance; the City cannot insure a volunteer group for this level of work. If there is a way 
to structure it to meet the full needs of the City and the volunteers, it might work. 
 
Mayor Pro Tem Lipton asked if the volunteer group would need to form an entity to get 
insurance. City Attorney Kelly stated that is one way they could get insurance. The City’s 
insurance will likely not cover this level of activity by volunteers. 
 
Councilmember Maloney asked if other volunteers are on the workers comp insurance. 
City Attorney Kelly stated typically there is volunteer temporary medical insurance, but 
this is a level of activity that would go beyond that. 
 
Councilmember Maloney would like to know if volunteers are on the City’s workers comp 
insurance. He asked if we could use volunteers for such things as tenant finish or roofing 
for example; and perhaps use professionals for moving the cabins and the electrical work. 
 
City Manager Balser stated there is a difference between managing a contract and 
managing volunteers; staff needs to know how much oversight would be necessary on a 
day-to-day basis and understand what the priority is of this project compared to others. 
 
Councilmember Leh asked what is the urgency of doing a bid process as opposed to 
waiting and evaluating the volunteer effort. Director Zuccaro stated staff has had to 
continue to maintain the cabins in their current location, but can wait a bit if desired.  
 
Councilmember Leh stated these cabins are an important asset and we want to make 
sure they are protected and the project gets completed. He stated he is intrigued by a 
community project that would draw attention to Louisville’s history. We do have citizens 
that have come together with a great deal of expertise; given some time they may be able 
to get the desired professionals. He liked the idea of splitting off the larger tasks from the 
easier tenant finish type work. 
 
Councilmember Loo stated managing volunteers is a full time effort. The City does not 
have a volunteer coordinator. We are in a very litigious atmosphere and that needs to be 
considered. The cabins are falling apart and fragile. There might be some opportunity to 
separate out in phases but she doesn’t view this as a simple volunteer project. She would 
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like to have a bid process and evaluate the bids like we usually do. She stated she was 
not convinced this is easy or simple. 
 
Councilmember Leh reiterated the project may need to be split into phases. It might be 
good to have a bid process but it might effectively prevent the volunteer project. The 
volunteer project should at least be evaluated. 
 
Mayor Muckle stated he likes the idea of the volunteer project but it is paramount to save 
the buildings. He would like to see it completed this year. He could support a phased 
approach with grading, foundation, moving and setting separate from the rehabilitation. 
Historic Boulder may be able to help with the project facilitation.  
 
Councilmember Stolzmann asked if the cabins are currently palletized. Director Zuccaro 
stated they are sitting on blocks and do have internal bracing. We think they are stable 
where they are but they have to be protected with Tyvek and tarps. Mayor Muckle asked 
if they need more stabilization before moving. Director Zuccaro stated a structural 
engineer would need to tell us. 
 
Mayor Muckle suggested asking staff to prepare a phased approach with grading, 
moving, and setting in one phase and rehabilitation split out. He was open to getting them 
moved and stable and then allowing the volunteers to do the rehab. 
 
Councilmember Loo asked if it will cost more to split it into phases. Director Zuccaro 
noted the alteration certificate would be required for rehabilitation, so it may create some 
efficiencies to have it all together and require contractor to use volunteers for the last 
phase. He noted this will require more staff management. Staff doesn’t want to be 
managing a construction project, we aren’t set up for it, nor do we have the expertise. 
 
Mayor Pro Tem Lipton agreed with Mayor’s suggestion to split phase three but bring back 
the RFP for consideration.  
 
MOTION: Mayor Pro Tem moved to split phase three into grading, moving, and setting 
the cabins on foundations as the first part and rehabilitation as the second part and that 
the location be Miners Field.  Mayor Muckle seconded. 
 
Director Zuccaro asked for clarification on in which phase the stabilization would be; with 
setting the cabins or with rehabilitation. 
 
Mayor Pro Tem Lipton stated stabilization should be in the initial phase along with 
drawings and getting building permits. It needs to be safe and then volunteers can take 
over for the rehabilitation. 
 
Chuck Thomas stated the committee is prepared to take on the entire project including 
the professionals or just the rehabilitation part. The anticipation was that the insurance 
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issues are for the professional services and those professionals would be using their own 
insurance to cover those things. 
 
Councilmember Stolzmann made an intervening motion that Council choose the site at 
Miners Field and allow a volunteer effort to complete phase three. Councilmember 
Maloney seconded. 
 
Councilmember Stolzmann stated we may be over complicating things. This is an 
opportunity for a good project and we should take a chance as a volunteer activity.  
 
Vote on intervening motion: Motion failed 3-4. 
Yes: Council Member Stolzmann, Council Member Leh, Council Member Keany. 
No: Council Member Loo, Mayor Pro Tem Lipton, Council Member Maloney, Mayor 
Muckle. 
 
Mayor Pro Tem Lipton restated his earlier motion by moving to accept staff’s 
recommended location for the site at Miners Field and ask staff to re-scope phase 3 in a 
way to protect the City’s interest and also try to maximize the prudent use of volunteers. 
Mayor Muckle agreed as seconder. 
 
Voice vote: all in favor. 
 
DISCUSSION/DIRECTION/ACTION – AWARD OF FIVE-YEAR TRASH, RECYCLING, 

AND COMPOST HAULER CONTRACT 
 
Mayor Muckle noted staff has been working on this for a year now to achieve the directed 
goal to allow people to conveniently dispose of waste in an environmentally friendly 
manner that is cost effective. The Sustainability Plan speaks to the diversion of solid 
waste and the availability of composting. Ten years ago the City completed a first five-
year contract; five years ago we selected the same contractor in part because we did not 
carefully write the RFP to be sure we were looking at matching bid answers. This time the 
RFP was carefully crafted to include pay-as-you-throw, have composting embedded in 
the trash rate, and set up a scoring system. In the end, Republic responded more clearly 
and directly and provided the embedded service at significantly less money. Council 
directed to bring back a contract with Republic.  
 
Director Kowar stated staff took the direction from the February 12th meeting to negotiate 
a contract with Republic for a five-year term and has brought back a final contract for 
Council consideration. The contract includes various services required in the RFP such as 
curbside spring and fall tree branch pick up as well as an annual large item pick up.  
 
Director Kowar stated there was an article concerning Republic having an issue in 
Nederland. This related to one commercial customer. Staff is still comfortable using 
Republic and does not feel that issue is relevant to the contract being presented.   
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Staff recommends approval of the contract in its current form. 
 
Public Comments 
 
Rick Welch, 521 Wildrose Court, stated he has heard negative issues about Republic. He 
stated the Better Business Bureau reviews show many complaints which contrasts with 
Western which has only two. He doesn’t want to be in the position to be hassling about 
trash service and doesn’t see that Republic can provide the service levels of Western. He 
asked if the City asked neighboring cities about Republic. He felt $60 per year savings 
was not worth it. He doesn’t think the City will get good service from this company.  
 
Eric Davila, 1903 Garfield, heard a lot about saving money but he didn’t think the savings 
is enough to consider this change. It is hypocritical for the City to tell us to shop local and 
then not go with the local company. This is taking away 1/5 of Western’s jobs. 
 
Robert Cozart, 914 Sunflower Street, stated they have had Western for 29 years and 
never had a problem. He feels the residents should have been asked what they want. He 
is concerned we are ignoring the local company. He is concerned he would be forced to 
get 96-gallon bins for composting and recycling, those won’t fit in his space. 
 
Mayor Muckle noted residents can get any size containers they wish. 
 
Amanda McGarry, 1934 Blue Star Lane, stated she wants to show support for the large 
numbers of people on social media. She noted she moved here because she thinks the 
community has residents at heart. Her HOA switched to Western and the neighborhood 
likes it. She doesn’t think Republic offers enough better options for the few dollars it would 
save residents. A local company would care about their reputation. We should shop local. 
 
Councilmember Stolzmann stated one of the things the Utility Committee is working on is 
increasing waste diversion. The RFP was structured to be a fair process to encourage 
sending less to the landfill. The embedded price structure is based on the size of the trash 
can while having any size composting and recycling bins. There is a lot of opportunity for 
improvement on our composting numbers. Choosing a trash hauler is not all about price, 
we do have a local vendor preference, but it still has to be within our purchasing policies.  
 
She stated when we raise prices in our programs we hear about it from residents. On the 
whole this is $600,000 better in price and it could be even greater if people compost 
more. If we were cost overrun $600,000 on another project that would be a huge deal. 
 
Councilmember Stolzmann stated when looking at a variety of factors Republic gives us 
the best ways to divert more from the landfill. It brings back some services such as 
branch and leaf pick up. She added staff did references checks and she too called 
Council members in Sheridan, Edgewater, and Lafayette and got very positive feedback. 
She spoke to a number of people who live in Lafayette and got good reviews as well. She 
feels this is a good decision and gives us opportunity to reduce landfill and reduce bills. 
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Mayor Muckle stated he too has talked to many people who use Republic and found 
people to be happy with their service. We are aware of issues on social media about 
Nederland but those are not a complete or true set of facts. Mayor Muckle asked how 
staff will address complaints from residents. 
 
Director Kowar stated the contract provides a dedicated employee to Louisville for 
complaints and customer service as well as dedicated staff on outreach, the website, and 
transition services. We will work with Republic to manage any challenges that arise. 
 
Councilmember Leh asked Director Kowar to review the process by which these two 
companies were ultimately selected. Director Kowar stated the RFP was crafted carefully 
and three companies showed up for the pre-bid meeting. There were two bids received 
which staff reviewed and clarified.  A five person committee interviewed the companies 
and scored each one objectively.  The results were then presented to City Council. Kowar 
noted this has been one of the most thorough RFP processes we have done. 
 
Councilmember Leh asked how citizen input was taken in previous processes. Director 
Kowar said there had been questions about satisfaction with the service and frequency of 
compost pick up on the last two citizen surveys.  
 
Councilmember Maloney stated he agrees with Councilmember Stolzmann’s comments 
and appreciates the RFP process that took place. He noted much of what he has read on 
social media and email does not include a lot of facts. 
 
Councilmember Maloney moved to approve the contract with Republic for waste hauling, 
Councilmember Loo seconded. 
 
Vote: Motion carried by unanimous roll call vote. 
 

DISCUSSION/DIRECTION/ACTION – 2019 BID FOR CONCRETE REPLACEMENT 
 
Director Kowar stated this is consideration of a contract with Standard Concrete and staff 
has one consideration needing Council input regarding the area where the Coal Creek 
Trail comes into Roosevelt Avenue and then runs adjacent. The area is currently crusher 
fines which does not give proper ADA accessibility. Public Works staff has recommended 
doing an eight-foot sidewalk in that area, however the Open Space board would prefer to 
maintain the existing crusher fines trail. 
 
Public Comments – None. 
 
Councilmember Stolzmann stated she has seen a person in a wheelchair using the 
middle of the street because there is no paved option on either side. Our guidelines say 
we want a paved option on at least one side of the street. 
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Mayor Muckle asked why there is no sidewalk on the west side. Director Kowar stated 
there is none currently and the neighbors don’t want a sidewalk on that side. If the 
properties redevelop it would be required. Councilmember Stolzmann added that in other 
neighborhoods we would have required sidewalks when homes redevelop. 
 
Mayor Muckle asked if we have enough right of way to build both sidewalk and crusher 
fines. Director Kowar stated probably not. 
 
Councilmember Loo stated concrete is so hard on the body and it is nice to have a softer 
surface to walk on and those are harder and harder to find. As the community ages it is 
nice to have softer surfaces to walk on. 
 
Open Space Manager Brignull stated this is a regional trail and we have worked with our 
regional partners to maintain a crusher fine surface where we can. We have found the 
crusher fines help people navigate; people lose their way when the surface is not 
consistent. Crusher fines reduce sign clutter and helps maintain the town’s rural 
character. She added keeping the crusher fines was an effort to keep the rural character 
but there is also awareness of not creating any ADA issues. 
 
Councilmember Stolzmann stated she understands the open space issues but wants to 
be sure people of all abilities can access around the neighborhood and transit options. 
 
Councilmember Maloney stated he uses this trail frequently. He stated the area along 
Aspen Way is rarely an even surface and the crusher fines don’t work very well here. He 
thinks concrete here is the best solution. 
 
Mayor Muckle asked if we could build something narrower than 8 feet. Director Kowar 
stated we could do four feet, or four feet of concrete and four of crusher fines. 
Councilmember Stolzmann stated a four foot walk would match the sidewalk to the west; 
it just needs to be ADA compliant to make this area accessible. 
 
Councilmember Keany supported a four foot sidewalk along with four foot crusher fines 
trail with a driveway pan at the farm entrance. 
 
Mayor Muckle moved to approve the contract with a change to have a four-foot concrete 
trail and a 4-foot crusher fines trail. Seconded by Councilmember Keany. 
 
Councilmember Stolzmann offered a friendly amendment to let staff determine exact 
sizes based on ADA requirements. Motioner and seconder accepted.  
 
Vote: Motion carried by unanimous roll call vote. 
 

DISCUSSION/DIRECTION/ACTION – LOUISVILLE SUB-REGIONAL 
TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PLAN PROJECT SUBMITTALS 

 

39



City Council 
Meeting Minutes 

March 5, 2019 
Page 11 of 13 

 

Deputy City Manager Davis asked Council to review the applications for the sub-regional 
transportation improvement plan (TIP). This is federal money DRCOG distributes. The 
process this year has the sub-regional areas applying for the funding. Last week staff 
submitted three applications: the South Boulder Road and Main St. Pedestrian 
Underpass; Hwy 42 Design Plan for the reconfiguration; and the Coal Creek/Rock Creek 
trails regional connection at 104th Street. At the last minute, cost updates on the 
underpass came in showing a large increase. As such, staff also submitted a project for 
South Boulder Road at-grade safety and intersection improvements. She asked Council if 
all four applications should still be in the process or any removed from consideration. 
 
There is $15.3M available for all of Boulder County. There are 23 applications totaling 
$40M in requests.  
 
Staff would like to get direction on the two South Boulder Road proposals and if Council 
would want to keep both in. If both are kept in and the underpass is funded it would 
reduce the at-grade improvements that would be completed. Staff would also like to know 
where the projects fall in prioritization for Council.  
 
Mayor Muckle asked where the regional funding was allocated. Deputy City Manager 
Davis noted that was already allocated for a Hwy 119 project and State Hwy 7. 
 
Councilmember Stolzmann, serving as Louisville’s DRCOG representative, added this 
new process recognizes regional impact. She is looking know if Council wants to continue 
with the underpass at this price so she can argue what Council wants. That project is 
similar in scope to a project funded last year in Boulder. The City would need to be ready 
to put up the match if chosen. There are a lot of good projects proposed for the region. 
 
Councilmember Stolzmann stated a wait list will be created if new funding becomes 
available which should be considered. 
 
Mayor Pro Tem Lipton asked what the plan for an at-grade crossing project would be at 
South Boulder Road. It would help to understand if the at-grade project alleviates other 
concerns. He stated he is concerned with the cost of the underpass; it would take all the 
transportation money we have for all of our other projects. He is concerned the at-grade 
improvements add to congestion and travel time. 
 
Councilmember Maloney stated he prefers the at-grade solution; it addresses more 
intersections on South Boulder Road for safety. For the future list, he would like a way to 
connect all the way from Hwy 36 to Lafayette on a path. Deputy City Manager Davis 
stated that will happen with the next step of the Transportation Master Plan. 
 
Councilmember Keany stated he agreed with Councilmember Maloney for the at-grade 
option. The underpass would be great at some point, but now it makes more sense to 
address multiple intersections. He is not sure why we are giving funds to the Marshall 
Road underpass. 
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Mayor Muckle agreed on the Marshall Road issue; Louisville already put in more than our 
share on that area but if our funds bring it to fruition it might be worth it. 
 
Mayor Muckle agreed with Councilmember Maloney on South Boulder Road that we can’t 
commit that much money to one location, the at-grade makes sense.  
 
Councilmember Stolzmann noted the process gives more points to group projects; money 
to Marshall Road helps its scoring as does Lafayette giving funds to our 104th trail project. 
 
Councilmember Leh asked why the costs on the underpass have gone up so significantly 
in the recent analysis; what is the lion’s share of that attributed to. Director Kowar stated 
there are many things, including working so close to existing buildings, increasing 
construction costs; it is layers of both soft costs and direct costs. 
 
Councilmember Leh asked if the at-grade improvements will affect safety and timing 
given the increased regional traffic. Director Kowar stated their analysis along the corridor 
shows the timing is about a 30 second slowdown. 
 
Councilmember Leh stated the public feedback has been all about an underpass but we 
continually get stuck on the costs. At some point $8.7M is an incredible amount to spend 
on one location. We can do a lot more good for a lot more people with the at-grade 
crossings and improve connectivity. 
 
Councilmember Loo stated the underpass is too expensive to support. She supports the 
at- grade but doesn’t want it to slow down traffic. South Boulder Road flows as well as it 
can during rush hour and a lot of traffic mitigation is not what we really want, residents 
won’t want it if it slows it down. She supports the Hwy 42 plan and is ok with the 104th and 
Marshall Road projects as they would benefit our residents for a low cost. 
 
City Manager Balser confirmed staff will remove the underpass application. 
 
Mayor Muckle proposed a priority list of the Highway 42 Plan, South Boulder Road at-
grade improvements, and then the others. All agreed. 
 

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

AGENDA ITEMS 
 
Councilmember Leh reviewed the recent BRaD meeting and their 2019 work plan. There 
was an interest in trying to focus attention on the McCaslin Boulevard study and the GDP 
amendment as well as the Transportation Master Plan. 
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Councilmember Stolzmann stated DRCOG will be hosting a study session on the future of 
transportation and the annual awards banquet is coming up which is a good chance for 
networking.  
 
Councilmember Stolzmann stated the CC4CA is working on their policy agenda regarding 
plastics legislation. She asked for Council direction on this. Mayor Muckle would like this 
added to a future agenda. Members agreed. 
 
City Manager Balser noted the Fire District is scheduled for a May 14 joint study session. 
Councilmember Stolzmann wanted to know what impact having the urban renewal money 
would have on the mill levy increase the district is going to ask for. 
 
Councilmember Maloney asked if the Terraces on Main on March 19 will be both the PUD 
and the TIF funding. City Manager Balser stated it will be both items. Councilmember 
Maloney asked that the TIF item include details on how TIF funding works and details on 
the process. City Manager Balser noted staff has prepared that for members of the 
Revitalization Commission and will make it available for Council members. 
 
Councilmember Maloney asked when the LRC and the Council will be meeting to discuss 
joint vision. City Manager Balser stated staff is looking for dates for that now. 
 
Mayor Pro Tem Lipton stated he too would like to make sure the LRC and Council are on 
the same page. He would like the conversation of the PUD and the TIF agreement 
perhaps split to two separate discussions. It is important to do the PUD, but perhaps the 
TIF discussion can be done another night. 
  
City Manager Balser stated staff can ask the applicant about adjusting that timing. 
 
Mayor Muckle reported on the US 36 Mayors and Commissioners lobbying trip to 
Washington DC. They met with legislators and various agencies. There were good 
conversations about transportation as well as the quiet zone crossings.  
 

ADJOURN 
 

Members adjourned at 9:44 pm. 
   
 
       ________________________ 
            Robert P. Muckle, Mayor  
 
________________________   
Meredyth Muth, City Clerk  
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SPECIAL MEETING – EXECUTIVE SESSION 

6:00 PM 
 
Call to Order – Mayor Muckle called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. 
 
Roll Call was taken and the following members were present: 
 
 Council Present: Mayor Bob Muckle 

Mayor Pro Tem Jeff Lipton 
Councilmember Jay Keany 
Councilmember Chris Leh 
Councilmember Susan Loo 
Councilmember Dennis Maloney 
Councilmember Ashley Stolzmann 

 
Staff Present: Meredyth Muth, City Clerk 

 
 Others Present: Kathleen Kelley, City Attorney 
    David Marvin, Confluence Consulting (facilitator) 
 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 
 

CITY MANAGER SEMI-ANNUAL EVALUATION 
(Louisville Code of Ethics, Section 5-2(b), CRS 24-6-402(4)(f) – Authorized topics 

 
Mayor Muckle stated he is requesting the City Council convene an Executive Session for 
the purpose of conducting an Annual Performance Review of the City Manager. 
 
City Attorney Kelly introduced the request for executive session for the City Manager 
evaluation pursuant to Section 5-2(b) of the City’s Home Rule Charter and CRS 24-6-
402(4)(f). 
 
City Clerk Muth read Section 2.90.050 – Public statement of the Louisville Municipal 
Code, which outlines the topics permitted for discussion in an executive session. 
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City Attorney Kelly stated the authority to conduct this executive session: Louisville Code 
of Ethics, Section 5-2(b) for the purpose of reviewing the performance of employees 
directly appointed by the Council. An executive session for this is also authorized by the 
Open Meetings Law, CRS 24-6-402(4)(f). 
 
MOTION: Mayor Muckle moved the City Council adjourn to executive session for the 
purpose of an annual performance review of the City Manager as authorized by the laws 
noted by the City Attorney and the executive session include the City Council, the City 
Attorney, and meeting facilitator David Marvin; seconded by Councilmember Loo. The 
motion carried by a vote of 7-0.   
 
The City Council adjourned to executive session at 6:04 p.m.   
 
The Special City Council meeting reconvened at 9:39 p.m. 
 

CITY ATTORNEY REPORT ON THE EXECUTIVE SESSION 
 

Mayor Muckle reported that while in executive session, the City Council discussed the 
annual performance review of the City Manager and no specific action is needed at this 
time. 

 
ADJOURN 

Members adjourned the meeting at 9:41 p.m.   
 
 
   __________________________ 
   Robert P. Muckle, Mayor  
 
________________________   
Meredyth Muth, City Clerk  
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
AGENDA ITEM 5C 

SUBJECT: AWARD LANDSCAPE MAINTENANCE SERVICES CONTRACT 
 
DATE:  MARCH 19, 2019 
 
PRESENTED BY: NATHAN MOSLEY, PARKS AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT 
   DEAN JOHNSON, PARKS SUPERINTENDENT 
 
 
SUMMARY:  
The City of Louisville’s five year annually renewable landscape maintenance services 
contract went out to bid in 2015.  After bid evaluation and Council approval, Schultz 
Industries was awarded the contract.   
 
Schultz Industries successfully performed services in 2015, 2016, 2017, and 2018.  
Staff has met with representatives of Schultz Industries to critique 2018 and to affirm 
2019 landscape maintenance expectations. This will be the last year for this contract 
agreement. 
 
Landscape maintenance services to be covered under this contract for 2019 include: 
 

 Mowing 2,180,694 square feet of bluegrass 28 times 

 Weed control for 285,743 square feet of beds 28 times 

 Non-irrigated  perimeter mowing for 48,339 liner feet 14 times 

 Mowing 305,874 square feet of non-irrigated turf 14 times 

 Right-of-way mowing of 40,518 square feet of non-irrigated turf 3 times 
 
FISCAL IMPACT:  
Total recommended not to exceed contract amount is $120,370. Accounts identified to 
support recommendation are 201751-547000 and 101435-547000. 
 
The contractual price increase of $3,506 from 2018 accounts for a 3% annually 
awarded price increase as approved and noted in the contract manual for successful 
completion of work. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends City Council award the Landscape Maintenance Services Contract to 
Schultz Industries in the amount not to exceed $120,370. 
 
ATTACHMENT(S): 

1. Agreement 
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INDEPENDENT CONTRACTOR AGREEMENT  
BY AND BETWEEN THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE 
AND SCHULTZ INDUSTRIES INCORPORATED 
FOR LANDSCAPE MAINTENANCE SERVICES 

 
1.0 PARTIES 
 
This INDEPENDENT CONTRACTOR AGREEMENT (this “Agreement”) is made and entered 
into this ___1 day of April, 2019 (the “Effective Date”), by and between the City of Louisville, a 
Colorado home rule municipal corporation, hereinafter referred to as the “City”, and __Schultz 
Industries Incorporated, a Colorado 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 landscape 

maintenance 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 “C” 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 C.  The 
City shall not pay mileage and other reimbursable expenses (such as meals, parking, 
travel expenses, necessary memberships, etc.), unless such expenses are (1) clearly 
set forth in the Scope of Services, and (2) necessary for performance of the Services 
(“Pre-Approved Expenses”).  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 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 
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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 Dean Johnson, Jr. 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 Dean Johnson, Jr. and such person’s designees. 

 
5.2 The Contractor designates Kris Howland 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 Kris Howland, 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 
 
6.1  The term of this Agreement shall be from the Effective Date to _October 14___, 2019, 

unless sooner terminated pursuant to Section 13, below.  The Contractor’s Services 
under this Agreement shall commence on [(the Effective Date) or (on another date 
desired by the City, after 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. 

 
6.2 Nothing in this Agreement is intended or shall be deemed or construed as creating any 

multiple-fiscal year direct or indirect debt or financial obligation on the part of the City 
within the meaning of Colorado Constitution Article X, Section 20 or any other 
constitutional or statutory provision. All financial obligations of the City under this 
Agreement are subject to annual budgeting and appropriation by the Louisville City 
Council, in its sole discretion. Notwithstanding anything in this Agreement to the 
contrary, in the event of non-appropriation, this Agreement shall terminate effective 
December 31 of the then-current fiscal year. 

 
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. 
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 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 
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. 
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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 
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. 
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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 
 
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 
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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. 
 
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: _Dean Johnson, Jr. 
 749 Main Street 
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Louisville, CO 80027 
 e-mail: _deanj@louisvilleco.gov 
 
 If to the Contractor: 
 
 Schultz Industries 
 Attn: _____________ 
 13451 W. 43rd Dr. 
 Golden, CO  80403 
 Email: ____________________ 
 
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-
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. 

 
21.0 NO THIRD PARTY BENEFICIARIES 
 
It is expressly understood and agreed that enforcement of the terms and conditions of this 
Agreement, and all rights of action relating to such enforcement, shall be strictly reserved to City 
and Contractor, and nothing contained in this Agreement shall give or allow any such claim or 
right of action by any other third party on such Agreement. It is the express intention of the 
parties that any person other than City or Contractor receiving services or benefits under this 
Agreement shall be deemed to be an incidental beneficiary only. 
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22.0 SUBCONTRACTORS 
 
Contractor may utilize subcontractors identified in its qualifications submittal to assist with non-
specialized works as necessary to complete projects. Contractor will submit any proposed 
subcontractor and the description of its services to the City for approval.  The City will not work 
directly with subcontractors.   
 
23.0 AUTHORITY TO BIND 
 
Each of the persons signing below on behalf of any party hereby represents and warrants that 
such person is signing with full and complete authority to bind the party on whose behalf of 
whom such person is signing, to each and every term of this Agreement. 
 
24.0 SECURITY  
 
Prior to commencing the Services, the Contractor shall provide to the City a list of each 
employee of the Contractor who the Contractor reasonably anticipates will enter any City facility 
in the performance of the work under this Agreement. 
 
In witness whereof, the parties have executed this Agreement to be effective as of the day and 
year first above written.   
 
CITY OF LOUISVILLE  
 
 
By:___________________________  
 Mayor 
 
 
Attest:_______________________  
 City Clerk 
 
 
 
CONTRACTOR: 
Schultz Industries Incorporated 
 
 
By:__________________________ 
Title:_________________________ 

 
2/20/19 3:26PM [ncb] R:\Louisville\Agreement\Landscape Maintenance Agreement 2019 (kpc redline).docx
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CITY OF LOUISVILLE 

Contract Manual 
For 2015 Landscape Maintenance Services 

 

Bid Opening, Monday, February 23, 10:00 a.m. 

 
 
 
 
  

Prepared by:  City of Louisville, January 2015 

EXHIBIT A
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Section 1 
 

Invitation to Bid  

56



 4 

INVITATION TO BID 
 
Sealed Bids will be received by the  
 

CITY OF LOUISVILLE, STATE OF COLORADO 
 
hereinafter referred to as OWNER,at the Parks and Recreation Administrative Building, 717 Main Street, 
Louisville, Colorado 80027, until 10:00 a.m., Mountain Standard Time, on Monday, February 23, 
2015 for the 
 

2015 LANDSCAPE MAINTENANCE SERVICES 
 

Bids received after said closing time of 10:00 a.m., Mountain Standard Time, on February 23, 2015, will 
not be accepted and will be returned unopened.  Bids shall be in a sealed envelope plainly marked with 
the Project Name, Company Name, Date and addressed to: 
 
City of Louisville 
Department of Parks and Recreation 
717 Main Street 
Louisville, CO  80027 
 
All bids that have been duly received will be publicly opened and read aloud in the Spruce Conference 
Room at Louisville City Hall, 749 Main Street, Louisville, Colorado.   
 
The work for which the Bid is requested includes but is not limited to:  mowing, trimming, edging, weed 
control, litter removal, and other related maintenance services. Contractor is expected to obtain all permits 
and licensing as required in the project documents, provide insurance and bonding, and comply with all 
applicable codes and industry standards.  The contract is annually and renewable up to five years.   
 
The bid documents which include the contract manual and location maps are available on the City 
website, www.louisvilleco.gov under the heading, “I Want To…”, “Review Requests for Proposals.”  
Bids will be received on a unit and lump sum price basis as described in the Bidding Documents. 
 
For questions pertaining to this Bid, please contact Dean Johnson, Parks Superintendent at 
deanj@louisvilleco.gov . Questions will be received up to Thursday, February 12th, 5:00 p.m., and 
answered on Friday, February 13th.   If necessary, the addenda will be posted on the City website.   
 
Each Bid must be accompanied by a Bid security consisting of a properly Certified Check, Cashier’s 
Check, or Bid Bond, in the amount of five (5) percent of BIDDER’s Total Bid Price, without conditions, 
payable to the City of Louisville.  Bid security will be retained by the City until the seventh day after the 
Effective Date of the Agreement whereupon Bid security furnished by such BIDDER’s will be returned.  
Bid security with Bids, which are not competitive will be returned within fourteen days after the Bid 
opening.  No Bid will be considered unless accompanied by such Bid security. 
 
No Bid may be withdrawn within a period of sixty (60) days after the date fixed for opening Bids.  
 
The City of Louisville reserves the right to award the contract by sections, to reject any or all Bids, and to 
waive any informalities and irregularities therein. 
                      
The City of Louisville assumes no responsibility for payment of any expenses incurred by any respondent 
to this Invitation to Bid. 
 
Preference is hereby given to materials, supplies, and provisions produced, manufactured, or grown in 
Colorado, quality and price being equal to articles offered by competitors outside of the State. 
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The City of Louisville is an Equal Opportunity Employer. 
 
CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COLORADO 
City Clerk 
 
First Publication:  Monday, February 2, 2015    
Second Publication: Monday, February 9, 2015 
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Section 2 
 

Instructions to Bidders 
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1.0 TITLE     LANDSCAPE MAINTENANCE SERVICES CONTRACT 
 
The City of Louisville requests bid proposals for Landscape Maintenance 
Services at various locations throughout the City, as identified in the bid 
proposal.  

 
Work shall conform to these special conditions and all generally accepted 
specifications of the landscape industry. 

 
1.1 Award - The lowest responsible and best overall bid will be accepted.  The City 

of Louisville reserves the right to reject any or all bids or portions thereof and to 
waive any informalities or defects.  Awarding of the bid will take into 
consideration such things as: price, referrals, quality, service history, equipment 
fleet, municipal landscape experience, and age of the company. 

 
Preference will be hereby given to local Contractors, based on the “Local 
Vendor” procedures in the City of Louisville “Purchasing Policies and Procedures 
Manual.” 

 
1.2 Insurance - Simultaneously with the execution of the Agreement, the Contractor 

will deliver to the Owner the required proof of insurance. 
 
1.3 Conference - Before starting the work, a conference will be held to review and 

establish a working understanding between the parties as to the services.  
Present at the conference will be the Contractor and its supervisory staff, the 
Parks Superintendent, and the Parks Supervisors. 

 
 
2.0 INSTRUCTIONS TO BIDDERS 
 
2.1 Only bids submitted upon the proposal form furnished herein will be accepted.     

All items shall be properly filled out.  Numerals, printing and signatures shall be 
written in ink.  Signatures shall be in longhand.  Alternative proposals will not be 
considered. 

 
2.2 Prior to submitting a bid, bidders must satisfy themselves by personal 

examination of "all" areas listed on the bid proposal and by examination of the 
specifications and requirements of the work and quantities of work to be done, 
and shall not at any time, after submission of a bid, dispute or complain nor 
assert that there were any misunderstandings in regard to the nature or amount 
of work to be done.  Bidders also shall carefully examine the form and time of the 
Contract, existing conditions and limitations, and shall include in the bid, monies 
to cover the cost of all services included in the agreement and all insurance and 
administration costs. 

 
2.3 The bidder may withdraw any proposal submitted at any time prior to the time set 

for closing of bids, provided a request for withdrawal is signed in a manner 
identical with the proposal being withdrawn.  No withdrawal or modification will be 
permitted after the hour designated for closing of bids. 
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2.4 Sealed proposals for the work hereinafter described will be received by the City 

of Louisville, at Department of Parks and Recreation, 717 Main Street, 
Louisville, Colorado  80027  until 10:00 a.m., Mountain Standard Time  on 
the 23rd of February,  2015 at which time all bids that have been duly received 
will be publicly opened and read aloud in the Spruce Conference Room at 
Louisville City Hall, 749 Main Street, Louisville, Colorado.  Proposals may be 
deposited or mailed to the City of Louisville, Department of Parks and 
Recreation, Attn: Dean Johnson, 717 Main Street, Louisville, Colorado 80027. 

 
The bids must be submitted in a sealed envelope, the outside of the envelope 
shall show the ”Title of Work” as shown on page one of these documents, the 
date and time of opening, the name of the bidder, and “DO NOT OPEN”. 

 
Proposals which are incomplete, unbalanced, conditional or obscure or which 
contain additions not called for, erasures, alteration or irregularities of any kind or 
which do not comply with this "Instructions to Bidders" may be rejected at the 
option of the Owner. 

 
2.5 If discrepancies or omissions are found in the RFP or Agreement, or if the bidder 

is in doubt of the meaning or needs clarification, he shall notify Dean Johnson in 
writing, as all responses must be written.  If the point or points in question are not 
clearly and fully set forth, a written addendum will be posted.  The Owner will not 
be bound by, nor responsible for oral instructions, interpretations or 
representations. 

 
2.6 The RFP documents contain the provisions of the agreement between the Owner 

and the Contractor.  No information obtained from any officer, agent or employee 
of the Owner on any such matters shall in any way affect the risk or obligation 
assumed by the Contractor or relieve him from fulfilling any of the conditions of 
the Contract. 

 
2.7 City of Louisville Project Representatives - The City designates Parks 

Superintendent, Dean Johnson as the responsible City staff members to provide 
direction to the Contractor. 

 
2.8 References and Equipment List - Bidders who have not worked directly for the 

City of Louisville within the past three (3) years shall include a list of five (5) work 
references for work of similar scope to this project. Each reference shall include a 
brief description and location of work, owner's project representative, and 
telephone number. In addition to the references, the bidder shall include a 
list of equipment that will be available for this project.  

 
Before the award of the contract, any bidder may be required to furnish evidence 
satisfactory to the Owner and Parks Superintendent of the necessary facilities, 
ability and pecuniary resources to fulfill the conditions of the said contract. 
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3.0 PAYMENT 
 
3.1 Submitting Invoices - The Contractor shall submit monthly a detailed invoice to 

City of Louisville, Department of Parks and Recreation, Attn: Dean Johnson, 
Parks Superintendent, 749 Main Street, Louisville, Colorado 80027.  The invoice 
should describe the services rendered.    The City shall pay the invoice within 
thirty (30) days of receipt unless the work or the documentation is unsatisfactory. 

 
3.2 Liens - If, at any time, there shall be evidence of any lien or claim for which the 

Owner might become liable and which is chargeable to the Contractor, the 
Owner shall have the right to retain out of any payment then due or thereafter to 
become due, an amount sufficient for complete indemnification against such lien 
or claim. 

 
4.0 DEFINITIONS 
 
4.1 The word "Owner" means the City of Louisville, Louisville, Colorado.  The Owner 

will be responsible for payment in accordance with the terms of the Contract. 
 
4.2 The word "Contractor" means the person, firm or corporation to whom the award 

is made. 
 
4.3 The word "Parks Superintendent" refers to the City of Louisville, Parks 

Superintendent or his authorized representative, designated by the Owner as its 
representative during the course of the Agreement to make appropriate 
inspections and to process payment submittal made to the City. 

 
4.4 The words "change order" refer to a written order to the Contractor signed by the 

Owner authorizing an addition, deletion or revision in the Agreement or an 
adjustment in the Agreement pricing. 

 
4.5 The word "Agreement" refers to the written professional services agreement 

between the Owner and the Contractor covering the work to be performed, 
including the Contractor's bid and insurance certificates. 

 
4.6 The word "bid" refers to the offer or proposal of the bidder submitted on the 

prescribed form setting forth the prices for the work to be performed. 
 
4.7 The word "bidder" refers to any person, firm, or corporation submitting a bid for 

the work described in this request for proposals. 
 
 
5.0 TERM OF AGREEMENT 
 

 Agreement shall be for the period commencing on March 30, 2015 and ending                      
October 12, 2015.  At the end of the season, the City will evaluate the 
Contractor’s performance and at its discretion, may choose to award the 
Landscape Maintenance Service Contract to the same Contractor the following 
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year, up to five consecutive years, price increase not to exceed 3% annually. 
 
 
6.0 INSURANCE REQUIREMENTS 
 

This Agreement and the Contractor's services shall commence on March 30, 
2015 and end on October 12, 2015. 

 
6.1 Worker's Compensation insurance to cover obligations imposed by applicable 

laws for any employee engaged in the performance of work under this contract, 
and Employers' Liability Insurance with minimum limits of FIVE HUNDRED 
THOUSAND DOLLARS ($500,000) each accident, FIVE HUNDRED 
THOUSAND DOLLARS ($500,000) disease - policy limit, and FIVE HUNDRED 
THOUSAND DOLLARS ($500,000) disease - each employee.  Evidence of 
qualified self-insured status may be substituted for the Workmen's Compensation 
requirements of this paragraph. 

 
6.2 Comprehensive 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 be applicable to all 
premises and operations.  The policy shall include coverage for bodily injury, 
broad form property damage (including completed operations), personal injury 
(including coverage for contractual and employee acts), blanket contractual, 
independent contractors, products and completed operations.  The policy shall 
include coverage for explosion, collapse, and underground hazards.  The policy 
shall contain a severability of interest’s provision. 

 
6.3 Comprehensive Automobile Liability insurance with minimum combined single 

limits for bodily injury and property damage of not less than ONE MILLION 
DOLLARS ($1,000,000) each occurrence and ONE MILLION DOLLARS 
($1,000,000) aggregate with respect to each of Contractor's owned, hired or non-
owned vehicles assigned to or used in performance of the services.  The policy 
shall contain a severability of interest’s provision. 

 
6.4 The policy required by paragraph 6.2 above and by paragraph 6.3 above shall be 

endorsed to include the City of Louisville and its officers, agents and employees 
as additional insured.  Every policy required above shall be primary insurance, 
and any insurance carried by the City of Louisville, its officers, or its employees 
shall be excess and not contributory insurance to that provided by Contractor.  
No additional insured endorsement of the policy required by paragraph 6.1 above 
shall contain any exclusion for bodily injury or property damage arising from 
completed operations.  The Contractor shall be solely responsible for any 
deductible losses under any policy required above. 

 
6.5 The parties hereto understand and agree that the Owner is relying on, and does 

not waive or intend to waive by any provision of this contract, the monetary 
limitations (presently $150,000 per person and $600,000 per occurrence) or any 
other rights, immunities, and protection provided by the Colorado Governmental 
Immunity Act, 24-10-101 et seg., 10 C.R.S., as from time to time amended, or 
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otherwise available to the Owner, its officers, or its employees. 
 
6.6 Certificate - A certificate of insurance shall be completed by the Contractor's 

insurance agent as evidence that policies providing the required coverage, 
conditions, and minimum limits are in full force and effect, and shall be reviewed 
and approved by the Owner prior to commencement of any work under the 
Agreement.  The Owner shall have the right to request and obtain copies of any 
insurance policies required hereunder.  The certificate shall identify the 
Agreement and shall provide that the coverage afforded under the policies shall 
not be canceled, terminated or materially changed until at least 30 days prior to 
written notice has been given to the Owner.  The City of Louisville shall be listed 
as additional insured by the Contractor on each certificate.  The completed 
certificate of insurance shall be sent to:  The City of Louisville, Department of 
Parks and Recreation, Attn: Dean Johnson, 749 Main Street, Louisville, CO  
80027. 

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

required coverage, conditions, and minimum limits shall constitute a material 
breach of contract upon which the City of Louisville may immediately terminate 
this 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 of Louisville shall be 
repaid by Contractor to the City of Louisville upon demand, or the City of 
Louisville may offset the cost of the premiums against any monies due to 
Contractor from the City of Louisville. 

 
7.0 SCOPE OF SERVICES 
 

The Contractor shall provide the Owner with the specific professional services as 
set forth in the Agreement and the Landscape Maintenance Conditions and 
Specifications attached hereto, incorporated herein by reference.  The Contractor 
shall provide and pay for all materials, equipment, labor, transportation, 
machinery, tools, insurance and administrative costs and incidentals necessary 
for the execution, and completion of work. 

 
All of the work indicated shall be accomplished wholly within the delineated bid 
items and no special or extra compensation for any material area of work or extra 
cost, including insurance costs, which may become associated with this project 
shall be considered. 

 
The Contractor shall pay all license fees and royalties and assume all costs 
incident to the use of any invention, design, process or device which is subject to 
patent rights or copyrights held by others.  He will indemnify and hold harmless 
the Owner and the Parks Superintendent and anyone directly or indirectly 
employed by either of them from and against all claims, damages, losses and 
expenses (including attorneys' fees) arising out of any infringements of such 
rights during or after completion of the work and shall defend all such claims in 
connection with any alleged infringements of such rights. 
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8.0 INDEMNIFICATION 

 
The Contractor agrees to indemnify and hold harmless the City of Louisville, and 
its officers and its employees, from and against all liability, claims, demands and 
expenses including court costs and attorneys' fees, on account of any injury, 
loss, or damage, which arise out of or are in any manner connected with the work 
to be performed under this contract, if such injury, loss, or damage is caused in 
whole or in part by, or is claimed to be caused in whole or in part by, the act, 
omission, or other fault of the Contractor or any officer or employee of the 
Contractor.  The obligations of this Section shall not extend to any injury, loss, or 
damage, which is caused solely by the act, omission, or other fault of the Owner 
 
The Contractor agrees to procure and maintain, at its own cost, a policy or 
policies of insurance sufficient to insure against all liability, claims, demands, and 
other obligations assumed by the Contractor pursuant to this paragraph 8.0 in 
addition to any other insurance requirements imposed by this Agreement or by 
law.  The Contractor shall not be relieved of any liability, claims, demands, or 
other obligations assumed pursuant to this paragraph 8.0 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. 

 
 
9.0 SUBCONTRACTORS 
 

Subcontracting Work - The successful bidder shall submit to the Owner a list of 
the names of the subcontractors proposed to assist with work.  The Contractor 
shall employ only workers who are competent to perform the work assigned to 
them.  The Contractor shall not employ any subcontractor (whether initially or as 
a substitute) against whom the Owner or its designated representative may have 
reasonable objection; nor shall the Contractor be required to employ any 
subcontractor against whom he has reasonable objections. 

 
If any part of the Contractor's work depends on the proper execution or results of 
the work of any such other subcontractor (or Owner) the Contractor shall inspect 
and promptly report to the Parks Superintendent in writing any defects or 
deficiencies in such work that render it unsuitable. 

 
The Contractor shall be fully responsible for all acts and omissions of his 
subcontractors and of persons directly or indirectly employed by them and of 
persons for whose acts any of them may be liable to the same extent that he is 
responsible for the acts and omissions of persons directly employed by him.  
Nothing in the RFP or Agreement shall create any contractual relationship 
between any subcontractor and the Owner or the Parks Superintendent, or any 
obligations on the part of the Owner or the Parks Superintendent to pay or to see 
to the payment of any monies due any subcontractor.  The Parks Superintendent 
may furnish to any subcontractor, to the extent practicable, evidence of amounts 
paid to the Contractor. 
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10.0 ASSIGNMENT 
 

Contractor shall not assign or delegate this Agreement or any portion thereof, or 
any monies due to or which become due hereunder without the Owner's prior 
written consent. 

 
 
11.0 EQUIPMENT 
 

Contractor shall furnish, according to the requirements of the Agreement, all 
equipment and tools required to perform the work 
 

12.0 SUPPLIES 
 

The contractor shall furnish all supplies necessary according to the requirements 
of the Agreement. All supplies must be pre-approved by the owner and the Parks 
Superintendent. Manufacturer Safety Data Sheets (MSDS) will be provide and 
posted, for products on site.  

 
 
13.0 INSPECTION 
 

The Owner and its duly authorized representatives have the right of inspection to 
ascertain that the services were rendered meeting Agreement requirements. 

 
The Contractor agrees to comply with all directions given by the Parks 
Superintendent pertaining to the work to be performed in relation to this 
agreement. He shall not be required to make exhaustive or continuous on-site 
inspections to check the work, nor shall he be responsible for the techniques, or 
the safety precautions incidental thereto. 

 
Whenever the Parks Superintendent considers it necessary or advisable to 
insure the proper carrying out of the intent of the Agreement, he shall have the 
authority to require the Contractor to stop the work, or to require special 
examination of the work. 

 
 
14.0 COMPLIANCE WITH LAWS 
 

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 of Louisville; for payment of all applicable taxes; and obtaining and 
keeping in force all applicable permits and approvals. 

 
The Agreement shall be governed by the law of the place where the work is to be 
performed. 

 
14.1 Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 
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The Contractor is required to be in compliance with CDPHE (Colorado 
Department of Public Health and Environment) Municipal Phase II 
Stormwater Permit. 

 
Stormwater runoff flows directly to creeks and waters of the state without 
treatment.  Allowing pollutants to directly or indirectly enter the storm sewer 
system is prohibited by federal, state and local regulations.  Maintenance 
operations along public streets, roads, highways and waterways can cause 
stormwater pollution in numerous ways.  For example, stormwater pollution can 
be caused by wastes generated by turf maintenance equipment, distribution of 
fertilizers and chemicals, fueling practices, and cleaning of the equipment used in  
maintenance operations, or inadequate clean up of left-over or spilled products of 
waste.  These pollutants can either enter storm drains directly or be transported 
by storm water runoff. 
 
The Contractor shall take all measures necessary to prevent pollutants from 
entering storm drains or watercourses.  For the purpose of eliminating 
stormwater pollution, the Contractor shall implement effective Best Management 
Practices (BMPs).  BMPs include general housekeeping practices, appropriate 
scheduling of activities, operational practices, maintenance procedures and other 
measures to prevent the discharge of pollutants directly or indirectly to the storm 
drain system.  These BMPs shall be maintained for the duration of the 
Contractor’s work.  The Contractor shall also be responsible for proper disposal 
of all waste materials, including wastes generated by the implementation of 
BMPs. 
 
Contractor shall also be required to provide BMP training to all employees for the 
maintenance activities they will be performing.  To include: Landscaping, Lawn 
and Vegetation Maintenance, Fueling, Material Storage, Loading and Unloading, 
Spill Response, Vehicle/Equipment Repair and Storage and Vehicle/Equipment 
Washing.  

 
 
15.0 RIGHT TO TERMINATE 
 

The Agreement entered into may be terminated by either party for material 
breach or default of the Agreement by the other party not caused by any action 
or omission of the terminating 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. 

 
In addition to the foregoing, the Agreement entered into may be terminated by 
the Owner for its convenience and without cause of any nature by giving written 
notice at least seven (7) 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 the total amount set 
forth in the bidder's proposal and upon such payment, all obligations of the 
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Owner 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. 

 
16.0 EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER - The Contractor will not discriminate 

against any employee or applicant from employment because of race, color, 
religion, age, sex, disability or national origin.  The Contractor will take affirmative 
action to ensure that applicants are employed and that employees are treated 
during employment without regard for their race, color, religion, age, sex, 
disability or national origin.  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.  The 
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. 

 
The Contractor shall be in compliance with the appropriate areas of the 
Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 as enacted and from time to time 
amended and any other applicable federal regulation.  A signed, written 
certificate stating compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act may be 
requested at any time during the life of any contract and with any contract 
entered into by the Owner. 

 
 
17.0 MISCELLANEOUS 
 
17.1 Should the Contractor suffer injury or damage to its person or property because 

of any error, omission, or act of the Owner or of any of his employees or agents 
or others for whose acts he is legally liable, claim shall be made in writing to the 
Owner within fifteen (15) days of the first observance of such injury or damage. 

 
17.2 The contract is not intended to create any right in or for the public or any member 

thereof, any subcontractor or supplier, or any other third party, or to authorize 
anyone not a party to the contract to maintain a suit to enforce its terms.  The 
duties, obligations, and responsibilities of the parties to the contract, with respect 
to third parties, shall remain as imposed by law. 

68



 16 

Section 3 
 

Bid Proposal 
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BIDDER'S PROPOSAL 
 
 
 
 
Place 
 
Date 
 
Contractor Name 
Contractor Address 
Contractor Phone 
Contractor Fax 
 
 
1. In compliance with your invitation for bids dated __________. and subject to all 

conditions thereof, the undersigned ________________________________ 
(company name) a Corporation in the State of ______________, consisting of 
(partnership) (limited partnership) (company), etc. or 
____________________________ an individual trading as 
__________________________________________________ of the City of 
___________, State of __________ hereby proposes to furnish and do 
everything required by the Agreement to which this refers to the scope of 
services at the prices shown for each bid line on the following Bid Schedule. 

 
2. The undersigned bidder does hereby declare and stipulate that this proposal is 

made in good faith, without collusion or connection with any other person or 
persons bidding for the same work, and that it is made in pursuance of and 
subject to Bidders, the Agreement, and the specifications pertaining to the work 
to be done, all of which have been examined by the undersigned. 

 
3. The undersigned bidder agrees to execute the Agreement within ten (10) 

calendar days from the date when the written notice of the award of the contract 
is delivered to him at the address given on this proposal. 

 
4. The undersigned bidder agrees to abide by the requirements of Executive Order 

No. 11246, as amended. 
 
5. All the various phases of work enumerated in the RFP documents, Agreement, 

and specifications with their individual jobs and overhead, whether specifically 
mentioned, included by implication or appurtenant thereto, are to be performed 
by the contractor under one of the items listed in the Bid Schedule, irrespective of 
whether it is named in said list. 

 
6. Payment for work performed will be in accordance with the Bid Schedule. 
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The proposal includes subcontracting certain services from time to time to 
subcontractors as listed below: 
 

 
SUBCONTRACTORS 
NAME  ADDRESS AND PHONE NUMBER 
  
  
  
  
  
 
 
 
______________________________ 
Contractor 
By: 
 
Title: 
 
Date: 
 
Address: 
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BID SCHEDULE 
 

(Quantity figures were derived from the aerial photos used in the Location Maps) 
 

  
 

ITEM     DESCRIPTION                        UNIT        QUANTITY      UNIT PRICE       QUANTITY PRICE            EXTENSION           TOTAL PRICE 
 
1        Bluegrass Areas              SF    1,844,733    $ _____        $_________        28 Times        $ __________ 
 (Weekly maintenance,  
          includes weed control) 
 
2 Weed Control Areas       SF       285,743      $ _____ $_________        28 Times        $ __________ 
  (Weekly Maintenance) 
 
3 Native Perimeter Mowing   LF         48,339      $________ $_________     14 Times        $______________ 
 (Bi-monthly maintenance,  
 ncludes weed control)  
  
4 Native Mowing  SF       435,511      $________ $_________     14 Times        $______________ 
 (Bi-monthly maintenance, 
  includes weed control) 
 
5 3X Perimeter Mowing      LF         40,518      $________ $_________         3 Times        $______________ 
 (Dillon Rd + 96 St. – 
  mow to fence or ditch line) 
   

 
 
TOTAL BID   $     
 
TOTAL PROJECT BID IN WORDS:   
 
  
 
  
 
 
 
  
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED: 
 
By: __________________________________________________ 
 
Title:  ________________________________________________ 
 
Date:  ________________________________________________ 
 
Address:  _____________________________________________ 
 
     _____________________________________________ 
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License Number (if Applicable):  __________________________ 
 
(Seal – if bid is by corporation) 
 
Attest:  _____________________________________________ 
 
NON-COLLUSION AFFIDAVIT OF PRIME BIDDER 
 
State of:  ____________________________________________ 
 
County of:  __________________________________________ 
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NON-COLLUSION  AFFIDAVIT OF PRIME BIDDER 
 
State of  __________________) 

                                    ) 
County of __________________) 
 
_____________________________, being first duly sworn, deposes and says that: 
 

(1) He is ________________________ of _________________________ 
(title)  ....................................................................................................... 
_________________________, the Bidder that has submitted the 
attached Bid: 

 
(2) He is fully informed respecting the preparation and content of the attached 

 ................................................................................................................ 
 ................... Bid and of all pertinent circumstances respecting such Bid. 

 
(3) Such Bid is genuine and is not a collusive or sham Bid; 

 
(4) Neither the said Bidder nor any of its officers, partners, Owners, agents,  

representatives, employees or parties in interest, including this affiant, has 
in any way colluded, conspired, connived or agreed, directly or indirectly 
with any other Bidder, firm, or person to submit a collusive or sham Bid in 
connection with the Contract for which the attached Bid has been 
submitted or to refrain from bidding in connection with such Contract, or 
has in any manner, directly or indirectly, sought by agreement or collusion 
or communication or conference in the attached Bid or any other Bidder, 
or to fix any overhead, profit or cost element of the Bid price or the Bid 
price of any other Bidder, or to secure through any collusion, conspiracy, 
connivance or unlawful agreement any advantage against the Owner  or 
any other person interested in the proposed contract; and  

 
(5) The price or prices quoted in the attached Bid are fair and proper and are  

not tainted by any collusion, conspiracy, connivance or unlawful 
agreement on the part of the Bidder or any of its agents, representatives, 
Owners, employees, or parties in interest, including this affiant. 

 
Signed  
 
Title 
 
Subscribed and sworn to before me this _____ day of __________, 20___. 
  
Notary Public 
 
My commission expires: ___________________________ 
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BID BOND 

 
KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENT, That we, the undersigned, 

                                                                                                                     as Principal,  
and                                                                                 as Surety, are hereby held and 
firmly bond unto                                                                                        as OWNER in 
the penal sum of                                                      for payment of which, well and truly 
to be made, we hereby jointly and severally bind ourselves, successors and assigns. 
 
Signed this                  day of                                                                                  , 2015. 
 
The condition of the above obligation is such that whereas the Principal has submitted 
to                                                         a certain BID, attached hereto and hereby made a 
part hereof to enter into a Contract in writing, for the 2015 Landscape Maintenance 
Services Project. 
NOW THEREFORE, 
 
a) If said BID shall be rejected, or 
b) If said BID shall be accepted and the Principal shall execute and deliver a 
contract in the Form of Contract attached hereto (properly completed in accordance with 
said BID) and shall furnish a BOND for his faithful performance of said contract, and for 
the payment of all persons performing labor or furnishing materials in connection 
therewith, and shall in all other respects perform the agreement created by the 
acceptance of said BID, then this obligation shall be void, otherwise the same shall 
remain in force and effect; it being expressly understood and agreed that the liability of 
the Surety for any and all claims hereunder shall, in no event, exceed the penal amount 
of this obligation as herein stated.  The Surety, for value received, hereby stipulates and 
agrees that the obligations of said Surety and its BOND shall be in no way impaired or 
affected by any extension of the time within which the OWNER may accept such BID; 
and said Surety does hereby waive notice of any such extension. 
 
IN WITNESS, WHEREOF, the Principal and the Surety have hereunto set their hands 
and seals, and such of them as are corporations have caused their corporate seals to 
be hereto affixed and these presents to be signed by their proper officers, the day and 
year first set forth above. 
 
(Principal) 
                                                                                
Surety 
By:______________________                                                                           
 
IMPORTANT - Surety companies executing BONDS must appear on the Treasury 
Department's most current list (Circular 570 as amended) and be authorized to transact 
business in the state where the project is located. 
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Section 4 
 

Contract Documents 
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AN AGREEMENT BY AND BETWEEN THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE, AND 

 ____________________, FOR LANDSCAPE MAINTENANCE SERVICES 
 
 
1.0 PARTIES 

 
The parties to this Agreement are the City of Louisville, a Colorado municipal 
corporation, hereinafter referred to as the "City", and _____________, 
hereinafter referred to as the "Contractor". 

 
2.0 RECITALS AND PURPOSE 
 
2.1 The City desires to engage the Contractor for the purpose of performing 

landscape maintenance services at all the locations listed on the attached Bid 
Schedule.  

 
2.2 The Contractor represents that it has the special expertise and background 

necessary to provide the City with these services. 
 
3.0 SCOPE OF SERVICES 
 

The Contractor agrees to provide the City with the specific landscape 
maintenance services as awarded on the attached Bid Schedule and as set 
forth and described in the 2015 Contract Manual for Landscape Maintenance 
Services attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference. 

 
4.0 COMPENSATION 
 
4.1 After satisfactory performance of the landscape maintenance services 

contracted herein, the City shall pay the Contractor for services under this 
Agreement a total not to exceed the amounts set forth in the Bidder's Bid 
Proposal Prices attached hereto and incorporated herein by this reference.  
Such amounts shall be inclusive of all costs of whatsoever nature associated 
with the Contractor's efforts, including but not limited to salaries, benefits, 
expenses, overhead, administration, and profits.  The price of any additional 
landscape maintenance services which may be requested by the City and 
agreed to by the Contractor shall be calculated on the basis of time and 
material rate set forth in Exhibit “B” or unit pricing as set forth in the Bidder’s 
Bid Proposal Prices attached hereto and incorporated herein by this reference 
No hourly charges shall exceed the hourly rates identified in Exhibit “B”. The 
scope of services and payment therefore 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 a monthly invoice to the City on or about the 15th 

day of each service month.  The City shall pay the invoice by the 15th of the 

77



 
 

25 

following month.  In the event of unsatisfactory work the remedies called out 
at Section 9.1 and 9.2 will apply and can be the basis for adjusting the 
amount of service fee paid by the City.  If the City fails to pay the monthly 
service fee according to the terms and conditions of this agreement the 
Contractor may assess an interest charge of 1% per month on any 
outstanding balances due.  The City, upon its request, may have access to 
back-up payroll documentation identifying the individual employee, date and 
hours worked and the hourly rate associated with the individual employee. 

 
5.0 PROJECT REPRESENTATION 
 
5.1 The individuals hereinafter named are the respective representatives of the 

parties who may be contacted for purposes of administering this Agreement.  
Either party may change its representative by notice in writing given to the 
other party.  Any correspondence, notice or other communication when made 
in writing shall be delivered in person or deposited in the U.S. Mail, first class 
postage prepaid, and addressed hereinafter indicated. 

 
5.2 The City designates Dean Johnson Jr., Parks Superintendent as the 

responsible City staff member to provide direction to the Contractor during the 
conduct of the project.  The Contractor shall comply with the directions given 
by Dean Johnson. 

 
Dean Johnson, Jr. 
Parks Superintendent 
City of Louisville 
Department of Parks and Recreation 
749 Main Street 
Louisville, CO  80027 
(303)335-4774 
 

5.3 The Contractor designates __________________ as Contractor's 
representative, the City may rely upon the guidance, opinions and 
recommendations provided by the Contractor and its representatives.  Should 
any of the representatives be replaced, particularly________________, and 
such replacement require the City to undertake additional reevaluations, 
coordination, orientations, etc., the Contractor shall be fully responsible for all 
such additional costs and services. 

 
  

Contractor Name 
  

Contractor Address 
  
  

Contractor Phone 
__________________________ 
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6.0 TERM 
 
6.1 Unless sooner terminated pursuant to the provisions hereof, this Agreement 

and the Contractor's services under this Agreement shall commence March 
30, 2015 and continue to October 12, 2015. 

 
6.2 If the City makes any changes or alteration in its use of the premises where 

services are performed pursuant to this Agreement, or if the City substantially 
modifies the scope of services, then the City, upon thirty (30) days written 
notice to the Contractor, may increase/reduce the frequency, quantity, quality, 
or any portion of services required. 

 
7.0 INSURANCE 
 
7.1 The Contractor shall procure and maintain, and shall cause each 

subcontractor of the Contractor to procure and maintain, the minimum 
insurance coverage listed below.  All coverage shall be continuously 
maintained to cover all liability, claims, demands, and other obligations 
assumed by the Contractor pursuant to this Agreement.  In the case of any 
claims-made policy, the necessary retroactive dates and extended reporting 
periods shall be procured by the Contractor to maintain such continuous 
coverage. 

 
7.1.1 Worker's Compensation insurance as required by the Labor Code 

of the State of Colorado and Employer's Liability Insurance with 
minimum limit of FIVE HUNDRED THOUSAND DOLLARS 
($500,000) each accident, FIVE HUNDRED THOUSAND 
DOLLARS ($500,000) disease - policy limit, and FIVE HUNDRED 
THOUSAND DOLLARS ($500,000) disease - each employee.  
Evidence of qualified self-insured status may be substituted for the 
Workmen's Compensation requirements of this paragraph. 

 
7.1.2 General Liability insurance to cover all liability, claims, demands, 

and other obligations assumed by the Contractor herein 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 insured, 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 FIFTY THOUSAND DOLLARS 
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($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 Contractor's owned, hired or non-owned vehicles 
assigned to or used in performance of the services.  The policy 
shall include the City of Louisville, its officers and its employees, as 
additional insured, with primary coverage as respects the City of 
Louisville, its officers and its employees, and shall contain a 
severability of interests provision.  If the Contractor has no owned 
automobiles, the requirements of this paragraph shall be met by 
each employee of the Contractor providing services to the City of 
Louisville under this Agreement. 

 
7.1.4 Excess liability, umbrella form, with an aggregate limit of ONE 

MILLION DOLLARS ($1,000,000). 
 
7.2 A certificate of insurance shall be completed by the Contractor's insurance 

agent(s) as evidence that policies providing the required coverage, conditions 
and minimum limits are in full force and effect and shall be subject to review 
and approval by the City prior to commencement of any services under this 
Agreement. 

 
7.3 The parties hereto understand and agree that the City is relying on, and does 

not waive or intend to waive by any provision of this Agreement, the monetary 
limitations (presently $150,000 per person and $600,000 per occurrence) or 
any other rights, immunities, and protection 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 
 
8.1 This Agreement shall bear all risks of loss, damage, theft or destruction of 

materials, equipment or supplies used in the performance of the work herein 
that is owned by the Contractor. 

 
9.0 STANDARDS OF PERFORMANCE 
 
9.1 All work shall be performed by this Agreement in a good and workmanlike 

manner and in accordance with all applicable specification.  The Contractor 
shall provide regular and systematic inspections by the Contractor's 
supervisory personnel of all premises on which the services are to be 
provided to assure high quality work by the Contractor's employees.  In the 
event that deficiencies are noted by the City, the Contractor agrees to remedy 
such deficiencies at no additional cost to the City within 24 hours after verbal 
notification of such deficiency or at such other time as the City and the 
Contractor may agree.  Any verbal notification of deficiency will be confirmed 
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by a written notice of the same and mailed to the Contractor at the address 
provided herein or delivered to the Site Manager. 

 
9.2 If the Contractor fails to remedy any deficiency as set forth in 9.1 above, he 

shall be in default of this Agreement.  The City may, at its option, correct the 
deficiency, default or breach by any means available to it, and deduct the 
costs of such corrective action from the monies due the Contractor without 
terminating this Agreement, or terminate this Agreement as set forth in 
paragraph 14. 

 
9.3 This Agreement provides for services on the following days of the week:  

Monday  through Friday.  The work herein shall be performed during the 
hours specified and established for the Contractor by the City. 

 
9.4 Contractor shall supply all tools, equipment, materials and supplies required 

for the full and complete performance of all work and services.   
 
9.5 Contractor shall not be responsible for failure to render service due to causes 

beyond its control, including, but not limited to fires, civil disobedience, riots, 
vandalism, acts of God and similar occurrences.  Service shall be rendered 
as soon as possible after the cessation of such causes. 

 
9.6 Contractor shall comply with all laws, ordinances, codes, and governmental 

requirements relating to health and safety standards. 
 
 
10.0 SECURITY 
 
10.1 At the request of the owner, the Contractor shall provide a personnel sheet on 

each employee of the Contractor who has occasion to enter any City facility in 
the performance of the work herein. 

 
 
11.0 INDEPENDENT CONTRACTOR 
 

The Contractor and any persons employed by Contractor 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 Contractor, as to details of doing work or to exercise a measure 
of control over the work mean that Contractor shall follow the direction of the 
City as to end results of the work only.  As an independent contractor, 
Contractor is not entitled to worker's compensation benefits except as 
may be provided neither by the independent contractor nor to 
unemployment insurance benefits unless unemployment compensation 
coverage is provided by the independent contractor or some other 
entity.  The Contractor is obligated to pay all federal and state income 
tax on any monies earned or paid pursuant to this contract relationship 
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12.0 ASSIGNMENT 
 

Contractor shall not assign or delegate this Agreement or any portion thereof, 
or any monies due to or which become due hereunder without the City's prior 
written consent. 

 
13.0 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. 

 
14.0 TERMINATION 
 
14.1 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. 

 
14.2 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 
seven (7) 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 the total amount set forth in the 
attached Bid Schedule, 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. 

 
 
15.0 INSPECTION 
 

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 audit, examination, excerpts and 
transcriptions.  

 
16.0 ENFORCEMENT 
 

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. 
 

17.0 COMPLIANCE WITH LAWS 
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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 of Louisville; for payment of all applicable taxes; and 
obtaining and keeping in force all applicable permits and approvals. 
 

18.0 INTEGRATION AND AMENDMENT 
 

This Agreement represents the entire Agreement between the parties and 
there are no oral or collateral agreements or understandings.  Only an 
instrument in writing signed by the parties may amend this Agreement. 
 
 

 
Dated: ______________, 20___ 
 
CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COLORADO   CONTRACTOR: 
A Colorado Municipal Corporation 
 
City of Louisville 
749 Main Street 
Louisville, CO  80027 
 
By:        __________________________  By: _______________________ 
 Robert P. Muckle, Mayor 
 
Attest:   __________________________  Attest:_____________________ 
 Nancy Varra, City Clerk 
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Section 5 
 

Exhibit A, B, C, D, and E 
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EXHIBIT A 

 
 City of Louisville Public Services Contract Addendum 

Prohibition Against Employing Illegal Aliens 
 

 
Prohibition Against Employing Illegal Aliens.  Consultant shall not knowingly employ or 
contract with an illegal alien to perform work under this contract.  Consultant shall not enter into 
a contract with a subcontractor that fails to certify to the Consultant that the subcontractor shall 
not knowingly employ or contract with an illegal alien to perform work under this contract. 
 
Contract has verified or attempted to verify through participating in the basic pilot program as 
defined in C.R.S. Section 8-17.5-101(1) (“Program”) that Consultant does not employ any illegal 
aliens and, if Consultant is not accepted into the Program prior to entering into this contract, that 
Consultant shall apply to participate in the Program every three months until Consultant is 
accepted or the contract has been completed, whichever is earlier.  This provision shall not be 
required or effective if the Program is discontinued.  Consultant is prohibited from using the 
Program procedures to undertake pre-employment screening of job applicants while this contract 
is being performed. 
 
If Consultant obtains actual knowledge that a subcontractor performing work under this contract 
for services knowingly employs or contracts with an illegal alien, Consultant shall: 
 

a. Notify the subcontractor and the City within three days that the Consultant 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 Consultant 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. 

 
Consultant 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. Section 8-17.5-102(5). 
 
If Consultant violates a provision of this Contract required pursuant to C.R.S. Section 8-17.5-
102, the City may terminate the contract for breach of contract.  If the contract is so terminated, 
the Consultant shall be liable for actual and consequential damages to the City. 
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City of Louisville 
Contractor’s Pre-Contract Certification  

Regarding Employing Illegal Aliens 
 
 
The proposer of public services to the City of Louisville identified below (hereafter “the 
Proposer”), hereby certifies as follows: 
 
That at the time of providing this certification, Proposer does not knowingly employ or contract 
with an illegal alien; and that Proposer has participated in or attempted to participate in the Basic 
Pilot Program administered by the United States Department of Homeland Security in order to 
verify that it does not employ any illegal aliens.   
 
Dated this _____ day of ____________, 20____. 
 
Proposer: 
 
_______________________________ 
 
 
By:_______________________ 
Title:_____________________ 
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                                                   EXHIBIT B 
 

2015 
Additional Services/Hourly Rates 

 
 
ADDITIONAL LANDSCAPE MAINTENANCE SERVICES 
 
The cost of additional services will be as follows: 
 

1. Material = Net cost to the Contractor plus 5% handling fee. 
 
2. Labor Rate (regular hours) for Basic Services 

 
3. Mowing / Irrigated Turf  = $_______per hour. 

 
4. Mowing / Non-Irrigated Native Turf  = $_______per hour. 

 
5. String Trimming  = $_______per hour. 

 
6.  Weed Control - Hand / Backpack  = $_______per hour. 

 
7.  Broadcast Weed Control  - Turf  = $_______per hour. 

 
 
 
Additional services not specifically listed in the LANDSCAPE SERVICE CONTRACT will be 
provided upon the request of the City of Louisville. 
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EXHIBIT C 
 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS 
 
 
The goal of the City of Louisville is to maintain a quality aesthetic appearance of the 
parks and native areas while complying with local, county and state laws, ordinances, 
codes, rules and regulations.  Specifications in this section are not all-inclusive and 
should be considered along with requirements outlined in other sections of the 
Contract Manual. 
 
The Landscape Maintenance Services Agreement is to include but not limited to the 
following components: 
 

 Mowing, trimming, edging, and litter control.  
 

 Weed control in shrub beds, trees wells, landscape areas, rock and wood 
mulch, sidewalks, medians, and along fence lines. 

 
1. Commencing Services 
 
 Landscape maintenance services will commence on March 30, 2015 and 

conclude October 12, 2015.  The Contractor shall provide the Parks 
Superintendent with a mowing schedule prior to commencing services. 

 
2. Hours of Operation  
 
 Hours of operation for maintenance shall normally be between 7:00 a.m. and 

7:00 p.m., Monday through Friday.  All maintenance must be scheduled and 
performed so as not to interfere with the general public.  No maintenance 
operations will occur on weekends (Saturday or Sunday) or legal Holidays 
unless it is of an emergency nature and approved by the Parks Superintendent.   

 
3. Permits 
 
 The Contractor will be required to secure a permit in order to work within the 

rights-of-ways throughout the City.  The permit can be obtained free of charge 
through the City of Louisville’s Public Works Department.  The Contractor shall 
bear all expense of maintaining traffic control over any section of road affected 
by the work to be done under this contract.   

 
 Work relative to agreed-upon services shall not commence until proof of all 

necessary licenses and/or permits has been accepted by the City. 
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4. Supervision 
 
 The Contractor shall supervise and direct all operations competently and 

efficiently, devoting such time and attention as necessary, and applying such 
skills and expertise as may be necessary to perform the agreed-upon services. 

 
 Regular communication between the Contractor and the Parks Superintendent 

is a requirement of this contract.   
 
5. Liability 
 
 The Contractor assumes entire responsibility and liability for all damages and 

injury to all persons, whether employees or otherwise, and to all property, 
resulting from the labor, equipment or material occurring in connection with the 
performance of this contract. 

 
 Any facility or property, including adjacent private property damaged as a 

result of the landscape maintenance operation at any of the maintenance sites 
will be repaired or replaced by the Contractor at the Contractor’s expense.  
Specifications include but are not limited to the following:  

 
 Contractor will repair all damage to irrigation systems made by the 

Contractor's staff.  Contractor shall tag any sprinkler head damaged during 
maintenance operations.  The damaged sprinkler head shall be repaired or 
replaced within 24 hours.  The Contractor shall notify the Parks Superintendent 
of any repair for inspection of work.  Under no circumstances shall the 
Contractor tamper with any irrigation system, valves and controllers unless 
there is an emergency (i.e. leak(s) which threaten property or safety).  If this 
occurs, the Contractor will notify the Parks Superintendent immediately. 

 
 A fine for mechanical damage to trees will be a minimum of $100.00 per event 

or the replacement value of the tree (if deemed necessary).  Trees that have 
mulch around the base are to remain mulched.  Should the Contractor displace 
the mulch, it is the responsibility of the Contractor to replace the mulch. 

 
 The Contractor will repair any and all damage to turf that may occur. 
  
6. Safety   
 
 All appropriate safety equipment and dress will be used by all workers, at all 
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times. 
 A class 2 safety vest or better is recommended while working on medians and 

rights-of-way. 
 
7. Pesticide Application Specifications 
 
 The Contractor will be required to adhere to General Pesticide Application 

Specifications: 
 
 a. All pesticide applications must be performed under the direction of a 

licensed applicator by the State of Colorado Department of Agriculture 
and in accordance with the Colorado Pesticide Applicators' Act. 

 
 b. It is the Contractor's responsibility to identify and properly notify any 

person listed on the Registry of Pesticide Sensitive Person whose 
property abuts that on which the application is scheduled before any 
pesticide application is performed. 

 
 c. The Contractor assumes full and complete responsibility for any 

undesirable plant kill or plant damage on the maintenance areas or 
adjacent property and for any adverse effects caused by pesticide 
applications at NO COST to the Owner. 

 
 d. All pesticides recommended for use and all application of pesticides 

must be reported to the Parks Superintendent. 
 

e.  All pesticide applications require the submittal of a Pesticide Application 
 Sheet, completed in its entirety, to the Parks Superintendent within 
twenty- four (24) hours of the application. 
 

f.  The contractor must adhere to best management practices in the 
 application of herbicides and fertilizers.  Refer to Exhibit E for guidelines. 
 

8. Method of Measurement 
 
 The unit of measurement for mowing operations will be per cycle.  A cycle 

consists of one completed mowing of the area described in the bid proposal 
and location maps. 

 
9. Location Maps 
 

The location maps (and sq ft. information included in the bid schedule) are to 
be construed as the City of Louisville’s best effort with the intent to present 
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the bidder with the most reliably data currently available.  Minor site 
adjustments may be necessary due to the extensive maintenance details which 
cannot easily be depicted on the location maps.   
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EXHIBIT D 
 

TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS 
 

 
SECTION 1 - General 
 
The Contractor shall provide regular landscape maintenance services for the locations 
described in the bid schedule and locations maps as set forth in these technical 
specifications.  The Contractor shall also be available to perform additional services 
related to landscape maintenance as may be authorized in writing by the owner.  
Such work shall not exceed the contractor’s hourly rate(s) as written in “Exhibit B” of 
the contract manual or unit pricing as set forth in the Bidder’s Bid Proposal. 
 
 
SECTION 2 – Bluegrass Areas (Irrigated Turf, Which Includes:  Medians, Parks, Trails, 
etc.) 
 
1.  Mowing and Trimming 
 
1.1. Turf areas will be mowed and trimmed weekly between March 30, 2015 and 

October 12, 2015.  All mowing is to be completed Monday through Friday.  
 
1.2.  All mowing will be done to a height of three (3”) inches during each week of 

the contract period.  The City of Louisville reserves the right to change the 
mowing height as deemed necessary due to drought or other present 
conditions. Turf shall be cut and trimmed at least once every seven (7) days, or 
as required to maintain an even, well-groomed appearance. A mowing schedule 
must be submitted prior to the start of the mowing season.  Variations to the 
specific mowing schedule must be approved by the City of Louisville’s Parks 
Superintendent.  If the mowing schedule is interrupted by adverse conditions, 
including but not limited to rain, the site will be mowed two times the following 
week to maintain a reasonable turf height. 

 
1.3.  Pattern mowing is required at all sites.  Directions of patterns will be approved 

by the Parks Superintendent.   
 
1.4.  The Contractor is encouraged to use mulching mowers, cutting clippings into 

small pieces that sift down into the lawn.  Excessive clippings that accumulate 
on the turf will be removed by the Contractor.  Sweeping of all turf areas is not 
necessary, but piles and swaths of excessive clippings must be removed and 
disposed of off-site.  The Parks Superintendent will determine when clippings 
are excessive. 
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1.5.  All mowing equipment shall be equipped with sharp blades so as not to tear, 

but cleanly cut the blade of grass.   
 
1.6.  Rotary walk-behind or riding mowers are required for mowing.  Mowers and 

trimmers must be operated in a safe and orderly manner.  All mowing and 
trimming equipment must be in good working condition (including all safety 
features). All equipment shall be subject to approval by the City of Louisville’s 
park staff. 

 
1.7.  Turf shall be cut in a professional manner so as not to scalp turf or leave uncut 

areas. 
 
  Care shall be taken to prevent discharge of grass clippings onto any paved   
  surfaces such as streets, sidewalks, driveways, or adjacent properties.  Any   
  material so discharged shall be removed immediately.  If the Contractor fails   
  to clean up debris, the Contractor will be charged for all cleanup costs 

involved. 
 
1.8.  The Contractor shall remove all trash and litter from the entire site prior to  
  
  initiating any mowing of the turf area.  Trash and litter shall be hauled from   
  site. 
 
1.9.  All trimming shall be done using a string trimmer.  Trimming includes trees, 

plants, shrubs, utility poles, light standards, sign posts, delineators, guardrails, 
fences or other appurtenances which are part of the park. 

 
1.10.  All trimming must be accomplished concurrently with the mowing operation 

and be done at the same height as the adjacent turf (three inches). 
 
1.11.   Special care shall be taken while trimming so as not to inflict damage to the 

bark of the trees, fence posts or boards, signs, etc.   
 

2.  Edging 
 
2.1.  All sidewalks, curbs, walkways and other hard surfaces will be mechanically 

edged using a metal blade once every twenty-eight (28) days.  In addition, curb 
lines shall be edged as necessary to maintain a well-groomed appearance. All 
materials dislodged by edging will be removed from the site.  

 
3.  Weed Control 
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3.1.    For purposes of this document, a weed is defined by any unwanted plant 
material as determined by the Parks Superintendent. 

 
3.2.  Suckers are classified as weeds.  Adventitious sucker growth from trees in tree 

wells shall be removed weekly – using pruning shears – pruning shears will be 
sterilized with isopropyl alcohol or an approved disinfectant between cuts.   
Chemically treating suckers is not allowed. 

 
3.3  Weeds shall be removed or killed as the weeds emerge in the following areas: 

landscaped areas, shrub beds, mulched areas (wood and rock), medians 
(includes crack between median and street), and sidewalks.   Weed control in 
irrigated and non-irrigated turf and flowerbeds is excluded from this contract. 

 
  Weeds shall be removed if they are larger than two (2”) inches in height or 

diameter and disposed of off-site. 
 
3.4  Only the post-emergent non-selective herbicide (Glyphosate) shall be used   

 to control weeds chemically; preferably Round-Up (trade name).  The Parks   
 Superintendent must approve any alternative herbicide prior to use.  Pre-  
 emergent and selective herbicide use is not allowed nor is it a part of the 

 landscape maintenance contract. 
 

3.5.     The Contractor will spray all tree wells a minimum of three (3) times during 
the contract period with Round-Up.  All trees in turf areas shall have a 4-foot 
diameter circle sprayed around the base of the tree. 
 

3.6.  The Contractor will provide to the Parks Superintendent the list of certified 
pesticide applicators that will be a part of this contract.  The Parks 
Superintendent will be notified prior to any and all herbicide applications.   
 

3.7.  The Contractor shall take precautions to keep persons away from herbicide-
treated areas until the material is fully dry and the treated area is safe for entry.  
Herbicide applications shall be made at times when citizen presence is minimal.   
 

3.8.  Pesticide flagging will be placed prior to an application which will include the 
company name, phone number, time and date of application and chemical 
applied on each flag.  Flags shall be placed at all entrances and other highly 
visible areas throughout the site and will be removed as soon as the area is 
safe for entry.  
 

3.9.  All chemicals shall be used in accordance with label directions and the 
manufactures recommended handling methods.  All governmental and industry 
recommendations and regulations apply. 
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3.10. The cost for all herbicide applications is included in the price for weed control. 

 
3.11. The Contractor will adhere to the BMPs set forth in Exhibit E. 
 
5 Litter  
 
5.1 All hand litter and other debris shall be picked up in accordance to the mowing 

frequency.  Litter and debris shall be picked up prior to mowing and hauled 
from the site.  Trash shall also be removed from shrub beds, landscaped areas, 
mulched areas (wood and rock), and sidewalks.    

 
 
SECTION 3 – Native Areas (Non-Irrigated Turf and Perimeter Strips) 
 
1.  Mowing and Trimming 
 
1.1. Turf areas will be mowed and trimmed between March 30, 2015 and October 12, 

2015.  All mowing is to be completed Monday through Friday.  
 
1.2.  All mowing will be done to a minimum height of three (3”) inches and not to 

exceed six (6”) inches.  The City of Louisville reserves the right to change the 
mowing height as deemed necessary due to drought or other present 
conditions. A mowing schedule must be submitted prior to the start of the 
mowing season.  Variations to the specific mowing schedule must be approved 
by the City of Louisville’s Parks Superintendent.  If the mowing schedule is 
interrupted by adverse conditions, including but not limited to rain, the site will 
be mowed two times the following week to maintain a reasonable turf height. 

 
1.3.  Perimeter mowing or buffer strips will be mowed at a width not to exceed six 

(6’) feet.   Buffer strips will be mowed out along both sides of the sidewalk and 
in most cases completely mowed from sidewalk to street. For perimeter 
mowing along Dillon Road and 96 Street, mowing is required from street to 
fence or ditch line.  For all areas, the City of Louisville reserves the right to 
determine and/or change the width requirement.  Variations to the width 
requirement must be approved by the Parks Superintendent. Perimeter strips 
will be mowed every fourteen days unless otherwise specified on the location 
maps. 

 
1.4.  Pattern mowing is required at all sites.  Directions of patterns will be approved 

by the Parks Superintendent.   
 
1.5.  The Contractor is encouraged to use mulching mowers, cutting clippings into 
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small pieces that sift down into the lawn.  Excessive clippings that accumulate 
on the turf will be removed by the Contractor.  Sweeping of all turf areas is not 
necessary, but piles and swaths of excessive clippings must be removed and 
disposed of off-site.  The Parks Superintendent will determine when clippings 
are excessive. 

 
1.6.  Rotary walk-behind or riding mowers may be used for mowing non-irrigated 

turf.  Mowers and trimmers must be operated in a safe and orderly manner.  All 
mowing and trimming equipment must be in good working condition (including 
all safety features). All equipment shall be subject to approval by the City of 
Louisville’s park staff. 

 
1.7.  Turf shall be cut in a professional manner so as not to scalp turf or leave 

 uncut areas. 
 
  Care shall be taken to prevent discharge of grass clippings onto any paved   
  surfaces such as streets, sidewalks, driveways, or adjacent properties.  Any   
  material so discharged shall be removed immediately.  If the Contractor fails   
  to clean up debris, the Contractor will be charged for all cleanup costs 

involved. 
 
1.8.  The Contractor shall remove all trash and litter from the entire site prior to  
  
  initiating any mowing of the turf area.  Trash and litter shall be hauled from   
  site. 
 
1.9.  All trimming shall be done using a string trimmer.  Trimming includes trees, 

plants, shrubs, utility poles, light standards, sign posts, delineators, guardrails, 
fences or other appurtenances which are part of the park 

 
1.10.  All trimming must be accomplished concurrently with the mowing operation 

and be done at the same height as the adjacent turf. 
 
1.11.   Special care shall be taken while trimming so as not to inflict damage to the 

bark of the trees, fence posts or boards, signs, etc.   
 

2.  Edging 
 
2.1.  All sidewalks, curbs, walkways and other hard surfaces will be mechanically 

edged using a metal blade four (4) times during the season.  In addition, curb 
lines shall be edged as necessary to maintain a well-groomed appearance. All 
materials dislodged by edging will be removed from the site.  
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3.  Weed Control 
 
3.1.    For purposes of this document, a weed is defined by any unwanted plant 

material as determined by the Parks Superintendent. 
 
3.2.  Suckers are classified as weeds.  Adventitious sucker growth from trees in tree 

wells shall be removed weekly – using pruning shears – pruning shears will be 
sterilized with isopropyl alcohol or an approved disinfectant between cuts.   
Chemically treating suckers is not allowed. 

 
 
3.3  Weeds shall be removed or killed as the weeds emerge in the following areas: 

landscaped areas, shrub beds, mulched areas (wood and rock), medians 
(includes crack between median and street), and sidewalks.   Weed control in 
irrigated and non-irrigated turf and flowerbeds is excluded from this contract. 

 
  Weeds shall be removed if they are larger than two (2”) inches in height or 

diameter and disposed of off-site. 
 
3.4.  Only the post-emergent non-selective herbicide (Glyphosate) shall be used   

 to control weeds chemically; preferably Round-Up (trade name).  The Parks   
 Superintendent must approve any alternative herbicide prior to use.  Pre-  
 emergent and selective herbicide use is not allowed nor is it a part of the 

 landscape maintenance contract. 
 

3.5.    The Contractor will spray all tree wells a minimum of three times during the   
 contract period with Round-Up.  All trees in turf areas shall have a 4-foot 

 diameter circle sprayed around the base of the tree. 
 

3.6. The Contractor will provide to the Parks Superintendent, the list of certified   
 pesticide applicators that will be a part of this contract.  The Parks 

Superintendent will be notified prior to any and all herbicide applications.   
 

3.7. The Contractor shall take precautions to keep persons away from herbicide-  
 treated areas until the material is fully dry and the treated area is safe for 

 entry.  Herbicide applications shall be made at times when citizen presence   
 is minimal.   

 
3.8. Pesticide flagging will be placed prior to an application which will include the   
 company name, phone number, time and date of application and chemical   
 applied on each flag.  Flags shall be placed at all entrances and other highly   
 visible areas throughout the site and will be removed as soon as area is safe 
 for entry. 
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3.9. All chemicals shall be used in accordance with label directions and the 

manufactures recommended handling methods.  All governmental and industry 
recommendations and regulations apply. 
 

3.10. The cost for all herbicide applications is included in the price for weed control. 
 
3.11.  The Contractor will adhere to the BMPs set forth in Exhibit E. 
 
4. Litter  
 
4.1. All hand litter and other debris shall be picked up in accordance to the mowing 

frequency.  Litter and debris shall be picked up prior to mowing and hauled 
from the site.  Trash shall also be removed from shrub beds, landscaped areas, 
mulched areas (wood and rock), and sidewalks.    

 
 
SECTION 4 – Weed Control Only Areas (No Mow Areas) 

 
1.  Weed Control 
 
1.1.    For purposes of this document, a weed is defined by any unwanted plant 

material as determined by the Parks Superintendent. 
 
1.2.  Suckers are classified as weeds.  Adventitious sucker growth from trees in tree 

wells shall be removed weekly – using pruning shears – pruning shears will be 
sterilized with isopropyl alcohol or an approved disinfectant between cuts.   
Chemically treating suckers is not allowed. 

 
1.3  Weeds shall be removed or killed weekly as the weeds emerge in the following 

areas: landscaped areas, shrub beds, mulched areas (wood and rock), medians 
(includes crack between median and street), and sidewalks.   Weed control in 
irrigated and non-irrigated turf and flowerbeds is excluded from this contract. 

 
  Weeds shall be removed if they are larger than two (2”) inches in height or 

diameter and disposed of off-site. 
 
1.4.  Only the post-emergent non-selective herbicide (Glyphosate) shall be used   

 to control weeds chemically; preferably Round-Up (trade name).  The Parks   
 Superintendent must approve any alternative herbicide prior to use.  Pre-  
 emergent and selective herbicide use is not allowed nor is it a part of the 

 landscape maintenance contract. 
 

98



 

 46 

1.5.    The Contractor will spray all tree wells a minimum of three times during the   
 contract period with Round-Up.  All trees in turf areas shall have a 4-foot 

 diameter circle sprayed around the base of the tree. 
 

1.6. The Contractor will provide to the Parks Superintendent, the list of certified   
 pesticide applicators that will be a part of this contract.  The Parks 

Superintendent will be notified prior to any and all herbicide applications.   
 

1.7. The Contractor shall take precautions to keep persons away from herbicide-  
 treated areas until the material is fully dry and the treated area is safe for 

 entry.  Herbicide applications shall be made at times when citizen presence   
 is minimal.   

 
1.8. Pesticide flagging will be placed prior to an application which will include the   
 company name, phone number, time and date of application and chemical   
 applied on each flag.  Flags shall be placed at all entrances and other highly   
 visible areas throughout the site and will be removed as soon as area is safe 
 for entry. 

 
1.9. All chemicals shall be used in accordance with label directions and the 

manufactures recommended handling methods.  All governmental and industry 
recommendations and regulations apply. 
 

1.10. The cost for all herbicide applications is included in the price for weed control. 
 
1.11.  The Contractor will adhere to the BMPs set forth in Exhibit E. 
 
2. Litter  
 
2.1. All hand litter and other debris shall be picked up weekly.  Litter and debris 

shall be hauled from the site.  Trash shall be removed from shrub beds, 
landscaped areas, mulched areas (wood and rock), and sidewalks.    
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EXHIBIT E 
 

 
Basic Practice Guidelines for Best Management Practices within the City of Louisville 

for Pesticide and Fertilizer:  Application, Storage, Handling and Disposal 
 
 
1. Apply pesticides and herbicides according to the label – it’s the law.  Apply 

 fertilizers according to the manufacturer’s directions. 
 

2. Apply pesticides and herbicides only when needed and use in a manner to 
 minimize off-target effects. 
 

3. Ensure chemical applicators receive thorough training and proper certification 
 prior to chemical use.  Individuals and companies hired to apply pesticides 
must be  licensed in the appropriate categories by the Colorado Department of 
Agriculture. 
 

4. Know characteristics of the application site, including soil type and depth to 
 groundwater.  Be aware of any drinking water wells down gradient of the 
operation. 
 

5. Select pesticides and herbicides best suited to the characteristics of the target site 
 and the particular pest or weed.  Choose least toxic and less persistent sprays 
 whenever possible based on comparison of labels and associated material 
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safety  data sheets (MSDSs). 
 

6. Employ application techniques that increase efficiency and allow the lowest 
 effective application rate.  Carefully calibrate application equipment and follow 
all  label instructions. 
 

7. All mixing and loading operations must occur on an impervious surface. 
 

8. To prevent possible backflow and contamination of a water supply, never 
submerge  a water supply hose in a chemical tank or container.   Provide 
proper backflow  prevention devices as required. 
 

9. Provide proper signage (flagging) when applying. 
 

10. Following the directions and guidelines offered by the City of Louisville’s’ 
Integrated  Weed Management Plan. 
 

11. Consider spot treatment of pests rather than broadcast spraying when 
possible. 
 

12. Time applications to minimize host plant damage and maximize pest control. 
 

13. Do not apply pesticides during high temperature or windy conditions or 
immediately  prior to heavy rainfall or irrigation. 
 

14. Maintain records of all pesticides applied, including brand name, formulation, 
EPA  registration number, amount and date applied, exact location of 
application and  name, address and certification number of application.  Pesticide 
application sheets  must be given to the Parks Superintendent for every 
application. 
 

15. Properly handle and dispose of containers, rinse water and waste.  Store 
pesticides  in secure and covered areas.    
 

16. Be familiar with existing local, state, and federal regulations on pesticide 
 application, certification and weed control. 
 

17. Keep chemical spill cleanup equipment, personal protective equipment and 
 emergency phone numbers available when handling chemicals and their 
 containers. 
 

18. Properly manage chemical spills by cleaning them up as soon as possible, 
 controlling actively spilling or leaking materials, containing the spilled material, 
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 collecting the spilled material and properly disposing of the material.  Reporting 
a  spill to the appropriate authority is required. 
 

19. Follow label directions for disposal.  This typically involves triple-rising 
containers,  puncturing and crushing.  All visible chemicals should be cleaned 
from the  container prior to disposal. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Key Reference: 
 
Green Industries of Colorado. (2008). Green industry best management 
practices  for the conservation and protection of water resources in 
Colorado: moving  toward sustainability. Retrieved December 1, 2008, from 
 http://www.greenco.org  
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Section 6 
 

Location Maps 
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Exhibit C

2019 Pricing
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1 Bluegrass SF 2,180,694 2,875.03$       0.00132   0.00136   2,961.28$          28 82,915.87$            

2 Weed Control Areas SF 285,743 782.88$           0.00274   0.00282   806.37$             28 22,578.26$            

3 Native Perimeter Mowing LF 48,339 137.42$           0.00284   0.00293   141.54$             14 1,981.60$              

4 Native Mowing SF 305,874 869.54$           0.00284   0.00293   895.63$             14 12,538.77$            

5 3X Perimeter Mowing LF 40,518 115.18$           0.00284   0.00293   118.64$             3 355.91$                 

Total Contract Not To Exceed  = 120,370.39$      
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 

 

CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
AGENDA ITEM 5D 

SUBJECT: APPROVAL OF APPOINTMENT TO THE BUSINESS 
RETENTION AND DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE 

 
DATE:  MARCH 19, 2019 
 
PRESENTED BY: MEREDYTH MUTH, CITY CLERK 
 
 
SUMMARY: 
The City currently has a vacancy on the Business Retention and Development 
Committee. After reviewing applications Councilmember Committee liaisons Leh and 
Loo recommend the appointment of Darryl LaRue to the Committee. 
 
As this is a midyear appointment it will expire at the end of 2019 but the appointee may 
reapply to serve a full term in the annual appointment process in the fall. 
 
Staff continues to recruit to fill the remaining vacancies on the Board of Adjustment and 
the Building Code Board of Appeals. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
None. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
Approve the appointment as recommended. 
 
ATTACHMENT(S): 

1. LaRue Application 
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All applicants must complete this general application AND ALSO submit the 
supplemental questionnaire for each board to which you are applying. 
 
You MUST meet the following criteria to serve on ANY Louisville Board or Commission:

 You must reside in the City of Louisville (exception for Business Retention Cmte) 
 You may not be an employee of the City of Louisville 

 
Name of Applicant:  
 
Date of Birth:  
 
Home Address:  
 
Home Phone Number: Cell Phone Number:  
 
Email Address:  
 
Occupation:  
 
Employer:  
 
Length of Time Living in Louisville:  
 
Education:  
 

On which Board(s) or Commission(s) would you like to serve?  
You must also complete the questionnaire for each board to which you are applying.  

 
Board of Adjustment 

Building Code Board of Appeals 

Business Retention & 
Development Committee 

Recreation Advisory Board 

Revitalization Commission 

Sustainability Advisory Board 

 
  

2019 Board and Commission 
General Application 

 

Darryl LaRue

804 Trail Ridge Dr

917-886-0218 917-886-0218

livedarryl@gmail.com

Chief Operating Officer

IWP Wealth Management

5.5 years

BS, Mechanical Engineering - Stanford, MBA - Harvard

✔

✔
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OTHER BOARDS: 
If asked, would you be interested in serving on a board you did not choose 
above?           Yes          No 
 
CURRENTLY SERVING ON A BOARD: 
Do you currently sit on a City Board or Commission?          YES        NO   
If Yes, please identify that board. 
 

 
 
SCHEDULING CONFLICTS: 
What times Monday through Thursday are you generally unavailable to attend 
meetings? (The meeting times of each board are available on the City’s web site 
at www.LouisvilleCO.gov.) 
 

 
 
DISCLOSURES: 
Within the last ten years, have you ever been convicted of a crime or received a 
suspended sentence, deferred sentence or deferred prosecution, or forfeited 
bail, for any offense in criminal or military court, or do you have any criminal 
charges currently pending against you? Exclude minor traffic violations.  
         YES          NO  If yes, list for each case: (1) date of offense; (2) charge; (3) 
jurisdiction; (4) court name and (5) disposition: 
 

 
 
 

Within the last ten years, has your driver’s license in any state ever been 
suspended or revoked, or have you ever been denied a driver’s license in any 
state           YES             NO   If Yes, please explain below: 
 

 
 
 

Have you ever been involved in an incident involving child/elder abuse or 
child/elder neglect for which a report was filed with or issued by any law 
enforcement agency or social services agency?           YES          NO  If Yes, 
please explain below: 
 

 
 
 

Do you or a company you work for or own do business with the City of Louisville? 
           YES         NO  If Yes, please explain below: 
 

 
 

After 6pm
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Please note: 
 All Board and Commission members serve without compensation. 

 
 Anyone applying to a Board or Commission is subject to a background 

check. 
 

 The City may reject an applicant for any lawful reason. An appointed Board 
or Commission member may be removed during his/her term of office for 
cause as defined in the City Charter and Resolution No. 16, Series 2009. 
Reasons for rejection or removal from office include, without limitation, 
where a background investigation reveals an arrest, conviction, or pending 
charges for a criminal offense (excluding minor traffic violations). 
 

 All information on this application is public record and may be available for 
public review. 

 
 

I certify the information in this application is true and complete. I understand 
false statements, misrepresentations or omissions of information in this application 
may result in rejection of this application. The City is expressly authorized to 
investigate all statements contained in this application and, in connection 
therewith, to request a criminal history. I consent to the release of information 
about my ability and fitness for volunteer assignment by employers, schools, 
criminal justice agencies, and other individuals and organizations to 
investigators, personnel staffing specialists, and other authorized employees of 
the City of Louisville, and release all parties for all liability for any damage that 
may result from furnishing such information. 
 
In the event that I am selected to serve on a City of Louisville Board or 
Commission, I agree to comply with all of its ordinances, rules, and regulations. I 
fully understand and agree to provide my services to the City of Louisville as a 
volunteer in a voluntary capacity and that I will receive no compensation or 
benefits for services provided. 
 
I understand that I am NOT insured by the City of Louisville Worker’s 
Compensation Insurance and NOT covered by any Accident Medical Insurance 
Policy while I am a volunteer with the City of Louisville. I authorize that all 
necessary first aid steps may be taken as prescribed by qualified personnel. 
 
I grant full permission to use any photographs, videotapes, recordings or any 
other record of my volunteer participation as a Board or Commission member. 
 
The City will provide any applicant who is rejected as a result of a background 
investigation information on how to obtain the report and contact information 
for the reporting agency. Determinations to reject an applicant as a result of the 
criminal background investigation report are final. 
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BY SIGNING BELOW, I AGREE THAT I UNDERSTAND AND CONSENT TO THE ABOVE 
STATEMENT: 

_________________________________ ___________________ 
Signature Date 

Please submit your application by email to MeredythM@LouisvilleCO.gov 
or deliver it to the City Clerk’s Office, 749 Main Street. 

Questions about a board or about the application process may be directed to 
Meredyth Muth (MeredythM@LouisvilleCO.gov or 303.335.4536). 

01-21-2019Darryl LaRue
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PLEASE PRINT OR TYPE YOUR ANSWERS TO ALL OF THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS in 
the space provided and return this questionnaire with your application to the City 
Clerk’s Office (749 Main Street) or email it to MeredythM@LouisvilleCO.gov. 
 
Please limit each answer to no more than 400 words. 
 
1. Briefly explain your interest in serving on the Revitalization Commission. 
  

2019 Revitalization Commission – Supplemental Questions 
The Revitalization Commission is responsible for carrying out the Highway 42 Area Urban 
Renewal Plan adopted in 2006. The Commission meets the second Monday of each month 
at 7:30 am. Terms are five years. You must be a resident of Louisville to apply. 

 

Applicant Name: Darryl LaRue

I moved to Louisville a little over 5 years ago. The majority of my life was spent on the coasts, specifically NY
and LA. While it is somewhat of a long story, the only reason I moved to the area was one fateful day when I, my
wife and two kids (1 and 4 at the time) stumbled on Sweet Cow in Louisville. We had already made a decision
not to move to the area because we had spent most of our time during that visit in Boulder. Louisville changed
our minds...

5 years later, I have seen some of that luster wear off. While there are fantastic things that have happened in the
city including the new rec center and maintenance of street faires (albeit watered down), I think the approach to
new ideas and growth has been approached with a fearful and reticent eye.

Change and openness to new ideas and approaches will help our community continue to grow and thrive and I
am definitely in that camp as opposed to the folks that just want everything to stay the same.
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2. What background do you have with urban renewal or tax increment 
financing projects? 

  
I have built multiple technology businesses on both coasts and have sold two of them. I have run
companies of 1-100 employees and have been an executive in companies with 100s of thousands.
Operations, sales, negotiations, relationship management and marketing are in my DNA.

I do not have experience in tax increment financing projects, but I am a quick study and believe my
background will provide a new view.
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3. Describe your understanding of the Highway 42 Revitalization Area Plan. 
  

I understand it is a plan to revitalize the area south of S. Boulder and how to use the land more efficiently
with community input.
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4. What professional qualifications, skill sets and relevant experiences do you 
have for this position? 

  
Taken from my bio:

Darryl is an experienced executive leader with strengths in Operations, Development and Selling
at both large organizations and startups. His specific roles are mix of sales leadership and
executive operations roles (including COO) in Digital Media, Content and Technology. He has
lead and mentored teams of 5 to 100, and has overseen business functions including: Technology,
Analytics, Support, Operations, Finance, Sales and Marketing.

With a mechanical engineering degree from Stanford, the foundation of his career was cemented
at GE. After graduating his MBA at Harvard, he transitioned his career into strategy and digital
leadership. His learning grounds were at large studios including NBC (then owned by GE),
Warner Bros. and DHX.

Since then, Darryl has taken on progressively challenging roles at startups mostly in operations
and technology management.More recently as COO, Darryl lead Trueffect to expand its revenue and to be
the leading force in 1st party data analytics through strong operational management and new
technology deployment. Darryl is currently COO at the largest multi-family office in Colorado, IWP Wealth.

A few highlights:
- Sold BBE to Viant (later acquired by Time in 2016). Assisted in M&A efforts and lead
merger integration
- Chief Operating Officer at Trueffect where he built Managed and SAAS practices while
leading development efforts of the 2.0 web-based product
- Laid the groundwork and launched two new businesses at Warner Bros. including its
digital licensing, original programming and content syndication
- Developed detailed operations and support processes at Tapingo to accelerate growth and
set it up as the leader in the college space
- Continues to mentor current and former employees in career decisions and job
development
- Finished a half ironman in Kona this summer -- yes I can fit in with Coloradans
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5. APPLYING FOR REAPPOINTMENT ONLY: Should you be reappointed, what 
would you like to see the Revitalization Commission accomplish in your next 
term? 
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PLEASE PRINT OR TYPE YOUR ANSWERS TO ALL OF THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS in 
the space provided and return this questionnaire with your application to the City 
Clerk’s Office (749 Main Street) or email it to MeredythM@LouisvilleCO.gov. 
 

Please limit all answers to 400 words. 
 

1. Briefly explain your interest in serving on the Business Retention & 
Development Committee and what your connection is to the Louisville 
business community? 

  

2019 Business Retention & Development – Supplemental Questions 
The Business Retention and Development Committee (BRaD) advises the City Council on 
business matters including promoting collaboration and communication between the City 
and the local business community, how best the City can promote economic activity, and 
gathering information regarding the needs and priorities of businesses. The BRaD meets 
the first Monday of each month at 8:00 am. Terms are three years. You must be a resident 
of Louisville or own or operate a business in Louisville to apply. 

 

Applicant Name: Darryl LaRue

I moved to Louisville a little over 5 years ago. The majority of my 20 year career was spent on the coasts, specifically
NY and LA. My main area of focus has been in new technology and digital advertising. I have hired dozens of people
and have been a party to selling two companies. I am confident that my experience can be valuable for a town like
Louisville, as I want to see our area grow and become a big disrupter in the Denver business market.

There is huge value to the Boulder area including access to an ever growing pool of talent from the universities and
re-locators. One of the challenges I have personally felt is the access to high level opportunities outside of Denver and
the tech center (currently, I commute to Cherry Creek). My main goal is to bring an retain opportunities in the local area.

As far as connection to the Louisville business community, I have spent the last 5+ years meeting with local business
owners, from restaurant operators to small business owners creating busines partnerships and expanding my local
network. Also, given my background I have a very deep network of successful business folks all over the world that I
consistently lean on to bounce off ideas and seek guidance. Finally, my wife is a small business owner, a coffee
roastery, Snow Street Coffee which was launched here in Louisville.
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2. What do you believe to be one of the biggest challenges facing businesses 
today? 

  
By far and away, in today's full employment environment, the biggest challenge facing companies is
recruiting and maintaining qualified employees. In the Denver area, we have not done a great job at feeding
this market, requiring employers to look outside the area for qualified applicants. I believe this will be the
biggest hurdle to be addressed when working to lure businesses to the area.
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3. In what ways do you think the City of Louisville can be of more assistance to 
the business community? 

  
There are a few areas that companies need the most assistance and they are related to some of the
answers above. They include:

- Qualified candidate resourcing and assistance (job fairs, training incentives)
- Hiring incentives
- More discerning eye to future business direction and focus on those specific segments that will make
Louisville a desired destination for these businesses
- Specific related training and opportunity sourcing/partnerships to open up an entirely new group of
resources (Moms after raising their children, career pivots, etc.)
- A dogged and unrelenting focus on the above
- Openness to new ideas and business concepts
- Access to business resources - team of volunteers willing to help businesses
- Go on offense, not on defense. What do we want the city to look like and execute towards that vision. if
we do not do that the city will be a hodgepodge with no soul.
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4. APPLYING FOR REAPPOINTMENT ONLY: Should you be reappointed, what 
would you like to see the BRaD accomplish in your next term? 
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
AGENDA ITEM 5E 

SUBJECT: APPROVAL OF RESOLUTION NO. 8, SERIES 2019 – A 
RESOLUTION APPROVING A BUSINESS ASSISTANCE 
AGREEMENT WITH QUICKSILVER SCIENTIFIC, INC. FOR AN 
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT PROJECT IN THE CITY OF 
LOUISVILLE 

 
DATE:  MARCH 19, 2019 
 
PRESENTED BY: AARON DEJONG, ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
 
 
SUMMARY: 
Staff requests City Council action on a proposed Economic Development Business 
Assistance Package (BAP) for Quicksilver Scientific, Inc. to relocate its headquarters to 
1960 Cherry Street in Louisville.  The proposed business assistance is similar in nature 
to others recently granted, including a partial rebate on the building permit fees and 
construction use taxes for tenant improvements in an existing commercial building in the 
City of Louisville. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
Quicksilver Scientific is a Lafayette based nutraceutical company founded in 2006.  The 
company was originally a diagnostic lab that provided patented mercury toxicity 
diagnostics and has transitioned into the production of patented nutraceutical delivery 
systems and a subsequent range of nutraceuticals for consumer health and selfcare. 
Quicksilver has nearly doubled in size year over year through their domestic and 
international channels.  Today, their products can be found in the US, Canada, across 
the EU, in select parts of Asia and with a growing presence in Australia and New 
Zealand. Quicksilver’s Founder and CEO is Dr. Chris Shade and their President is 
Jason Dyer. 
 
The relocation project involves an approximate $3,000,000 tenant improvement to 1960 
Cherry Street in the Colorado Technology Center area of Louisville.  Quicksilver is 
planning to take 59,000 square feet of the building for their operations.  Improvements 
include building out of office space and lab facilities.   
 
The Company plans to bring their 70 current employees to town related to this project, 
with wages being paid that are significantly higher than the current Boulder County 
average wage.  Quicksilver plans to grow to 130 employees within five years of 
operation in Louisville.   
 
Quicksilver is considering several locations for their operations.  Other municipalities 
include Lafayette and Broomfield.  The Louisville location has a higher lease rate than 
most spaces being considered in the other cities. 
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 

SUBJECT: RESOLUTION 8, SERIES 2019  
 

DATE: MARCH 19, 2019 PAGE 2 OF 3 
 

The company meets the general criteria by which assistance may be granted in 
accordance with the Business Assistance Policy in Section 3.24 of the Louisville 
Municipal Code. The main criteria this project meets are: 

– additional and/or retained jobs and employment opportunities for city residents 
and others 

– Facilitates a corporate headquarters location 
– The proposal represents job diversity in industry sectors and is part of a growing 

industry 
– Encouraging the diversity of jobs or employment opportunities  
– Project conforms to the comprehensive plan 

 
The assistance would be funded by permit fees and construction use taxes from the 
construction of the tenant improvements at the project location.  
 
City staff estimates Quicksilver’s project will generate new revenue of approximately 
$83,000 from building permit fees and construction use taxes directly to the City in the 
Project, given the anticipated investment. Approximately $9,500 of that amount is fees 
designated for Open Space, Historic Preservation, and Rec Center operations 
purposes.   
 
Based upon the estimated revenue projection, staff recommends the following: 

 
Proposed Assistance  Approximate 
           Value 
Building Permit-Fee Rebate  
50% rebate on permit fees for tenant finish $14,300 
(Excludes tap fees) 
 
Building Use Tax Rebate 
50% rebate on Building Use Tax for Tenant finish  
(excludes Open Space, Historic Preservation,  
and Rec Center tax) $22,500 

Total Estimated Assistance $36,800 

 
Staff suggests the assistance be provided at 50% of the actual Building Use Tax and 
Building Permit Fees for the project, capped at $40,000 total to allow for some 
increase in rebates should project costs increase beyond estimates. The agreement 
is void if the company does not complete the improvements by December 31, 2019 
or does not remain in business there for five years after receiving a Certificate of 
Occupancy for the project. 
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 

SUBJECT: RESOLUTION 8, SERIES 2019  
 

DATE: MARCH 19, 2019 PAGE 3 OF 3 
 

FISCAL IMPACT: 
The total fiscal impact would be a total of 50% of the City’s permit fees, and 50% 
building use taxes paid (excluding the 0.375 % open space tax, 0.125% Historic 
Preservation tax, 0.125% Recreation Center tax, water and sewer tap fees, and impact 
fees), capped at $40,000 based on the costs associated with the tenant improvement 
project. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends City Council approve the attached Resolution approving a Business 
Assistance Agreement with Quicksilver Scientific, Inc.  
 
ATTACHMENTS: 

1. Resolution Approving Business Assistance Agreement 
2. Business Assistance Agreement 
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Resolution No. 8, Series 2018 
Page 1 of 3 

RESOLUTION NO. 8 

SERIES 2019 

 

A RESOLUTION APPROVING A BUSINESS ASSISTANCE AGREEMENT 

WITH QUICKSILVER SCIENTIFIC, INC. FOR AN ECONOMIC 

DEVELOPMENT PROJECT IN THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE 

 

 WHEREAS, the successful attraction and retention of quality development to the 

City of Louisville provides employment opportunities and increased revenue for citizen 

services and is therefore an important public purpose; and 

 

 WHEREAS, it is important for the City of Louisville to create and retain high-

quality jobs and remain competitive with other local governments in creating assistance for 

occupancy of commercial space in the City; and 

 

 WHEREAS, Quicksilver Scientific, Inc., plans to relocate its headquarters 

operation in Louisville; and 

 

 WHEREAS, the Business Assistance Agreement between the City and Quicksilver 

Scientific, Inc., is attached hereto as Exhibit "A" and incorporated herein by this reference; 

and 

 

 WHEREAS, pursuant the Constitution of the State of Colorado, and the Home 

Rule Charter and ordinances of the City of Louisville, the City has authority to enter into 

the proposed Business Assistance Agreement; 

 

 WHEREAS, the City Council finds that the proposed Business Assistance 

Agreement is consistent with and in furtherance of the business assistance policies of the 

City, and desires to approve the Agreement and authorize its execution and 

implementation; 

 

 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE 

CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COLORADO THAT: 

 

 1. The proposed Business Assistance Agreement between the City of Louisville 

and Quicksilver Scientific, Inc. (the “Agreement”) is hereby approved in essentially the same 

form as the copy of such Agreement accompanying this Resolution.  

 

 2. The Mayor is hereby authorized to execute the Agreement on behalf of the 

City Council of the City of Louisville, except that the Mayor is hereby granted the authority 

to negotiate and approve such revisions to said Agreement as the Mayor determines are 

necessary or desirable for the protection of the City, so long as the essential terms and 

conditions of the Agreement are not altered. 

 

 3. City staff is hereby authorized to do all things necessary on behalf of the City 

to perform the obligations of the City under the Agreement, including but not limited to 
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Resolution No. 8, Series 2018 
Page 2 of 3 

funding and implementation of the Agreement in accordance with and upon performance of 

the terms thereof.  

 

 PASSED AND ADOPTED this 19th day of March, 2019. 

 

 

 

       ______________________________ 

       Robert P. Muckle, Mayor 

ATTEST: 

 

 

______________________________ 

Meredyth Muth, City Clerk 
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Resolution No. 8, Series 2018 
Page 3 of 3 

EXHIBIT A 

 

 

A copy of the Business Assistance Agreement 
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BUSINESS ASSISTANCE AGREEMENT FOR QUICKSILVER SCIENTIFIC, 
INC. IN THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE 

 

THIS AGREEMENT (“Agreement”) is made and entered into as of the 
_______ day of ______________________, 2019, between the CITY OF 
LOUISVILLE, a Colorado home rule municipal corporation (the "City"), and 
QUICKSILVER SCIENTIFIC, INC. (the “Company”), a Delaware corporation.  

 
 WHEREAS, the City wishes to provide certain business assistance in 
connection with tenant improvements associated with Company’s headquarters 
location for the Company’s operations (the “Project”) at 1960 Cherry Street, 
Louisville, Colorado (the “Project Location”); and 
 

WHEREAS, Company intends to relocate their headquarters and make 
tenant improvements within an existing building at the Project Location for their 
expanded operations; and 
 
 WHEREAS, Company plans for the Project to generate new quality jobs 
within the City; and 
 
 WHEREAS, City Council finds the execution of this Agreement will serve to 
provide benefit and advance the public interest and welfare of the City and its 
citizens by securing this economic development project within the City. 
 
 NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual promises set forth 
below, the City and Company agree as follows: 
 

1. Building Permit Fee Rebates.  The City shall rebate to Company 50% of the 
building related permit fees for the Project, required under Louisville 
Municipal Code, section 15.04.050 and section 108.2 of the International 
Building Code as adopted by the City for the Project, for the period from 
execution of this Agreement and ending December 31, 2019. 
 

2. Use Tax Rebate-Construction.  The City shall rebate to Company 50% of 
the Construction Use Tax on the building materials for the Project, required 
under Louisville Municipal Code, section 3.20.300, excluding all revenues 
from the open space tax, historic preservation tax and recreation center tax 
for the Project, for the period from execution of this Agreement and ending 
December 31, 2019. 
 

3. Payment of Rebates; Cap; Inspection.  The maximum amount of the rebates 
payable pursuant to Sections 1 and 2 above shall in no event exceed the 
calculation of 50% of the fees or taxes described in Sections 1 and 2 paid 
to the City, and a not to exceed cap of forty thousand dollars ($40,000).  The 
building permit fee and construction use tax rebates shall be paid by the 
City within 120 days following issuance of the certificate of occupancy or 
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final inspection for the Project work, as determined by the City, subject to 
Sections 4 and 5 below.   
 

4. No Interest; Inspection and Disclosure of Records.  No interest shall be paid 
on any amounts subject to rebate under this Agreement. Each party and its 
agents shall have the right to inspect and audit the applicable records of the 
other party to verify the amount of any payment under this Agreement, and 
each party shall cooperate and take such actions as may be necessary to 
allow such inspections and audits. The Company acknowledges that 
implementation of this Agreement requires calculations based on the 
amount of taxes collected and paid by the Company with respect to the term 
of this Agreement and issuance of rebate payment checks in amounts 
determined pursuant to this Agreement, and that the amounts of the rebate 
payment checks will be public information.  The Company, for itself, its 
successors, assigns, and affiliated entities, hereby releases and agrees to 
hold harmless the City and its officers and employees from any and all 
liability, claims, demands, and expenses in any manner connected with any 
dissemination of information necessary for or generated in connection with 
the implementation of rebate provisions of this Agreement.  
 

5. Use of Funds; Future Fees.  Funds rebated pursuant to this Agreement shall 
be used by Company solely for obligations and/or improvements permitted 
under Louisville Municipal Code, section 3.24.060 (as enacted by 
Ordinance No. 1507, Series 2007).  The rebates provided for under this 
Agreement are solely for construction activities for the initial construction of 
the Project and for the rebate period stated herein.  Any subsequent 
construction activities shall be subject to payment without rebate of all 
applicable building permit fees and construction use taxes.     
 

6. Effect of Change in Tax Rate.  Any increase or decrease in the City general 
sales, construction use, or consumer use tax rate above or below the 
applicable tax rate at the date of execution of this Agreement shall not affect 
the rebate payments to be made pursuant to this Agreement; rather, the 
amount of the rebate payments will continue to be based upon the general 
sales, construction use, or consumer use tax rate applicable at the date of 
execution of this Agreement (excluding the City’s three-eighths percent 
(3/8%) Open Space Tax, the one-eighth percent (1/8%) Historic 
Preservation Tax, and the fifteen one hundredths percent (.15%) 
Recreation Center Tax, or any future special sales or use tax). Any 
decrease in the City general sales, construction use, or consumer use tax 
rates shall cause the amount of the rebate payments made pursuant to this 
Agreement to be based on the applicable percentage of revenues actually 
received by the City from application of the tax rate affected (excluding said 
Open Space, Historic Preservation, Recreation Center or future special 
sales or use taxes).  
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7. Entire Agreement.  This instrument shall constitute the entire agreement 
between the City and Company and supersedes any prior agreements 
between the parties and their agents or representatives, all of which are 
merged into and revoked by this Agreement with respect to its subject 
matter.  Contact information is as follows: 

 
If to Company: 
Quicksilver Scientific, Inc. 
Attn: Jason Dyer 
1376 Miners Dr., Ste. 103  
Lafayette, CO 80026  
(303) 531.0861 
jason.dyer@quicksilverscientific.com 
 
If to City: 
Louisville City Hall 
Attn:  Economic Development 
749 Main Street 
Louisville, CO 80027 
303.335.4531 
aarond@louisvilleco.gov 
 

8. Termination.  This Agreement shall terminate and become void and of no 
force or effect upon the City if, by December 31, 2019, Company has not 
completed the Project as described in Company’s application for business 
assistance (as evidenced by a successful final inspection for the Project); 
or should fail to comply with any City code. 
 

9. Business Termination.  In the event Company ceases business operations 
within the City within five (5) years after the Certificate of Occupancy has 
been received for the Project, then in such event Company shall pay to the 
City the total amount of fees and use taxes which were due and payable by 
Company to the City but were rebated by the City, as well as reimburse the 
City for any funds provided to Company pursuant to this Agreement. 
 

10. Subordination.  The City's obligations pursuant to this Agreement are 
subordinate to the City's obligations for the repayment of any current or 
future bonded indebtedness and are contingent upon the existence of a 
surplus in sales and use tax revenues in excess of the sales and use tax 
revenues necessary to meet such existing or future bond indebtedness.  
The City shall meet its obligations under this Agreement only after the City 
has satisfied all other obligations with respect to the use of sales and use 
tax revenues for bond repayment purposes.  For the purposes of this 
Agreement, the terms "bonded indebtedness," "bonds," and similar terms 
describing the possible forms of indebtedness include all forms of 
indebtedness that may be incurred by the City, including, but not limited to, 
general obligation bonds, revenue bonds, revenue anticipation notes, tax 
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increment notes, tax increment bonds, and all other forms of contractual 
indebtedness of whatsoever nature that is in any way secured or 
collateralized by sales and use tax revenues of the City. 
 

11. Annual Appropriation.  Nothing in this Agreement shall be deemed or 
construed as creating a multiple fiscal year obligation on the part of the City 
within the meaning of Colorado Constitution Article X, Section 20 or any 
other constitutional or statutory provision, and the City's obligations 
hereunder are expressly conditional upon annual appropriation by the City 
Council, in its sole discretion.  Company understands and agrees that any 
decision of City Council to not appropriate funds for payment shall be 
without penalty or liability to the City and, further, shall not affect, impair, or 
invalidate any of the remaining terms or provisions of this Agreement. 
 

12. Governing Law: Venue; Dispute Resolution. This Agreement shall be 
governed and construed in accordance with the laws of the State of 
Colorado.  This Agreement shall be subject to, and construed in strict 
accordance with, the Louisville City Charter and the Louisville Municipal 
Code.  Any action arising out of, in connection with, or relating to this 
Agreement shall be filed in the District Court of Boulder County of the State 
of Colorado and in no other court or jurisdiction. In the event of a dispute 
concerning any provision of this Agreement, the parties agree that prior to 
commencing any litigation, they shall first engage in good faith the services 
of a mutually acceptable, qualified, and experienced mediator, or panel of 
mediators for the purpose of resolving such dispute.  In the event such 
dispute is not fully resolved by mediation or otherwise within 60 days of a 
request for mediation by either party, then either party, as their exclusive 
remedy, may commence binding arbitration regarding the dispute through 
Judicial Arbiter Group.  Judgment on any arbitration award may be enforced 
in any court of competent jurisdiction.  
 

13. Legal Challenge; Escrow. The City shall have no obligation to make any 
rebate payment hereunder during the pendency of any legal challenge to 
this Agreement.  The parties covenant that neither will initiate any legal 
challenge to the validity or enforceability of this Agreement, and the parties 
will cooperate in defending the validity or enforceability of this Agreement 
against any challenge by any third party.  Any funds appropriated for 
payment under this Agreement shall be escrowed in a separate City 
account in the event there is a legal challenge to this Agreement. 
 

14. Assignment.  This Agreement is personal to Company and Company may 
not assign any of the obligations, benefits or provisions of the Agreement in 
whole or in any part without the expressed written authorization of the City 
Council of the City. Any purported assignment, transfer, pledge, or 
encumbrance made without such prior written authorization shall be void. 
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15. No Joint Venture.  Nothing is this Agreement is intended or shall be 
construed to create a joint venture between the City and Company and the 
City shall never be liable or responsible for any debt or obligation of 
Company. 

 
This Agreement is enacted this _____ day of ________________, 2019. 
 
QUICKSILVER SCIENTIFIC, INC. CITY OF LOUISVILLE 
A Delaware corporation 

 
 

By: _______________________ _________________________ 
Chris Shade Robert P. Muckle    
CEO Mayor 
 
 ATTEST:    
   
 
 _________________________ 
 Meredyth Muth, City Clerk 
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
AGENDA ITEM 8Ai 

SUBJECT: RESOLUTION 9, SERIES 2019 – A RESOLUTION APPROVING 
THE TERRACES ON MAIN FINAL PLANNED UNIT 
DEVELOPMENT, WHICH INCLUDES A 22,020 SQUARE-FOOT 
COMMERCIAL BUILDING WITH 5,802 SQUARE-FOOT 
PARKING GARAGE ON TWO LOTS TOTALING 14,114 SQUARE 
FEET, ZONED CC; A FINAL PLAT TO VACATE THE LOT LINE 
BETWEEN LOTS 8 & 9, BLOCK 3, TOWN OF LOUISVILLE; AND 
A SPECIAL REVIEW USE FOR A PARKING GARAGE AND 
OUTDOOR SALES FOR RETAIL GOODS AND EATING AND 
DRINKING ESTABLISHMENTS (TERRACES ON MAIN, 712 & 
722 MAIN STREET) – PUBLIC HEARING – CONTINUED FROM 
2/19/19  

 
DATE: MARCH 19, 2019 
 
PRESENTED BY: ROB ZUCCARO, PLANNING AND BUILDING SAFETY 

DIRECTOR 
 
VICINITY MAP: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SUMMARY: 
The applicants request approval of a Planned Unit Development (PUD) to construct a 
three-story commercial building located at 712 and 722 Main Street (see Attachment 2 
for application materials).  The proposed building is 22,020 sq. ft. with a 5,802 sq. ft. 
parking garage with access from the alley and limited surface parking at the alley.  The 
current proposal is a revision to previous plans that the Planning Commission reviewed 
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on February 8, 2018 and City Council reviewed on March 20, 2018 (see Attachment 3 
previous proposal and Attachment 4 and 5 for Planning Commission and City Council 
minutes respectively).   
 
The revisions include a reduction in the third-story element of the building from 6,669 
sq. ft. to 1,102 sq. ft., a reduction in the parking garage from 11,738 sq. ft. to 5,802 sq. 
ft. and reduction in number of provided parking spaces from 30 to 18 spaces.  The 
applicant proposes to provide remaining required parking (five spaces) as a fee in lieu 
of construction paid into the City’s Downtown parking fund.  The building design and 
materials are similar to the original proposal, with some changes to window locations.  
The revisions were in response to City Council review comments from the March 20, 
2018 public hearing.  
 

2018 Proposal Current Proposal 

26,150 sq. ft. total floor area 22,020 sq. ft. total floor area 

6,669 sq. ft. third story 1,102 sq. ft. third story 

11,738 sq. ft. parking garage 5,802 sq. ft. parking garage 

FAR 1.87 FAR 1.58 

31 parking spaces provided 18 parking spaces provided 

0 parking spaces as fee in lieu  5 parking spaces as fee in lieu* 

* Based on conceptual floor plan.  City may adjust at time of building permit based on actual 

floor plans.    
 

Current Proposal 
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2018 Proposal 

 
 
Facing Main Street, the building has a two-story façade on the north end and one-story 
façade at the south end.  The second story façade on the south side is setback 26 feet 
from the Main St. property line and 18 feet, 9 inches from the first story façade.  The 
third story contains an elevator shaft, lobby and kitchen area to support access and use 
of the proposed rooftop deck above the second story on the north side of the building.   
The third story is setback 40 feet from Main St. property line.   
 
The proposal also includes a subdivision plat to vacate the lots between the two 
properties and a Special Review Use (SRU) to allow the parking garage and outdoor 
sales for retail goods and eating and drinking establishments.  The SRU for outdoor 
sales for retail goods and eating and drinking establishments covers street-level areas 
on the Main Street side of the proposed building and the second-story rooftop deck. The 
third-story rooftop deck is not part of the SRU request.   
 
The applicants request a waiver to the rear setback requirement of 20 feet, as there are 
alley facing balconies and a stairwell project into the 20-foot setback.  The majority of 
the rear of the building meets the 20-foot setback.  The proposal includes no other 
waiver requests. 
 
BACKGROUND: 
712 and 722 Main St. are located north of Pine St. and on the east side of Main St. The 
properties are located in the Downtown core for the purposes of the Design Handbook 
for Downtown Louisville and are zoned Community Commercial (CC).  The properties 
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contain a 5,580 square foot office building at 712 Main St. and a 1,978 square foot 
office at 722 Main. St.  The structure at 712 Main St. was constructed in 1964 and the 
structure at 722 Main St. was constructed in 1959.  Because these structures were built 
after 1955, a historic structure demolition permit review by the HPC is not required. 
However, the structures are each over 50 years old and eligible for landmarking.  The 
Louisville Historical Museum completed the attached historical analysis of each property 
(Attachment 6). 
 
ANALYSIS: 
Zoning  
The applicant has designed the building with storefront architecture on the first floor for 
retail or commercial uses and office uses on the second floor.  However, offices could 
also occupy the ground floor.  The property is zoned Community Commercial (CC), 
which allows for the proposed office and retail uses. Louisville Municipal Code (LMC) 
Sec. 17.12.130 lists all allowed uses by right and by special review in the Community 
Commercial (CC) district.  All properties surrounding the subject properties are zoned 
CC.  
 
All development in the CC zone district requires the establishment of a Planned Unit 
Development (PUD), and all PUD’s in Downtown Louisville must comply with the 
development regulations established in the Louisville Municipal Code (Code) and the 
design standards outlined in the Design Handbook for Downtown Louisville (“Design 
Handbook”).  Guidelines for allowed floor area and height in Downtown are provided by 
the Downtown Louisville Framework Plan (“Framework Plan”), which is adopted as a 
part of the City’s Comprehensive Plan.   
 
Development Cap in Westerly Portion of Downtown 
Section 17.12.060 of the LMC allows a maximum of 475,000 sq. ft. of floor area for the 
westerly portion of Downtown.  The following table reflects floor area of existing 
development, approved development pending construction and the proposed 
development.   The sum total equals 371,601 sq. ft., which is within the maximum floor 
area allowed.  If all approved and proposed projects are constructed, the remaining 
development allowance in the westerly portion of Downtown is 103,399 sq. ft.   
 

 Existing 

Floor Area 

Approved Floor 

Area 

Proposed Floor 

Area 

Total Floor 

Area 

Existing Westerly 

Portion of Downtown 
303,092   303,092 

   Voltage  9,250  9,250 

   931 Main  2,103  2,103 

   824 South  9,960  9,960 

   Louisville Mill Site  23,640  23,640 

CC 
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   808 Main   1,536  1,536 

   712 and 722 Main   22,020 22,020 

Total 303,092 sf 46,489 sf 22,020 sf 371,601 

 

Bulk and Dimension Standards  
The following table shows the required and proposed yard and bulk standards for the 
development.  The applicant requests a waiver for the rear yard setback, which the 
report addresses in more detail below.  
 

Zoning Data City Standards Proposed 

Floor Area Ratio 2.0 1.56 

Parking 23 18 provided, 5 fee in lieu  

Building Height 45’ 45’ 

No. of Stories 3 3 

Setbacks   

- Front Yard 0’ 0’ 

- Side Yard – North 0’ 0’ 

- Side Yard  - South 0’ 0’ 

- Rear Yard 20’ 9” (majority of building setback 20’-3” waiver 

request to allow encroachments for stairs and 

balconies).  

 

The Design Handbook for Downtown Louisville  
The Design Handbook sets the design standards and guidelines for Downtown.  Some 
polices within the Deign Handbook are mandatory while other policies are advisory, 
depending on how each is stated.  The Design Handbook includes general standards 
for all of Downtown and specific standards for the Core Area and Transition Area where 
Downtown merges with the surrounding residential neighborhood.  The subject 
properties are located entirely within the Core Area.  
 
The main categories in the Design Handbook applicable to this proposal include; Urban 
Design, Site Design, Building Mass Scale and Form, Architectural Elements and 
Details; and Miscellaneous Design Topics. The discussion below and the design 
guidelines identifies “General Standards and Guidelines for all Projects in Downtown 
Louisville” with the letter “G” and identifies “Design Standards and Guidelines for the 
Core Area of Downtown” with the letter “C”.  The stated intent of the guidelines is “to 
encourage the preservation and careful treatment of the historic resources within the 
district, while recognizing the need for the contemporary economic use of these 
structures.”     
 
Basic Principles of Design 
The “Introduction” section of the Design Handbook articulates five basic principles of 
design: 

CC 
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1. Keep it Simple. 
2. Relate to Traditional Buildings in the Area. 
3. Use the Entire Building Front as Your Image. 
4. Develop a Clear Presentation to the Street. 
5. If the building is an older “traditional” building, respect its earlier 

character.   
 
This section further states: “Regarding this concept of what is compatible with the 
traditional context of Louisville, consider the following as a general STANDARD for new 
construction: 
 

New interpretations of traditional building types are encouraged, such 
that they are seen as products of their own time yet compatible with 
their older neighbors. 
1. Historic details that were not found in Louisville are inappropriate 
2. However, using traditional proportions of height, width and depth are 

very important to be compatible with the established mass and scale of 
Downtown Louisville.” 

 
Thus, the intent is to design new buildings in a manner that presents a current aesthetic 
while respecting the historic context. The Design Handbook defines context as relating 
to “those properties and structures adjacent to, and within the same block, as the 
proposed project.” Other policies in the Design Handbook note that new building design 
should consider the broader context of the block and the town at large: “In all cases, 
consideration should be given to the broader context of the block and the town at large.” 
(G1.1) 
 
Urban Design 
Under the Design Handbook, an overarching policy for all projects in Downtown 
Louisville requires the “visual sense of continuity be maintained in all new development” 
in terms of the siting of buildings, materials, mass and scale.  The applicant has 
submitted colored renderings that depict the colors and materials of the building. The 
proposed building maintains the alignment of existing buildings along Main St.  The 
proposed materials, including wood, wood composite panels, stucco, and hardi-panel 
match other buildings Downtown. The one and two story elements along Main St. 
correspond to the adjacent buildings and near-by one and two story buildings.  The 
current application significantly reduces the massing of the third story from the original 
proposal and it is setback 40-feet from Main St.  In addition, buildings with third stories 
do exist as a part of the Downtown architectural fabric, thus the third story reflects 
existing architectural elements from a broader scale.   
 
Policy G1 states that, “All projects should respect the traditional context of 
Downtown…1) In all cases, consideration should be given to the broader context of the 
block and the town at large.”  The Main St. façades are one and two-story, matching the 
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one- and two- story character on Main St. and includes colors and materials found 
throughout buildings Downtown. While three-story buildings are not common 
Downtown, both the Code and the Design Handbook envision a limited number of taller 
and three story buildings being a part of the architectural fabric of Downtown when 
certain conditions are met (a more in depth discussion on the proposed height and third 
story follows).  The applicant has redesigned the third-story to reduce the mass of the 
building and it is setback 40-feet from Main St.  Staff finds that the limited massing and 
setback meet the policy of respecting the traditional context of Downtown.   
 
Pedestrian system policies center on designing buildings for the pedestrian at a “human 
scale,” which includes providing visual interest along the street and creating walkable 
environments. Policy C1 requires that the ground floor level of development encourage 
pedestrian activity. The Design Handbook notes that commercial storefronts, which 
include traditional architectural elements such as display windows and primary building 
entrances at the street level, facilitate the visual interest and pedestrian level activity 
desired. The façade along Main St. includes articulation in the roof form with the varying 
one- and two-story elements, changes in materials, recessed entrances, and significant 
window glazing, all of which lend to creating a visually interesting pedestrian 
experience.  
 
Main Street Elevation Perspective 

  
 

Policies related to alleys center on; a.) developing street and alley edges at a scale 
comfortable to pedestrians; b.) providing visual interest on all faces which will be seen 
from streets, alleys, and pedestrian ways; c.) stepping down buildings along the alley 
edge; d.) expressing “human scale” through the use of materials and forms that are 
familiar building elements in Downtown; and e.) varying building setbacks and changes 
in materials to create interest and reduce the precevied scale of buildings along alleys.   
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Alley Perspective Looking Southwest 

 
 

At the alley, the third story is setback 44 feet, 8 inches and second story is set back 20 
feet, 3 inches, except for a stairwell and balcony that encroach into the 20-foot setback.  
In addition to the articulation in the façade created by the balconies and stairwell, there 
are recessed green roof elements at the second-story level at the rear of the building 
that help provide visual interest from the alley.  With the original application, the third 
story extended to the building edge at the alley side.   
 
Policy G7 notes that public art is encouraged, particularly on larger private projects and 
in public places. While the plans do not show public art, the applicant has expressed 
interest in putting a mural on the north wall adjacent to the alley.  Review of a mural 
requires compliance with the Downtown Sign Manual in effect at the time of application.   
 
Site Design 
Per Policy G8, buildings should be oriented parallel to the lot lines, similar to traditional 
building orientations. Additionally, buildings should have a clearly defined primary 
entrance with recessed entryways on a commercial storefront.  The plans show the 
building designed to be parallel with the lot lines and includes recessed entries for each 
of the three main entry points along Main St.  
 
Exterior lighting policies require that lighting be simple in character and similar in color 
and intensity to those used traditionally.  All exterior light sources should be low level 
and prevent glare onto adjacent properties.  The lights at the entrances along Main St. 
are recessed can lights.  The plans show full cut-off wall packs at the rear entrances 
along the alley.  All light fixtures meet the maximum lumen output and other lighting 
specifications required by the Design Handbook.  
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Parking  
A policy of the Design Handbook states that development should minimize the visual 
impacts of features associated with storage of automobiles, including driveways, 
garages, and parking areas. Additionally the Design Handbook encourages alley access 
to parking rather than street access.  Parking should also be subordinate to other site 
features and parking garages designed to minimize the visual impacts of the garage.   
 
The plans show an alley-facing parking garage with 14 vehicular parking spaces and 5 
bicycle parking spaces.  Access to the garage is from a one-way in ramp on the north 
side and one-way out ramp on the south side of the building.  In the CC zoning district, 
a parking garage is a Special Review Use (SRU).  The SRU section of this report that 
follows discusses compliance with the SRU criteria.  There are also four surface parking 
spaces accessed from the alley outside of the garage.   
 
Main Level – Parking Garage 

 

One of the surface parking spaces outside of the garage will serve as a loading space 
from 5:00 a.m. to 8:00 a.m. and serve as parking for the building users at all other 
times.  LMC Sec. 17.20.040 requires that new developments provide loading spaces but 
allows them to count toward the off-street parking requirement if the loading operations 
are restricted to times of day when the space is not required to take care of the parking 

Spaces accessed directly 

from the alley Loading space 
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needs of the use.  Staff finds that the time restriction will provide for reasonable time to 
conduct loading for the businesses while providing for building user parking over 
standard business hours.   
 
LMC Sec. 17.20.025 states that Downtown developments shall provide off-street 
parking spaces at a ratio of one parking space per 500 sq. ft. of non-residential new 
floor area. The Code exempts the first 999 sq. ft. from this calculation in Downtown and 
exempts uninhabitable areas below ground level, areas within hallways, stairways, 
elevator shafts, and bathrooms. The plans show a below grade basement designated 
for storage.  This basement area is not included in the parking area calculations and the 
PUD includes a note restricting use of the basement to storage and mechanical spaces 
only, unless a PUD amendment is approved allowing use of the basement, along with 
provision of applicable parking, which could include payment of fee in lieu for the 
parking requirement.  Future expansion would also need to be within the development 
cap for downtown, which is currently limited to 475,000 sq. ft. of floor area.  Based on 
existing area, approved development plans and the current proposal, there is 103,399 
sq. ft. of allowed development left within the development cap.    
 
The project includes an estimated total of 12,277 sq. ft. of tenant floor area subject to 
the parking area calculation.   The code requires rounding to the nearest 500 sq. ft. in 
determining required parking.  This equates to a requirement for 23 parking spaces 
(12,277-999/500 = 22.56 rounded to 23).  The applicant used current conceptual floor 
plans to estimate the floor area, which staff may revise at time of building permit for 
tenant finish.  
 
The proposal includes 18 garage and surface parking spaces and a proposal to pay for 
the remaining five spaces as fee in lieu that the applicant will pay into the Downtown 
parking fund.  The 2019 fee is $18,261 per space and increases to $20,898 per space 
in 2020.  After 2020, the fee increases annually at 3%.  The City uses these funds to 
acquire and develop public parking for Downtown.  This helps to foster better 
development patterns and maintain the unique character and pedestrian orientation of 
Downtown. The City owns 311 parking spaces in Downtown as part of the parking 
program (including in DELO), and has purchased and developed 209 spaces since 
2015.  The City also leases an additional 49 private spaces for public use after 5pm.    
 
Service Areas 
The Design Handbook requires the construction of trash enclosures with similar 
materials to those used on the primary structure, and location of the enclosure in the 
alley.  The plans show a trash enclosure at the rear of the building.  The trash enclosure 
is screened by concreted paint to match the color of the surrounding façade.  As noted 
above, the plans also show a designated trucking loading/unloading space at the rear of 
the building for deliveries.   
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Utilities 
The applicant will extend all utiltities to the property underground. At the request of 
Public Works, the plans show relcoation of the existing utility pole on the west side of 
the alley to the east side of the alley.  The applicant will pay for the relocation of this 
pole that provides services to several surrounding properties.  Per the Design 
Handbook, all rooftop mechanical equipment shall be screened.  The plans demonstrate 
compliance with this requirement as all roof top mechanical equipment is screened. 
While rooftop mechanical equipment is determined in more detail with a tenant finish 
permit, the appliant is aware that all equipment must meet the requirements of this 
section.   
 
Building Mass, Scale & Form 
The Design Handbook includes multiple polices related to building mass, scale, and 
form.  Additionally, the Downtown Louisville Framework plan discusses floor area ratio 
and the height of buildings.  The Code specifically sets forth regulations pertaining to 
building height.  To provide a comprehensive analysis, this section of the report includes 
policies from all three applicable documents.   
 
The Design Handbook states new construction should appear similar in mass and scale 
to structures found traditionally in the area and be similar in mass and scale to the 
established context.  In the Core Area, development at the sidewalk should maintain the 
average scale of a one-story building.  Additionally, in the Core Area, new construction 
should present a tall one-story or two-story façade at the front property line and this 
façade height should not exceed 30-feet. The Design Handbook encourages buildings 
to step down to minimize the perceived scale at the street.  
 
The applicant proposes two stories on the north side of the development, with a one-
story element on the south side to respect the existing character of the adjacent 
buildings.  The plans show the first story to be 14 feet in height and the top of the 
second story to be at 28.4 feet in height.    As specified by Policy C4, the plans show a 
change in materials, colors, and architectural elements along the Main St. façade, which 
reflects the traditional building widths.  Additionally, the proposed design divides the 
larger building into modules, as envisioned by Policy C5, to reflect the traditional scale 
of construction.  The roof decks above the first and second levels coupled with the third 
story element which is setback 40 feet, creates a stepped-down approach with the 
architecture, breaking up the mass and scale, while lending to the overall architectural 
variations.  
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Main Street Elevation 

 
 

Third story 
Under “Site Design” in the Core Area policies, Policy C6 articulates the parameters by 
which the City could consider a third story appropriate for Downtown redevelopment.  
The Design Handbook notes that, “…building owners may see the need to provide a 
third story.  While these exceptions should not become the rule, they do suggest that in 
limited circumstances, a third story may be incorporated into a commercial type 
building.”  Policy C6 specifically states that, “In Downtown, a third story may be 
incorporated into a commercial type building when it satisfies all requirements 
established in the Downtown Louisville Framework Plan.”  Additionally, these policies 
require that the third story be a subordinate “addition” to a two-story building and that it 
should be setback substantially from the sidewalk edge “such that the building will 
appear to be two stories in height as seen from across the street.”  The third floor 
should also be setback from the alley facades and materials and details should be 
simpler than those of the primary façade. 
 
Sheet A2.0 of the PUD plans include a graphic that depicts the “view angles from 
across Main St.”  The graphic demonstrates that the second story blocks the view of the 
third story from across the street at the north end of the building. Based on the reduction 
in the area of the third story with the current submittal, there is no third story element on 
the southern portion of the building.  Based on this analysis, staff finds that the 
proposed design meets the policy of the building appearing to be two stories in height 
as seen from across the street.   
 
The applicant has significantly reduced the size of the third story from 6,669 sq. ft. to 
1,102 sq. ft. based on City Council feedback and to address concern about the impact 
of the massing of the third story.  The third story is also limited to the north half of the 
building, where the massing can integrate better with the larger two-story Main Street 
façade on the north side and taller buildings on the block to the north.          
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Main Street View Angle 

 
 

Form 
A policy of the Design Handbook states that, “One of the most prominent unifying 
elements of Downtown is the similarity in building forms.  Commercial buildings were 
simple rectangular forms, deeper than they were wide.  This characteristic is important 
and should be continued in new projects.” Per the Design Handbook, rectangular forms 
should be dominant on Core Area facades and the façade should appear predominately 
flat, with any decorative elements and projecting of setback “articulations” appearing to 
be subordinate to the dominate form. The building form policies also state that buildings 
should step down in scale to the alley along the rear façade. Policy C4 requires a 
change in design features to suggest the traditional building widths on larger buildings.  
This can be accomplished through changes in façade material, window design, façade 
height, and decorative details.  The composition should appear to be a collection of 
smaller buildings and additions.   
 
The plans show the building designed to be rectangular in form, both vertically and 
horizontally.  The façade appears predominately flat, with accent elements, but not 
necessarily “decorative” elements.  The varied horizontal setbacks, from the transition 
along Main St. between the second story and the first story and then moving back from 
Main St. with a full second level and then a lessor third story creates a more 
subordinate form for the second and third stories.  While the balconies and the stairwell 
encroach into the rear setback, Staff finds that those elements lend to more variation 
and architectural interest along the alley.  Changes and building materials, colors, 
window design, and façade height collectively create the look of traditional building 
widths along Main St.   
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The Design Handbook notes that, “traditionally, roof forms appeared flat, sloped, or 
gabled, but all had false fronts as seen from the street.  This characteristic is important 
to Downtown and should be preserved”. Policy C9 specifies that a flat roofline should be 
the dominant roof form.  The plans show a flat roof for all roof elements.  There are no 
pitched or gable roof forms incorporated into this building.   
 
Architectural Elements & Details 
An overarching policy of the Design Handbook specifies that, “Regardless of stylistic 
treatment, a new building should appear simple in form and detail, in keeping with the 
tradition of Louisville.  Buildings also should be visually compatible with older structures 
without being direct copies of historic buildings.” Policy G23 states that buildings should 
“respect the sense of time and place…and that one should be able to perceive some of 
the character of the area as it evolved historically.” New buildings are encouraged to 
draw upon the fundamental similarities among traditional buildings, without copying 
them.   
 
The plans show the building with a predominately simple, rectangular form.  Materials, 
colors, storefront glazing, recessed entries, and other architectural features all 
contribute to the visual compatibility with older structures.  In Downtown, buildings are 
predominately one and two stories, but there are several existing three-story buildings, 
which lend to architectural variation from the broader context.  However, the existing 
structures immediately adjacent to the subject property are each only one story.  It is the 
applicant’s intent to respect the character of these one-story structures through the 
design of the one and two story elements at Main St. and setting the third story back 
from Main St.  Additionally, the applicant notes that the building is designed with colors, 
materials, and form that respects the traditional architectural elements found Downtown 
and that, “…the building is designed to be of this time and place in Louisville’s history, 
which is constantly evolving.”  
 
Building Materials and Colors 
The Design Handbook notes that a mix of building materials are found Downtown, from 
the early wood frame construction to steel frame and brick veneer.  Maintaining a range 
of building materials is encouraged and new materials should have a simple finish, 
similar to those seen historically.  Policy G29 states that, “appropriate materials for 
primary structures include horizontal and vertical siding, shingles, and brick”. Stucco is 
considered inappropriate as a primary material on the street. Larger buildings are 
encouraged to include a combination of appropriate materials as a means to reduce the 
apparent size of the project.     
 
The plans show a mix of horizontal and lattice hardwood, wood composite and metal 
composite materials incorporated into the façade along Main St.  The wood and 
composite materials are warm brown colors. For the additional facades, the primary 
material shown is a Hardi-panel and stucco in a light gray to dark gray color palette.  
The plans show the stucco on the north elevation where a mural could be painted in the 
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future.  The applicant notes, “We have proposed panel siding with panel joints that are 
more contemporary than traditional horizontal or vertical wood siding, however the 
application is consistent with traditional mid-century design, which emphasizes clean, 
simple forms, with articulated materials, true to their nature, typically less textural than a 
historic wood lap siding.  The building is not meant to replicate a historic building in 
detailing or materiality.”   
 
Main Street Rendering Looking Northeast 

 
 

Windows 
The Design Handbook notes that windows significantly affect the character of a 
structure. Policy G33 states the windows should be of a traditional size and relate to 
pedestrian scale and Policy G34 states that the ratio of windows to wall surface should 
be similar to that seen traditionally.  Policies C10, 1-4 speak to maintaining the 
distinction between the street level and any upper floors through the height of each 
floor, transparency, detailing, materials and fenestration.  The first floor of the primary 
façade is predominately transparent glass.  The upper floors are more opaque than the 
lower floor.  The plans show significant window glazing for the storefronts along Main 
St. (a solid to void ratio of 1:1.4) with windows up to 6 feet wide and 8 feet high, and the 
upper floors with some panes of glass that are up to 5 feet, 9 inches wide and up to 4 
feet, 8 inches high and with a sold to void ratio of 1.4:1.  The applicant notes that the 
design of the building expresses a distinction in floor heights with detailing, materials, 
and fenestration.  
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Setbacks 
The Code, Design Handbook, and Framework Plan, do not require minimum front or 
side setbacks.  The Core Area policies speak to maintaining a storefront wall at the 
sidewalk edge “presenting interesting activities and merchandise to the street.” Per 
Policy C2, “This characteristic is an essential element of healthy Downtown retailing.” 
The building is designed for commercial storefronts on the ground floor and offices on 
the second floor consistent with this policy.  However, staff notes that the zoning would 
also allow offices and any other CC district uses on the ground floor.  The proposed 
development includes storefront architecture for the first floor of the building.  Policy C2 
also speaks to preserving the glass at the sidewalk line to define the pedestrian zone.  
The plans show the majority of the Main St. façade as glass.  
 
The Code requires a 20-foot setback from the rear property line.  One of the reasons for 
the 20-foot rear setback requirement is to allow for adequate room for on-site parking. 
The plans show the building designed to allow for three 9-foot x 19-foot parking spaces 
and one loading space at the rear of the building.  The majority of the rear wall of the 
building is setback 20 feet, 3 inches from the rear property line.  However, the applicant 
requests a waiver to allow an enclosed stairwell to encroach 19 feet, 3 inches into the 
20-feet rear setback at the first and second level, and the second level balconies to 
encroach into the rear setback by 5 feet, 11 inches.  The lowest level of the second 
level balconies is ten feet above grade.  
 
Waivers may be granted as part of a PUD when the City finds “the development plan 
contains areas allocated for usable open space in common park area in excess of 
public use dedication requirements or that the modification or waiver is warranted by the 
design and amenities incorporated in the development plan…..”  The applicant states in 
their narrative that that the projecting balconies and stairwell will break up the rear 
façade, provide more visual interest along the alley, and thus, lend to a better design.  
Staff concurs that these elements will lend to more visual interest along the alley edge. 
The following three graphics illustrate the setbacks for the second and third stories.  
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Rear Encroachments

 
 

Building Height 
Neither the Design Handbook nor the Framework Plan set forth a specific limitation on 
height, except for those provisions discussed above related to first, second, and third 
stories.  The Louisville Municipal Code limits the maximum building height for a principal 
use in the CC Zoning District at 45 feet, with no more than three stories, and inclusive of 
any parapet or rooftop mechanical screen or any other architectural element.  However, 
City Council may require a lower maximum building height within the Commercial Core 
Area “based on application of criteria set forth in Titles 16 and 17 and the Design 
Handbook, and in order to ensure varied building heights and the appearance of two-
story building mass from the street pedestrian scale.”   
 
Currently, the only structures in the Commercial Core that are three stories are located 
at 908 Main St.(north of Walnut St. on east side of Main St.), 801 Main St. (the State 
Mercantile Building), and 901 Front St (Koko Plaza). 801 Main St. was built in 1905 and 
is roughly 32 feet tall.  908 Main St. was originally built in 1952. There have been 
several additions to the building at 908 Main St. since its original construction, including 
the third story which was added around 1994.  908 Main St. is 38 feet tall at Main St. 
and 45 feet tall at the alley (the property slopes down from Main St. to the alley). The 

Stairwell and Balcony Encroachments 
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Design Handbook was adopted after the construction of that third story (1998). 901 
Front was built in 2002.  The building is three stories and is 37 feet in height at the top 
of the roof.   Thus, the majority of the structures in the Commercial Core are one and 
two stories.   
 
As noted above, during the development of the Framework Plan, participants evaluated 
different scenarios for the redevelopment of Downtown.  One scenario included limiting 
the maximum height for all buildings Downtown to two stories, with no three story 
buildings permitted.  Participants concluded that this scenario was considered 
undesirable because “it would result in uniform building heights where variation in height 
has been the norm both historically and in the present context.”   As demonstrated by 
the grahic on Sheet A.2.0 of the PUD, the second story element blocks the view of the 
third story at the north end of the building.   
 
Title 16 (Subdivision Regulations) and Title 17 (Zoning Regulations) each set forth 
criteria for approving subdivision and PUD applications respectively.  As noted above, 
the City Council may consider these criteria in determining the maximum height for 
develompent in the Core Area. Several policies under Title 16 and 17 are applicable in 
evaluating if a lower maximum building height should be required in the Commercial 
Core, and are discussed below.   
 
Title 16 – Subdivision Criteria in Consideration of Height Request 
Section 16.12.075 of the Code sets forth the criteria for review of final subdivsion plats.  
Staff has identified the following criteria to be applicable in considering the 
appropriateness of the height of a buiding in the Commercial Core.   

1. Whether approval of the plat will be consistent with the City's Comprehensive 
Plan, applicable zoning requirements, and other applicable federal, state and city 
laws; 

2. Whether the proposed subdivision will promote the purposes set forth 
in section 16.04.020 of this Code and comply with the standards set forth 
in chapter 16.16 of this Code and this title. 

 
The Comprehensive Plan identifies the property as being in the Downtown and Highway 
42 Revitalization District area, which is one of three mixed-use “Center” development 
areas identified in the Plan.  The Comprehensive Plan states that, “Future efforts in this 
center will continue to encourage a healthy and vibrant Downtown consisting of a mix of 
supporting businesses and residences.” The Plan identifies retail being the “required” 
primary use on the ground floor with office being allowed  only above the ground floor 
along “primary retail streets”.  The building is designed consistent with this policy, by 
providing ground floor storefront architecture to accommodate and promote ground floor 
retail.  However, staff notes that current zoning allows any use within the CC district on 
the ground floor, including office uses.    
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The Comprehensive Plan specifies that a Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 1.0 to 2.0 with an 
overall average of 1.5 is appropriate for this area.  The plans show a 1.58 FAR.  The 
Comprehensive Plan also specifies the following applicable provisions and policies: 

1. Building heights of 2-3 stories; 
2. Buildings front the street and the ground floor is activated on primary retail 

streets;  
3. Human-scaled buildings;  
4. The growth of the Center will preserve the character and scale of the 

neighborhoods within the Old Town Overlay District; 
5. Promote the health of Downtown through a traditional development 

pattern and pedestrian scaled redevelopment including expansion of 
business and housing opportunities. 

 
Staff finds that the project meets the adopted elements of the Comprehensive Plan 
because; a.) the project meets the FAR established in the Downtown Louisville 
Framework Plan; b.) the building fronts the street and the ground floor is activated with 
storefront architecture; c.) the building is designed with one and two-story primary 
facades creating a human scale; and d.) the recessed entrances, window glazing, and 
architectural details facilitate pedestrian-friendly design on the ground floor.    
 
Section 16.04.020 of the Code sets forth the purpose of the subdivision regulations.  
Staff finds the following to be applicable in considering the appropriateness of the height 
of a building in the Commercial Core:  

1. To promote orderly growth and to provide for the harmonious development 
of the city in accordance with its comprehensive plan; 

2. To protect the character and the social and economic stability of all parts 
of the city; 

3. To conserve and enhance the value of land throughout the city and the 
value of buildings and improvements upon the land; 

4. To preserve and enhance to the extent reasonably possible the natural 
beauty and topography of the city and areas of historical or archeological 
importance and to ensure appropriate development with regard to such 
natural, historical and archaeological sites and features; 

 
As noted above, Staff finds that the project meets the applicable policies of the 
Comprehensive Plan.  Providing additional office and storefront architecture along Main 
St. protects and enhances the economic stability of Downtown and subsequently all 
parts of the City.   
 
Numerous policies in the applicable regulatory documents promote the importance of 
protecting the character of the Downtown area. Staff finds that the plans show a building 
that substantially meets the intent of these policies. The applicant proposes one and 
two-story elements along Main St. to reflect the character of the adjacent and nearby 
buildings.  The applicant has significantly reduced the third story from the previous 
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proposal.  The Main St. elevations include materials used traditionally, but also 
introduces new materials to distinguish the design from historic buildings.  The third 
story utilizes materials that are more subdued and intended to be subordinate to the 
Main St. elevations. The building includes horizontal and vertical articulation, which 
lends to an improved aesthetic at the alley.  
 
With regard to preserving and enhancing historical sites, the Huckleberry building at 700 
Main Street is on the National Historic Register and but it is not locally landmarked.  The 
applicant intentionally designed the proposed building to respect the historic character 
of that building by designing a one-story element adjacent to the Huckleberry.  Also, the 
applicant notes the existing pattern of one and two story buildings along the block and 
proposes a design reflective of that pattern.   
 
Title 17 – PUD Criteria in Consideration of Height Request 
Section 17.28.120 of the Code sets forth the criteria for review of a development plan 
(i.e. PUD):  Staff finds the following to be applicable in considering the appropriateness 
of the height of a building in the Commercial Core:  

1. An appropriate relationship to the surrounding area; 
2. Building types in terms of appropriateness to density, site relationship and 

bulk; 
3. Building design in terms of orientation, spacing, materials, color, texture, 

storage, signs and lighting; 
4. Compliance with all applicable development design standards and 

guidelines and all applicable regulations pertaining to matters of state 
interest, as specified in chapter 17.32; 

5. Development shall be in accordance with the adopted elements of the 
comprehensive development plan of the city, and in accordance with any 
adopted development design standards and guidelines. 

6. There shall be encouraged the siting of lot arrangement, building 
orientation and roof orientation in developments so as to obtain the 
maximum use of solar energy for heating. 

7. Architectural design of buildings shall be compatible in design with the 
contours of the site, compatible with surrounding designs and 
neighborhoods, shall promote harmonious transitions and scale in 
character in areas of different planned uses, and shall contribute to a mix 
of styles within the city. 

 
Regarding policies that speak to the relationship of the buildings to surrounding areas, 
the applicant designed the building to respect the existing adjacent commercial 
structures with the one and two story elements along Main St.  The third story is setback 
and limited in footprint to the north half of the building so that overall, the building 
primarily retains the look of a one and two story structure along Main St.  As noted 
above, building heights in Downtown vary, from one to three stories, and this variation 
reflects the preferred vision articualed in the Framework Plan.  Thus, the third story 
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element of the proposed building would contribute to the overall building variation 
Downtown since the majority of the buildigns are one and two stories. Staff finds that 
the proposed building materials, colors, and orientation provide visual interest and 
support the pedestrian experience along this section of Main St.  
 
In summary, Staff finds that the overall building design substantially meets all of the 
applicable design guidelines and the policies of the Comprehensive Plan and the third 
story and 45 foot height could be considered appropriate, subject to Council’s final 
determination on the appropriate height.  
 
Downtown Louisville Framework Plan 
The Downtown Louisville Framework Plan (“Framework Plan”), which is adopted as a 
part of the City’s Comprehensive Plan, establishes several policies related to Downtown 
redevelopment that are in addition to the Design Handbook.  These policies were 
formed through a series of public workshops which included various scenarios for 
redevelopment that were ultimately refined, based on public consensus, to establish a 
vision for Downtown.  The Framework Plan states, “In summary, workshop participants 
expressed a strong desire to maintain and enhance the historic scale and character of 
Downtown.  The existing diversity in architectural design should be maintained and 
encouraged…Within this context, participants were in favor of developing Downtown as 
a mixed use, residential and commercial town center…Consistent with the existing 
scale of Downtown development, one and two-story buildings should be the norm. An 
incentive program could be created to allow limited three-story buildings in the core 
commercial area.”  
 
The specific policies of the Framework Plan permit third story buildings when defined 
goals are achieved.  Per the Framework Plan, these goals could include providing 
public spaces such as plazas or significant outdoor dining areas, providing public art 
and meeting defined historic preservation goals.  The plans show outdoor seating along 
Main St. on the main level and on the rooftop above the one-story element of the 
building.  Historic preservation goals included in the Design Handbook center on 
policies that speak to respecting the traditional context of Downtown, simple building 
forms, the use of materials traditionally found Downtown, and building components 
which are similar in scale to those used traditionally. As noted in multiple sections of this 
report, elements of the building respect the traditional context of Downtown including, 
but not limited to, a.) one and two story elevations along Main St. and the third story set 
back; b.) the use of materials similar to those used traditionally; and c.) the facilitation of 
an interesting pedestrian experience along Main St. through the use of glass, recessed 
entryways, and changes in the colors and materials.  
 
The Framework Plan limits the floor area ratio to 2.0 in the core area and limits a third 
story to no more than 50 percent of the building footprint.  The proposed FAR is 1.58, 
which is less than the maximum of 2.0.  The third-story area of 1,102 sq. ft. equals 9.6% 
of the 11,440 square foot building footprint, which is less than fifty percent of the 
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building footprint.  In addition, buildings should be one and two stories on the street and 
on the alley edges.  As noted in other sections of this report, the structure maintains one 
and two stories along Main St. and two stories along the alley.  The third-story setback 
40 feet from Main St. and setback 67 feet from the alley, with the exception of the 
enclosed stairwell.   
 
While the Main St. façade is comprised of earthtone colored natural and composite 
wood siding, along with significant window glazing and metal as an accent material, the 
third story of this building is hardi-panel and stucco using gray tones.  Thus, the third 
story is intended to be more subdued than the first and second stories along Main St.  
 
Comprehensive Plan 
The Comprehensive Plan identifies the project as being in the Downtown and Highway 
42 Revitalization District area, which is one of three mixed-use “Center” development 
areas identified in the Plan.  The Comprehensive Plan states that, “Future efforts in this 
center will continue to encourage a healthy and vibrant Downtown consisting of a mix of 
supporting businesses and residences.” The Comprehensive Plan (Plan) envisions “a 
healthy and vibrant Downtown” (Policy LU-4.2) with a “mix of uses that bring new 
revenue generation to the Downtown area” (Policy ED-5.3).  
  
The Comprehensive Plan also includes the following applicable policy for Downtown 
Louisville:   
 

Downtown and Highway 42 Revitalization District Framework Policy No. 9:  
Promote the health of Downtown through a traditional development 
pattern and pedestrian scaled redevelopment including expansion of 
business and housing opportunities. 

 
As previous discussed, the Comprehensive Plan specifies that a Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 
of 1.0 to 2.0 with an overall average of 1.5 is appropriate for this area.  The plans show 
a 1.58 FAR.  The Comprehensive Plan also specifies the following additional applicable 
provisions and policies: 

1. Building heights of 2-3 stories; 
2. Buildings front the street and the ground floor is activated on primary retail 

streets;  
3. Human-scaled buildings;  
4. The growth of the Center will preserve the character and scale of the 

neighborhoods within the Old Town Overlay District; 
5. Promote the health of Downtown through a traditional development 

pattern and pedestrian scaled redevelopment including expansion of 
business and housing opportunities. 

 
Staff finds that the project meets the adopted elements of the Comprehensive Plan 
because; a.) the project meets the FAR established in the Downtown Louisville 
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Framework Plan; b.) the building fronts the street and the ground floor is activated with 
storefront architecture; c.) the building is designed at a human scale; d.) the recessed 
entrances, window glazing, and architectural details facilitate pedestrian design on the 
ground floor; and e.) the increase in commercial uses and retention of an 80-employee 
business contributes to the overall vitality and economic prosperity of Downtown and 
the City as a whole.   
 
Compliance with PUD Criteria    
Section 17.28.120 of the Louisville Municipal Code lists 28 criteria for Planned Unit 
Developments (PUDs).  For all applicable criteria, an applicant must demonstrate 
compliance. A table summarizing compliance with each criteria is included as an 
appendix to this report.  Staff supports the proposed waiver request and finds that the 
proposal meets all applicable criteria.  Other than the noted waivers, Staff finds that the 
proposal substantially meets the requirements of Downtown Louisville Design 
Handbook, the Louisville Municipal Code, the Downtown Louisville Framework Plan and 
the Comprehensive Plan.   
 
Special Review Use  
The applicant proposes a parking garage and outdoor sales for retail goods and eating 
and drinking establishments designated for areas along Main St. and on the deck above 
the one-story element of the building (adjacent to the Huckleberry).  In the CC Zoning 
District, parking garages and outdoor sales require approval of a Special Review Use.   
 
Chapter 17.40 of the Code provides procedures and review criteria for SRU requests.  
Following review and recommendation by the Planning Commission, the City Council is 
to review the SRU request at a public hearing and may approve, approve with 
conditions or deny the application based on the review criteria in Sec. 17. 40.100. The 
following contains staff’s analysis of the SRU request and recommended findings on 
each review criteria.  
 

1. That the proposed use/development is consistent in all respects with the spirit 
and intent of the comprehensive plan and of this chapter, and that it would not be 
contrary to the general welfare and economic prosperity of the city or the 
immediate neighborhood; 

 
The Comprehensive Plan (Plan) envisions “a healthy and vibrant Downtown” (Policy 
LU-4.2) with a “mix of uses that bring new revenue generation to the Downtown area” 
(Policy ED-5.3). The Comprehensive Plan classifies Downtown Louisville as Center 
type development and describes Center development by the following: 
 

Centers are defined by their mixture of uses (retail, commercial, and 
residential), street interconnectivity, and integrated public spaces. A 
center’s physical design is that of a destination, or gathering point for city-
wide activities. Centers are connected to and oriented toward their 
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adjacent land uses. Centers typically have the greatest retailing 
opportunities. Centers feature integrated public spaces with a recognized 
public space, or focal point. Centers also have the highest potential for a 
vertical mix of uses.   

  
The Comprehensive Plan also includes the following applicable policy for Downtown 
Louisville:   
 

Downtown and Highway 42 Revitalization District Framework Policy No. 9:  
Promote the health of Downtown through a traditional development 
pattern and pedestrian scaled redevelopment including expansion of 
business and housing opportunities. 

 
Staff finds that the proposal is consistent with the Center type development as it 
provides redevelopment of a property that provides an increase in commercial uses and 
creates destination and gathering places. Staff also finds the development proposal 
promotes the health of Downtown by adding pedestrian scale development and 
expansion of businesses consistent with Downtown and Highway 42 Revitalization 
District Framework Policy No. 9.   
 
The proposed outdoor seating along Main Street will help create a vibrant Downtown 
area by bringing outdoor diners and additional activity to Downtown. The proposed use 
would not be contrary to the general welfare and economic prosperity of the city or the 
immediate neighborhood.   
 

2. That such use/development will lend economic stability, compatible with the 
character of any surrounding established areas; 

 
The building design is for ground floor commercial uses along Main St., thus promoting 
new commercial business that contribute to the vitality of Downtown and the office use 
will add to worker spending Downtown. Staff finds the outdoor seating area to be 
compatible with the surrounding established commercial areas along Main Street, 
including the Main Street patios, and the other outdoor seating areas on Main Street at 
Huckleberry, Waterloo, the Marketplace, and the Empire.  The plans show the parking 
garage located on the alley side of the building and therefore not visible from Main St.  
 

3. That the use/development is adequate for the internal efficiency of the proposal, 
considering the functions of residents, recreation, public access, safety and such 
factors including storm drainage facilities, sewage and water facilities, grades, 
dust control and such other factors directly related to public health and 
convenience; 

 
The property line adjacent to Main St. for the subject property is setback approximately 
ten feet from the edge of curb.  Redevelopment of the property will not impact this public 
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right of way. The project includes increased sidewalk area in front of the commercial 
areas along Main St., which will contribute to the overall pedestrian experience and also 
ensure adequate width between the outdoor dining areas and the public sidewalk.  
Water and sewer are available to serve the property.  The applicant provided a drainage 
plan that Public Works has reviewed and approved.   
 

4. That external effects of the proposal are controlled, considering compatibility of 
land use; movement or congestion of traffic; services, including arrangement of 
signs and lighting devices as to prevent the occurrence of nuisances; 
landscaping and other similar features to prevent the littering or accumulation of 
trash, together with other factors deemed to affect public health, welfare, safety 
and convenience;  

 
The property is not immediately adjacent to any residential properties.  In accordance 
with recent SRU approvals for outdoor eating and drinking establishments the applicant 
agrees to close the outdoor seating at 12 am and agrees to no amplified music. The 
PUD/SRU plans include notes that reflect these restrictions. The applicant has provided 
a lighting and photometric plan with full cut-off light fixtures and demonstrating that there 
will be no external light spill across the property boundaries.  Thus, staff finds that the 
proposal reasonably controls the external effects of the proposed outdoor patio area 
through the site design and restriction on outdoor amplified music. The parking garage 
enables all parking needs generated from the intended uses to be met on site.  
  

5. That an adequate amount and proper location of pedestrian walks, malls and 
landscaped spaces to prevent pedestrian use of vehicular ways and parking 
spaces and to separate pedestrian walks, malls and public transportation loading 
places from general vehicular circulation facilities. 

 
The outdoor sales uses are immediately adjacent to Main St. thus providing adequate 
pedestrian access.   
 
Subdivision Plat 
LMC Sec. 16.12.075 provides the following standards for review of a final plat: 

1. Whether the plat conforms to all of the requirements of this title; 
2. Whether approval of the plat will be consistent with the city's 

comprehensive plan, applicable zoning requirements, and other applicable 
federal, state and city laws; 

3. Whether the proposed subdivision will promote the purposes set forth 
in section 16.04.020 of this Code and comply with the standards set forth 
in chapter 16.16 of this Code and this title. 

 
Because the project encompasses two lots, the City requires a subdivision plat to 
vacate the lot line between the two lots.  The Code does not require a minimum lot size 
or lot width for Downtown.  The Town of Louisville Subdivision was recorded October 
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24, 1878 (Attachment 7). Like all of the other lots in this subdivision, the two lots 
included in this subdivision were originally platted at 150 feet by 50 feet.  However, a 
recent survey shows both lots being only 47 feet wide.  With the lot line vacation, the 
plat creates one lot measuring 94 feet wide by 150 feet in length and totaling 14,114 sq. 
ft. (0.324 acre).   
 
The existing water line in Main St. and the existing sewer line in the alley serves the 
property.  The applicant will bury the existing overhead utility lines that serve the 
property and will move the existing overhead utility power pole on the subject property 
to the east side of the alley.  
 
The plat demonstrates compliance with all subdivision criteria, because a.) the plat 
conforms with all requirements of Title 16; b.) the plat facilitates a development that 
meets the applicable policies of the comprehensive plan; c.) the plat meets all 
requirements of the CC zoning district.  The new legal description will be Lot 8A, 
Louisville Replat A. 
 
HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION COMMENTS: 
The Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) traditionally reviews and makes 
recommendations on all new development in Downtown.  The HPC review plans for 
conformance with the Design Handbook for Downtown Louisville (“Design Handbook”) 
policies relate to new development respecting the traditional and historic context of 
Downtown.   The HPC reviewed the revised plans at their December 17, 2018 meeting 
and voted to recommend approval with no conditions (see Attachment 8 for minutes).  
 
PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION: 
The Planning Commission reviewed the current proposal on January 10, 2019 and 
voted 6-0 to recommend approval without conditions (see Attachment 9 for minutes). 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT: 
Staff has not received any public comments since submittal of the redesigned building.   
Attachment 10 includes public comments received for the previous submittal. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends approval of Resolution No. 9, Series 2019, a resolution approving the 
Terraces on Main Planned Unit Development, which includes 22,020 square-foot 
commercial building, with 5,802 square-foot parking garage on two lots totaling 14,113 
square feet, zoned CC; a final plat to vacate the lot line between Lots 8 and 9, Block 3, 
Town of Louisville; and a Special Review Use for a parking garage and outdoor sales 
for retail goods and eating and drinking establishments.   
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
1. Resolution No. 9, Series 2019 
2. Current Application Materials 
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3. 2018 Proposal 
4. February 8, 2018 Planning Commission Minutes 
5. March 20, 2018 City Council Minutes 
6. Historical Analysis  
7. Town of Louisville Subdivision Plat 
8. December 17, 2018 Historic Preservation Commission Minutes 
9. January 10, 2019 Planning Commission Minutes 
10. Public Comments 
11. Staff Presentation 
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APPENDIX - PUD Criteria Analysis – Terraces on Main 

 
Criteria 17.28.120 (A) Finding Narrative 

1. An appropriate relationship to the 
surrounding area. 

Compliant 

The one and two story elements 
adjacent to Main St. with a minimal 
third story element setback from 
Maine St, along with the overall 
building articulation, materials, colors, 
transparency, roof form, and 
pedestrian scale design demonstrates 
compliance with the applicable design 
guidelines which require an 
appropriate relationship to the 
surrounding area.   

2. Circulation in terms of the internal 
street circulation system, designed 
for the type of traffic generated, 
safety, separation from living areas, 
convenience, access, and noise and 
exhaust control. Proper circulation in 
parking areas in terms of safety, 
convenience, separation and 
screening. 

Compliant 

The project accommodates some 
parking on site and will pay into the 
Downtown Parking fund for the 
remaining required spaces.  Should 
any areas not included in the parking 
area calculations be converted to uses 
that require parking, the parking 
analysis will determine if parking fees 
in-lieu are required.   

3. Consideration and provision for low 
and moderate-income housing 

Not applicable 

Current City policies do not require 
housing associated with new 
commercial and office use 
development, so this criteria is not 
applicable.   

4. Functional open space in terms of 
optimum preservation of natural 
features, including trees and drainage 
areas, recreation, views, density relief 
and convenience of function 

Not applicable 
Downtown projects do not require 
open space.  

5. Variety in terms of housing types, 
densities, facilities and open space 

Not applicable Housing is not proposed nor required. 

6. Privacy in terms of the needs of 
individuals, families and neighbors 

Compliant 

There are no adjacent residences and 
the project is located in the 
Commercial Core of downtown where 
more intense development is 
anticipated.    

7. Pedestrian and bicycle traffic in 
terms of safety, separation, 
convenience, access points of 
destination and attractiveness 

Compliant 

The project maintains the existing 
public sidewalk and includes 
additional sidewalk area in front of the 
commercial area along Main St.  
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Criteria 17.28.120 (A) Finding Narrative 

8. Building types in terms of 
appropriateness to density, site 
relationship and bulk 

Compliant 

The building form reflects the desired 
elements for Downtown.  The 
proposed FAR of 1.58 is below the 2.0 
maximum and the third story 
significantly less than 50% of the 
building footprint at 9.6%.  The one 
and two story elements along Main St. 
and terraced second story setbacks 
reflect the traditional building styles 
and respect the context of the 
adjacent buildings and Downtown as a 
whole.   

9. Building design in terms of 
orientation, spacing, materials, color, 
texture, storage, signs and lighting 

 
Compliant w/ 
waiver 

The building meets the design 
requirements related to orientation, 
spacing, materials, color, texture, and 
lighting.  The applicant requests a 
waiver from the rear setback to allow 
balconies and the stairwell to extend 
into this area.  The waiver is 
supported because those elements 
will lend to the architectural interest 
along the alley.     

10. Landscaping of total site in terms 
of purpose, such as screening, 
ornamental types used, and materials 
used, if any; and maintenance, 
suitability and effect on the 
neighborhood 

Compliant 
Downtown design guidelines do not 
require landscaping.  Roof top  

11. Compliance with all applicable 
development design standards and 
guidelines and all applicable 
regulations pertaining to matters of 
state interest, as specified in chapter 
17.32 

 
Compliant 
w/waiver 

The PUD complies will all applicable 
development design standards and 
guidelines except for the rear setback. 
The waiver to permit the balconies 
and stairwell in the rear setback is 
supported due to the architectural 
interests along the alley those 
elements create.     

12. None of the standards for 
annexation specified in chapter 
16.32 have been violated 

Not applicable 
The property is within current City 
boundaries. 

13. Services including utilities, fire 
and police protection, and other such 
services are available or can be 
made available to adequately serve 
the development specified in the final 
development plan 

Compliant 

The Public Works Department and 
Louisville Fire District reviewed the 
PUD and the proposal meets their 
requirements. 
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Criteria 17.28.120 (B) Finding Narrative 

1. Development shall be in 
accordance with the adopted 
elements of the comprehensive 
development plan of the city, and in 
accordance with any adopted 
development design standards and 
guidelines. 

Compliant 

The project meets the adopted elements 
of the Comprehensive Plan because; a.) 
the project meets the FAR established in 
the Downtown Louisville Framework 
Plan; b.) the building fronts the street 
and the ground floor is activated with 
storefront architecture; c.) the building is 
designed at a human scale; d.) the 
recessed entrances, window glazing, 
and architectural details facilitate 
pedestrian design on the ground floor; 
and e.) the increase in commercial uses 
and retention of an 80-employee 
business contributes to the overall vitality 
and economic prosperity of Downtown 
and the City as a whole.   

2. No structures in a planned unit 
development shall encroach upon the 
floodplain. Existing bodies of water 
and existing stream courses shall not 
be channelized or altered in a 
planned unit development plan. 

Compliant 
The property is not located in a 
floodplain, nor are there any existing 
bodies of water in the area. 

3. No occupied structure shall be 
located on ground showing severe 
subsidence potential without 
adequate design and study 
approved specifically by the city. 

Compliant 
There is no known subsidence on the 
property. 

4. The proposal should utilize and 
preserve existing vegetation, land 
forms, waterways, and historical or 
archeological sites in the best 
manner possible. Steep slopes and 
important natural drainage systems 
shall not be disrupted. How the 
proposal meets this provision, 
including an inventory of how 
existing vegetation is included in the 
proposal, shall be set forth on the 
landscape plan submitted to the city. 

Not applicable 

The project is located in the Commercial 
Core of Downtown.  There is no existing 
vegetation, waterways, nor steep slopes 
on the property.  The project respects 
the historical architecture Downtown, but 
introduces a new building reflective of 
the current time.   

5. Visual relief and variety of visual 
sitings shall be located within a 
development in the overall site plan. 
Such relief shall be accomplished by 
building placements, shortened or 
interrupted street vistas, visual 

Not applicable 
This criteria is intended for residential 
PUDs and not for development in the 
Downtown core.  
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access to open space and other 
methods of design. 

 
Criteria 17.28.120 (B) Finding Narrative 

6. Open space within the project shall 
be located in such a manner as to 
facilitate pedestrian use and to create 
an area that is usable and accessible 
to residents of surrounding 
developments. 

Compliant 

Open space is not required for 
Downtown development.  However, 
the project does not impact the 
pedestrian right of way and provides 
increased sidewalk area in front of the 
commercial businesses along Main St.   

7. Street design should minimize 
through traffic passing residential 
units. Suggested standards with 
respect to paving widths, housing 
setbacks and landscaping are set 
forth in public works standards of the 
city and applicable development 
design standards and guidelines. The 
system of streets, including parking 
lots, shall aid the order and aesthetic 
quality of the development. 

Compliant 

No new streets are proposed or 
required. The parking garage provides 
on-site parking for the intended uses 
and is located along the alley. 

8. There shall exist an internal 
pedestrian circulation system 
separate from the vehicular system 
such that allows access to adjacent 
parcels as well as to parks, open 
space or recreation facilities within 
the development. Pedestrian links to 
trail systems of the city shall be 
provided. 

Compliant 
The project retains the pedestrian 
access along Main St.   

9. The project and development 
should attempt to incorporate 
features which reduce the demand 
for water usage. 

Compliant Minimal landscaping is proposed.  

10. Landscape plans shall attempt to 
reduce heating and cooling demands 
of buildings through the selection and 
placement of landscape materials, 
paving, vegetation, earth forms, 
walls, fences, or other materials. 

Compliant 
The project includes areas for “green 
roofs”.  

11. Proposed developments shall be 
buffered from collector and arterial 
streets. Such buffering may be 
accomplished by earthen berms, 
landscaping, leafing patterns, and 
other materials. Entrance islands 
defining traffic patterns along with 

Not applicable 
The project is not adjacent to collector 
and arterial streets.   
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landscaping shall be incorporated 
into entrances to developments. 

 
 
 
Criteria 17.28.120 (B) Finding Narrative 

12. There shall be encouraged the 
siting of lot arrangement, building 
orientation and roof orientation in 
developments so as to obtain the 
maximum use of solar energy for 
heating. 

Compliant 
The window glazing on the west 
facing facades provides passive solar 
exposure. 

13. The overall PUD shall provide a 
variety of housing types. 

Not applicable Housing is not required nor proposed.  

14. Neighborhoods within a PUD shall 
provide a range of housing size. 

Not applicable No housing is proposed.   

15. Architectural design of buildings 
shall be compatible in design with the 
contours of the site, compatible with 
surrounding designs and 
neighborhoods, shall promote 
harmonious transitions and scale in 
character in areas of different planned 
uses, and shall contribute to a mix of 
styles within the city. 

Compliant 

The PUD proposes architecture that is 
compatible and transitions with the 
scale of surrounding development 
through the use of materials, colors, 
transparency, roof form, and 
pedestrian scale design facing Main 
Street and setbacks of upper stories.  
While respecting historic form with the 
street facing facades, the architecture 
also provides unique stylistic elements 
setting it apart from adjacent historic 
buildings and contributing to a mix of 
building styles.    
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Resolution No. 9, Series 2019 
Page 1 of 1 

RESOLUTION NO. 9 
SERIES 2019 

 
A RESOLUTION APPROVING THE TERRACES ON MAIN FINAL PLANNED UNIT 

DEVELOPMENT, WHICH INCLUDES A 22,020 SQUARE-FOOT COMMERCIAL 
BUILDING WITH 5,802 SQUARE-FOOT PARKING GARAGE ON TWO LOTS 

TOTALING 14,114 SQUARE FEET, ZONED CC; A FINAL PLAT TO VACATE THE 
LOT LINE BETWEEN LOTS 8 & 9, BLOCK 3, TOWN OF LOUISVILLE; AND A 

SPECIAL REVIEW USE FOR A PARKING GARAGE AND OUTDOOR SALES FOR 
RETAIL GOODS AND EATING AND DRINKING ESTABLISHMENTS 

 
 WHEREAS, there has been submitted to the Louisville Planning Commission an 
application for a request for a Final PUD to allow for a 22,020 square-foot commercial 
building, which includes a 5,802 square-foot parking garage, on two lots totaling 14,114 
square feet, zoned CC; a Final Plat to vacate the lot line between Lots 8 and 9, Block 3, 
Town of Louisville; and a SRU to allow for allow the parking garage and outdoor sales for 
retail goods and eating and drinking establishments; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the City Staff has reviewed the information submitted and found that 
the application complies with the Louisville zoning and subdivision regulations and other 
applicable sections of the Louisville Municipal Code, with waivers; and 
 

 WHEREAS, after a duly noticed public hearing on January 10, 2019, where 
evidence and testimony were entered into the record, including the findings in the 
Louisville Planning Commission Staff Report dated January 10, 2019, the Planning 
Commission recommended approval of the Final PUD, Final Plat and SRU to City 
Council; and 

 
WHEREAS, after a duly noticed public hearing on March 20, 2018, where evidence 

and testimony were entered into the record, including the findings in the Louisville City 
Council Staff Report dated March 20, 2018, City Council has reviewed the application, 
including the recommendation of the Planning Commission and finds that said Final PUD, 
Final Plat and SRU should be approved. 
 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City Council of the City of Louisville, 
Colorado does hereby approve the Terraces on Main Final PUD to allow for a 22,020 
square-foot commercial building, which includes a 5,802 square-foot parking garage, on 
two lots totaling 14,114 square feet, zoned CC; a Final Plat to vacate the lot line between 
Lots 8 and 9, Block 3, Town of Louisville; and a SRU to allow for allow the parking garage 
and outdoor sales for retail goods and eating and drinking establishments 

 
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 19th day of March, 2019. 

 
By: ____________________________ 

Robert P. Muckle, Mayor 
 
Attest: _____________________________ 

Meredyth Muth, City Clerk 
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Mr. Rob Zuccaro, AICP, Planning & Building Safety Director
Ms. Kristin Dean, AICP, Principal Planner
City of Louisville, Colorado
749 Main Street
Louisville, CO 80027

2 October, 2017 (Original Submittal) Re: 712-722 Main Street Final PUD
27 December, 2017 (Revised) Including Replat and SRU
31 October, 2018 (Revised)

Rob and Kristen,

Please find the attached Final PUD for the redevelopment of 712-722 Main Street in
Downtown Louisville. This application also includes a replat to combine the two lots
into a single lot, and an SRU for outdoor activity areas. As you are aware, this project
was previously reviewed and approved by Planning Commission on 2/8/18 and
reviewed by City Council on 3/20/18, at which time it was continued, and then
withdrawn by the Applicant for resubmittal to Planning Commission and Council for
review of changes.

The basic changes to the submittal are summarized as follows:

Reduced Square Footage: The third floor office space has been eliminated
reducing the overall square footage of the building from 26,417sf to 22,020sf (not
including the parking garage square footage). The elevator, stair and a small lobby
and service area may remain to access the roof deck, so that is included in this
application. The basement level has been reduced by removal of the lower level
parking garage, (see below). Overall FAR is reduced from 1.87 to 1.58.

Parking Garage: Due to the significant cost of providing a two-story, partially
below-grade parking garage, the revised proposal features a one-story parking
garage at the main level, slightly above grade. The revised building square footage
also requires less parking than the original design. The garage, plus the on-grade
spaces accessed from the alley will provide a total of 18 parking spaces, one
marked for short term loading. Per LMC 17.020.025, twenty three spaces are
required for this development, therefore it is anticipated that the equivalent of 5
spaces will be required to be satisfied by payment of a fee in lieu of providing on-
site parking.

Façade Changes: In response to some of the concerns raised during the Planning
and City Council hearings, we have made some modifications to the building
exterior. The two-story northern portion of the west façade has been modified to
visually have similar dimensions to the two story portion of the façade to the south
of that, with a separate cantilevered portion to the north. The differentiation of the
second level massing is accomplished with differing materials and offsets in the
façade to break up the massing of the second level and create a less asymmetrical
composition. The larger windows on the second level have been divided into
smaller modules, appearing more rectangular with a vertical emphasis.

Project Overview:
The redevelopment of 712-722 Main Street is intended to provide additional office and
retail space downtown. The existing one-story buildings, originally constructed in
1968/1960, totaling 7,558 sf, will be replaced by a new 22,020 sf building with a main
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floor parking garage that will provide 18 total spaces for the project. The intent of the
design regarding parking is to provide the majority of required parking on-site, with the
ability to convert the parking to commercial space if it is more desirable from the City's
point of view, or the owners' perspective in the future. This could be due to future
increases in the City's public parking capacity, changing demographics and attitudes
towards private vehicles as primary transportation, or other factors. The building is
also designed with a 5,560 sf basement which is not currently served by the on-site
parking, and currently designated for storage and utility use.

If the basement is converted to be used as commercial space in the future, or if the
space currently shown as parking on the main level is converted to commercial space,
then the fee in lieu of on-site parking would be provided for the lost spaces, as well as
the demand generated by the habitable space.

Architectural Design Concept:
Downtown buildings require particular attention to design and massing to relate to the
existing architectural fabric of Downtown and to contribute to the history and vibrancy
of Downtown. Louisville's Main Street is characterized by a diverse, eclectic mix of
building styles and periods of Louisville's history, including our current time.

The building presents a one and two story facade at the street. Of particular
importance to this project is the proximity to the historic building to the south, currently
housing the Huckleberry Restaurant, formerly Louisville's bank at the turn of the last
century. To respect this one-story historic structure, the southern half of the Main
Street facade is designed at one-story, actually lower than the historic parapet. The
second level steps up from the one story portion 26 feet back from the Main Street
façade to accommodate this transition to the one story historic building.

The building facade at Main Street is envisioned as a composition of three parts: a pair
of 2-story storefront facades, patterned after typical western false front buildings in
scale and pattern; and a low, one-story retail storefront replacing the mid-century
modern building in that location, with similar form and simple detail. The three
storefronts divide the 95 feet of facade into modules that were historically used and
that are prevalent today in Downtown. The rhythm of the buildings on the east side of
the 700 block cycles from one story to two story, with alternating horizontal and vertical
emphasis, with paired buildings such as the Singing Cook/Book Cellar, and the
Huckleberry buildings. These varying elements form the context for the new building at
712/722 Main. As the buildings being replaced are mid-century, it is appropriate to
take cues from the simple, straight-lined architecture of that era.

The materials for the Main Street façade are wood, metal, and storefront glazing. A
natural IPE hardwood siding, or similar wood is proposed for the major elements at
pedestrian level, with a combination of black anodized and wood storefront detailing.
Natural finish metals such as patina copper and dark mill finish steel provide accents.
The northern portion of the second level features a synthetic wood siding due to the fire
ratings at the property line. Storefront windows are generous to promote commerce
and provide interest at the pedestrian level.

The southern half of the facade retains a significant setback from the property line,
similar to the existing condition. This allows for outdoor seating, sheltered by an
overhang, extending the season beyond that of the temporary patios. This relief from
the street begins with a smaller area of setback at the northern part of the facade, then
a minimum of 36" additional sidewalk width is maintained to a maximum of 7.5 feet at
the southern end.
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The small third story elevator/stair lobby is set back 40 feet from the front of the
property to minimize it's impact when viewed from Main Street. This is the design
standard specified in the Downtown Design Handbook and Framework Plan. The
Framework Plan states "In general, no more than 50 percent of the building footprint
should be a third story". The lobby and service area on the third level represent
approximately 10% of the building footprint.

The building design provides a break between the second level and the small third
level lobby, which is set in on all sides, and accentuated with a change in material/color
to make the third level subordinate to the rest of the building. The projecting stair tower
and balconies help to create interest, along with the varied materials along the alley
façade. The second level steps back from the north and south property lines to create
an additional break in the massing between the first and second levels, which is a
location for a vegetated ‘green roof’ planter to soften the architecture at the alley. We
have proposed that a mural be provided along the north wall, visible from the alley,
which will add further interest to the alley façade and streetscape, and help to promote
this alley as ‘Via Artista’ as it has been named.

The color palette has been carefully studied and selections made to enhance the
overall design. The wood tones with metal accents along the storefront and second
level at Main Street present a natural, warm materiality to enhance the pedestrian
experience, and to create a sense of scale at the street level. The colors of the second
and third levels progressively lighten towards the upper levels to diminish the scale and
impact of the upper stories against the sky.

Waiver Request:
Where a 20' rear setback at the alley is required, and provided for the majority of the
building mass, we are requesting to project a stair tower and balconies into the setback
to break down the scale and mass of the building, instead of providing a monolithic rear
wall at the alley facade.

Construction Process Downtown:
Construction for the project shall require careful coordination with the City and with
adjacent businesses and property owners. The contractor selected to do the work
shall be required to have experience with zero-lot-line construction in tight urban areas.
Hartronft Associates has extensive experience with this type of construction in Boulder,
Denver, Louisville and elsewhere. The owners and architect have met with adjacent
building owners and discussed the potential impacts, and required coordination with
these owners before, and during construction. The Applicants are committed to
minimizing the impacts of this construction on their neighbors and Downtown.

Demolition of the existing buildings and foundations will be one of the most disruptive
events due to the equipment used, noise generated, and proximity to existing
construction. Existing adjacent buildings will be inspected before and after such
disruptive operations. Dust mitigation will be required. Staging can be primarily on-site
for building demolition process. Foundation excavation and caisson drilling operations
will also generate some noise and dust, but less than caused by demolition. Similar
measures will be in place. The foundation excavation shall require shoring which is
typical for this type of construction. A typical method would involve drilled reinforced
concrete piers carrying vertical steel supports that retain the adjacent soil with shoring
which is typically incorporated into the foundation system. Care will be taken to avoid
impacts to any adjacent foundations.

The alley will be the primary access point for construction traffic, and during times
when such activity is heavy, the contractor will employ traffic control personnel with a
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SHEET        DESCRIPTION

ARCHITECTURAL

CIVIL

FLOOR AREAS

PROJECT LOCATION: 712-722 MAIN ST.

LOT AREA: 14,114 SF

ZONING: CC - COMMERCIAL COMMUNITY

OVERLAYS: DOWNTOWN CORE AREA; CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT

APPLICABLE STANDARDS: DESIGN HANDBOOK FOR DOWNTOWN LOUISVILLE

DOWNTOWN LOUISVILLE FRAMEWORK PLAN

DOWNTOWN LOUISVILLE SIGN MANUAL

PROPOSED USES: ANY APPROVED USES INCLUDING RETAIL, RESTAURANT, AND

PROFESSIONAL OFFICES

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: LOTS 8 AND 9 OF BLOCK 3 TOWN OF LOUISVILLE, COUNTY OF BOULDER,

STATE OF COLORADO

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: FINAL PUD TO REDEVELOP THE TWO EXISTING BUILDINGS @ 712 & 722 MAIN

STREET TO PROVIDE A NEW 3-STORY COMMERCIAL BUILDING OF 22,020 sf

PLUS AN AT-GRADE PARKING GARAGE OF 5,802 sf FOR 14 VEHICLES PLUS

ALLEY PARKING FOR 4 VEHICLES.

YARD & BULK REQUIREMENTS GENERAL NOTES

1. OVERHEAD POWER LINES ON THIS PROPERTY WILL BE

BURIED UNDERGROUND.

PARKING NOTES:

1. LMC 17.020.025 DESIGNATES PARKING STANDARDS FOR DOWNTOWN LOUISVILLE

1.1. REQUIRED: AFTER FIRST 999SF, PARKING SHALL BE PROVIDED AT A RATE

OF 1 SPACE PER 500SF

2. COMMON AREAS LISTED ON THE FLOOR AREA TABULATION CHART ARE THE

AREAS EXCLUDED FROM REQUIRED PARKING CALCULATIONS UNDER

LOUISVILLE MUNICIPAL CODE SECTION 17.20.025, WHICH ALLOWS EXCLUSION OF

VENT SHAFTS, COURTS, UNINHABITABLE AREAS BELOW GROUND LEVEL OR IN

ATTICS, OR AREAS WITHIN HALLWAYS, STAIRWAYS, ELEVATOR SHAFTS AND

BATHROOMS." FURTHER, STORAGE & COMMON AREAS IN THE BASEMENT ARE

INTENDED SOLELY FOR STORAGE, MECHANICAL EQUIPMENT, A FIRE ROOM &

THE ELEVATOR SHAFT AND SHALL NOT COUNT TOWARDS REQUIRED PARKING.

ANY MODIFICATIONS TO USE OF THE BASEMENT IS SUBJECT TO CITY REVIEW &

APPROVAL AS AN AMENDMENT TO THE PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT AND

REEVALUATION OF REQUIRED PARKING UNDER SECTION 17.20.025 OF THE LMC -

PARKING STANDARDS DESIGNATED FOR DOWNTOWN LOUISVILLE OR AS

HEREINAFTER AMENDED.

3. THE CITY MAY VERIFY AND ADJUST THE TOTAL REQUIRED PARKING AT THE TIME

OF BUILDING PERMIT FOR TENANT FINISH BASED ON THE REQUIREMENTS OF

SECTION 17.20.025 OF THE LMC - PARKING STANDARDS DESIGNATED FOR

DOWNTOWN LOUISVILLE OR AS HEREINAFTER AMENDED.

REQUIREMENTS FOR DOWNTOWN CORE AREA

REQUESTED WAIVERS

1. LMC 17.12.040: 20' REAR SETBACK ENCROACHMENT

OF 19'-3" FOR 12' WIDE STAIR TOWER & 6'-11" FOR

OVERHANGING BALCONIES.  THESE ELEMENTS

VISUALLY LESSEN THE IMPACT OF THE MASS OF THE

BUILDING.
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                           SCOTT, COX & ASSOCIATES, INC.       consulting engineers  • surveyors 
 

1530 55th Street  •  Boulder, Colorado 80303  •  (303) 444-3051  •  Fax: (303) 444-3387 

January 25, 2018

Mr. Erik Hartronft
Hartronft Associates, p.c.
950 Spruce Street, Suite 2A
Louisville, CO 80027

Reference: Drainage Letter
712-722 Main Street, Louisville, Colorado
Scott, Cox & Associates Project No. 17271B

Dear Mr. Hartronft:

This drainage letter is submitted as the preliminary analysis of the existing and 
proposed conditions for the property located at 712-724 Main Street, Louisville,
Colorado.  The site is located in the Southeast Quarter of Section 8, Township 1
South, Range 69 West of the 6th Principal Meridian in the City of Louisville,
Boulder County, State of Colorado.  The site is bounded by existing commercial 
buildings to the north and south, an alley to the east, and Main Street to the west.

This report is being prepared to accompany the Final Planned Unit Development 
(PUD) application for the project.  The purpose of this drainage letter is to address 
specific drainage issues related to the proposed site changes.   This study meets the 
requirements set forth in the City of Louisville Storm Drainage and Technical 
Criteria Manual.

The 0.321-acre site is currently developed with two buildings and associated 
parking areas. The eastern portion of the site generally surface flows to the east 
and discharges into the alley.  The western portion of the site generally surface 
flows to the west and discharges into the Main Street right-of-way. 

The Grading and Drainage Plan shows the proposed site plan, on-site grading and 
overland flow directions.  Under proposed conditions, the site will be broken into 
two (2) major drainage sub-basins.  

Basin A1 consists of the roof area of the building. Runoff from within this basin is 
directed via roof drains to the alley.  Roof drainage from the third floor will drain 
through a green roof system for water quality enhancement prior to draining into 
the alley.  Roof drainage from the second floor will drain through a water quality 
planter located in a landscape island prior to sheet flow into the alley. Drainage 
from this basin drains north through the alley and ultimately into an existing storm 
sewer inlet located at the intersection of the alley and Spruce Street.
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Mr. Erik Hartronft
Hartronft Associates, p.c.
January 25, 2018
Page 2 of 2

Basin A2 consists of the sidewalk area located on the west side of the building. 
Runoff from within this basin is directed via overland flow to the ROW. Drainage 
from this basin flows south along Main Street and then east along Pine Street, 
ultimately draining into an existing storm sewer inlet located at the northwest 
corner of Front and Pine Streets.

The existing and proposed conditions for the entire site were analyzed for the 10
and 100-year storm events.  The results are shown in the following Table 1 and the 
relevant calculation sheets are included with this letter.

TABLE 1
RUNOFF CALCULATIONS SUMMARY

 
10-Year Peak 100-year Peak

Drainage 
Basin Area Runoff Runoff

(acres) (cfs) (cfs)
Historic 0.32 1.40 2.37

Developed 0.32 1.40 2.37

The site is currently developed with the entire site covered by the existing building 
and parking areas.  Under developed conditions, the building will be larger with 
below-grade parking areas.  Under these changes, no change in the 10-year or 100-
year peak flows is anticipated. It is our conclusion that the peak runoff for the initial 
and major storm events from the tributary basin can be conveyed directly to the 
major drainage system without adverse impact to upstream, surrounding, or 
downstream properties and facilities. 

Should you have any questions or comments regarding this letter kindly give me a 
call.

Sincerely,

SCOTT, COX & ASSOCIATES, INC.

Donald P. Ash, P.E.
Chief Civil Engineer

Enclosures: Runoff Calculations
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SCOTT, COX & ASSOCIATES, INC. PROJECT #: 17271B
consulting engineers - surveyors DATE: 10/2/2017

BY: MRF

SURFACE
AREA 
(acres) C2 C5 C10 C100 %IMP

LAWNS - SANDY 0.000 0.02 0.08 0.15 0.35 0.00
ROOFS 0.175 0.71 0.73 0.75 0.81 90.00
DRIVES AND WALKS 0.146 0.71 0.73 0.75 0.81 90.00

TOTAL AREA 0.321 0.71 0.73 0.75 0.81 90.00

SURFACE
AREA 
(Acres) C2 C5 C10 C100 %IMP

LAWNS - CLAYEY 0.000 0.02 0.08 0.15 0.35 0.00
ROOFS 0.248 0.71 0.73 0.75 0.81 90.00
DRIVES AND WALKS 0.074 0.71 0.73 0.75 0.81 90.00

TOTAL AREA 0.321 0.71 0.73 0.75 0.81 90.00

Basin H

Basin A
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Summary Analysis of 712-722 Main Street PUD
with respect to:

The Design Handbook for Downtown Louisville
Prepared by Hartronft Associates, p.c.

The relevant standards from the Design Handbook are referenced and excerpted below with
statements indicating how the standards and guidelines are addressed. We believe that the
standards and guidelines have been met in the design of this project . However, where
specifically indicated below as not complying with an element of the Handbook, the reasons for
such deviation is indicated.

BASIC PRINCIPLESOFDESIGN
1. Keep i t S imple .
Each segment of the composition, appearing as a separate building, conveys a simple, unified
design that serves as a frame for the windows that display goods or reveal services offered
inside.
2 . Relate to Traditional Buildings in the Area.
As indicated in the cover letter, we have considered the context of the buildings in the area and
the historic context of the adjacent Huckleberry building in the design of this project. We have
endeavored to enhance the rhythm and texture of the existing context of downtown.
3 . Use the Entire Building Front as Your Image.
Upper and lower floors are coordinated into a single design concept, within the context of
providing separations between the building components to break down the mass and scale of
the building.
4. Develop a Clear Presentation to the Street.
We have developed a clear design concept that avoids clutter and forcefully directs the
customers eye to the main retail storefronts, with simple detailing on the second level and setting
the main mass of the 2nd and 3rd levels back 50 feet from the street to minimize its impact.
5. If the building isanolder "traditional" building, respect its earlier character.
Per the Guidelines, “Other buildings convey a part of downtown's tradition as well. An early
1950s storefront, for example also contributes to the scale and character of the area and should be
respected.” Even though the buildings being replaced are mid century, there is a
“traditional” context as indicated in this statement, and as such we have respected the
earlier character of these buildings in the design of the new building.

“Regarding this concept of what is compatible with the traditional context of Louisville,
consider the following as a general STANDARD for new construction:
New interpretations of traditional building types are encouraged, such that they are
seen as products of their own time yet compatible with their older neighbors.
1) Historic details thatwere not found inLouisville are inappropriate.
2) However, using traditional proportions of height, width and depth are very important to
be compatible with the established mass and scale of downtown Louisville. ”

This primary design standard is important and was a guiding principle for our design. The new
building will be seen as a product of this time in Louisville’s history, and compatible with the
older neighbors, through the use of traditional proportions of height, width and depth.
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GENERAL STANDARDS AND
GUIDELINES FOR ALL PROJECTS
IN DOWNTOWN LOUISVILLE
These design standards and guidelines apply to all projects in downtown Louisville.

URBAN DESIGN

G1. All projects should respect the traditional context of downtown.
1) Consideration has be given to the broader context of the block and the town at large.
2) Historic Resources on property – Not Applicable.

G2. Respect the established town grid in all projects.
1) “Maintain the alignment of streets and alleyswhenever feasible.”– Project complies.
2) “Alleys are used by pedestrians aswell as vehicles. Design them to accommodate both user
groups.” The development encourages pedestrian connection to Main Street with public art, also a
major entry to the building is provided from the alley.

T2. Develop the ground floor level of all projects to be at a pedestrian
scale.
1) The project provides visual interest on all facades which will be seen from streets, alleys and
pedestrian ways. The parking structure is treated architecturally to provide an interesting
façade at the alley, including incorporation of landscaping at ground level and at green ro ofs
above the alley circulation.
2) The building expresses human scale, through materials and forms that are familiar building
elements in town. Wood siding on the façade with tradional lap dimension, and smaller
storefront entries enhance the pedestrian experience on Main Street, as well as the outdoor
seating areas.
3) While there are not porches on nearby buildings on the east side, we have provided for a set
back building façade on the ground floor and roof top decks to provide visual interest and human
scale.
.

G3. An alley landscape design should be simple in character.
1) We have not provided elaborate planting schemes and ornate furnishings along alley edge.
However we have planned for upper level decks, ground floor and upper level landscape
elements and the potential for future storefront and outdoor activity area on the main level if the
parking is not provided on the main floor. With the proposed public art leading from the alley to
the current walkway to Main Street we have tried to emphasize the all ey’s pedestrian and arts-
related focus as “Via Artista”.

G4. Develop the street and alley edges of a property to be at a
pedestrian scale.
1) We have provided visual interest on all facades which will be seen from streets, alleys and
pedestrian ways.
2) The guideline indicates that “A building should step down in scale along the alley edge.” Due
to the fact that we have provided a large setback and one-story façade on the southern half
of the Main Street façade, the square footage is concentrated on the back por tion of the lot,
adjacent to the alley. We believe that the large setback in the front to diminish the mass
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and scale on Main Street, and respect the historic building housing the Huckleberry was an
important element, and that at the alley façade, with proper treatment to break down the
mass, it would be appropriate to not step down to the alley. As an example, the Melting Pot
building to the north of the property rises from the ground to the roof without setbacks on
the alley façade, as does 950 Spruce Street and the Library in the next block . The north
and south facades are set back from the main level on the rear of the lot to provide green
roofs, and windows which further break down the mass of the alley façade. Therefore we
believe that this is an appropriate response to the existing context, and it allows for us to
provide greater benefit to Main Street, in terms of massing and scale.
3) The building expresses human scale, through materials and forms that are familiar building
elements in town, as indicated herein.
4) The building design utilizes varied building setbacks and changes in materials, as well as
projecting balconies to create interest and reduce the perceived scale of the building along alley.

G5. Site furniture should be simple in character.
1) “Avoid any highly ornate design thatwouldmisrepresent the history of the area.” Design is
in compliance with this guideline.
2) “Benches, bike racks (which are strongly encouraged) and trash receptacles are examples of
site furnishings that may be considered.” Additional streetscape furnishings will be provided
based on the tenant storefront requirements, to respond to this guideline.
3) “A bike rackmay be located along a street frontwhere space is available and a minimum
clear walkway can be maintained.” See note above. We propose to work with the City to
provide a plan for appropriate location of public bike parking in front of the building where it will
not block pedestrian traffic. Ample bike parking for building tenants is provided in the parking
garage.
4) “Design of private furnishings should be consistent with public site furniture.” (see above)

G6. Street lights within a project should be compatible with the City's
streetscape design.
Not Applicable

G7. The use of public art is encouraged.
1) Public art in the form of a mural is proposed in the walkway from the alley to Main Street.
Also, the public lobby and office entry will have artwork visible from the street.
2) “Also consider installing public art along alley facades or in the sidewalk itself” (see
above).
3) The proposed mural would be an integral part of the architecture.

SITE DESIGN
G8. Orient a new building parallel to its lot lines, similar to that of
traditional building orientations.
1) The front of the structure is oriented to the street.
2) The building components all have clearly defined primary entrances.

G9. Exterior lights should be simple in character and similar in color
and intensity to that used traditionally.
1) The design of exterior light fixtures are simple in form and detail.
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2) Lights along alley are utilitarian in design.
3) All exterior lights are relatively low wattage, cutoff type fixtures.

G10.Minimize the visual impacts of site and architectural lighting.
1) Exterior lights are cutoff type fixtures to prevent glare onto adjacent properties.
2) No lights are proposed that are un-shielded, high intensity light sources or which direct light
upward.
3) Shielded lighting provided at service areas, parking lots and parking structure.
4) Light fixtures on the upper level balconies facing Main Street are shielded.

G11. Provide site lighting that encourages pedestrian activity at night.
1) Site lighting is designed to be at a pedestrian scale and help define different functional

areas of the property, especially at building entries.

G12. Large areas of off-street parkingwill not be allowed alongMain
Street.
Not Applicable.

G13.Where appropriate, design a parking area to be accessed from an
alley rather than the street.
1) NotApplicable.
2) “If parking is locatedwithin a garage, minimize the width of the driveway.” Minimal
functional width is provided for parking garage entries.

G14. Screen a parking lot from view from the street.
Parking is in the rear of the building, screened from the street.

G16.Minimize the visual impacts of a parking structure.
1) Cars in the parking structure are substantially screened from view from the alley, not visible
from the street.
2) Street frontage is reserved for commercial uses, with the garage on the alley frontage.
3) (see above).

G17.Minimize the visual impacts of trash storage areas.
1) “Trash enclosures should be constructedwith similar materials as those of the primary
structure.” A fully enclosed area for trash and recycle is proposed to be architecturally part of
the stair tower facing the alley.
2) Service area is at the rear of a site, accessed by the alley.
3) “Trash areas, including large waste containers (dumpsters) should also be screened from
view of major pedestrian routes, using a fence or hedge. For a larger storage facility, consider
using a shed to enclose it.” (see above)
4) Not Applicable.

G18. Provide access to a service area such that service vehicleswill not
interferewith pedestrians and other vehicular traffic.
1) “The use of an off-street loading zone is encouraged.” One parking space on the alley
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will be designated as short term parking, or loading.
2) “In large structures locating a loading area in the building is preferred.” This would not be
feasible with the proposed parking structure and size of the lot and building.

G19.Minimize the impacts of utilities and service equipment.
1) “These impacts include those associatedwith visual appearances and noise levels.” Service
area and utilities (electric transformer, phone pedestal, etc.) are located in the rear.
2) Adequate space has been provided for utilities.
3) Utilities are located in the rear of property. Landscaping screens the utilities
4) Vents are integrated into the building design, or roof mounted.
5) Rooftop appurtenances, such as mechanical equipment screened from view, utilizing a
recessed roof area with a parapet that is at the maximum building height.

BUILDINGMASS, SCALE& FORM

G20. Newconstruction shouldappear similar inmass and scale to
structures found traditionally in the area.
Building is divided into modules to be similar in mass and scale to structures found traditionally in
the area. Third level is set back substantially from the street.

G21. A largerbuildingmaybedivided into "modules" that reflect the
traditional scale of construction.
1) Building is divided into multiple “modules,” which are expressed three-dimensionally, by
having significant architectural changes, throughout the entire building.
2) Building steps down to minimize the perceived scale at the street.
3) Building elements are in scale with the overall mass of the building.

G22. Buildings that are predominantly rectangular in form are
encouraged.
1) The building is composed of elements that are simple in form, each providing a dominant
rectangular mass to convey the separate masses that break the overall mass of the building down
to a smaller scale.

ARCHITECTURAL ELEMENTS&DETAILS

G23. Respect the sense of time andplace in all projects.
1) “One should be able to perceive some of the character of the area as it evolved historically”.
Although several design cues are derived from the traditional architecture and mid-century
architecture of downtown, the building is designed to be of this time and place in Louisville’s
history, which is constantly evolving.

G24. New interpretations of traditional building styles are encouraged
1) “A new design that draws upon the fundamental similarities among traditional buildings
in the communitywithout copying them is preferred. This will allow them to be seen as products
of their own time yet compatible with their older neighbors.” This basic design principle is a
design standard in this Handbook and was a major design driver of our solution.
2) “Applying highly ornamental details thatwere not a part of building in Louisville is
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discouraged.” No inappropriate ornamental detailing, foreign to Louisville has been proposed.

G25. Building components should be similar in scale to those used
traditionally.
The building is a composition of elements that are similar in scale to those used traditionally.

G26. Using awnings to provideweather protection and create interest is
encouraged.
Currently no awnings are proposed, as we have provided recessed building entries. It is
possible that future tenants may incorporate awnings into their storefronts. These would be
designed to be compatible with the building architecture.

G27.Avoid stylistic details that confuse the history of Louisville.
1) “Use ornamental details with restraint.” Not applicable, detailing is not ornamental.
2) “Historic details thatwere not found inLouisville are discouraged.” None proposed.
3) “Elaborate "Victorian" ornamentation, which is atypical inLouisville, is discouraged. The
exact copying or replication of historic styles is also discouraged.” None proposed.

G28. Theme designs are not appropriate in downtown Louisville.
1) “Newcontemporarydesigns that are compatiblewith older buildings are encouraged.” The
building design is contemporary, and yet compatible through use of scale, materials, etc.
2) “Other styles thatwould also bemisleading about the history of Louisville are
inappropriate.” None proposed.

G29. Maintain the existing range of exteriorwallmaterials found in
downtown.
1) “Appropriatematerials for primary structures include horizontal and vertical siding, shingles
and brick.” Primary façade materials on Main Street are horizontal wood siding, wood lattice,
wood grained panel siding, shingled metal and metal panel. The composition is a blend of
traditional and contemporary applications of traditional building materials. Note the pressed tin
siding of the Huckleberry building and variety of siding materials found downtown.
2) “The lap dimensions of siding should be similar to those found tr aditionally. Typically 4-6
inches exposed.” Lap siding on the building will be 4 and 6 inch exposure.
3) “Stucco is generally inappropriate as a primarymaterial on the street.” No stucco is
proposed for the street facing façade. Stucco is proposed for a portion of the façade facing
north to accommodate a mural.
4) “Reflectivematerials, such asmirrored glass or polished metals, are inappropriate.” None
proposed.
5) “Rustic shakes and timber are inappropriate. ” None proposed
6) “For larger buildings, consider a combination of appropriate materials as ameans to reduce the
apparent size of the project.” This technique has been employed in the design of this project.
7) “Check with the Planning Department regarding appropriate exterior wall materials as
they relate to fire retardation. (In some instances, the Uniform Code for Building Conservation
may be used.)” Materials proposed will be specified with the appropriate fire resistive
characteristics based on their application with the building, and proximity to propert y lines, per
applicable codes.
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G30.Materials should be applied in a manner similar to that used
traditionally.
1) “A "hierarchy" of building materials should be used, with heavier coarser materials used as
foundations and more refined materials used above.” Street facing façade does not express a
foundation course as a more historic building might do. The application of the materials on the
façade are typical with most buildings downtown. Less detailed application of materials is
provided on the upper portion of the building to provide emphasis at the street level.

G31. Newmaterials may be considered, if they appear similar in
character and detailing to those used traditionally.
1) “Newmaterials must have a demonstrated durability in this climate and have the ability to
be repaired under reasonable conditions.” All proposed materials comply with this guideline.
2) “Details of hard board siding, and their joints, should match that of traditional wood siding.”
In addition to horizontal wood siding, we have proposed panel siding with panel joints that are
more contemporary than traditional horizontal or vertical wood siding, however the application is
consistent with traditional mid-century design, which emphasizes clean, simple forms, with
articulated materials, true to their nature, typically less textural than a historic wood lap siding.
The building is not meant to replicate a historic building in detailing or materiality.
3) “Synthetic materials such as aluminum and vinyl sidingmay be considered on new
construction, if details and lap dimensions are similar to those seen traditionally. They should not be
used, however, to cover historic building materials (see also Design Standards and Guidelines for
Historic Buildings).” (see note above)
4) “Checkwith the PlanningDepartment regarding the acceptance of new, substitute
materials.” We look forward to more detailed discussion regarding the materials with Planning
Staff.
5) “Exterior wood finishes should be painted or stained on primary structures. Rustic or
natural finishes may be considered on secondary structures.” Stained wood finishes are
proposed as well as composite materials replicating stained wood on upper façade (north side).
Painted panel siding is proposed on upper levels.

G32. On buildings with sloping roof forms,materials should appear
similar to those used traditionally.
Not Applicable.

G33.Windows should be of a traditional size and relate to a pedestrian
scale.
1) Windows are simple in shape, arrangement and detail.
2) Unusually shaped windows, such as triangles and trapezoids are not proposed.
3) Windows will be standard contemporary storefront construction to meet energy codes, with 2”
frame exposure. We propose that wood-clad storefront elements will be used at accent areas.

G34. The ratio of windows to wall surface should be similar to that seen
traditionally.
1) “Large surfaces of glass are inappropriate on residen tial structures and on the upper floors of
commercial buildings.” Although it is not clear what “large surfaces” would be defined as,
we have designed the upper floors with some panes of glass that are up to 5’-9” wide, and
up to 4’-8” high. Main level windows are typically larger, up to 6’ -0” wide and 8’-0” high.
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While this is not similar to older historic (1900’s era) buildings, it is similar to that seen
traditionally in mid-century buildings. Therefore, we believe this is compliant with this
guideline.
2) “For commercial type buildings in the Core Area a solid-to-void ratio of 1:2 is
appropriate.” Several factors determine window sizes, and window to wall ratios. No formula
will produce good design. Good design is a function of proportion, mass, scale, materiality, and
other aesthetic factors. That being said, we believe this guideline is meant to provide larger
storefront windows for the core area, allowing for smaller storefront glazing areas for the
transition areas. On the Main Street façade, the proposed solid to void ratio on the main level is
1:1.4, and the ratio is 1.4:1 on the upper levels (facing Main Street). The other facades are
regulated by fire codes and allowable glazing areas. We believe that the solid to void ratio
proposed is appropriate for the design of this building.

G35. Upper stories, on a street facade, should appear less transparent than
the first floor.
1) “Upper storywindows with a vertical emphasis are typical, but occasionally horizontal
windows were used. Either are appropriate in downtown, but their use should be compatible
with the building type.” Both orientations are utilized on the building, based on context.
2) “Windowswith traditional depth and trim are preferred.” Windows will be standard
contemporary storefront construction, with 2” frame exposure.
3) Not applicable.

G36. Skylights should be limited in number and size.
Any skylights utilized on the building will be on flat roofs, not visible from the street.

G37.Maintain the traditional pattern of doors along the street.
1) The building components have well-defined front entrances found traditionally in downtown.
2) All entrances are at grade level.

ADDITIONS TO BUILDINGS
Not Applicable

MISCELLANEOUSDESIGNTOPICS

G40. Use color schemes that will complement other buildings nearby.
1) The natural color palette will complement other buildings nearby.
2) Not applicable.
3) (informational only)
4) (informational only)

G41. Use color to coordinate facade
elements in an overall composition.
1) Base colors are muted natural tones.
2) Certain features (doors etc.) have accent or contrasting material colors.

G42. Reserve bright colors for accents only.
Not Applicable
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DESIGN STANDARDS AND
GUIDELINES FOR THE CORE
AREA OF DOWNTOWN

C1. Develop the ground floor level of all projects to encourage
pedestrian activity.
1) Commercial storefronts provide pedestrian interest along the street.
2) Commercial storefronts include some traditional elements such as display windows, kickplates,
transoms etc. but also reference the more modern mid-century designs also found downtown.
3) Large storefront display windows, located at the street level, where goods or services are
visible from the street, are utilized.
4) Primary building entrances are at street level.

C2.Maintain the storefront wall at the sidewalk edge.
1) “Pedestrians downtownare accustomed to having the inside edge of the sidewalk clearly
defined by a wall of storefronts, all presenting interesting activities and merchandise to the street.
This characteristic is an essential element of healthy downtown retailing.” Proximity of
storefront to sidewalk is maintained, but some areas are recessed for seating etc.
2) “Preserve the glass at the sidewalk line when feasible, to define the pedestrian zone.” Note
the width of the sidewalk in this block is substandard, and additional sidewalk width has been
provided as requested by city staff.

BUILDINGMASS, SCALE& FORM

C3.Maintain the average scale of one- story buildings at the sidewalk.
1) “Traditionally,most commercial storefronts in this areawere one- or two-stories in height and,
while each block contained a mix of these heights, an overall sense of unity in scale was
established.” To support this traditional development pattern, the building has been designed
with one and two story storefronts, with a similar rhythm to that found in this block and
elsewhere downtown. The average scale is maintained at the sidewalk.
2) “In larger projects, amix of one- and two-storymodules should be used to maintain variety
in heights.” The building has been designed per this guideline.
3) “New construction should present a tall one-story or two-story facade at the front property
line. This facade height should not exceed 30 feet. ” The two story portion of the building is
currently designed to a 31.5’ parapet to accommodate taller first level space, structure and
parapet for fire codes.
4) Floor-to-floor heights are designed to appear similar to those buildings seen traditionally.
C4. Where large buildings are planned, use a change in design features to
suggest the traditional building widths.
1) “Changes in facadematerial, windowdesign, facade height or decorative details are examples
of techniques that may be considered.” This technique has been provided in the design.
2) These variations are expressed through the structure such that the composition appears to be
a collection of smaller buildings and additions.
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C5. A larger building may be divided into "modules" that reflect the
traditional scale of construction.
1) Building is divided into multiple “modules,” which are expressed three-dimensionally, by
having significant architectural changes, throughout the entire building.
2) Building steps down to minimize the perceived scale at the street.

C6. If a third story is to be used, it should appear as a subordinate
"addition" to a two- story building.
1) “In downtown, a third storymay be incorporated into a commercial type building when it
satisfies all requirements established in the Downtown Louisville Framework Plan.” The Downtown
Framework Plan has the following provisions for three-story buildings:

“Policies: - Permit development at a two-story scale with third-story buildings permitted
when defined goals are achieved. These goals could include providing public spaces such
as plazas or significant outdoor dining areas, providing publ ic art and meet ing
def ined histor ic preservation goals.” The development includes provision for outdoor
dining areas, significant outdoor roof decks, and public art. The design specifically
respects an important historic asset to the south by maintaining a one story building
adjacent to that historic property.

“Polic ies: - Buildings shall not exceed a f loor area ratio of 2.0 in the core area. ”
The development does not exceed an FAR of 2.0.

“Polic ies: - Buildings should be one and two stor ies on the street and on the alley
edges.” The primary street façade is one and two stories. The alley façade could be
reduced to 2 story if the mass of the building were moved forward on the lot, reducing
the setback from Main Street. We believe that the proposed design is more
appropriate.

“Polic ies: - Only a port ion of a building should r ise to three stories. In general, no
more than 50 percent of the building footpr int should be a third story.” Based on the
allowable area for the building footprint, the third level as designed is 54.5% of the
allowable footprint, or 60.7% of the actual footprint, due to the setback areas on the main
level. We could push the building out to the front setback to increase the actual footprint,
and we could shift 3rd floor area to the second level (reducing the setback on the south half
of the building) to meet this guideline. However, we believe the proposed design is more
appropriate.

2) The third floor has been set back substantially from the sidewalk edge such that the building
will appear to be two stories in height as seen from across the street.
3) “The third floor should also be set back fromalley facades as well.” See explanation of
options to accommodate this guideline, and our recommendations above.
4) Materials and details of the third level are simpler than those of the primary facade.

C7. Rectangular forms should be dominant on Core Area facades.
1) The facade elements, or modules, appear as predominantly flat, with any decorative

elements and projecting or setback “articulations” subordinate to the dominant form.

C8. Along the rear facade, a building should step down in scale to the
alley.
See explanation of options to accommodate this guideline, and our recommendations above.
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C9. Use a flat roof line as the dominant roof form.
1) “Historically, commercial roof formswere flat, sloped or gabled, but each had a false front
that gave the appearance of a flat roof as seen from the street.” Flat roof forms are utilized.
2) Not applicable.
3) “Parapets on side facades should step down towards the rear of the building.” Where
parapets are required for screening rooftop equipment, or fire code, they are reduced to a
minimum on the alley façade, and step down on the side wall facades from west to east.

C10.Maintain the distinction between the street level and any upper
floors.
1) The street level is taller than the upper floors. Main level storefront is 13.5 feet high, whereas
second floor window height is 9.5’ to 11 feet with 11 foot high ceilings.
2) The first floor of the primary facade is predominantly transparent glass. The full height of this
area is glass, except for retail/restaurant entries which are lowered for emphasis.
3) Upper floors are more opaque than the lower floor.
4) Distinction in floor heights is expressed through detailing, materials and fenestration.

C11. Ornamentation should reflect the simple, restraineddecorative
tradition of Louisville.
1) “Repeat similar shapes and sizes of details seen on traditional buildings.” The detailing of
the building is simple, restrained, and typical of traditional mid-century building design.

C12. Avoid introducingnewarchitectural elements at the front facade
that were not used traditionally.
Storefront and façade elements are more contemporary interpretations of design elements found
on historic properties, and similar to traditional mid-century façade design.

1) “Parapets should be high enough to screen roof top appurtenances, as seen from the street.”
Parapet height and RTU positioning create screening of the equipment as seen from the street.

C13. Special features that highlight buildings on corner lotsmay be
considered.
Not Applicable

Please note the explanation of the format of the Design Standards and Guidelines included on
page x of the Handbook. Policies are indicated to be broad statements explaining the city’s
basic approach for the treatment of the design feature being discussed. These concepts, or
policies are typically incorporated in some manner into the design. The specific Design
Standards or Guideline statements have been addressed specifically above.

Page 3 and 4 of the Handbook introduction provides additional explanation of the terms used
and how compliance is measured. Note the latitude for alternative methods of achieving the
desired outcome. The application of “should” to guidelines and “shall” to standards is an
important distinction in this document.
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Boulder Creek Neighborhoods is seeking approval to construct a new
retail/office building at 712/722 Main Street in Louisville to accommodate
anticipated growth in the business and to restore street level retail space on Main
Street.

Boulder Creek provides an array of Development and Construction services,
including: Land Development, Land Planning, Architecture, Project Approval,
Project Management, General Contracting, Option Administration, Marketing,
Sales and Consulting. We have tailored our residential development to meet the
demands and needs of the ‘active lifestyle’ homeowner – including professionals,
empty nesters, semiretired and post-children “Baby Boomers”, through the
creation of low-maintenance, single-family and multi-family residential products.
We believe that a change in lifestyle is the main reason people within this
demographic are interested in purchasing a new home and we design and build to
achieve that end.

Boulder Creek moved from Boulder to Downtown Louisville (841 Front Street) in
Early 2010 with fewer than 10 employees. In 2013 Boulder Creek purchased two
additional buildings (712 and 722 Main Street) to accommodate growth in the
company. Today Boulder Creek and its affiliate companies own and occupy 4
downtown buildings (630 Front Street) and have over 80 employees.

As a fast-growing company and active corporate citizen of Downtown Louisville,
Boulder Creek has faced the challenge of obtaining needed office space several
times in the past seven years. Despite our growth and the lack of availability of
larger office space it has been our strong desire to remain in Downtown Louisville
where we can benefit from and support the small-town atmosphere. We have 25+
employees who dine out for lunch daily. We have been a significant supporter of
the DBA and Street Faire every year since 2010 and we have significant business
operations in the City of Louisville.

The redevelopment of 712/722 Main Street into a mixed-use retail/office building
will provide Boulder Creek with the opportunity to consolidate office based
operations while providing over 5,000 Sq. Ft. of street level retail space and 30+
onsite parking spaces in the core of the downtown retail district.
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Mr. Rob Zuccaro, AICP, Planning & Building Safety Director
Ms. Kristin  Dean, AICP, Principal Planner
City of Louisville, Colorado
749 Main Street
Louisville, CO  80027

2 October, 2017 Re: 712-722 Main Street Final  PUD
Including Replat and SRU

Rob and Kristen,

We are pleased to submit the attached Final PUD for the redevelopment of 712-722 
Main Street in Downtown Louisville.  This application also includes a replat to 
combine the two lots into a single lot, and an SRU for outdoor activity areas.

Overview
The redevelopment of 712-722 Main Street is intended to accommodate the growing 
business of Boulder Creek Neighborhoods currently located in the existing buildings, 
as well as other buildings downtown.  Boulder Creek Neighborhoods currently 
employs approximately 80 people and has been a very active, involved corporate 
citizen of downtown Louisville.  It is the company's desire to remain in downtown 
rather than relocate to accommodate the growth of the business.  A primary goal of 
the redevelopment is to accommodate the office uses above the main floor to give 
back the street level presence to retail and restaurant uses to enliven the 
streetscape.

The existing one-story buildings, originally constructed in 1968/1960 , totaling  7,558
sf, will be replaced by a new 20,000 sf building with under-building and main floor 
parking garage with 30 total spaces.  The intent of the design regarding parking is to 
provide the total required parking on-site, with the ability to convert the parking to 
commercial space if it is more desirable from the City's point of view, or the owners' 
perspective.  This could be due to future increases in the City's public parking 
capacity, changing demographics and attitudes towards private vehicles as primary 
transportation, or other factors.  The building is also designed with a 5,500 sf 
basement which is not currently served by the on-site parking.  

Therefore the Applicant is requesting that the PUD be approved with two options 
related to parking.  While no occupancy of the basement is anticipated at this time, if 
it is ever converted to habitable space in the future, the Applicant would pay the fee 
in lieu of on-site parking current at the time to utilize this additional space.  Also, if 
the space currently shown as parking on the main level is converted to commercial 
space, then the fee in lieu of on-site parking would be provided for the lost spaces, 
as well as the demand generated by the habitable space.

Architectural Design Concept
Downtown buildings require particular attention to design and massing to relate to 
the existing architectural fabric of Downtown and to contribute to the history and 
vibrancy of Downtown.  Louisville's Main Street is characterized by a diverse, 
eclectic mix of building styles and periods of Louisville's history.  
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To accommodate the required square footage for the project, the majority of the 
mass of the building is located 50 feet back from the sidewalk, allowing a one and 
two story facade at the street.  Of particular importance to this project is the 
proximity to the historic building to the south, currently housing the Huckleberry 
Restaurant, formerly Louisville's bank at the turn of the last century.  To respect this 
one-story historic structure, the southern half of the Main Street facade is designed 
at one-story, actually lower than the historic parapet.

The building facade at Main Street is envisioned as a composition of three parts: a 
pair of 2-story storefront facades, patterned after typical western false front buildings 
in scale and pattern; and a low, one-story retail storefront replacing the mid-century 
modern building in that location, with similar form and simple detail.  The three 
storefronts divide the 95 feet of facade into modules that were historically used and 
that are prevalent today in Downtown.  The rhythm of the buildings on the east side 
of the 700 block cycles from one story to two story, with alternating horizontal and 
vertical emphasis, with paired buildings such as the Singing Cook/Book Cellar, and 
Huckleberry buildings.  These varying elements form the context for the new 
building at 712/722 Main.  As the buildings being replaced are mid-century, it is 
appropriate to take cues from the simple, straight-lined architecture of that era.  

The materials for the Main Street facade are primarily wood and metal.  A natural 
IPE hardwood siding is proposed for the major elements at pedestrian level, with a 
combination of black anodized and wood storefront detailing.  Natural finish metals 
such as patina copper and dark mill finish steel provide accents.  Storefront 
windows are generous to promote commerce and provide interest at the pedestrian 
level.  The southern half of the facade retains a significant setback from the property 
line, similar to the existing condition.  This allows for outdoor seating, sheltered by 
an overhang, extending the season beyond that of the temporary patios.  This relief 
from the street begins with a smaller area of setback at the northern part of the 
facade, then a minimum of 36" additional sidewalk width is maintained to a 
maximum of 7.5 feet at the southern end.

The third story is set back 50 feet from the front of the property to minimize it's 
impact when viewed from Main Street.  This is the design standard specified in the 
Downtown Design Handbook and Framework Plan.  The Framework Plan states "In 
general, no more than 50 percent of the building footprint should be a third story".  
Although the building does not fill the entire footprint, based on the allowable 
building footprint, the proposed third story is 55% of the building footprint.  We feel 
that this is justifiable based on the fact that the second floor is also set back 50' on 
the south side to respect the historic property to the south.  If the second story was 
built out to the lot line in front, this suggestion of less than 50% would be met, as 
well as providing the suggested alley setback of the third level.  However we felt that 
it was more important to provide a significant setback to the historic property.  These 
items are not specific codes or standards, but they are guidelines.

Waiver Request
Where a 20' rear setback at the alley is required, and provided for the majority of the 
building mass, we are requesting to project a stair tower and balconies into the 
setback to break down the scale and mass of the building, instead of providing a 
monolithic rear wall.
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SHEET        DESCRIPTION

ARCHITECTURAL

CIVIL

FLOOR AREAS

PROJECT LOCATION: 712-722 MAIN ST.

LOT AREA: 14,114 SF

ZONING: CC - COMMERCIAL COMMUNITY

OVERLAYS: DOWNTOWN CORE AREA; CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT

APPLICABLE STANDARDS: DESIGN HANDBOOK FOR DOWNTOWN LOUISVILLE

DOWNTOWN LOUISVILLE FRAMEWORK PLAN

DOWNTOWN LOUISVILLE SIGN MANUAL

PROPOSED USES: ANY APPROVED USES INCLUDING RETAIL, RESTAURANT, AND

PROFESSIONAL OFFICES

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: LOTS 8 AND 9 OF BLOCK 3 TOWN OF LOUISVILLE, COUNTY OF BOULDER,

STATE OF COLORADO

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: FINAL PUD TO REDEVELOP THE TWO EXISTING BUILDINGS @712 & 722 MAIN

STREET. TO PROVIDE A NEW 3-STORY COMMERCIAL BUILDING OF 26,417sf

WITH A 2-STORY PARKING GARAGE FOR 28 VEHICLES PARTIALLY BELOW

GRADE PLUS ALLEY PARKING FOR 3 PLUS ONE LOADING SPACE.

YARD & BULK REQUIREMENTS GENERAL NOTES

1. OVERHEAD POWER LINES ON THIS PROPERTY WILL BE

BURIED UNDERGROUND.

2. PARKING GARAGE TO HAVE TRAFFIC CONTROL

SYSTEM TO COORDINATE IN & OUT UTILIZING SINGLE

LANE.  PARKING COUNTERS WILL BE PROVIDED AT

ENTRY TO INDICATE PARKING AVAILABLE PER LEVEL.

PARKING NOTES:

1. LMC 17.020.025 DESIGNATES PARKING STANDARDS FOR DOWNTOWN LOUISVILLE

1.1. REQUIRED: AFTER FIRST 999SF, PARKING SHALL BE PROVIDED AT A RATE

OF 1 SPACE PER 500SF

2. COMMON AREAS LISTED ON THE FLOOR AREA TABULATION CHART ARE

CONSIDERED FLOOR AREAS NOT REQ'D TO BE USED FOR THE PURPOSES OF

CALCULATING PARKING PER LMC 17.020.025: SUCH AS VENT SHAFTS, COURTS,

UNINHABITABLE AREAS BELOW GROUND LEVEL OR IN ATTICS, OR AREAS

WITHIN HALLWAYS, STAIRWAYS, ELEVATOR SHAFTS AND BATHROOMS."

THEREFORE THE "TENANT AREA" LISTED IN THE FLOOR AREAS TABULATION

HAS BEEN USED TO CALCULATE PARKING REQUIREMENTS. FURTHER, STORAGE

& COMMON AREAS IN THE BASEMENT ARE INTENDED SOLELY FOR STORAGE,

MECHANICAL EQUIPMENT, A FIRE ROOM & THE ELEVATOR SHAFT. ANY

MODIFICATIONS TO USE OF THE BASEMENT INCLUDING TO OFFICE OR RETAIL, IS

SUBJECT TO REVIEW & CONSIDERATION OF THE PROVISIONS SET FORTH UNDER

SECTION 17.020.025 OF THE LMC - PARKING STANDARDS DESIGNATED FOR

DOWNTOWN LOUISVILLE OR AS HEREINAFTER AMENDED. ANY TENANT FINISH

THAT MODIFIES THE PUD PLAN LAYOUT WILL NEED TO BE RE-EVALUATED &

PARKING RECOUNTED AT TIME OF BUILDING PERMIT SUBMITTALS AS

APPLICABLE.

REQUIREMENTS FOR DOWNTOWN CORE AREA

REQUESTED WAIVERS

1. LMC 17.12.040: 20' REAR SETBACK ENCROACHMENT

OF 19'-3" FOR 12' WIDE STAIR TOWER & 6'-11" FOR

OVERHANGING BALCONIES.  THESE ELEMENTS

VISUALLY LESSEN THE IMPACT OF THE MASS OF THE

BUILDING.

Attachment 3
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City of Louisville 
Department of Planning and Building Safety  

     749 Main Street      Louisville CO 80027 
303.335.4592 (phone)     303.335.4550 (fax)     www.LouisvilleCO.gov 

Planning Commission 
Meeting Minutes 
February 8, 2018 

City Hall, Council Chambers 
749 Main Street 

6:30 PM 

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

Roll Call was taken and the following members were present: 

Commission Members Present: Steve Brauneis, Chair 
David Hsu, Vice Chair 
Jeff Moline 
Debra Williams 
Dietrich Hoefner 
Tom Rice 

Commission Members Absent: Keaton Howe  
Staff Members Present: Rob Zuccaro, Dir of Planning & Building Safety 

Kristin Dean, Principal Planner 
Lisa Ritchie, Associate Planner 
Amelia Brackett, Planning Clerk 
Aaron DeJong, Economic Development Director 

NEW BUSINESS – PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS 

Terraces on Main (712 & 722 Main Street): A request for a Final PUD to allow for a 37,171 
square foot commercial building with a 10,754 sf parking garage on 14,114 square feet 
zoned CC; a Final plat to vacate the lot line between Lots 8 and 9, Block 3, Town of 
Louisville; and a SRU to allow for outdoor eating and drinking establishments and a 
parking garage, Resolution 04, Series 2018, (PUPL – 094-2017 & SRU – 095-2017).  

 Applicant and Owner: 712 Main St. LLC & 722 Main St. LLC
 Case Manager:  Kristin Dean, Principal Planner

STAFF PRESENTATION 
Notice was posted in the Boulder Daily Camera on January 21, 2018 and posted in City Hall, 
Public Library, Recreation Center, and the Courts and Police Building, and mailed to 
surrounding property owners January 24, 2018. 

Staff and the Commission were reviewing three applications: a PUD, a Final Plat, and an SRU. 

Dean stated that Boulder Creek Neighborhoods wanted to consolidate their employees into one 
building. The proposed building would include 26,417 square feet of office and retail, 10,754 
square feet of parking garage, ground floor retail, and office on the second and third floors. 

Staff used the numerous policies to evaluate projects: the Design Handbook for Downtown, the 
Downtown Louisville Framework Plan, the City of Louisville Comprehensive Plan, and the 
limited standards in the Development Code.  
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The building is two-stories at the street on the north end and one-story at the street at the south 
end adjacent to The Huckleberry. A third story is setback 49 feet from Main St. and 37.5 feet 
from the alley. A small portion of the third story is setback 40 feet from Main St. to provide 
articulation, but the majority of the third story is setback 49 feet. The building includes roof top 
decks above the first and second stories. The application includes a request for a Special 
Review Use for outdoor eating and drinking establishments and a parking garage. The 
application also includes a Final Plat (Attachment 5) to vacate the lot line between Lots 8 & 9.  
 
The applicant is requesting two waivers. One is for a rear setback encroachment of 19.25’ for 
the stairwell and the other is for a rear setback encroachment of 6.9’ for the 2nd story balconies. 
Staff supports these waiver requests based on the aesthetic considerations, allowing some 
architectural interest.  
 
All the parking needs generated by the project are accommodated on site in a two-level parking 
garage with 28 spaces in the parking garage and 4 surface parking spaces adjacent to the alley. 
This exceeds the parking requirements, which stipulate that this application needs 30 spaces. 
The garage also has two ramps in the alley. The surface parking spaces meet the space 
requirements, so no cars will be hanging out in the alley.  
 
Dean summarized the design guidelines used to evaluate the application. Buildings should be 
one and two stories at Main Street, have a rectangular form and a flat roof, privilege retail on the 
street level, provide visual interest along the street, and provide visual relief in the form of colors 
and materials. On the alley, buildings are encouraged to step down. This application does so as 
it is setback 20 feet from the alley. The third story is significantly setback at 37’8” from the alley. 
The parking garage is loaded from the alley.  
 
The Municipal Code limits height to 45’ downtown. The Code also gives City Council the ability 
to determine if a lesser height is more appropriate and that determination is based off 
compliance with the Design Handbook, the Downtown Louisville Framework Plan, Subdivision 
Criteria, PUD, and the Comprehensive Plan.  
 
Dean stated that she would address each policy. She started with the Municipal Code, stating 
that it framed the application with language about ensuring varied building heights and the 
appearance of two-story building mass from the street pedestrian scale. There are only three 
other three-story buildings downtown and the Framework Plan allows for three-story buildings 
because variation in height was determined to be appropriate.  
 
The Design Handbook notes on height that projects should respect the traditional context of 
Downtown, that new construction should appear similar in mass and scale to structures found 
traditionally in the area and to the established context, that new interpretations of traditional 
building types are encouraged but should be seen as products of their own time, and that new 
buildings should maintain a visual sense of continuity. Dean added that the Design Handbook 
stipulated that the third story should be a subordinate “addition” to a two-story building and 
should be setback substantially from the sidewalk edge such that it appears two stories in height 
as seen from across the street, that the third story should be setback from the alley faces, and 
that the materials and details should be simpler than those on the primary façade. Dean showed 
an image demonstrating that part of the third story would be visible behind the first-story 
building, but not from in front of the second-story buildings.  
 
Dean stated that the Framework Plan also addressed height. Third stories are deemed 
appropriate since they provide variation, but one- and two-story should be the norm. It also 
states that one- and two-story buildings are permitted when defined goals are achieved. Dean 
stated that the language was nebulous but it did address activating the street with outdoor 
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dining areas, which the project does. The Framework Plan also contained measurable 
guidelines for considering a third story, allowing for a Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 2.0, meaning a 
third story of no more than 50% of the building footprint. The application met these stipulations.  
 
Subdivision Criteria stated that height provide consistency with the Comprehensive Plan, 
promote the purpose of the Subdivision regulations and compliance with the plat design 
requirements including orderly growth and the projection of the character and social and 
economic stability of all parts of the City.  
 
In the Comprehensive Plan, the downtown area is a “mixed-used center” where two and three 
stories are considered appropriate, ground floors should be activated by primary retail, and that 
projects should promote the health of Downtown through traditional development pattern and 
pedestrian scaled redevelopment.  
 
Under the PUD criteria, height should reflect an appropriate relationship to the surrounding 
area; an appropriate density, site relationship, and bulk; design considerations should include 
materials, colors, and lighting; it should comply with Design Standards and be consistent with 
the Comprehensive Plan; it should reflect architectural compatibility with surrounding designs 
and harmonious transitions and scale in character in areas of different planned uses; and it 
should contribute to a mix of styles within the city.  
 
Dean stated that in weighing these applicable policies, no additional consideration or weight 
was given to any policy or group of policies. Instead, all policies had to be interpreted 
comprehensively. In doing so, staff finds that the project is in compliance with the various 
policies given the following demonstrated compliance: 

1.  1 and 2 stories at Main Street to reflect the varied height of buildings along Main Street 
and to complement the adjacent buildings. 

2. The third story is setback 49 feet from Main Street, 37.9 feet from the alley, and 
comprises 50% of the building footprint. 

3. FAR of 1.87. 
4. Architectural interest through the use of colors, materials, and window glazing. 
5. Third story is more subdued and has less window glazing than first and second stories. 

Dean presented the application’s compliance with the SRU Criteria: 
1. Comprehensive Plan: Outdoor seating contributes to a “healthy and vibrant” Downtown. 

Garage parking facilitates all parking needs being met on site and with alley-loaded 
access. 

2. Economic Compatibility with Surrounding Character: Overall project retains 80+ 
employees to support local businesses. Project replaces ground floor office space with 
retail. Outdoor eating compatible with other restaurants that offer outdoor seating on site 
and in the Main Street patios. 

3. Internal Efficiency: All parking needs met onsite. Increased walkway on Main Street. 
Drainage, sewer, and water facilities.  

4. External Effects: Limitation on outside patio use (closes at 12 a.m. and no amplified 
music.) No nearby residences. No light spill. 

5. Pedestrian Circulation: Increased sidewalk width adjacent to the building. 

 
The Plat was for vacating the interior lot line. The lot meets all the design standards and affords 
adequate water, sewer, drainage, and access. New utilities to the building will be buried and the 
existing utility line overhead serving private property will be relocated by moving the pole across 
the alley. The City will not incur the cost of burying the lines to private property.  
 
Dean stated that staff typically reserves the Fiscal Impact Model presentation for Council, but 
they went ahead and ran it for this presentation. She stated that there was a typo in the staff 

239



Planning Commission 
Meeting Minutes 

Page 4 of 15 
 

report. It should read “net positive impact” instead of “net negative impact.” The model staff uses 
that considers employee impact is currently under review, so the model used for this application 
produced an estimate that is on the low side as it does not include employee spending impact. 
Dean added that $103,000-217,000 over 20 years in sales tax dollars or $5,150-10,850 per year 
from the project. The model depends on the types of uses and buildout that it includes, but staff 
wanted to show that the project has a net positive impact. 
 
Dean stated that staff had been submitting emails daily to the Commission and that 
commissioners had a printed copy of additional public comments that came in today. The 
Commission had received all public comment before considering the application. 
 
Staff finds that the application is in substantial conformance with all the applicable criteria and 
development standards and recommends that the Planning Commission approve Resolution 
No. 04, Series 2018, recommending approval of a request for a Final PUD to allow for a 37,171 
square foot commercial building which includes a 10,754 square foot parking garage on two lots 
totaling 14,114 square feet zoned CC, a Final Plat to vacate the lot line between Lots 8 and 9, 
Block 3, Town of Louisville and a SRU to allow for outdoor eating and drinking establishments 
and a parking garage.  
 
QUESTIONS OF STAFF 
Brauneis asked for conflict of interest from the Commission.   
 
Williams disclosed that she had been inside the Boulder Creek building, owns a Boulder Creek 
home, and has worked with the company as a member of her HOA. She added that she as a 
councilmember in Superior, CO she had voted on several PUD applications put forward by 
Boulder Creek. She stated that she still felt she could be impartial in her judgement.  
 
Brauneis asked for questions of staff. 
 
Moline asked if staff had considered visibility from other parts of the block and the area aside 
from across the street. 
 
Dean responded that the Design Handbook was conflicting in how it defines context. It does 
speak to the broader context of Downtown related to how the building fits in with other 
development. She added that they had not gotten any additional views, as the only policy 
question was on visibility from across the street and that was the only one they asked the 
applicant to address graphically. She reiterated that three stories were considered to be 
appropriate and the application was meeting the other measurable standards. She added that 
subjectivity from the public comment was mixed. Staff finds that it fit well with the overall context 
of downtown. 
 
Rice moved to include in the record the emails that were added after the packet. Hsu seconded. 
Voice vote. Motion passed unanimously.  
 
Rice stated that, in general, the public comments against the application stated that the 
development was just too big. He asked Dean to respond to this concern. 
 
Dean stated that staff had to analyze the application from a technical perspective, as subjective 
measures such as “too big” were gray. She reiterated that the development was a change for 
Louisville that everyone involved wanted to consider carefully. She stated that the applicant 
revised the original application based on staff comments to meet more policies and the 
applicant was responsive in reducing floor area and bringing the building in. From staff’s 
perspective it finds within the defined parameters that were definable. From a technical aspect it 
fits. 
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Rice asked about the setback on the building at 908 Main Street. He also asked about the 
height of the Mercantile Building.  
 
Dean stated that staff did not have building permit records for the Mercantile Building as it was 
an old building. 
 
Rice asked about the height of the Melting Pot/Black Diamond structure.  
 
Dean stated that 908 Main was setback 15 feet and the Boulder Building proposal included a 
setback of 50 feet. 
 
Rice asked about the setback on the Zucca building second-story development that had come 
before the Commission a few months ago.  
 
Hsu asked staff to define what “pedestrian-scale” buildings meant in the guidelines. 
 
Zuccaro stated that it meant something different to everyone, but in Historic Downtown it 
generally meant 1-2 story buildings, wide sidewalks, and no parking in front of the building. 
Glazing, recessed doorways, and materials of buildings all play into a friendly pedestrian scale. 
 
Hsu asked why the application had been brought before the Historic Preservation Commission. 
 
Dean responded that HPC was a referral agency and staff asked them to review the existing 
Boulder Creek buildings as at least one of them was over 50 years old.  
 
Hsu asked if HPC made any motion or findings. 
 
Dean stated that HPC did not come to consensus. Their process was more to gather comments. 
The Commission reviewed the application early on in the review process. The applicant has 
amended the application since HPC saw it. 
 
Hsu asked if there was any objective measure for evaluating whether a building was 
representative of its time and place.   
 
Dean responded that the Design Handbook had a number of stipulations for what was and was 
not appropriate. For example, highly ornate designs are not appropriate, while flat roofs are 
appropriate. The Design Guidelines calls for buildings that are of the current time but 
acknowledge and reflect the past. 
 
Williams asked how many other buildings have basements. 
 
Dean stated that there were basements downtown, but she did not know how many. For 
example, the Voltage building that was approved last year had a basement and there were 
already a number of buildings that already exist that have basements. 
 
Williams asked if this development was taking away from the 150,000 square feet left of 
commercial development in Downtown Louisville.  
 
Williams asked if this development was taking away from the 150,000 square feet of commercial 
development earmarked in Downtown Louisville. She also asked if the building’s previous 
designation as retail meant that they had previously been counted as part of the 150,000 square 
feet. 
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Dean replied that it would take away from the 150,000 square feet of development and that the 
existing square footage was already included the overall square footage Downtown.  
 
Zuccaro clarified that all development, commercial or otherwise, was capped at 150,000 square 
feet.  
 
Williams asked if this was the first parking garage Downtown. 
 
Dean stated that the library had a parking garage. 
 
Williams asked if like the library the proposed garage was public. 
 
Dean stated she would left the applicant speak to the use of their garage. 
 
Hoefner asked how many iterations the application has been through. 
 
Dean stated that they originally submitted in September or October. Each application goes 
through a review process with City agencies to solicit comments. The applicant responds to all 
comments from the various agencies and revises based on those comments. Those are then re-
reviewed by the agencies and staff moves forward to a public hearing. The applicant in this case 
responded to comments from the Planning Department that added an extra month to the 
process. If the application were to be approved tonight, it would move to City Council on March 
20th.  
 
Hoefner asked how different the proposal was tonight than it was when it first started.  
 
Dean stated that the architecture along Main Street is the same, but the third story was not 
setback from the alley like it is in the current proposal. 
 
Hoefner asked about the two PUD amendments for the alley and the balcony. He clarified that 
there was nothing else that required a waiver. 
 
Dean confirmed that there were only two waivers requested in the application, 
 
Ritchie responded to Commissioner Rice’s earlier question, stating that the Zucca application 
proposed 104 feet and the 908 Main is setback from property line approximately 4-6 ft. Black 
Diamond/The Melting Pot is at zero setback. 
 
DeJong stated that Google Earth said the Melting Pot structure was 38 feet.  
 
APPLICANT PRESENTATION 
Brauneis asked for the applicant presentation.  
 
David Sinkey, one of the owners of Boulder Creek Neighborhoods, 712 Main Street thanked the 
staff for their input as they combed through code together, some of which was unclear. He 
stated that he was a long-time stakeholder in downtown Louisville and wanted to keep it a 
wonderful place to be. In 2010, the company moved to its first building in Louisville with a staff 
of seven people. Since moving to Louisville, the company had built a team in part based on the 
attraction of working in downtown Louisville. He acknowledged that the project represented 
change for the city and that staff had a lot of concerns to balance among the criteria for 
development.  
 
Sinkey addressed the issue of how big is “too big.” He stated his company had around 85-100 
employees and thousands of subcontractors. When people visit their company they are 
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impressed with Louisville. He and his company did not want to leave. He stated that the square 
footage that they currently inhabited would be better used in retail. The company did not want to 
leave, because while that might produce more retail space it would also result in the loss of a 
number of people in the downtown area. He and other business-owners agreed that the town 
would benefit from a greater daytime population and the conversion of office space to retail to 
increase the vitality of Downtown. He added that the design was also made to carry its own 
weight in parking, which made the project bigger. The company needed well-configured 9-
12,000 square feet for its office. It was suboptimal to be housed in four different buildings.   
 
Sinkey concluded that it was important to do something cool on Main Street. He acknowledged 
that public feedback wanted to see more of what we already have, but he thought that Louisville 
looked like a diverse set of buildings. He stated that the renderings they produced do not 
express the materiality of their proposal. He added that the building could actually be bigger, but 
they decided to setback the building at the same level as it stands, which was valuable square 
footage but it was worth giving it up to space for pedestrians. He thanked the Commission for 
their time and for the process. 
 
Moline made a motion to enter the materials into the record. Williams seconded. Voice vote, 
passed unanimously.  
 
Erik Hartronft, 950 Spruce Street Suite 2A in Louisville, stated that he had been in Louisville 
since 1984, that he and his family loved Louisville, and that he had been practicing in the city for 
his whole career. He stated that he had a stake beyond being the architect of the proposed 
building. He thanked staff for their work on the various codes and stated that the revisions to the 
plan had improved it. They were proposing a building that was less square footage than would 
be allowed on the lot and were providing for more sidewalk than existed there today. The plan 
did not use every available square foot that could be used.  
 
Hartronft stated that having office space on the storefront level was not the highest and best use 
of the space. He felt that the one-story building next to the Huckleberry was important, since the 
Huckleberry was in a historic building and it was their responsibility to respect the relationship 
between the Huckleberry and the adjacent buildings. There were also existing mid-century 
modern buildings, like the Empire building. He stated that variety is part of the charm of 
Downtown and that it should not be a historic district where everything looks the same or looks 
like fake history. He added that Boulder Creek Neighborhoods was a major downtown 
employer.  
  
Hartronft presented a list of design drivers he and the client came up with early in the project: 

- Meet the needs of significant downtown employer (client) 
- Move offices upstairs and give back the storefront 
- Provide rich pedestrian experience, outdoor seating 
- Provide all required parking on-site. Until the City provides a broader public parking 

option, each project should take care of its own parking. Building a lot elsewhere off-site 
would create new problems.  

- Relocate from other street level downtown buildings, from four to one.  
- Provide opportunities for new downtown businesses  
- Respect the adjacent historic buildings 
- Relate to eclectic downtown aesthetic – mid-century 
- Comply with downtown design guidelines 

Hartronft stated that the parking garage takes up a little over half of the square footage. The 
plan proposed an upper and lower deck and ramp for parking. He stated that it was not efficient 
to build a garage like this for 30 parking spots, and that the applicant was going to great lengths 
to avoid creating a parking problem. He pointed out that the central spine of the building would 
be open to retail and would bring the streetscape inside. He added that there would be roof 
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decks on the second level and green roofs set back from the property lines to create relief for 
the second and third floor. The third floor had roof decks as well.  
 
Hartronft reiterated that the proposal included a significant upper level set back at Main Street, 
one story façade adjacent to the historic structure, and a Main Street sidewalk area that was 
expanded for seating and open space. 
 
Hartronft presented the proposed building materials. The wood was sustainably harvested 
hardwood for a warm material experience that was durable. There would be metal accents on 
the building. He showed a 3D model of the pedestrian experience from across the street. A 
pedestrian would be able to see the second and third floor when standing in front of the first 
floor building. He added that reducing square footage with the sidewalk and the one-story 
building was in response to respecting the historic building of the Huckleberry and promoting a 
positive pedestrian experience.  
 
Hartronft stated that no particular style was promoted by the Code and that the Code doesn’t 
say development has to be historic. The Code directed applicants to use proportion, massing, 
and scale to respect the look and feel of Downtown. The proposal nodded to Western 
architecture, as well as midcentury modern buildings with an updated version of the latter’s 
massing. He added that the Code did not say that third stories needed to be invisible.  
 
Hartronft stated that the massing in the proposal was divided into smaller elements to relate to 
existing context. He characterized the proposal as being an organic composition, having a 
human scale at the sidewalk level, and respecting the rhythm of the varying height facades 
Downtown. He stated that the Design Guidelines called this approach “variation,” which creates 
a street rhythm. He added that they would like to reanimate the alley and treat it as another 
street, for example with a mural. He reiterated that the only waiver requests were for the stairs 
and the balcony in the parking garage. He stated that everything was on their property, not in 
the alley, and that they had no intention of using the alley as a full-blown street.  
 
QUESTIONS OF APPLICANT 
Williams read G-24 of the Design Handbook, stating that “new interpretations of traditional 
building styles are encouraged.” She asked how this applied to the windows in the proposal, 
which she stated were very large compared to the older buildings.  
 
Hartronft responded that they had done a lot of historic renovations including false fronts and 
that it was standard to reduce window size as you go up the building. They did not interpret that 
style literally, but their window design was homage to that style. He added that they were trying 
to design an efficient building as well, and sunlight was an important way to reduce energy 
consumption.  
 
Williams stated that the glass was the one element that stood out as incredibly modern, 
whereas the two-story northern structures were more in line with contextual design. She also 
asked to see the full-on front view of the building to walk the Commission through the materials 
that would be on the facades. She also asked why they did not choose brick as one of the 
materials. 
 
Brauneis asked staff to address the question of metal in the development criteria. 
 
Zuccaro responded that the criteria for downtown were different from the Commission had 
considered with the Fire Station application previously. Metal could be used for accents, but not 
as a primary material.  
 
Williams stated that C-6 in the Design Handbook described materials for developments.  
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Hartronft stated that the outside face of the one-story building above the windows was metal 
and the setback section beneath it was wood. The windows had metal siding, but the greatest 
percentage of the one-story storefront was glass. The center section had horizontal wood siding 
and a wood storefront with small metal awnings. The north section had horizontal wood siding, a 
setback section with a metal kick-plate, and a column of metal with wood panelized siding 
above. The second and third levels had painted cement-wood siding and glass. In the north 
elevation in the alleyway, where they would like to paint a mural, there was stucco, which has a 
good fire rating. Brick was using for the library and the Chase building from the 1980s, but they 
felt that wood would be a nice, friendly material more so than brick.  
 
Williams asked if the gray on the color rendering was metal. 
 
Hartronft responded that some of it was metal and some of it was paneling.  
 
Brauneis reminded the Commission that they were not an architectural review board. 
 
Hartronft responded to an earlier question from Commissioner Rice about the height of nearby 
buildings, stating that the Mercantile building was 34 feet rising to 38 feet at the peak. 
 
Hoefner asked what other parking options they considered. 
 
Hartronft responded that they looked at what could be provided on the alley level alone, which 
provided about half the required parking. They also considered off-site parking, which would 
require razing a nearby building downtown, and paying the fee in lieu of parking. 
 
Hoefner asked if the third-story was being driven by the parking issue. 
 
Hartronft stated that they could accommodate the necessary square footage in two stories if 
they did not have the parking garage. That being said, the proposal is below the maximum 
allowable square footage and within design guidelines, meaning that they had a land cost for 
building a new building instead of buying an empty lot and buying a new building. He stated that 
these kinds of project had razor-thin margins and that they never pay for themselves in the first 
few years. If the parking garage were not required, the project makes a lot more sense 
financially.  
 
Hoefner asked if they didn’t need the third story. 
 
Hartronft stated that hypothetically if the client did not want to maximize his investment, they 
might not need the third story.  
 
Sinkey stated that as a stakeholder in the city, he thought more parking bringing more people 
downtown was a benefit. He added that they had held serious and meaningful debates with the 
members of the nearby residential neighborhoods, who had expressed concern about the effect 
parking would have on their neighborhoods. He stated that it was politically important to present 
a project that parks itself.  
 
Hsu asked about the specific design cues in the proposal with respect to traditional and 
midcentury architecture. 
 
Hartronft responded that the north half of the second-story buildings take cues from Western 
false-fronts and the south half of the main Street façade takes cues from midcentury buildings 
like the Empire and the Blue Parrot. The buildings behind the storefront were designed to be 
sustainable and energy efficiency. 
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Hsu asked if the setback buildings took any design cues. 
 
Hartronft stated that they wanted those to be muted by comparison to the rest of the project.  
 
Hsu stated that some of the public comments were concerned that the third floor would make 
the whole building appear larger and asked Hartronft to address this concern.  
 
Hartronft stated that the third floor was divided into three sections. In the center was a central 
lobby element with an elevator. He stated that it would be hard to see most of the third floor 
from anywhere on Main Street, as you would never see the third floor at once.  
 
Hsu asked about the G-26 guideline that encouraged awnings. He stated that the project did not 
need awnings because it had recessed entryways, but he wanted to know if they had 
considered awnings. 
 
Hartronft stated that some store owners might want awnings. The northern part of the building 
would lend itself well to awnings, but the deep recess in front of the one-story building did not 
make sense with awnings. They would work with what retailers wanted to do. 
 
Williams asked if the parking garage was a public garage. 
 
Hartronft stated that it was being built to accommodate employees, but it followed a model 
called “shared parking.” When the office space was not being used by Boulder Creek 
employees, retail tenants would have rights to parking garage in evening hours.  
 
Williams asked how the arrangement would operate financially. 
 
Hartronft stated that tenants could pay for parking to Boulder Creek. 
 
Sinkey stated that they did not intend to use a kiosk to pay for the parking, but all parking was 
paid for by someone. During the daytime hours, their employers would use the lot and during 
the evening customers could use it.  
 
Williams asked if they would be pushing it off onto retail.  
 
Sinkey stated that it would likely not make sense to put the price of parking off onto retail, but 
that they would negotiate that with their retailers. 
 
Williams asked why they decided the parking was a cost they wanted to take on. 
 
Sinkey stated that they did not think, politically, that a project that did not park itself would not be 
acceptable. 
 
Williams asked if there were two entrance/exits that were one and the same and asked how that 
would work. 
 
Hartronft stated that there was a 15-foot, one-way ramp that would have an indicator light 
showing if there was a car in the ramp. It is not a long ramp, so visibility would be good to see 
oncoming cars. If all the spots are full, the entry gate will not lift.  
 
Williams asked what happens when the indicator light doesn’t work. 
 
Hartronft stated that someone would have to fix it. 
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Hsu asked what happened to the other 48 employees in excess of the30-32 parking spaces.  
 
Hartronft stated that they were required to have one parking spot for every 150 square feet, 
which is a ratio that results in a lot of underutilized space and un-utilized space in the form of 
parking spaces. However, other buildings Downtown that have the same ratio applied to them 
seem to accommodate their parking needs.  
 
Zuccaro stated that the parking ratios are different than usual because the environment in 
Downtown had public parking and on-street parking. The applicant was meeting the 
requirements but not necessarily providing for all their parking use.  
 
Sinkey stated that Boulder Creek had 11 other locations other than Louisville and that 
employees came in from elsewhere in addition to the 40-50 that are in downtown Louisville. 
 
Williams asked if Sinkey owned the other buildings. 
 
Sinkey responded that each building was owned by a separate LLC and in some cases there 
were other owners. The building cross from Lucky Pie was an affiliate mortgage company that 
had a tenant upstairs, Summit Real Estate. 
 
Williams asked what they planned for the other buildings. 
 
Sinkey responded that they imagined using them for retail and other options but that they did 
not have a detailed plan for those uses as of yet.  
 
Hoefner stated that public comment was generally against the three stories. He asked if they 
were willing to continue working on the third-floor option if the Commission sent them back to 
the drawing board.  
 
Sinkey stated that they did not have a contingency plan for that situation.  
 
Williams asked if there would be any signage on the parking to let the public know they could 
park in the lot. 
 
Hartronft stated that during the day the lot would be full of employees and the gate would not go 
up when the lot was full. In the evenings, there would be no other control measures on the lot 
except if the lot was full. The usage would depend on the tenants’ needs.  
 
Brauneis called a 5-minute break. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
Brauneis opened public comment. 
 
Liz Connor, 931 Main Street and 670 Johnson Street, stated that she welcomes and supports 
the development, which responds to her concerns about the future plan for Louisville. As a 
realtor, she feels that realtors are on an island in Louisville. Quality retail space is difficult to find 
and it took them a year to get their current location. The development would bring something 
that she felt was missing. She also appreciated the plan’s attention to parking, as they hear 
often from their clientele that there is a lack of accessible parking. A project that is attentive to 
this issue helps her bottom line and respects its other business partners.  
 
Ernie Villany, 1358 Caledonia Circle and owner of Boulder Valley CPA at 917 Front Street, 
expressed support as a business owner. His company had 10 full-time and 10 part-time 
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employees who looked forward to eating and spending money downtown in the new retail 
space. The excitement they felt was similar to what they felt about the opening of the 
underpass. He commended the efforts of staff, the Commission, and the applicant. 
 
Brauneis clarified that the Commission had not worked on the project until now.  
 
Rick Kron, resident at 746 West Fir Court and President of the Downtown Business Association, 
stated that the board had discussed the project this morning at their regularly scheduled 
meeting and had come to a consensus opinion. He read from a paraphrased version of their 
position: “The LDBA supports the development. Downtowns, like Louisville’s, can and should 
evolve to avoid stagnation. We need more retail space and more business generating retail 
vibrancy in this downtown. A variety of building footprints is a good idea. We need the additional 
retail base to support new and established retail in Downtown. A healthy, interesting downtown, 
such as Louisville, must include a diverse retail sector. The third floor of this proposal is set 
back from Main Street and is not too big under the City’s own design guidelines, and it helps the 
retail on the first floor. The 32 parking spaces on site is a good thing, and is the right thing to 
do.” 
 
Howard Zaremba, 750 South Street resident and majority owner at 728 Main Street, which is 
adjacent to the development. He supported the project. The applicant and architect were well-
known in the community and were open to meeting with his company in December to give them 
a heads-up. He was concerned with his tenants, the bookstore and the Singing Cook restaurant, 
which would be affected by construction. He hoped that the construction would be broadcast in 
advance and kept to a minimum and that there would be some kind of allocation made for any 
kind of loss of business. He thought it would be great for Main Street and good for their flow of 
business in the long-run, but small businesses exist in the short-run and he did not want his 
tenants’ business to be unreasonably disrupted by the construction. 
 
Audrey Debarros, 839 West Mulberry Street, expressed her support. She loves hearing the 
project described as a cool project because we are a cool and inclusive town. She appreciates 
that the applicant has been attentive to the parking issue. She stated that this could be an 
opportunity to remember that public transportation, bicycling, and walking were options. The 
Dash served Main Street and connected Louisville to Lafayette and Boulder and there was also 
service to McCaslin for regional transportation. She stated that Boulder County offered an 
Ecopass program that reduced the cost of offering transportation to employees by 60%.  
 
Trent Davel 1020 Rex Street and owner of Pica’s Taqueria at 901 Front Street. He supported 
the project as it frees up retail and restaurant opportunities, eliminates a dead space on the 
block, and creates more vibrancy downtown. The third floor allows for the first floor to be retail 
and while the building is big, the setback mitigates the size. He stated that restaurants rely on 
retail for lunch business and that keeping people Downtown offered patrons for city business 
owners. 
 
Cindy Bedell, 662 West Willow Street stated that she was not a Downtown business owner and 
she thought of the project as “Titanic on Main.” It is not appropriate in mass or scale for the 
downtown area. She requested that it be downsized. Louisville is attractive because it is 
charming, but this building is not charming. She stated that the third-floor setback will contribute 
to the claustrophobic feel of the building. She asked the Commission to keep in mind that the 
balconies were not public space. She also directed the Commission to page 28 of the Louisville 
Design Handbook, which discussed glass. She stated that as Louisville lost its charm, there 
would be fewer people coming downtown and that we could be killing the golden goose.  
 
Patrick Walsh, 836 Main Street, owner of Bittersweet Café and Por Wine House, stated that he 
was a long-time restaurateur and was planning to open a Cuban restaurant in Louisville. He 
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stated that the town can be slow and difficult to run a business in, but places like Boulder Creek 
Neighborhoods have a big impact that make it possible to run a business. Having people in 
Louisville is very, very important. He stated that a business owner willing to provide parking 
space was helpful to all business owners. He added that it is also important to address that what 
is there currently is not aesthetically pleasing and the proposed development is a beautiful 
structure. Looking at a picture did not give a good idea of what the building would look like and 
that the Commission should consider this limitation. Finally, he encouraged the City to spend its 
money to save other historic buildings, not buildings like this.  
 
Tracy Hobbes, resident at 2157 Wagon Way, owner of Eleanor and Hobbes at 901 Front Street, 
stated that she has a private parking structure for employees, who have parking stickers in their 
windows. The structure frees up parking spaces for customers on the street. The project 
provided vitality, traffic, and retail space. Currently, Downtown is slow. The project will bring a 
little life to Main Street. She added that she likes the architecture and felt it had been well 
thought-out. She stated that staff and the applicant have done an amazing job making a building 
that works and that losing Boulder Creek Neighborhoods employees would be a big loss to the 
city. 
 
Jenni Hlawatsch, owner of Singing Cook at 728 Main, stated that she was a property owner of a 
business next door. The presentation tonight eased some of her concerns and she appreciates 
the effort put into it. She encouraged Boulder Creek Neighborhoods to rent more to shopping 
than to restaurants. While Louisville has been maxed-out on restaurants, shopping retail would 
help her business. She was concerned about the construction process, as her business was her 
sole income. No matter how large or small, any construction project would affect businesses in 
the area. She asked that Boulder Creek Neighborhood consider compensation or some other 
help to ensure that she and the bookstore stay open. She stated that overall it was great for the 
future of Louisville, but that there was a danger that adjacent businesses would fail during the 
construction process.  
 
Tom Rafferty, resident at 945 Rex Street, stated that the parking plan was a responsible thing to 
do. He stated that it helps to avoid needing to build a parking structure in another neighborhood. 
He was generally in support of the concept, but did not support the design. He stated that the 
eye care building next to Moxie was an example of a good balance between modern and 
historic. He suggested studying the height of the floor-to-floor height, which might reduce the 
building’s overall height. He liked maintaining the midcentury south half of the first floor, but the 
north half second-story buildings looked like the 28th Street Mall in Boulder. He stated that the 
second floor should have reduced glass. He did not like the modulation of the upper two floors 
was insufficient. More modulation could reduce the overall size of the building. 
 
Sherry Somner, resident at 910 South Palisade Circle stated that another asset Downtown was 
the library. She asked how the proposal would affect the feel in that area. She also questioned if 
the parking would be adequate. She added that the windows could make the street hotter in the 
summer. 
 
Mike Baren, resident at 2205 Park Lane, stated that Boulder Creek Neighborhoods built their 
house and the company was interested in the town. He supported the plan and thought it was a 
good thing to have a local company stick around rather than leave and that they were also 
important as a consumer.  
 
Jim Tienken, resident at 404 West Spruce Lane and owner at 824 Pine Street, stated that he 
can see the Boulder Creek Neighborhoods buildings every day from his conference-room 
windows. He stated that the redevelopment would be a tremendous asset to Louisville. He 
stated that he was a member of the LBDA for 16 years, and they had to field retailers wondering 
how to survive as a retail establishment. The answer is they need more retail and more parking. 
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This project addresses both issues. While other building projects create parking problems, this 
one solves them. He added that if we do not want three-story buildings, we have to change the 
Code. 
 
Carlos Hernandez, resident at 795 Bluestem Lane, supports the project. He stated that the 
development of the post office was a controversial, but in brought retail and restaurant 
opportunities to the City. He stated that he looks forward to experiencing the new retail space. 
He stated that he did not see it as the Titanic. Instead, he saw it as the Mayflower. He stated 
that the people are the character and the buildings are where we have the experiences. He 
stated that projects like this are how we make history. 
 
Brauneis asked staff and the applicant for closing statements. 
 
Dean stated that staff recommends approval of the project.  
 
COMMISSION DISCUSSION 
Brauneis closed the public comment. 
 
Rice stated that he was fully in support of the project. De minimis waivers are evidence of the 
work to make sure the proposal was done right. The project displayed a good balance between 
the building and the area, with the single story on the south side and the third-story setbacks. 
He stated that it was a very impressive investment in the downtown area and the parking 
structure was commendable.  
 
Moline agreed with much of what Commissioner Rice stated. He stated that the mass of the 
building was a challenge for him, given the look of the three-story buildings that already exist in 
Downtown. He stated that he liked the front part of the building. He stated that he thought the 
Commission could rule that it does not meet the criteria under LMC Title 16 and there was room 
to make a different recommendation. 
 
Williams stated that she was in support, even though the architecture gave her pain. She would 
prefer more wood and less or zero metal and less glass. However, she acknowledged that 
architecture was objective and no one was going to agree. She hoped that the applicant could 
make “shared parking” work. She stated that the building meets and exceeds the criteria. She 
stated that the Downtown Design Handbook and the Framework were a bit more difficult, but 
they were guidelines that she was here to interpret. She listed the reasons that she supported 
the project, relevant to her interpretation of the guidelines: 

- Good for other businesses. 
- 50% or less of the footprint taken up by the third floor. 
- Keeping a good business in the neighborhood. 
- Terrace on Main is a good name. 
- Helps with parking in downtown.  

She asked the applicant to consider how the construction would affect adjacent businesses. 
 
Hoefner stated that the applicant had reached out to their neighbors and was impressed by their 
support of the project. He was also impressed by the applicant presentation and the staff report. 
He also appreciated the community involvement displayed in the emails and the people who 
came to speak tonight. The applicant went above and beyond to meet their own needs and the 
numerous requirements. He echoed Commissioner Rice in saying that he was impressed that 
the application only required two waivers. He supported multi-modal transportation and he 
supported the project.  
 
Hsu stated that he was generally in support, but he was hesitant. The positives include the 
rooftop space and the merging of office space and retail space. He also appreciated the 
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community interest displayed tonight. The main negative is the application’s relationship with the 
surrounding area. The second and third floors reminded him of Cherry Creek and the 28th Street 
Mall in Boulder. He liked the southern half, but not the northern half. He understood that the 
second and third floors looked modern because they were trying to be more subtle but he still 
thought those floors were too modern. He stated that the impact of the second and third floors 
had been mitigated by the setbacks, but he was overall in support.  
 
Brauneis stated that it was a thoughtful project. While we were all concerned about the third 
story, it was important to remember that three-story buildings are allowed in the Code. He 
appreciated the first-story response to surrounding buildings and noted that their commitment to 
providing parking in this location is expensive and he appreciated that they had taken that on. 
He added that it was interesting to note that the Commission usually has to discuss the waivers, 
but it had not been part of the discussion this evening, which speaks to the strength of the 
project itself. 
 
Rice move to approve Resolution 04, Series 2018, a request for a Final PUD to allow for a 
37,171 square foot commercial building with a 10,754 square feet parking garage on 14,114 
square feet, A Final plat to vacate the lot line between Lots 8 and 9; and an SRU to allow for 
outdoor seating and drinking establishments and a parking garage. Williams seconded. 
 
Hsu noted that there was an SRU review use and he thought it was compatible with SRU 
requirements. 
 
Rice thanked Hsu for bringing it up. 
 
Hoefner stated that there was also a re-plat included in the motion they were about to vote on. 
 
Brauneis asked for a roll call. Moline voted no. Passes 5-1.  
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RESOLUTION NO. 17, SERIES 2018 – A RESOLUTION APPROVING A FINAL PUD 
TO ALLOW FOR A 37,171 SQUARE FOOT COMMERCIAL BUILDING, WHICH 

INCLUDES A 10,754 SF PARKING GARAGE, ON TWO LOTS TOTALING 14,114 
SQUARE FEET ZONED CC; A FINAL PLAT TO VACATE THE LOT LINE BETWEEN 

LOTS 8 AND 9, BLOCK 3, TOWN OF LOUISVILLE; AND A SRU TO ALLOW FOR 
OUTDOOR EATING AND DRINKING ESTABLISHMENTS AND A PARKING 
GARAGE; LOTS 8 & 9, BLOCK 3, TOWN OF LOUISVILLE SUBDIVISION 

(712 & 722 MAIN STREET) 
 
Mayor Muckle called the item and outlined the hearing procedure. 
 
Planner Dean noted the applicant is Boulder Creek Neighborhoods who currently 
occupy four buildings downtown. The company would like to demolish the buildings at 
712 and 722 Main Street and construct a new building.  The request is for a Final PUD 
to allow for a 37,171 square foot commercial building, which includes a 10,754 sf 
parking garage, on two lots totaling 14,114 square feet zoned CC; a Final Plat to vacate 
the lot line between Lots 8 and 9, Block 3, Town of Louisville; and a Special Review Use 
(SRU) to allow for outdoor eating and drinking establishments and a parking garage. 
The ground floor would be retail and offices on the second and third floors.  
 
The building would have one story on the south side adjacent to the Huckleberry with 
two stories on north side along Main Street.  The third story is set back 40-49 feet from 
Main Street and 37 feet 8 inches from the alley.  At the alley edge, the building is two 
stories with a small extension for the rear stairwell which would extend to the third story.    
 
Waiver Requests: 
 -Rear setback encroachment of 19.25 feet for the stairwell 
 -Rear setback encroachment of 6.9 feet for the second story balconies 
 
Staff supports the setback encroachments as they lend to architectural variation along 
the alley side.  
 
The application does meet the parking standards for downtown. The requirement would 
be 30 parking spaces; the applicant is providing 32 on site with 28 spaces in a parking 
garage and 4 surface spots.  
 
Downtown development is governed by multiple standards included in the Design 
Handbook, the Framework Plan, the Municipal Code (LMC), and the Comprehensive 
Plan. Design is detailed in the staff report and staff finds the application meets many 
architectural standards including: 

• 1 and 2 stories at Main St. 
• Rectangular form 
• Flat roof 
• Retail on the main level 
• Visual interest along the street 
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• Change in colors and materials 
• Significant window glazing 
• Recessed entries 
• Building steps down at the alley 
• Building is setback 20 feet from the alley with the exception of the stairwell and 

balconies 
• 3rd story is setback 37’8” from the alley 
• Alley loading parking garage 

 
Height 

• LMC limits height to 45’ 
• Council can reduce height based on the Downtown Louisville Design Handbook, 

the Downtown Louisville Framework Plan, the Subdivision criteria (Chapter 16), 
The PUD criteria (Chapter 17), and the Comprehensive Plan 

Height – Louisville Municipal Code 
• Ensure varied building heights and the appearance of two-story building mass 

from the street pedestrian scale 
Framework Plan allows for 3-story buildings because variation in height determined 
appropriate. There are only 3 other 3-story buildings downtown. 
Height – Design Handbook 

• Projects should respect the traditional context of Downtown 
• New construction should appear similar in mass and scale to structures found 

traditionally in the area and to the established context 
• New interpretations of traditional building types are encouraged but should be 

seen as products of their own time 
• Maintain a visual sense of continuity 
• 3rd story should be a subordinate “addition” to a 2 story building and should be 

setback substantially from the sidewalk edge such that it appears 2 stories in 
height as seen from across the street 

• 3rd story should be setback from the alley faces 
• Materials and details should be simpler than those on the primary façade   

Height – Framework Plan 
• Desire to maintain and enhance the historic scale and character of Downtown 
• 1 and 2 story buildings should be the norm, but incentives could be created to 

allow limited 3 story buildings in the core 
• 3rd story permitted when defined goals are achieved 

• Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 2.0/3rd story no more than 50% of the footprint 
Height – Subdivision Criteria 

• Consistency with the Comprehensive Plan 
• Promote the purpose of the Subdivision Regulations and compliance with the plat 

design requirements 
• Orderly growth 
• Protect the character and social and economic stability of all parts of the 

City 
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Height – Comprehensive Plan 
• Mixed-use “Center” 
• Building heights of 2-3 stories 
• Ground floor activated by primary retail 
• Promote health of Downtown through traditional development pattern and 

pedestrian scaled redevelopment 
Height – PUD Criteria 

• Appropriate relationship to the surrounding area 
• Appropriate density, site relationship and bulk 
• Design – materials, colors, lighting 
• Compliance with Design Standards 
• Consistency with the Comprehensive Plan 
• Architectural compatibility with surrounding designs and harmonious transitions 

and scale in character in areas of different planned uses 
• Contribution to a mix of styles within the City 

Height – Policy Considerations 
• 1 and 2 stories at Main St. to reflect the varied height of buildings along Main St. 

and to complement the adjacent buildings 
• The third story is setback 40-49 feet from Main St., 37.9 feet from the alley and 

comprises 50% of the building footprint 
• FAR of 1.87 
• Architectural interest through the use of colors, materials and window glazing  
• 3rd story is more subdued and has less window glazing than 1st and 2nd stories 
• Building steps at the alley 
• Adds architectural variation in Downtown 
• Existing ground floor office uses will be relocated to 2nd and 3rd stories and 

ground floor is activated with retail space 
• Recessed entries, 1 and 2 stories along Main St. & significant window glazing 

facilitate a pedestrian friendly design 
• Increase in commercial uses and retention of 80+ employees downtown to 

support local business 
 

SRU Criteria Compliance 
1. Comp Plan:  Outdoor seating contributes to a “healthy & vibrant” Downtown. 

Garage parking facilitates all parking needs being met on site and with alley 
loaded access. 

2. Economic Compatibility with Surrounding Character:  Overall project retains 80+ 
employees to support local businesses. Project replaces ground floor office 
space with retail. Outdoor eating compatible with other restaurants that offer 
outdoor seating on site and in the Main St. patios. 

3. Internal Efficiency:  All parking needs met onsite. Increased walkway on Main St.  
Drainage, sewer and water facilities. 

4. External Effects:  Limitation on outside patio use (closes at 12 am & no amplified 
music). No nearby residences.  No light spill. 

5. Pedestrian Circulation:  Increased sidewalk width adjacent to the building. 
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Plat 
• Vacation of Existing Lot Line 
• Lot meets design standards 
• Water, sewer, drainage, access provided 
• Utilities to the building will be buried 
• Overhead utility line serving private property relocated 

 
Fiscal Impact: $591,000-$777,000 over twenty years or $29,550-$38,350 per year. 
 
Planning Commission recommended approval by a 5-1 vote on February 8, 2018. 
 
Staff recommends approval. 
 
Councilmember Loo made a motion to enter the materials and all constituent letters and 
emails into the record.  Councilmember Stolzmann seconded. All in favor 
 
Mayor Pro Tem Lipton asked about changes made by the applicant after review by the 
Historic Preservation Commission. Planner Dean said it was primarily to do with the 
step up of the second floor in the alley.   
 
Mayor Pro Tem Lipton asked about the parking garage access from the alley and where 
the light is situated. Planner Dean noted a light will be at each entry point visible before 
entry and there will also be an arm.  
 
Councilmember Maloney asked about the parking requirement if 80 employees and 
retail; are those 80 employees already housed downtown.  Dean noted the applicant 
can speak to that.   
 
Councilmember Maloney asked what helps assure we have variations in height.  Dean 
noted how the framework plan was developed and noted the public preference for 
varied heights.  Historic preservation goals were considered and staff looked at all 
policies with no policy given extra weight. 
 
Councilmember Stolzmann thanked the applicant for addressing the criteria in the 
downtown design handbook. She asked if the third story was 50% of actual footprint.  
Staff answered yes.  Councilmember Stolzmann asked why the parking calculation 
excluded the basement.  Dean said the basement is not considered habitable floor area.  
Director Zucarro noted habitable use in the basement would require an amendment.  
Councilmember Stolzmann asked if the rooftop patio was used to calculate parking.  
Staff said no.  Councilmember Stolzmann asked about a phrase in the code about the 
parking structure footage not being included in the calculation and noted she would 
share her interpretation later. 
 
Applicant Presentation 
 

255



City Council 
Meeting Minutes 
March 20, 2018 

Page 7 of 19 
 

David Sinkey, 712 Main Street, with Boulder Creek Neighborhoods thanked City staff for 
help in answering questions and helping them study any conflicting policies. Boulder 
Creek came to Louisville in 2010 to be a part of a community where they build homes.  
The company takes pride in being a part of Louisville.  He noted companies of the size 
of theirs often are housed in a more corporate setting.  Their current offices have 
become too small.  They now own 4 buildings in downtown.  Boulder Creek has about 
80 employees along with contract employees.  30-40 are currently housed in downtown 
Louisville.  He felt the company is an asset to downtown, but noted they have displaced 
some retail space.  Talking to his neighbors on Main Street he realized the need for 
providing retail space.  The design has gone through several iterations. The setback of 
top floors loses square footage but provides a better feel.  He appreciated the thoughtful 
feedback they have gotten. 
 
Erik Hartronft, 950 Spruce Street, project architect, stated this project has been in the 
works for about 4 years. The economics of downtown are dependent on every single lot. 
Retail is important and they tried to respect the surrounding buildings. Historic 
structures should not be copied but complement the inventory of buildings. Downtown is 
quite eclectic. He noted they had several design drivers to look at as they developed the 
design. He stated providing parking on site is expensive. The parking has a gate and 
lights telling if there are open spaces. The third level is set back 49’ from the front of the 
building, subordinate and not visible where the two story element is.  The third floor is 
setback on the alley side as well.  The balcony on the second floor gives relief to what 
would otherwise be just a two story façade. He showed the design board and described 
the different siding elements for the building. There is space for a mural on the side of 
the building. The stair tower and two balconies are the only waivers requested.  
 
Director Zuccaro addressed the downtown parking calculation and staff’s belief that a 
parking structure doesn’t count toward FAR in downtown.  
 
Public Comments 
 
Joel Hayes, 187 Harper, said the mass and scale are incompatible with this location in 
historic downtown. The height dwarfs everything on the block. It changes the character 
on the block and invites other buildings to change as well. Parking doesn’t meet needs 
and will be full.   
 
Andy Johnson, 920 Lincoln, felt a flier he received on his door needed some correction 
from his view as an architect.  He commended the applicant, architect and staff for 
putting together a difficult project.  Parking calculations are met. The basement as an 
area should not be considered as habitable space. He said the flier didn’t correctly 
portray the look.   
 
Charles Haseman, 247 S. Lark Avenue, showed slides and voiced his objection to 
combining the two lots; two buildings would be better.  There is not enough space to 
view artwork in the alley. He felt the third floor towered above and showed images to 
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support his point of view. He felt the rear elevation view was deceptive since the 
measurement doesn’t account for the full elevation change from Main to the alley. If 
there has to be a three story building, he thought a midcentury style with hip roof and 
dormitory windows would be more appropriate for Main Street. 
 
Rick Kron, 746 W. Fir Court, noted the Louisville Downtown Business Association 
supports this application.  There is a need for more retail and business space 
downtown. The third floor is set well back.  32 parking spaces on site is good and 
as a resident,  he felt this would add to the vibrancy and contribute to the downtown 
scene.  Downtowns evolve over time and this will be a good addition.  
 
John Leary, 1116 LaFarge Avenue noted the sales tax revenue in downtown has 
increased even more than other areas in town in the past 15 years. Downtown doesn’t 
need additional sales tax revenue.  He addressed the fiscal model and felt it would take 
45 years to pay off the deficit if it was done the right way. He addressed the Framework 
plan and felt this project doesn’t fit the downtown area.   
 
Barbara Butterworth, 501 South Street and part owner of the building downtown next to 
Boulder Creek Builders, stated as owner of the Book Cellar Boulder Creek has been a 
good neighbor and noted they came to the neighbors before presenting to the city.  She 
noted the parking lot in back of her building is rarely full and expressed her support for 
the project. She reported the employees of Boulder Creek do shop downtown. 
 
Steve Rolapp, 821 LaFarge, a recent resident of Louisville was very surprised there had 
been no other announcement of this project.  He was concerned about the parking as 
he experiences lack of parking in front of his own home. 
 
Caleb Dickinson, 721 Grant Avenue, resident and downtown business owner as well as 
a member of the Historic Preservation Commission. He noted the history of Louisville is 
made every day.  As a resident and business owner, he didn’t think having a local 
business owner want to stay in town and build a new building destroyed the small town 
feel.  
 
Renzo Verbeck, 936 Parkview Street, was strongly in favor of this project and felt it will 
foster economic development.  He liked the look and felt it met the guidelines. The 
owner is local, already downtown, and shows the commitment.  Architect did a good job 
with the concept.  Building is new but has a nice cadence.  The project celebrates the 
history by not having the new be a knock off.  He felt the parking requirement would be 
met. 
 
Matt Berry, 740 Garfield, noted his family is downtown a lot. He spoke in favor of the 
project.  It takes into account the place it is in.  Employees will patronize during the day 
and residents will have the opportunity to support the downtown in the evening.  He was 
dismayed at the flier that landed on his doorstep showing a straight elevation 
perspective. He felt there should be trust in the planning department and the process.  
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Ronda Grassi, 916 Main Street, noted the process and how hard staff has worked to 
examine this project. She noted the parking would free up spaces downtown. She 
supported the project and asked Council to do the same. 
 
Larry Meyer, 1919 Quail Ct. and owns a business at 625 Main St., loves downtown and 
is invested and feels lucky to be here.  He noted the applicant is making a further 
investment in Louisville and he supported the project.   
 
Jenny Hlawatsch, owner of the Singing Cook at 728 Main Street, in a building next door 
to this project, supports this project. The lack of retail space in downtown is a problem.  
She was glad to have a local business expand in the area and felt additional retail would 
help all thrive.   
 
Cindy Bedell, 662 W. Willow St., asked Council to not approve this application.  She felt 
it was too big and did not fit or match the character of the downtown area.  She felt the 
third story would be visible and suggested it be removed.  She asked Council to 
preserve downtown by not approving this project. 
 
Liz Connor, 670 Johnson Street, owns a business at 931 Main Street.  She said the 
downtown is not vibrant and keeping pace with the rest of the City.  Her vision for 
Louisville is somewhere her children could live or visit.  Parking is a problem and 
causes folks to not shop her store.  She suggested the Boulder Creek employees are 
already working here and the parking garage will be a great addition. She supported the 
project. 
 
Tracy Hobbs, 2157 Wagon Way, resident and business owner found the flier interesting 
and noted the division of opinions. She felt the criteria had been met and did not want it 
to come down to emotions. The parking garage would free up parking. She did not want 
to see Boulder Creek go away.   
 
Jim Tienken, 404 W. Spruce Lane and owns 824 Pine Street stated his family supports 
downtown Louisville. He felt the flier distributed to downtown residents was fear 
mongering, inaccurate and fake news. He asked Council to approve the project. 
 
Chapin Diamond, 809 Pine Street thanked Council for listening. He asked if this project 
would open up downtown for other buildings to become three stories.  He wanted 
enforcement of the current parking regulations as he often finds his driveway blocked.  
 
Michael Menaker, 1827 W. Chokecherry Drive stated he had read all the emails and 
noted this project meets our code and feared if this project was rejected who would trust 
us in the future.  Only two minor waivers have been requested.  Three-story buildings 
are not as jarring as might be thought and are accepted once built. Louisville is not a 
museum nor should it be allowed to become one.  Need to be vital and communities 
must change over time.  He urged Council to support the project. 
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Debbie Davies, 603 W. Aspen Court, spoke to the math of the parking. Currently there 
are about 15 spots behind the building so adding the proposed spaces would only be 
net gain of about 15. She noted any new tenants in the other buildings owned by the 
applicant would take up spaces as well. 
 
Jean Morgan, 1131 Spruce Street, wanted the project to protect scale and mass. This is 
too tall and third story will overwhelm the block and be precedent setting for more three 
story buildings. She noted Louisville had received a historic preservation award and 
asked Council to not approve this as presented but make this project be an appropriate 
addition to downtown Louisville.  
 
Council Questions 
 
Mayor Pro Tem Lipton asked if there is a way to make sure the first floor will always be 
retail. 
 
Director Zuccaro said there is no regulatory note to require the retail at this time but one 
could be added if the applicant agreed. 
 
Councilmembers discussed the process and whether this item should be continued to 
another meeting. Councilmember Loo moved for Council to make a decision on this 
project at this meeting. No second was heard. 
 
Attorney Light cautioned Council on making a motion to wrap this up as it might cause 
an obstacle if they choose to continue the resolution approval or disapproval to a later 
date. He was asked if the items later on the agenda could be continued; he replied they 
could, however, it should be done item by item not as one. 
 
Mayor Muckle moved to continue this agenda item to the April 3 meeting; 
Councilmember Keany seconded. Roll Call Vote: Motion failed (Yes = 2, No = 5; voting 
no were Councilmember Maloney, Mayor Pro Tem Lipton, Councilmember Leh, 
Councilmember Loo, Councilmember Stolzmann.) 
 
Mayor Muckle called for Council comments. 
 
Councilmember Stolzmann thought there was some agreement on this project namely; 
first floor retail, some parking issues exist in downtown, and there is support for 
redeveloping this piece of property.  The themes she kept hearing that need addressed 
are parking, the massing and the materials.  She didn’t feel the basement storage space 
should be excluded from the parking calculation.  She felt the patio space should be 
included in the parking calculation.  She said the design guidelines are part of City code. 
She noted the northern part of the building and asked if there are ways to reduce 
massing.  She said it is in Council’s purview to address the massing.  Stepping down on 
the second floor on the alley would help the pedestrian sense. The alley walkway could 
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expand onto this property.  On the materials she noted comments on more wood and 
less glass with this project.  She felt there was middle ground that could be addressed 
to have more support for the project and to more appropriately meet the City Code. 
 
Councilmember Loo asked if this did meet City code as the staff recommendation 
indicated.  Attorney Light noted staff felt it did and Council would make the final 
decision.  
 
Councilmember Loo felt the various boards’ recommendations were positive.  The 
downtown design guidelines were reviewed heavily.  She noted the emails asking for 
disapproval noted the small town character but a new build should reflect the time it is 
built, not the past.  She found the applicant had gone above and beyond and met the 
parking standard.  The fiscal model met the guidelines.  The applicant has bent over 
backwards to meet the concerns and she was in strong support of this project. 
 
Councilmember Maloney appreciated the passion of the members of the community.  
He felt this project had economic benefit for the future as long as the first floor remains 
retail.  He did see a parking deficiency.  Mass and scale; he felt the front met the intent 
of the rules but was not as sure on the alley side. The fiscal model is important as a 
directional model and shows a positive over time but could be argued it could be more 
finely tuned.  He was generally in favor of the project.   
 
Councilmember Keany noted the public interest in this project.  He asked for staff 
discussion on the parking especially whether to include the basement area. He did not 
see the upstairs patio area being used for parking calculations unless there was a use 
change.  He wondered if the two story front could be lowered; ceiling height or some 
other adjustment.  He wondered if the third story were removed, what the building would 
look like; it would likely look even bulkier and not as diverse.  He had heard downtown 
businesses were struggling and he wanted to continue to enhance the downtown area.  
 
Councilmember Leh appreciated staff’s work and the thoughtful comments from the 
public.  He felt there is sometimes an impression Council has more control over what 
happens downtown than they do.  Rules have to be applied as they are now.  He too 
was concerned by the massing of the third floor but with the discussion tonight he felt he 
had a better perspective of how it might actually look. He was confident in the fiscal 
model. Downtown needs people to spend money during the day and supported the 
regulatory note that the first floor remains retail.  This project could energize downtown 
but not change the character of downtown.  He felt the criteria are met and the project 
should be approved. 
 
Mayor Muckle thanked everyone for their participation.  He agreed with Councilmember 
Stolzmann and felt there could be a middle ground.  The guidelines do give discretion 
for compatibility with the surrounding buildings. He wanted the materials on upper floors 
to be less glass and metal and more wood and other finishes for reduction of glass, look 
at other angles. He wanted the front more symmetric on the northern end; not so 
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startling.  He did not feel as strongly about the step down on alley. Minimal changes to 
this project would make him happy with it. 
 
Councilmember Loo felt wood on the third floor might be heavier and more visible.   
 
Councilmember Stolzmann noted she made comments about glass based on design 
guidelines. She noted the project doesn’t meet all criteria. Council is supposed to look at 
the criteria and apply.  Council judgement doesn’t have to align with staff’s judgement. 
 
Mayor Pro Tem Lipton noted the responsibility for supporting good architecture and 
found Council guiding the project is appropriate.  He was still concerned about parking. 
He wanted assurances the first floor remains retail and the second floor balcony not be 
used for a restaurant and bar. He was okay with the third floor but felt it looked like an 
add-on.  He expressed concern with massing and materials.  He felt more could be 
done to have the building fit in. He felt it was over glazed. He asked about lighting on 
the patio area as well as railing.  He wanted to scale back the contemporary look.  He 
would like to see where the bicycle parking might be and asked about use of awnings to 
break up the appearance in the front.  He didn’t feel the fiscal model captured the 
cumulative effect of this project. Need to continue to invest in the downtown and support 
the sales tax base. 
 
Additional Public Comment 
 
Michael Menaker, 1827 W. Chokecherry Drive noted the basement discussion in 
relationship to parking as noted in the packet.  If the use changes; the parking would 
have to be re-considered.  Glazing benefits such as natural light, solar gain and overall 
greenness far outweigh the disadvantages.   
 
John Leary, 1116 LaFarge noted this is the first time this fiscal model version has been 
run. This takes into account employee spending. If you compare the model output 
presented to Planning Commission with this model output there is about $20,000 
unaccounted for and changes the math.  Parking requirements are insufficient and this 
project only adds 12 spaces. 
 
Caleb Dickinson, 721 Grant Avenue, was confused by all the concentration on the 
parking.  Coming with the parking by the applicant is a foot forward and impressive. 
 
Jean Morgan, 1131 Spruce Street was concerned about the glass on the third floor and 
there be a slope to decrease the glare and not have birds running into it. 
 
Jenny Hlawatsch, owner of the Singing Cook at 728 Main Street, thanked Council for 
recognizing that downtown businesses have the opportunity to move elsewhere.   
 
Jim Tienken, 404 W. Spruce Lane, suggested staff has gone through the process and 
examined the architecture. He noted it is art and subjective; it would be a less desirable 
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project if we mess with architecture. He asked for approval by Council for this project as 
presented.  He thought the retail on the first floor could be achieved easily with a note.  
 
Charles Haseman, 247 S. Lark Avenue, wondered why the office space was necessary 
downtown when there are empty office spaces in other parts of the city.   
 
Cindy Bedell, 662 W. Willow, didn’t think downtown needed a boxy building that doesn’t 
fit. She didn’t want Council to be swayed by businesses threatening to move if this 
project is not approved as presented.  She suggested downsizing this project and 
preserving the character of historic downtown. 
 
Applicant  
David Sinkey noted things change and the retail note could hamstring someone in the 
future.  There is no plan to finish the basement space but it can function as storage.  
There is also no intent to use the patio space for offices.  Third story is designed to look 
like an add-on according to design guidelines. The project is intended to be its own 
statement.  He asked for really concrete ideas if Council wishes to change the look.  
The bike spaces are depicted on the plan in the garage. He noted he will be offering 
Eco passes to employees. 
 
Erik Hartronft noted the parking spaces were based on what the City has done in the 
past as well as the patio space; based on Code.  Downtown parking standards were set 
with the cross use in mind. Energy usage and daylighting were considered in the 
design. He was not opposed to continuing to work on the design. 
 
Mayor Muckle was interested in seeing an updated conceptual drawing. 
 
Councilmember Keany noted the applicant needed something more specific in regards 
to direction and noted design is subjective.  
 
Councilmember Stolzmann felt this should be remanded to the Planning Commission 
(PC) to address mass, scale and parking. 
 
Councilmember Leh asked what the constraints on this might be. 
 
City Attorney Light noted this could be remanded to PC but that would shift where 
Council puts the comments and direction.  The applicant could ask for a decision on the 
application as presented.  Notice would have to be repeated if remanded to PC.  Items 
to be focused on would need to be clear. 
 
Councilmember Loo noted staff and PC had forwarded this to Council for approval.  If 
this is sent back the expectation needs to be very clear.  She did not want applicants to 
leave because of the process and the cost to their business.   
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Mayor Muckle noted Council does not always have to follow the board recommendation. 
He felt the community gets a better outcome because of Council’s review.  
 
Councilmember Maloney agreed Council should rely on staff and the appointed boards 
and commissions.  
 
Motion: Councilmember Maloney moved to approve Resolution No.17, Series 2018 
with a note to require retail or restaurant on the first floor. Councilmember Loo 
seconded. 
 
City Attorney Light suggested language for the note; prior to recordation of the PUD, the 
PUD shall be amended to include a note to state “first floor uses shall be limited to retail 
or restaurant use. Any first floor use other than retail or restaurant use requires City 
Council approval of a PUD amendment.”  Councilmember Maloney noted that captured 
his intent. 
 
Mayor Muckle felt there were minor things that could be done that would make him 
happier about the project so he would be voting against the motion.  
 
Mayor Pro Tem Lipton wanted thought put into softening the appearance.  He felt 
Council had the ability to suggest revision to the architecture. He asked if staff had 
enough direction to work with the applicant. 
 
Director Zucarro noted staff had taken a lot of notes but would be happy to have more 
detail. Those noted ideas included consider some types of awning or other shapes or 
forms in the architecture, work on scale and mass, lower floor plates, lighting on patios, 
first floor retail note.  
 
Substitute Motion: Mayor Pro Tem Lipton moved to continue this item to the next 
meeting seconded by Councilmember Keany.   
 
Councilmember Loo wanted more precise direction if Council was continuing this 
matter. She did not have objections to the architecture as presented. 
 
Mayor Pro Tem Lipton stated he would like the following considered: he wanted to 
soften the contemporary look, look at the top section of windows on first floor, top row of 
windows on third floor so not so prominent, how does the material interact with other 
elements (can’t be seen well in this rendering) – a better depiction of the color selection 
on the third floor.  Balcony on south section would like to see more detail of what is 
contemplated; nice feature if done well. Not a lot of opportunity for awnings but maybe 
some architectural feature where awning might create more interesting design.   
 
Mayor Muckle noted achieving symmetry on the north end of the building with the 
upstairs windows. 
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City Attorney Light noted as a procedural issue and making sure the record is clear he 
requested Council by a motion, formally include in the record of this proceeding the 
following documents: all the application materials submitted by the applicant in 
connection with this plat, PUD and SRU application, all materials in the Council packets 
consisting of the staff communication and all the attachments to the staff report, the 
meeting notices for the hearings on these applications, all written referrals and all letters 
and emails received regarding the application including the supplemental materials that 
came in after the packet was posted including emails, all PowerPoint materials, 
materials board and all documents submitted this evening as agenda related material 
and the City’s subdivision and zoning ordinances in Titles 16 and 17 of the City Code as 
well as the City’s Comprehensive Plan including the Downtown Framework Plan and 
the Design Handbook and Design Standards and Guidelines. 
 
So moved by Councilmember Stolzmann seconded by Councilmember Keany. 
All in favor. 
 
Substitute Motion amendment: A friendly amendment was made to the motion to 
continue this to the May 1 meeting. Motioner and seconder accepted. 
 
Councilmember Stolzmann felt the motion to continue did not address parking, mass 
and material and worried the outcome won’t be different if the item is continued.  She 
felt standards G34, C8, G33 and C3 were not being met. Mayor Muckle asked staff to 
look at those issues as well. 
 
Vote on substitute motion: Motion passed (summary: Yes = 6, No = 1; no vote from 
Councilmember Loo.) 
 

CLEMENTINE COMMONS – EAST STREET & LOCK STREET 
 

RESOLUTION NO. 18, SERIES 2018 – A RESOLUTION APPROVING A FINAL 
PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD) AND SUBDIVISION PLAT FOR 42 

RESIDENTIAL TOWNHOME LOTS AND COMMON AREAS ON 3.7 ACRES ZONED 
RM (LOTS 1A, 1B, AND 1C CLEMENTINE SUBDIVISION FILING NO. 2, LOT 2 

CLEMENTINE SUBDIVISION), AND APPROVAL OF DETENTION FACILITIES AND 
OTHER LANDSCAPE IMPROVEMENTS ON THE ADJACENT CITY-OWNED 1.44 

ACRE PARCEL WEST OF HIGHWAY 42 AND NORTH OF LOCK STREET 
 

ORDINANCE NO. 1758, SERIES 2018 – AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE 
VACATION OF A 20-FOOT WIDE UTILITY EASEMENT LOCATED ON LOT 2, 

CLEMENTINE SUBDIVISION AND LOTS 1B AND 1C CLEMENTINE SUBDIVISION 
FILING 2 –2ND READING – PUBLIC HEARING (advertised Daily Camera 3/11/18) 

 
City Attorney Light introduced the resolution and ordinance. Mayor Muckle opened the 
public hearing and asked for a staff presentation. Mayor Pro Tem Lipton left the meeting 
at 11:22 PM 
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Louisville Historical Museum 
Department of Library & Museum Services 

City of Louisville, Colorado 
January 2018 

712 Main St. & 722 Main St. Histories 

At the request of the Louisville Planning Dept., the Louisville Historical Museum is 
supplying the following summary of information along with photos from the Museum’s 
photo collection for the properties at 712 and 722 Main Street. 

Summary: These two parcels were both strongly connected with Irish immigrants who 
settled in Louisville. The two families that originally lived at the two locations became 
related to each other in 1917, when the daughter of Patrick and Mary Cummings of 712 
Main married the grandson of Hanora Collins McNyland of 722 Main.  

The current buildings at 712 Main and 722 Main are associated with a public utility and 
with governmental functions at the city, county, and federal levels. Also, the current 
building at 712 Main was also the location of commercial enterprise from 1964 until 
1979. 

Legal Descriptions and Dates of Construction: 

712 Main – Lot 8, Block 3, Original Louisville; current building constructed 1964 
722 Main – Lot 9, Block 3, Original Louisville; current building constructed 1959 

Photos of Historic Structures 

The Museum photo collection includes the following scenes of 712 & 722 Main. Their 
appearances date to when 712 Main was the home and store of the Cummings family 
and 722 Main was the home of the McNyland/Klee/Campbell family. 

The following photo from the 1930s shows Lois Goodhue with 722 Main (the low 
building on the left) and 712 Main (the white building and darker storefront) behind her, 
across the street to the east. The photo was taken from the yard of her home at 717 
Main. 
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This aerial photo from the 1930s shows the buildings. 722 Main is the long, one-story 
house at the center. 712 Main consisted of the white building and the darker storefront 
partially obscured by a tree. 
 

 
 

This photo from the 1948 Assessor Card primarily shows the white building that was the 
Cummings property at 712 Main, with part of the house at 722 Main showing on the left 
side: 
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712 Main St. History 
 

Historic Buildings (demolished by 1964) 
 

This property contained the home and general merchandise store of Patrick Cummings 
(1855-1920) and Mary Reedy Cummings (1856-1950). Patrick purchased the west two-
thirds of the lot in 1882, three years after Louisville was established as a town 
(eventually the parcel came to include all of Lot 8). Both had been born in Ireland and 
came in the 1870s to the U.S., where they married in about 1880. They had six children 
whom they raised in their house at 712 Main. 
 

By 1890, and possibly in the 1880s, Patrick Cummings began to operate a general 
merchandise store at 712 Main.  The store was in business for at least 30 years, until 
Patrick’s death in 1920. Mary then continued to live on the property with her son, Tom 
(b. 1895) into the 1930s. Tom worked as a coal miner. 
 

For 12 years in about 1936-1948, Public Service Company of Colorado was located at 
712 Main, as seen in the following photo from that time: 
 

 
 

In about 1948, Dove Jewelry moved into 712 Main and continued there until about 
1955. Next, Zing Saw Sharpening Shop was located there. At the same time when Public 
Service, Dove Jewelry, and Zing were renting 712 Main, members of Louisville’s Santi 
family were the owners of the property.  
 

In 1963, Dwight Sullivan purchased 712 Main. The exact year when the historic buildings 
were demolished is not known. 
 

Current Building, since 1964: 
 

Louisville Times articles, available online at the Colorado Historic Newspapers Collection 
website, show that the current building at 712 Main was constructed in 1964 (not in 
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1968 as the County website currently indicates). Owner Dwight Sullivan constructed the 
current building and opened Bungalow Drug in the building in 1964. It was located there 
until 1979. Bungalow Drug had previously been located across the street where the City 
Hall parking lot is now located, just north of 717 Main. While at 712 Main, beginning in 
1970, it became affiliated with Walgreen’s. 
 
This photo shows 712 Main in circa 1978, when it was Bungalow Drug: 
 

 
 

In 1979, City Hall offices were in need of temporary space due to the renovations of City 
Hall at 749 Main. The City moved some operations into 712 Main in 1979 (renting from 
owner Dwight Sullivan). The offices that were moved to 712 Main included the Louisville 
Public Library. The Library was located at 712 Main, with the use of 800 square feet, 
until late 1980, when it moved to the first floor of the renovated City Hall building, 
according to the November 5, 1980 issue of The Louisville Times. 
 

In 1981, Boulder County Tri-City Offices opened their doors at 712 Main with a public 
dedication. The County also purchased the property in 1983. Directories from the 1980s 
show that the following County functions had a presence in the building at that time: 
Boulder County Annex, County Clerk, Social Services, Mental Health, Emergency Family 
Assistance, Private Industry Partnership, Human Services, District Attorney, Human 
Services, and Veterans Services. In addition, a store called “Lou’s Near New” was located 
at 712 Main in the mid-1980s.  
 

According to the July 18, 2013 Daily Camera, the Boulder County offices moved out of 
712 Main a few years before 2013 and it had become the new offices of Boulder Creek 
Neighborhoods, formerly Boulder Creek Builders.  
 

722 Main St. History 
 

Historic House, demolished by 1959: 
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Michael McNyland purchased this lot from Louis Nawatny in 1880 and it stayed in the 
family for 75 years, until 1955. McNyland and his wife, Hanora Collins Klee McNyland, 
had both been born in Ireland in the mid-1800s. As early as the 1880 census, they can 
be seen as living in this location with Hanora’s children from her previous marriage to 
Franklin Klee. Following Michael and Hanora McNyland’s deaths that are believed to 
have taken place in the early 1900s, two of Hanora’s daughters, Maggie and Philomena, 
lived in the house. (Another daughter, Anna, married John Moffitt and lived nearby on 
Main St.) 
 

Maggie Klee Campbell is believed to have lived in the dwelling at 722 Main until the late 
1930s. Her nephew was the administrator of her estate and sold the property in 1955.  
 

Current Building, since 1959: 
 
In 1959, a group of Louisville men purchased the property at 722 Main. They were 
James Fenolia, Ray Caranci, and Glenn Fischer. James Fenolia was the U.S. Postmaster at 
the time. They formed as the “FCF Company” and had a new U.S. Post Office 
constructed on the site that year (not in 1960, as the County website states). It had its 
dedication on August 23, 1959. As described in the August 21, 1959 Louisville Times, it 
was constructed under the federal Post Office Department’s Commercial Leasing 
program to encourage the modernization of post offices. Buildings such as this one were 
constructed to postal specifications using private financing and then leased to the 
federal government. 
 

The new Post Office opened in 1959 with James Fenolia continuing as Postmaster. This 
Assessor Card photo shows 722 Main in 1960: 
 

 
 

Fenolia retired at the end of 1964. In 1965, Lois Goodhue Mall was appointed as 
Postmaster. (She is also shown in a photo above, and she had a very short commute to 
work since she lived directly across the street in her family home at 717 Main Street.) 
 

The following photo shows Lois Goodhue Mall in front of the P.O. at 722 Main in 1971: 
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This photo shows 722 Main in circa 1978: 
 

 
 

Lois Mall served as Postmaster until 1978. In 1983, the Post Office moved to a larger 
space at 637 Front (the current location of Lucky Pie and Sweet Cow) in response to 
Louisville’s population growth. 
 

Next, the building at 722 Main served as the location of a store called “Kids at Heart” in 
the mid-1980s, then “Country Squires Florist” in the late 1980s. 
 

In 1991, Boulder County opened offices for its Clerk and Recorder at 722 Main, next to 
the County offices next door at 712 Main. Residents of the East County used this 
location for such functions as vehicle registration and marriage/civil union licenses. In 
addition, it is remembered as being a voting location for Louisville residents for many 
years.  According to the July 18, 2013 Daily Camera, the Boulder County offices moved 
out of 722 Main (and to Lafayette) in 2013, after about 22 years in that location. 
 
The preceding research is based on a review of relevant and available online County property records, 
census records, oral history interviews, Louisville directories, and Louisville Historical Museum maps, files, 
and obituary records. 
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City of Louisville 

Planning Department     749 Main Street      Louisville CO 80027 

303.335.4592 (phone)     303.335.4550 (fax)     www.ci.louisville.co.us 

  

Historic Preservation Commission 

Meeting Minutes 
December 17, 2018 

City Hall, Council Chambers 
749 Main Street 

6:30 PM 
 
Call to Order – Chairperson Haley called the meeting to order at 6:30 PM. 
 
Roll Call was taken and the following members were present: 
 

Commission Members Present: Chair Lynda Haley 
     Debbie Fahey 
     Caleb Dickinson 

Chuck Thomas 
Michael Ulm 
Hannah Parris 
Cyndi Thomas 

Commission Members Absent:  None. 
Staff Members Present:  Rob Zuccaro, Dir of Planning & Building Safety  

Felicity Selvoski, Planner I 
     Amelia Brackett, Planning Clerk 

 
APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

Chuck Thomas made a motion to approve the December 17, 2018 agenda. Fahey 
seconded. Agenda approved by voice vote.  
 

APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES 
Dickinson made a motion to approve the November 19, 2018 minutes. Parris seconded. 
The minutes were approved as written by voice vote. 
 

PUBLIC COMMENTS ON ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA 
None. 
 

PUBLIC HEARING 
Public Hearing – Demolition of 307 Eisenhower Drive 

 Owner & Applicant: Shelley Kneebone 
307 Eisenhower Drive 
Louisville, CO 80027 

 Case Manager: Felicity Selvoski, Planner I 
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Selvoski presented the demolition request to remove more than 50% of the roof area to 
facilitate a second-story addition to the house and detached garage. A subcommittee 
recommended a full committee hearing due to the scope of the project. She showed the 
house as-is and the plans. Selvoski noted that the proposed addition retained much of 
the historic architecture. 
 
Selvoski presented the social significance. The Harper family of Harper Lake fame 
owned the original land. Frank and Anna Hocheder bought a portion of the house and 
built the structure. They passed the home and land to their son in 1963 and it is still in 
the family’s possession today.  
 
Selvoski presented the architectural significance. It was constructed between 1922 and 
1925. It has retained its original footprint, plus the garage.  
Architectural features include: 

 Stone veneer 

 Low-pitched front-gable roof 

 Wide, unenclosed eave overhangs 

 Decorate triangular knee braces 

 
The following changes have occurred over time: 

 Front porch enclosed 

 Rafter tails enclosed 

 Roof replaced 

 Decorate woodwork added to the front gable 

 Detached garage added to the property. 

 
In five out of the seven criteria from the national measures of integrity the structure 
maintains its integrity. Cost estimates for repairs and the current condition of the home 
are unknown.  
 
Staff finds that the property has a high level of architectural significance and is 
potentially eligible for landmarking. However, staff has had the necessary time to review 
available incentives and benefits of landmarking with the applicant and does not believe 
additional time will result in the possibility of landmarking. For these reasons, staff 
recommends release of the demolition permit. 
 
Haley asked for questions of staff. Seeing none, she invited the homeowner to present. 

 
Shelley Kneebone, 307 Eisenhower in Louisville, explained to the Commission that she 
and her husband want to keep as much of the existing house as possible, since it was 
built by her family.  
 
Dickinson asked if the owner grew up in the house. 
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Kneebone replied that she was raised in town, but this was her grandparents’ home 
when she was a child. 
 
Chuck Thomas asked how much of the original building would be retained. 
 
Haley responded that the side elevation showed that much of it would be retained. 
 
Dickinson asked if the original porch was becoming a porch again. 
 
Kneebone responded that it was. 
 
Chuck Thomas stated that he had no objection to releasing the permit. 
 
Haley stated that it could be landmarked if it was in the Historic District. Since they were 
maintaining the structure and it was staying in the family, she was fine releasing it. 
 
Dickinson stated that he had a strong opinion that since it was the family home that their 
family had built, the building belonged to them. It was a different situation than if 
someone had bought the home recently and wanted to make changes to the structure.  
 
Cyndi Thomas stated that she had no objections to releasing the permit. 
 
Fahey moved to release the demolition permit on 307 Eisenhower Drive. Chuck 
Thomas seconded. Roll call vote. Approved unanimously.  
  

REFERRAL 
Terraces on Main, 712 and 722 Main Street 

 Applicant and Owner: 712 Main, LLC and 722 Main Street, LLC 
712 Main Street 
Louisville, CO 80027 

 Case Manager: Rob Zuccaro, Director of Planning & Building Safety 

Zuccaro reminded the Commission that they reviewed a proposal for the Terraces on 
Main project in October of 2017. Whenever there are developments in the Downtown 
Business District, Council requests input from the HPC. 712 Main was built in 1968 and 
722 Main was built in 1960. 
 
Zuccaro presented the amendments to the plan since 2017. The new plan decreases 
the total floor area, coming mostly out of the third-floor addition and the parking space. 
The architecture and architectural materials were similar to the 2017 proposal. These 
changes are largely in response to City Council comments at the most recent public 
hearing. He asked the Commission to review the structure based on the “Core Area” 
criteria in the Downtown Design Handbook.  
 
Haley asked for questions of staff. 
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Fahey asked if there could be a specific meeting for this building in particular.  
 
Zuccaro responded that staff traditionally brought referrals to the Commission during 
their regular meetings. He explained that staff was looking for a recommendation on 
whether the proposal fit into the criteria.  
 
Fahey asked about the official role and authority of the HPC vis-à-vis a referral. 
 
Zuccaro replied that there was nothing explicit in the Code, but that the Council gave 
them the directive to give recommendations and advise them on matters related to 
historic preservation. This building was not being preserved, but as a downtown district 
it was relevant to hear how new developments fit in with the historic context. He added 
that any developments of parks and open space, even though it was not in any 
ordinance, it was practice to bring them before the relevant commissions. 
 
Ulm asked about a visual in the staff packet. 
 
Zuccaro responded that they were rough estimates of the property lines. Those lines 
are often off by several feet when staff makes those graphics. 
 
Ulm asked if the property line was set back from other storefronts along the street. 
 
Zuccaro stated that he did not know if that was accurate, but he could look it up or the 
applicant could respond to that question during his presentation. 
 
Haley suggested that the Commission go through the handbook criteria to shape their 
recommendation for Council.  
 
Haley invited the applicant to present. 
 
Eric Hartronft of Hartronft Associates, 950 Spruce Street in Louisville, CO, architect for 
Boulder Neighborhoods, described the design concept of the project. He explained that 
the plan was responding to the opportunity to improve underutilized buildings and 
provide new retail and/or restaurant businesses on Main Street and to respect the 
adjacent historic property at The Huckleberry. The property line met the same line as 
the other buildings on the block, but they wanted to retain the setback from the sidewalk 
to give a break from the narrow walkway on the rest of the block. Some of the changes 
they had made since 2017 included decreasing the parking garage and allowing the 
City to build a nearby parking garage at some point in the future. They were also 
relating their architecture to the mid-century aesthetic that they were replacing to help 
maintain the eclectic architectural feel downtown.  
 
Hartronft described the proposal to the Commission, highlighting the one-story section 
next to The Huckleberry, the roof deck, and the setback from the sidewalk. He added 
that the proportion of the two-story buildings were a nod to false-front architecture. He 
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described the concept as dividing the large structures in the plan into smaller building 
elements and as responding to the variation recommended by the Downtown 
Handbook. At the back of the building, he hoped that the alley could one day become a 
vibrant pedestrian street. Right now, there was a parking garage facing the alley. In the 
future, there could be something more, such as a public art installation and green roofs. 
He ended by noting that the only waiver request was for the stair and balconies in the 
setback and the small third story with large setbacks.  
 
Haley asked for questions of Hartronft. 
 
Fahey asked if there would be parking underground. 
 
Hartronft stated that there would not be underground parking but that there would be a 
basement along Main Street. 
 
Fahey asked what was being planned for the second floor. 
 
Hartronft responded that the second floor would be for office space and the third floor 
would provide elevator access to a third-floor roof deck. 
 
Fahey asked if there would be a reduction in the number of employees compared to the 
2017 PUD.  
 
Hartronft replied that the Code for downtown did not dictate parking based on number of 
employees and that they were still meeting 80% of the parking for the structures. 
 
Fahey asked if they could reduce the glass, since the guidelines recommended limiting 
glass. 
 
Hartronft replied that sustainable windows helped temperature regulation and people in 
offices liked glass.  
 
Haley asked if the second story was windows or glass. 
 
Hartronft responded that it was a combination of windows and wall. The wall material 
was meant to help the structure look less bulky overall. 
 
Haley asked for public comment. 
 
Jean Morgan, 1131 Spruce Street in Louisville, asked the Commission to consider 
staff’s questions, including about the mass and scale of the structure and the traditional 
context of the downtown district. She did not feel that this proposal respected any of the 
considerations staff listed in their guiding questions for the Commission. She added that 
the glass may encourage birds to crash into the building. She hoped that the proposal 
would include sloped glass to prevent bird deaths if the proposal were passed. She 
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thought the reduced third story was a good idea, but it still had too much glass. The 
south building was respectful of The Huckleberry, but the norther buildings did not 
respect its neighbors. The north buildings reminded her of the Chase Building on Main 
Street, which no one likes. She added that the parking was inadequate and it might 
encourage the City to pursue a citizen-paid parking structure. She also felt that it would 
set a precedent for large buildings to provide inadequate parking downtown.  
 
Haley asked for additional public comment. Seeing none, she opened commissioner 
discussion.  
 
Dickinson asked what “the traditional context of downtown” from the Design Handbook 
meant to his fellow commissioners. He thought that the context precluded chains from 
coming downtown, but he was not sure what else that phrase meant. 
 
Ulm replied that the history of Main Street was small business and small-scale 
business. You don’t see many office buildings and the added retail in this plan would 
help enliven the area. 
 
Haley replied that this proposal was more respectful than structures like the buildings 
that housed Pica’s and Eleanor & Hobbes, for example. The three-story building on that 
same block was another example of what did not fit in to the traditional context of 
downtown.  
 
Chuck Thomas agreed with Commissioner Ulm and added that the buildings should be 
segmented. He noted that there were plenty of two-story structures, including ones that 
were next to one-story buildings. Though this was a large building, it was segmented in 
its design, respecting the nature of Main Street. The two-story structures next to the 
one-story ones did not bother him. He agreed with Jean Morgan than the Chase 
building was a poor example, but he did not agree that there should be more parking. 
Too many downtowns have been destroyed by adequate parking. Parking orphaned the 
structure from the buildings around it.  
 
Dickinson stated that the parking was beyond the scope of the HPC, though he 
observed that the proposal parked itself more than other downtown structures. He 
thought that if this were three different proposals for three different buildings, the HPC 
would probably be fine with those proposals. He added that he thought they probably 
checked all the boxes and worked with staff to make sure they met the Design 
Handbook criteria.  
 
Haley added that the proposal responded to the directive to attend to size and place 
through the architecture and the materials.  
 
Parris stated that the proposal seemed to incorporate newer, current materials while 
nodding to the buildings to the south and north along the block.   
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Cyndi Thomas agreed and stated that it was a modern take on a traditional architecture, 
which met the criteria to be respectful of the context and the surrounding mass and 
scale. She added that attending to retail needs was important for a Main Street to 
survive. 
 
Haley stated that all the bullet points were addressed. 
 
Fahey agreed and reminded the Commission that they had recommended approval of 
the first design in 2017 and this proposal was even better. She still did not like the glass 
and suggested taking Jean Morgan’s suggestion that the windows be sloped or perhaps 
tinted.  
 
Parris replied that the glass was in the setbacks, which responded to the design 
guidelines to minimize glass at the street level. 
 
Ulm agreed with Commissioner Fahey that it was a better proposal than last time, 
though he still did not get a western vibe from the two-story buildings. He liked their 
attempt to maintain some of the open sidewalk space.  
 
Chuck Thomas stated that he thought that the proposal attended to the guidelines and 
that the new version was an improvement on the old one. In particular, he thought the 
changes to the massing on the third story responded to the major concerns from 2017.  
 
Haley asked for additional comments from the Commission.  
 
Chuck Thomas recommended approval of the proposal. Ulm seconded. Roll call vote. 
All in favor. Passed unanimously.  
 

DISCUSSION/DIRECTION 
Miner’s Cabins 
Chuck Thomas disclosed that he was part of a volunteer committee that was lobbying 
the City to do the renovations for the structures. He asked if anyone had a problem with 
him being part of the discussion. 
 
Haley asked Director Zuccaro what he thought. 
 
Zuccaro replied that for the sake of this conversation, it should be fine. Future meetings 
on the miner’s cabins might not be appropriate. 
 
Dickinson stated that he thought this discussion was about location and not cost so he 
thought it was fine for Commissioner Chuck Thomas to be involved. 
 
Selvoski reviewed the history and status of the City’s efforts to preserve the Lee Avenue 
Miners Cabins. City Council identified two sites for additional analysis. 
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Option 1: Miner’s Field 
Selvoski presented a mockup of how the cabins could be positioned at the field. Pros of 
this location include the ability to co-locate the cabins and to the original location, safer 
pedestrian access, avoids majority of utility and drainage conflicts, cheaper option, and 
no easement impacts. Cons include that it requires the removal or movement of trees 
and there is more grading to meet ADA requirements. 
 
Option 2: Highway 42 and Pine/Miner’s Field 
Selvoski presented the second option, where one would be at Highway 42 and the other 
at Miner’s Field. Pros include less grading and offers prominent visual placement. Cons 
include that any future roadwork could change the work at Highway 42, it is $25-30,000 
more expensive to locate at two sites, and there is some loss of historic connection to 
each other and to their original locations. Also, there would be easement, utility, and 
sewer issues with this option. 
 
Selvoski stated that the next steps for the Miners Cabins include review by Parks and 
Public Landscaping Advisory Board and the final determination will be made by City 
Council, on the docket for the March 5th meeting. 
 
Staff recommends option 1, since the pros outweigh the cons in that situation. 
 
Chuck Thomas asked if the restrictions on Miner’s Field would preclude placing the 
cabins there since it the cabins were not recreational.  
 
Zuccaro replied that there was a deed restriction from its original donation. Staff 
reviewed the deed and did not find that it would violate the deed. The deed required that 
the area be used for activities, not baseball specifically.  
 
Haley asked for additional questions of staff. Seeing none, she invited the architect for 
the site plan to present. 
 
Melonie Short, 726 South Glencoe Street in Denver, stated that she did not have 
additional comments. 
 
Chuck Thomas asked if Short agreed that option 1 was the preferable option.  
 
Short did support option 1. As a historic preservationist, she thought that keeping them 
together told a better story and emphasized that people used to live in the cabins rather 
than letting them become a decontextualized symbol. 
 
Haley asked for public comment. 
 
Jean Morgan, 1131 Spruce in Louisville, supported option 1. She was interested in the 
Highway 42 as a statement location, but she thought a restored coal cart and a mule 
would be a better option there. She thought putting them together at the field was a 
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good option. She suggested making one cabin into a baseball hall of fame. She noted 
that one of her neighbors had an outhouse they could add to the field, as well. She 
stated that one of the trees at that location was put in only a couple years ago and she 
had never seen the flagpole there used. She emphasized that she was excited for the 
project. 
 
Haley thanked Jean Morgan for her work preserving the cabins.  
 
Haley reminded the Commission that people in the neighborhood had expressed a 
desire to keep the cabins in the neighborhood and it made sense to keep the cabins 
together in the neighborhood, especially since the neighoborhood had worked to 
preserve them. She thought that since the tree was not old, it could be okay to move it. 
 
Ulm stated that the context of the location was the most important thing for the cabins. 
He thought something else could be placed at the Highway 42/Pine location.  
 
Fahey agreed and added that it was neat that you could see the original location from 
Miner’s Field. 
 
Chuck Thomas supported option 1. 
 
Parris added that option 1 was a better and more responsible use of the City’s money. 
 
Ulm asked if the City had been able to save any of the fence. 
 
Zuccaro replied that the owner was not interested in donating the fence when they 
asked, but they could ask again.  
 
Jean Morgan added that the fence was historic as well. 
 
Fahey moved to propose that the location of the Miner’s Cabin be at Miner’s Field and 
to move the tree and the flagpole if necessary. She added that they should try to get the 
fence added. Cyndi Thomas seconded. Voice vote. All in favor. Motion passed 
unanimously.  
 
Historic Preservation Fund Reauthorizations 
Selvoski reminded the Commission that the renewal was an opportunity to reevaluate 
the Historic Preservation Fund. She described previous discussions and directives from 
the Commission from the June 2018 meeting. The goals of tonight’s meetings were to:  
 
1. Staff provides more information to the Commission based on June 2018 meeting 
requests. 
2. HPC makes recommendations based on additional information. 
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The next steps after this meeting are for staff and the subcommittee to draft a resolution 
with the City Attorney and for staff to bring the final resolution back to HPC for approval, 
followed by first and second readings in Council. 
 
Fahey asked to hear from commissioners Dickinson and Cyndi Thomas, since they had 
gone through the HPF process. 
 
Haley suggested that the Commission go through the discussions questions in 
sequence. 
 
Discussion Question 1a 
What are the maximum grant amounts for HSAs? 
 
Haley explained some of the subcommittee findings on the HSA. She stated that the 
architects were approved so the City knew they were trustworthy and that staff and the 
Commission would need to be more active about making sure the HSAs were up to par. 
 
Chuck Thomas added that the $5,000 amount was a compromise based on the ranges 
of the amounts in the architects’ survey staff conducted. 
 
Cyndi Thomas stated that she thought $5,000 was reasonable. Dickinson agreed.  
 
Ulm stated that the higher grant amounts would create more rigorous assessments to 
catch more of the structural issues ahead of time.  
 
Dickinson noted that his assessment missed that his house was missing a foundation. 
He thought the increase would help address those kinds of issues. 
 
Zuccaro clarified that staff was recommending bumping up the commercial assessment 
amount as well based on the survey responses and to align with the State Historic 
Preservation Program. 
 
Chuck Thomas stated that the subcommittee had not discussed that amount, but he did 
not have any objection to it. 
 
Haley asked if anyone had any objections to the $10,000 amount for commercial 
assessments. None voiced. 
 
Discussion Question 1b 
What are the maximum grant amounts for flexible/focused grants? 
 
Haley and Chuck Thomas stated that as a subcommittee they could not figure out a 
reason for the distinction. 
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Ulm asked if commercial and residential would be the only two categories if they did 
away with the flexible/focused categories.  
 
Dickinson agreed that the flexible/focused distinction did not make sense as a 
distinction is his experience.  
 
Cyndi Thomas stated that she would be surprised if most people did not go over both 
limits anyway. She assumed that the original intent was to privilege some types of 
preservation over others, but she thought it was still confusing. She recommended 
keeping general categories to maintain those distinctions but she thought it should be 
streamlined. 
 
Chuck Thomas replied that he thought the two most important distinctions were the 
difference between work that kept a structure in working order and one toward 
preserving the structure. He did not think a dollar amount per area was useful. 
 
Cyndi Thomas stated that she thought that the City would want more going toward 
preservation work than upkeep. 
 
Haley asked what routine maintenance would be. 
 
Dickinson replied that in situations where residents were going back to original 
materials, routine maintenance was often much higher, for example with wood windows 
and walls instead of vinyl. His choice for his home to go with wood would cost 
thousands of additional dollars over the life of his home.  
 
Haley asked if anyone was interested in breaking up the money based on categories of 
work. 
 
Chuck Thomas suggested simplifying the process by being stricter on the type of work 
being done overall, rather than maintaining any internal divisions between pots of 
money.  
 
Cyndi Thomas replied that there needed to be a certain amount dedicated to 
preservation to avoid people using grant money for non-preservation issues. She did 
not think routine maintenance should be included, especially since the only fair way to 
handle that would be to go back and offer it to previous property owners. 
 
Haley responded that the HSAs were meant to provide priority items to guide the fund 
allocations. Grants could go to prioritized projects rather than maintaining distinctions. 
She also suggested that the flexible/focused distinctions could be renamed. 
 
Dickinson agreed that the Commission needed to explain the differences between 
rehabilitation, restoration, and preservation. He suggested describing the different types 
of work in those terms, but not putting specific dollar amounts in each category. 
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Ulm summarized that there would be a single grant, but the categories would be used to 
limit what could be done with that grant money. 
 
Cyndi Thomas agreed with Commissioner Haley that more rigorous HSAs would help 
make the process clearer.  
 
Zuccaro asked the Commission to discuss the amounts of $50,000 for residential grants 
and $200,000 for commercial grants. 
 
Dickinson stated that he was fine with the higher amounts as long as it was matching. 
 
Ulm asked if they should match 100%. Another idea was not to match the firs $10,000 
and have the rest to be matched. 
 
Dickinson thought either way would work.  
 
Chuck Thomas stated that he had a preference for matching. He noted that the 100% 
match was reasonable since this was not an affordable housing situation. 
 
Dickinson explained that for him, he knew he would get $1,000 but didn’t know he would 
get $20,000, which did not feel like an incentive. Making the first $10,000 as part of the 
guaranteed amount would be an incentive. He noted that the grant process had a 
measure of uncertainty that offering a higher initial, guaranteed incentive of $10,000 
would be an effective carrot. 
 
Haley responded that the $10,000 as an initial incentive would be great, but it needed to 
be connected to the HSA and not be given in the same model as the current $1,000 
model, in other words it should not be an amount without strings. 
 
Cyndi Thomas asked if $10,000 was the right number and asked if it should be obtained 
through a reimbursement process. 
 
Haley thought that it should be a reimbursement to make sure it was used the way the 
fund intended. 
 
Cyndi Thomas agreed, but thought $10,000 was too high. 
 
Haley thought $5,000 could work. 
 
Ulm asked what you could do on a project with $5,000.  
 
The commissioners discussed the different grant amounts in percentages.  
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Dickinson noted that one of the directives of the tax vote was to incentivize landmarking 
so that Louisville citizens would see preservation over demolition in the city. He thought 
that $10,000 might be more than was necessary in all cases, but it might bring more 
people to the table.  
 
Cyndi Thomas responded that if people are demolishing houses, the financial problem 
wasn’t $10,000.  
 
Dickinson clarified that what he meant was that someone who currently owned a house 
might find the $10,000 an incentive, could landmark it, and then the next person who 
bought it could not demolish it. 
 
Chuck Thomas reiterated that there needed to an incentive. $1,000 was not enough and 
anything under $5,000 would be incidental.  
 
Haley asked for the unmatched amount currently. 
 
Selvoski responded that it was currently $5,000. 
 
Cyndi Thomas asked if the $5,000 could become the bonus amount and make the 
$50,000 a 100% match. That would increase the total limit but increase the match 
amount, as well. 
 
Haley added that those who needed simple updates could still use the $5,000. She 
asked if the Commission needed to come up with numbers tonight. 
 
Selvoski and Zuccaro replied that numbers would be helpful, but they could change 
them before the final resolution. 
 
Dickinson summarized that there was still disagreement over the amount, but there was 
agreement that nothing should be for free and that the grant amounts should be split 
into unmatched and matched, with a cap at $50,000 or some similar number. The 
something-for-nothing element was gone, but it was overall a more generous grant. He 
also noted that the grant amounts were taxable income and that he as a homeowner 
was not prepared for that information. He wondered if there was any way around that 
issue of having the grant as taxable income.  
 
Fahey noted that there was discussion at a former HPC meeting to eliminate the tax 
burden on the recipient.  
 
Zuccaro stated that staff could research this issue. 
 
Cyndi Thomas added that homeowners were eligible for tax credits through the state. 
Thomas and Dickinson thought that there should be better education about the tax 
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credits during the process. Staff could share the History Colorado pamphlet and avoid 
giving tax advice that way. 
 
Discussion Question 3 
If the flexible/focused grant categories are eliminated, how will the categories be 
structured? 
 
Haley summarized that the Commission had agreed that the HSA should govern the 
structure of the grant. 
 
The Commission agreed. 
 
Discussion Question 4 
What structure/limitations will the new grant process have? 
 
Chuck Thomas thought the 3-year time limit was reasonable. 
 
Cyndi Thomas asked if people could apply for an extension. 
 
Haley clarified that the three-year limit started at the landmarking. She thought the three 
years was a short amount of time for someone who was landmarking for the good of 
landmarking and not for the money.  
 
Dickinson replied that he thought there might not need to be a time limit. If someone 
came back in the future and there was no money, the City could refuse them based on 
the lack of funds. 
 
Haley agreed and thought that someone could landmark without feeling the pressure of 
landmarking immediately. Applicants may not have the ability to spend the money 
immediately. She did think there should be a time limit on when you can spend the 
money once you get a grant. 
 
Selvoski asked if the Commission was concerned with the HSA losing its validity over 
time.  
 
Ulm replied that by requiring the spending earlier to encourage people to protect their 
homes and deal with potential issues before they become major problems.  
 
Dickinson noted that he ran into time limits and the extension was an easy process. The 
Mayor had to sign a form. 
 
Haley replied that Dickinson had landmarked with the knowledge that he would be doing 
work on the house. 
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Dickinson responded that he did not have the money together at the time, though. He 
also noted that construction can take a long time. 
 
Haley asked if someone had to take the $10,000 and use the money within the time 
limit.  
 
Dickinson stated that the reason people landmark was for the money. They wait to 
landmark until they need the money.  
 
Zuccaro reiterated the incentive element of the fund. It was supposed to be structured 
so you could build a house that makes you happy with while evening out the cost of 
working on your house without demolishing it. That’s another reason why staff was 
recommending a time limit. 
 
Haley asked the Commission if they thought it was de-incentivizing to put a time limit on 
it. 
 
No one thought so. 
 
Cyndi Thomas asked what staff thought between three and five years. 
 
Zuccaro clarified that the projects did not have to be complete within three years, it just 
had to be started with planning staff through permitting, et cetera. He thought that five 
years sounded long. 
 
The Commission agreed that three years was sufficient.  
 
Dickinson did not think routine maintenance should be included. The Commission 
agreed. 
 
Zuccaro recommended that the heritability process remain the same, making the next 
owner still eligible.  
 
Haley asked how the time limit would apply. 
 
Zuccaro replied that the three-year time limit from the date of landmarking would still 
apply. 
 
Dickinson asked that staff reach out to new owners of recently landmarked homes. 
 
Fahey asked how staff would know the house was sold. She pointed out that that would 
be a difficult task for staff. 
 
Haley noted that the situations would be rare so staff did not need to track them. 
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The Commission did not think that the reauthorization should be applied to previously 
landmarked homes, especially since the Commission was not supporting routine 
maintenance and because it was meant to be an incentive program. 
 
Discussion Question 5 
What language will be used for new construction/alteration certificates? 
Selvoski explained that staff was trying to align the language in new construction and 
alternation certificates. The proposed language was to privilege architectural 
differentiation between new work from the old. 
 
The Commission supported with the proposed language. 
 
Discussion Question 6 
Will there be any changes to the interest rate for HPF loans? 
 
Chuck Thomas stated that revolving loans were typically tied to prime or below prime by 
a percentage point or more. 
 
Haley asked if the Commission thought that using prime was an incentive. 
 
Cyndi Thomas thought that prime was punitive. She said that it was all about the cost of 
capital, which here was pretty low. She suggested updating the rate each year based on 
a host of factors and not just going below prime. 
 
Chuck Thomas offered that in his experience they would offer an interest rate and then 
review it. He did not think affordability was the issue here. 
 
Haley thought that having lower than prime made sense. 
 
Cyndi Thomas agreed that to be an incentive it needed to be below market rate. 
 
Fahey asked what the length of the loans was. 
 
Selvoski responded that it depended on the amount. She thought the longest was 15 
years. 
 
Fahey suggested making it a 10-year interest-free loan. 
 
Haley and Cyndi Thomas replied that the point of the loan was to get money back and 
to make these loans an investment. 
 
Cyndi Thomas was thinking 4%, but thought there should be something less arbitrary.  
 
Chuck Thomas added that he was thinking 3%. 
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Zuccaro offered that staff could do more research if the Commission was interested in 
offering a loan rate below prime. 
 
Chuck Thomas suggested annual reviews based on reports from staff. In principle they 
should be below prime.  
 
Dickinson noted that his silence was a form of recusal, but he suggested that his fellow 
commissioners could consider tying the rate to something that is moving constantly 
since looking at it annually since there was so much variation within a year. He thought 
it should be tied to something that moved with the markets since that was always 
current. He added that you could still have an annual review process even if it was tied 
to something moving. 
 
Cyndi Thomas did not think it should be tied to the market because the reason for the 
loan program wasn’t about the market, it was more about what other non-profits were 
doing. 
 
Chuck Thomas reiterated the Commission’s desire to have additional research on this 
issue from staff. 
 
Discussion Question 7 
What changes will there be to overall timeline of process, if any? 
 
The Commission agreed that there did not need to be any changes. 
 
Zuccaro asked the Commission to consider an additional question. Did the Commission 
want to continue the extraordinary circumstances language? If so, he wanted to work 
with the subcommittee to draft better criteria for those circumstances.  
 
Cyndi Thomas replied that not having a cap on the extraordinary circumstances was 
fine, but she thought there needed to be better communication during the process so 
that applicants knew they could possibly have access to more money under the criteria. 
 

ITEMS FROM STAFF 
Demolition Review Updates 
No demolition reviews minus the 307 Eisenhower item on tonight’s agenda. 
 
Alteration Certificate Updates 
Selvoski updated the Commission on the 816 McKinley Avenue alteration certificate to 
add a chimney. The subcommittee release the permit based on the findings that the 
change was minor and reversible.  
 
Upcoming Schedule 
December 
17th – HPC Meeting, 6:30 PM, Council Chambers 

288



Historic Preservation Commission 
Meeting Minutes 

December 17, 2018 
Page 18 of 18 

 

January 
15th – City Council Study Session – Historic Context presentation 
TBD – Historic Preservation Commission Meeting, 6:30 PM, Council Chambers 
 
Selvoski asked if any of the commissioners have an issue with the January 14th date 
change.  
 
Zuccaro informed the Commission that Council would be updating the funding 
resolutions to acknowledge the new ballot language before then. There were no 
substantive changes there. 
 
Selvoski noted that the Saving Places Conference was coming up in the schedule. 
Dickinson asked to be added to the list of interested commissioners. 
 
Selvoski thanked Commissioners Cyndi Thomas and Deborah Fahey for their service 
on the Commission, since tonight was there last night. 
 

UPDATES FROM COMMISSION 
Fahey noted that she passed the DBA information to Planner Selvoski. Dickinson 
reiterated his interest in taking over this duty. 
 

DISCUSSION ITEMS FOR NEXT MEETINGS 
 
Adjourn: 
Chuck Thomas moved to adjourn. Haley seconded. The meeting was adjourned at 9:12 
PM. 
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Call to Order – Chair Brauneis called the meeting to order at 6:30 PM.  
 
Roll Call was taken and the following members were present: 
 

Commission Members Present: Steve Brauneis, Chair  
David Hsu, Vice Chair 
Dietrich Hoefner 
Jeff Moline 
Keaton Howe 
Debra Williams 

Commission Members Absent: Tom Rice 
Staff Members Present:  Rob Zuccaro, Dir of Planning & Building Safety 
     Lisa Ritchie, Senior Planner 

Amelia Brackett, Planning Clerk  

   
COMMISSION ELECTIONS 

Moline made a motion to re-elect the chair, vice chair, and secretary. Howe seconded. 
Voice vote. All in favor. 

 
APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

Moline moved and Williams seconded a motion to approve the January 10th, 2018 
agenda. Motion passed unanimously by voice vote.  
  

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
Williams recommended that the City Council members watch the YouTube recording of 
the December 13th, 2018 minutes. 
 
Hoefner moved and Hsu seconded a motion to approve the December 13th, 2018 
minutes. Motion passed unanimously by voice vote.  
 

PUBLIC COMMENTS ON ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA 
None. 
 

NEW BUSINESS – PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS 
Terraces on Main (712 & 722 Main Street): A request for a PUD to allow for a 
22,020 sf commercial building, and a 5,802 sf parking garage at 712 & 722 Main 
ST, and a final plat to consolidate two lots, and a special review use to allow an 
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automobile garage and outdoor sales for retail goods and eating and drinking 
establishments (Resolution 1, Series 2019). 

 Applicant: 712 Main Street, LLC and 722 Main Street, LLC 

 Case Planner: Rob Zuccaro, Director of Planning and Building Safety    

Public notice was published in the Boulder Daily Camera on December 23rd, 2018 and 
in all other required postings on December 21st, 2018. 
 
Brauneis asked for conflicts of interest. None disclosed. 
 
Zuccaro noted that there had been substantial changes to the original application from 
last year. The new proposal included a 22,020 square-foot commercial building and a 
5,802 square-foot parking garage, designed with the intent to have commercial uses on 
the first floor and office space on the second. The overall height was still 45 feet. The 
main changes between the original proposal and the current one dealt with the third 
story. 
 
Zuccaro addressed parking and other development criteria. There was a 23-space 
parking requirement of which the proposal covered 18. The remaining 5 spaces would 
be paid as a fee in lieu for the Downtown Parking Fund. Zuccaro reviewed the 
Downtown Louisville Framework Plan, Design Handbook for Downtown Louisville, the 
Comprehensive Plan, and the zoning code, all of which regulate development 
downtown.  
 
Staff finds that the proposal meets the requirements and review criteria.  
 
Zuccaro presented the rear setback waiver request. The majority of the building met the 
setback requirement. All of the alley setback requirements are met in the proposal, plus 
the balconies and the staircase are well-designed and add to the architectural interest of 
the building. Staff found that the proposal met the waiver criteria by enhancing the 
design of the building. 
 
Zuccaro presented the view angles for the third story. The third story is 1,000 square 
feet and the applicants provided a view analysis, showing that the third story would be 
behind the second story from straight across the street. Some view angles would be 
able to see portions of the third story.  
 
Staff finds the project meets all applicable PUD criteria as outlined in the staff report.  
 
Zuccaro addressed the SRU compliance criteria for outdoor sales. The second-floor 
deck and the patio area were included in the SRU. The proposal includes limits to the 
uses under the SRU typical of similar SRUs staff has seen and staff finds that this SRU 
request meets the criteria. 
 
On the subdivision plat, the proposal moved the lot line to allow for a single building on 
the property. Staff finds that it meets all criteria.  
 
Staff recommends the proposal overall.  
 
Howe asked how many proposed retail spaces could fit on the ground floor. 
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Zuccaro replied that it was being designed for two retail spaces with a lobby area. 
 
Hsu asked what space should be included in the parking calculations, particularly 
whether the basement space should be included in the calculation.  
 
Zuccaro stated that the PUD limited the basement space to storage, which could not be 
occupied. Zucca and Voltage had similar garage allowances on their PUDs. The 
applicant would have to come back through the PUD process if they wanted to use the 
basement for something other than storage.  
 
Hsu asked how the loading time limit would be enforced. 
 
Zuccaro replied that the PUD required the applicant to put up a sign. Violations would 
go through the typical enforcement process. 
 
Howe asked for the width of the alley beyond the projections.  
 
Brauneis clarified that the projections were encroaching into the setback space, not the 
alley. Brauneis asked if any other buildings came up to the property line. 
 
Zuccaro replied that there were structures that were not set back as far as 20 feet. 
 
Brauneis asked for additional questions. Seeing none, he invited the applicant to speak. 
 
Erik Hartronft, 950 Spruce Street in Louisville, stated that they had made significant 
changes to the project and called the project an opportunity to transform the ground 
floor from office space to a more retail-friendly storefront. He pointed out that there was 
a historic structure south of 712 & 722 Main, which the design responded to. The design 
also carried forward the architectural simplicity of the existing buildings from the 1960s 
and 1970s while reflecting current architectural styles. 
 
Hartronft noted that the building may be too small at this point to contain its current 
owner, Boulder Creek Neighborhoods. Other occupants were interested in the second-
floor addition. Hartronft noted that offices generated sales for the downtown area and 
that the first floor could attract new retail. 
  
Hartronft described the materials. The proposal included warm and inviting materials on 
the ground floor, architectural nods to classic western architecture, elements that 
divided the mass of the building, and a two-story appearance from a sidewalk view. He 
also noted the proposal’s attention to the rhythm and street music of varying height 
facades on the block. The back of the building featured a wall of stucco along the alley, 
which could display a mural and encourage pedestrian use and interest in the alley. 
 
Brauneis asked for questions of the applicant. 
 
Hsu asked if there was a stairwell on the rear south side.  
 
Hartronft confirmed. 
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Hsu asked why the second and third floors were a different look than the first floor.  
 
Hartronft replied that they did not want to create a monolithic building by carrying 
through the same materials and design from the second and first stories to the third 
story. There was also a specific design guideline that says a third floor should look 
different than the rest of the building and should look like an addition that was put on 
later. They thought a more transparent third floor would feel lighter and would tend to 
recede more than if it were a more massive, solid design.  
 
Williams asked if the office space was designed for multiple tenants.  
 
Hartronft responded that it was currently designed for a single tenant, but it could 
accommodate more.  
 
Williams asked if Boulder Creek Neighborhoods was planning to stay in the new 
building. 
 
David Sinkey, Founder and President of Boulder Creek Neighborhoods, 712 Main 
Street in Louisville, replied that the company had not made a decision. They were 
looking for bigger buildings so they could accommodate all their employees. They were 
far enough along on this proposal that they wanted to see it taken forward whether 
Neighborhoods ended up occupying it or not. Sinkey added that the ground floor could 
accommodate as many as three retail spaces. He explained that they created a lobby to 
make an entry environment for the second floor.  
 
Williams asked what the third floor could be used for. 
 
Sinkey replied that it was essentially an amenity space for employees and could be 
used as a kitchen or for company events space. It would not be used as restaurant or 
retail space. 
 
Williams stated that the design was well thought-out and an improvement on the 
previous proposal. She pointed to the amount of glass was an improvement over the 
last application and noted the appeal of the street music, skyline-feel of the varying 
heights. On the parking, she thought that the ingress/egress separation was an 
improvement over the last proposal and she understood why the parking was about 
half. She asked for the total square footage of the current buildings. 
 
Sinkey responded that 712 Main was roughly 5,600 square feet and 722 Main was 
roughly 1,700-1,900 square feet. 
 
Howe asked for clarification on the movement of cars in and out of the garage and if 
there was enough room for delivery trucks, pedestrians, and cars. 
 
Hartronft responded that the ramp ended at the property line. Hartronft added that they 
used a turning radius template to ensure there would be enough space. He 
acknowledged that a delivery truck parked in front of the ramp, it would block the 
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garage, but that was already the reality downtown. It was not currently a big issue since 
the delivery trucks move quickly. 
 
Williams asked if the proposal would allow for a summer patio.  
 
Hartronft replied that it would allow for the patios and on the south building the setback 
was large enough for tables. Public Works wanted them to make sure that there was 
enough space for a public walkway, since it was a narrow sidewalk.  
 
Williams clarified that the parking was not a shared or public parking space. 
 
Hartronft confirmed.  
 
Hoefner moved to enter the materials board into the record. Howe seconded.  
 
Williams asked for a description of the materials and where they would be used. 
 
Hartronft showed the materials that would be used for accents and to divide up the 
mass of the building.  
 
Williams noted that there were a number of guidelines that pertain to size, mass, 
stepdown of the alley, and the ratio of the windows. She noted that she thought all of 
these measurements were an improvement on the previous proposal. She would not 
call the proposed step-down a true step-down. 
 
Howe asked how much farther back the building was compared to the Singing Cook 
and the Huckleberry and if the alley between the Singing Cook and the proposed 
building would remain in place. 
 
Hartronft responded that the setbacks were farther back than the Huckleberry. He 
added that the alley was on the neighbor’s property so it would not be affected by the 
proposal. 
 
Brauneis asked for public comment.  
 
John Leary, 1116 Lafarge Avenue in Louisville, stated that he believed the mass and 
scaling of the building were now consistent with city standards. However, the project 
illuminated policy issues that the City needed to address. First, the public twice passed 
a tax to preserve the character of downtown, yet there were municipal incentives for the 
redevelopment of the downtown, directives that pulled in opposite directions. Second, 
the parking in downtown was not based on estimated parking demand, it was based on 
policy meant for adaptive reuse of existing buildings. Currently, the Terrace on Main 
was required to have 23 spaces. If you were to apply the standards for an office to this 
building, it would require 40, plus about 32 parking spots for the retail spaces. Leary did 
not think that an office being downtown should exempt it from the higher requirement. 
Over the past decades, job growth in Louisville has been at a faster rate than population 
growth, but fewer people are working in Louisville percentage-wise than ever before. 
Leary summarized that the parking and development requirements were not 
sustainable.  
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Cindy Bedell, 662 West Willow Street in Louisville, stated that the mass and scale of 
this proposal was better than the past application. She still did not think that the two-
story section fit in the downtown area. She noted that there was a jolting height contrast 
between the two-story structure and the one-story neighbors. Bedell suggested that the 
eye line could be improved by softening the roof on the northern section with a gabled 
roof or architectural features added to the top like the State Mercantile building. This 
was an iconic location and she thought we should take our time to get a design that fits 
and enhances the historic downtown.  
 
Moline asked about parking lots being obsolete by 2030 and wondered if the 
Transportation Management Plan would be looking at parking. 
 
Zuccaro replied that the Transportation Master Plan would not be looking at parking 
policy, however the update to the Commercial and Industrial Design Guidelines will look 
at parking, but not for downtown. Policy work downtown would require a City Council 
work plan to look at that item. 
 
Moline asked if staff had done downtown parking studies recently. 
 
Zuccaro replied that there had been several studies over the years to make 
recommendations on acquisitions and promoting biking and walking to implement the 
previous planning efforts to provide more public parking.  
 
Brauneis asked where most of the newly purchased parking spots came from. 
 
Zuccaro responded that the numbers came from the three areas around DELO, Lucky 
Pie, and the Corner. 
 
Brauneis asked Mr. Sinkey for his thoughts on the fee-in-lieu amount of $18,000 per 
space. 
 
Sinkey replied that creating a parking space in a small garage downtown would cost 
about $40,000 per space. However, the fee-in-lieu payments were for parking spaces 
that did not have leasable benefits for the tenants. He noted that there were many 
approved PUDs in town that were not being built largely because the economics did not 
support it. But in the scheme of things, $18,000 for a space was probably fair.  
 
Brauneis closed public comment and opened commissioner discussion. 
 
Hoefner stated that the Commission did not have a lot of direction from Council about 
what they did not like about the previous proposal. That said, the changes to the 
application do respond to the concerns from the Commission and the public from the 
last proposal. 
 
Moline appreciated the street music concept. He agreed that the northern portion did 
feel a bit out of place, but thought that it might help offset the two-story building from the 
historic buildings. He thought the massing had been improved and was no longer a 
problem. 
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Hsu stated that he had voted for the application previously even though he had been 
concerned about the mass and the new proposal addressed that issue. He thought that 
the process and the public comment made the project better, even without specific 
direction from Council. He liked the southern section more than the northern section, but 
that was an aesthetic opinion and the architecture met the criteria. Hsu noted that the 
third-floor windows could be judged not to be traditional according to the language in the 
guidelines, but he thought that could be waived since there were benefits to having 
windows there. He felt that the calculations for the parking spaces were correct.  
 
Williams stated that one of the reasons she voted yes the first time was to keep Boulder 
Creek Neighborhoods in Louisville and she was disappointed to hear that they might 
leave downtown. She asked the applicant to remember to consider their neighbors 
during the construction process. 
 
Howe stated that it was an opportunity to improve what was there currently.  
 
Brauneis stated that the project stitched the fabric of the block together and replaces a 
current dead zone downtown. He also thanked Mr. Leary for his long-term insights.  
 
Hsu moved to approve Resolution 1, Series 2019. Hoefner seconded. Roll call vote. All 
in favor. 
   
Office Zoned Property Zone Change – Rezone to Agricultural and Administrative 
Office – A request to rezone certain property from the Office zone district to the 
Agricultural and Administrative Office zone district (Resolution No 19, Series 
2018). 

 Applicant: City of Louisville 

 Case Manager:  Lisa Ritchie, Senior Planner    

Public notice was published in Boulder Daily Camera on November 25, 2018 and at all 
other required postings at November 23, 2018. The notice was continued to this 
meeting. 
 
Howe recused himself due to a conflict of interest. 
 
Ritchie presented the history of the Office Zone District, which was established in 1973 
and repealed in 1984. This item was the last bit of clean-up to address historic zoning 
irregularities in the city.  
 
Ritchie showed the areas that staff proposed to rezone agricultural. Staff worked with 
Parks and Open Space to determine the proposed zoning, which was consistent with 
the properties immediately to the north and east. The agricultural zone is consistent with 
current use. 
 
Ritchie showed the areas that staff proposed to rezone to Administrative Office 
Properties These areas contain smaller office buildings with medical, dental, and other 
professional office users. Staff has official consent in writing from three out of the four 
property owners and a conversation with the final property owner, even though the City 
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is not required to get that consent before rezoning. The proposed rezoning is consistent 
with the properties to the west as well as the uses on the site.  
 
Staff finds that the application meets criterion 1 in Section 17.44.050 and that the other 
criteria are not applicable. Criterion 1 reads, “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.” It also appears that the original zoning was done in error since it 
was repealed later.  
 
Hsu asked why staff was proposing to change the zone to Agriculture instead of 
Business Office, which was also near the property. 
 
Ritchie stated that the Business Office zone was inconsistent with the current use and 
the projected use of the area.  
 
Hsu asked if there were any agricultural uses, such as crop-growing, in the area.  
 
Ritchie replied that the zone was the closest fit among the zoning options, but no crop-
growing is occurring in the area. 
 
Hsu asked why they were not recommending the Open Space zone district. 
 
Ritchie replied that OS staff thought that the agricultural zone was a better fit at this 
time. Also, the Open Space zone was very restrictive to change and any future zoning 
changes from Open Space would require a vote from Louisville residents. 
 
Brauneis asked for additional questions of staff. Seeing none, he asked for 
commissioner comments. 
 
Hsu did not think that agriculture was a perfect fit but it made more sense than any 
other zone. Office space was a suitable use for the other area.  
 
Williams made a motion to approve Resolution 19, Series 2018. Roll call vote. All in 
favor. 
 
Davidson Highline Replat 2 – A request for a replat of Davidson Highline Replat 
subdivision, Lots 1A and 2A to adjust the lot boundaries of Lots 1A and 2A, 
vacate Tract Q, Takoda subdivision, and create Outlot A (Resolution No 2, Series 
2019). 

 Applicant: City of Louisville.  

 Case Manager: Lisa Ritchie, Senior Planner    

Williams disclosed that she lived near the block in question but confirmed that she could 
be fair.  
 
The application met all public notice requirements on December 23rd and December 
21st, 2018.  
 
Ritchie presented the proposal, one of the purposes of which was to create an outlot 
that the City could purchase from the property owner in accordance with the Regional 
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Trail Improvement Plan for the construction of an underpass. She noted that the 
property was privately owned, however the City of Louisville was the applicant and staff 
had the owner’s consent to conduct this application. The application included moving a 
lot line, creating an outlot, and creating a dedication for state highway 42. 
 
Staff recommends approval of Resolution 2, Series 2018 with the following condition:  
Concurrent with the recordation of the plat, deeds shall be recorded which reflect the 
revised legal description of each affected property. 
 
Moline asked if the highway reservation was part of the replat and why it did not have a 
label as a tract or something similar. 
 
Ritchie replied staff would make sure the new version had a label. 
 
Hsu made a motion to enter Sheet 2 into the record. Williams seconded. Voice vote. All 
in favor. 
 
Hsu asked if Outlot A was being created as part of the proposal. 
 
Ritchie replied that it was an outlot, not a lot, so it was not for development per se. It 
was an acceptable shape and location related to the subdivision ordinance. 
 
Zuccaro added that staff used outlots on other developments for drainage and were not 
measured against minimum lot widths, et cetera. 
 
Hsu asked why the creation of an outlot need the change in the lot line between lots 2A 
and 1A. 
 
Ritchie replied that they were unrelated requests, however the property owner and the 
City desired to set forth the intent to link up Kaylix Avenue should the property be sold 
or transferred. 
 
Brauneis asked why it the lot line not straight. 
 
Ritchie replied that the two parts of the avenue did not line up in a straight line. 
 
Moline asked if in a future situation Lot 1A would have to be modified for Kaylix Avenue 
development. 
 
Ritchie confirmed that it would have to be modified and the City would have to go 
through a right-of-way process. 
 
Hsu asked if it would be possible to do the subdivision as part of a PUD. 
 
Ritchie confirmed. 
 
Hsu asked Ritchie to explain more of staff’s reasoning for the modification criteria. He 
stated that he was concerned the staff report was stretching the definition of “physical 
circumstances or conditions” under modification criterion number one. Since the street 
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was not on the property, he did not think “peculiar to the specific property” applied, 
either. 
 
Williams asked if there was a condition requiring the future development of a street on 
the lot line.  
 
Zuccaro replied that there was no such condition related to this plat application. The 
City has had long-range plans to extend Kaylix Avenue and had approached the 
property owner to acquire the necessary right-of-way. The property owner supported 
those plans, but did not want to go through the right-of-way process at the moment. This 
replat was trying to make it easier in the future so no one will build where the City wants 
to put the future road, while also creating two lots that can be developed or sold.  
 
Ritchie added that the Comprehensive Plan addressed connecting the two parts of 
Kaylix Avenue.  
 
Zuccaro responded to Commissioner Hsu’s concern about modification criteria number 
one. He acknowledged that it was not black and white, but they considered the lot to be 
“unique” because the property was in the middle of two sides of a road that the City 
wanted to connect in the future. 
 
Hsu stated that having a right-of-way would not affect the future sale of the lot. The 
modification review criteria was pretty stringent and was only to be waived with a PUD.  
 
Zuccaro responded that another way to look at it was that the development had already 
taken place with the shed, which was “reasonable development.”   
 
Ritchie added that the phrase “reasonable development” could address future 
development, including the desired road. 
 
Brauneis asked for additional questions of staff. Seeing none, he asked for staff final 
statements. 
 
Ritchie reminded the commissioners that they could ask for further information and that 
staff recommended the proposal. 
 
Moline stated that he was in favor of both aspects of what the replat would let the City 
do: create a consistent street pattern for this portion of the town and create Outlot A, 
allowing the City to purchase the land to construct an underpass for the trail system in 
an area where there was a recent fatality. 
 
Brauneis asked Commissioners Williams and Hsu if their reservations stemmed from 
the outcome or the procedure. 
 
Williams and Hsu indicated that they were concerned with procedure. 
 
Hsu confirmed that his issues were procedural. He supported the underpass, but he 
was not convinced that criteria 1, 2, or 5 were satisfied. For criterion 5, he thought there 
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were other alternatives, for example tearing down the shed or going through a PUD 
process. 
 
Brauneis asked if Hsu had a different procedure in mind. 
 
Hsu responded that he had not considered the application with the PUD criteria in mind, 
but that the present application seemed to involve a lot of legal wrangling that might be 
unnecessary.  
 
Hoefner recommended that they add a note recommending that City Council waive the 
modification review criteria.  
 
Hsu replied that he did not think the Council could do that. 
 
Zuccaro added that the Council did have the authority but would have to pass an 
ordinance. He asked the Commission to consider what it meant to reasonably develop a 
property for criterion 2. Staff determined that it was not possible to reasonably develop 
the lot with both the shed and the road.  
 
Hoefner agreed and stated that he did not see the friction point, since staff, the property 
owner, and the Commission agreed with the application in substance and outcome, 
even if there was disagreement over procedure. 
 
Howe agreed and noted that the application was part of an effort to complete goals in 
the Comprehensive Plan and to build the underpass.  
 
Hsu stated that there were two workarounds already. They could not move the line in 
the current application since it does not affect the underpass or they could wait for a 
PUD. 
 
Williams agreed, stating that moving the lot line had nothing to do with the underpass. 
She understood that moving the lot line helped facilitate development, but the lot was 
developed as-is. She did not understand what the application was trying to solve right 
now other than the underpass. 
 
Zuccaro responded that it was a fair analysis and Council would have to make that 
judgement based on the Commissions’ recommendation.  
 
Williams stated that not changing the lot line did not change anything for the future. 
 
Brauneis responded that this was an opportunity to lay out the lot lines to make it easier 
in the future, since right now the property owner was amenable. 
 
Williams replied that for all the City knew one person could buy the whole lot in the 
future. 
 
Hoefner and Brauneis asked what the harm was in moving the line. 
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Hsu responded that they were stretching the law and he did not know what they were 
trying to achieve by doing that.  
 
Hoefner stated that the replat did meet the criteria and that Council could recognize in 
this instance that everyone was in agreement that moving the lot line made some 
sense, notwithstanding the criteria in the code.  
 
Williams asked what would happen if someone wanted to develop the shed on lot 1A. 
 
Zuccaro replied that shed would become a legally non-conforming structure. Under the 
code, you can further that kind of structure but you could not further the encroachment. 
 
Williams asked about the process for reviewing a non-conforming structure. 
 
Ritchie stated that it depended on the incoming request. It could be reviewed by the 
Commission or by staff depending on what the owner asked for. 
 
Williams asked if that made it a hardship for lot 1A. 
 
Hsu added that right now the shed could be expanded more. 
 
Brauneis pointed out that the owner had already agreed to the changes in the 
application. 
 
Hsu replied that this application could actually harm the reasonable development of the 
shed. 
 
Howe asked if Commissioner Hsu was suggesting resubmitting the proposal as a PUD. 
 
Hsu responded that he was suggesting to keep outlot A in the application and leave the 
lot line as-is. 
 
Howe asked what it would take to resubmit the application as a PUD. 
 
Ritchie replied that there was no development that would be associated with a PUD at 
this time. She added that the shed was likely constructed prior to the Design Standards 
adopted today, so the design itself would be problematic to develop without bringing it 
up to design standards. She noted that staff would have to confirm with the property 
owner with this request to relocate the lot line and staff would have to confirm that he 
was comfortable moving forward with the application without moving the lot line. 
 
Williams asked how much square footage Divine Canine would be losing off their lot. 
 
Brauneis clarified that the Commission should not think about the current business but 
instead think of it as the entire lot, since the same owner owns both lots. 
 
Williams asked for clarification on lot ownership. 
 
The other commissioners confirmed that it was the same owner for all the lots. 
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Brauneis noted that they could not do what they were proposing to do if the lot had 
more than one owner. He appreciated Commissioners Hsu and Williams for their desire 
to follow the rules, but he felt those rules were to protect people from harm, which in this 
case was not a concern.  
 
Ritchie responded to Commissioner William’s earlier question and stated that the lot 
sizes were swapping 33,968 square feet, not including Tract Q. Staff also recognized 
that not moving the lot line now put the City at a bit of a risk for development on Kaylix 
Avenue.  
 
Williams asked if the owner was aware of the lot-line change reason. 
 
Zuccaro and Ritchie replied that they were aware that it was to accommodate a future 
right-of-way. Public Works have had direct conversations with the owner, though he had 
not. 
 
Williams stated that there was no condition requiring the development of Kaylix Avenue 
in this application. If there was no such condition, the City may not be able to convince 
the owner for a right-of-way consideration through a future PUD process. 
 
Zuccaro replied that the reason the City was trying to move the lot line now was to set it 
up for good future development. To redevelop it now would require a replat anyway to 
avoid creating oddly shaped lots in a future right-of-way process. He recommended that 
the Commission vote on the proposal based on the criteria and he asked 
commissioners to articulate their reasons for supporting or not supporting the criteria.  
 
Hsu asked if the lot line could be moved anywhere west of where it is. 
 
Zuccaro replied that the lot line was the property owner’s preferred placement.  
 
Ritchie added that there could be a modification on the west side. 
 
Hsu stated that he was pretty convinced that at least one of the criteria was not met. 
 
Williams stated that she would feel more comfortable if the proposal came forward from 
the property owner instead of the City or if there were confirmation of support from the 
property owner in writing.  
 
Moline and Brauneis pointed out that the owner signed the application. 
 
Williams stated that she was unconvinced by the signature. 
 
Ritchie added that the property owner would also have to sign the plat.  
 
Zuccaro stated that one possible reason for the property owner to support this could be 
that it made it easier to sell or develop one lot without having to deal with the right-of-
way. He acknowledged that he could not speak for the applicant, but he imagined that 
there could be a logic of convenience.  
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Brauneis added that the application also grandfathered in the shed. 
 
Hoefner addressed criteria 1, 2, and 5. He noted that for criterion 1, the road and the lot 
line did not match and that was a unique physical circumstance. For criterion 2, straight 
roads were important for public safety. Finally, for criterion 5, he noted that the language 
did not say no alternatives, it said no reasonable alternatives, and in this case it was 
much more reasonable to move a line on a piece of paper than to move the road to the 
line.  
 
Brauneis agreed with Hoefner’s assessment. 
 
Ritchie responded to Commissioner Hsu’s earlier question, stating that there was 
another shed further to the west of the proposed property line. 
 
Moline appreciated the perspective from staff about taking the opportunity to work with 
an amenable property owner to make a huge improvement to trail infrastructure. 
 
Hsu asked what the process would be if the City extended the right-of-way right now. 
 
Zuccaro replied that there were a number of scenarios. It would be difficult to extend the 
road without a request for redevelopment. The City would have to negotiate to purchase 
the right-of-way. He could not imagine a scenario where they would not be applying to 
replat, anyway, since the right-of-way process would create a remnant lot. 
 
Howe stated that the proposal had benefits as part of the Commission’s goals for land 
use in the city and that the Comprehensive Plan supported it, as well. 
 
Brauneis noted that the benefits were significant. Not doing this now, the City ran the 
risk of the lot getting sold off to someone else who was not amenable to the City’s plan.  
 
Hsu stated that regarding criterion 1 that he was not convinced that having a road 
somewhere outside the property met criterion 1. He agreed that there were benefits to 
the application, but the benefits were not part of his evaluation of the criteria. Making it 
easier for the property owner to sell property was not a reason to approve the 
application. He thought moving the lot line somewhere else was a reasonable 
alternative option.  
 
Brauneis stated that if the proposal set off alarm bells or red flags, he would be 
concerned. He appreciated Commissioner Hsu’s attention to procedure. 
 
Williams stated that process was important to her. She did not think the criteria were 
met and she would have preferred to have the property owner present the proposal. 
She also did not think that the lot line had anything to do with the underpass. She felt 
that criterion 1 was absolutely not met, which negated the other criteria.  
 
Moline noted a property created in 1990 well before the street was laid out and the lots 
were laid out around it. He wondered if there was some reasonableness that the City 
should accommodate the property owner’s request to update the lot lines to be more in 
step with what is around it. 
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Brauneis stated that there was one place where the lot line needed to be and the 
application had it.  
 
Hoefner moved to approve Resolution 2, Series 2019. Howe seconded. Roll call vote. 
Four in favor. Commissioners Hsu and Williams voted nay. 
 

COMMISSIONER COMMENTS 
Howe asked if it was appropriate for the Planning Commission to discuss long-term lot 
vacancies, which came up in the marijuana ordinance issue last meeting. 
 
Zuccaro replied that one of the roles of the Planning Commission was to make 
comments on the Comprehensive Plan that dealt with future land use. Within that 
context, the City refreshes its Comprehensive Plan policy every 10 years. There could 
be more frequent discussions about land use changes and policy implications in a study 
session, for example.  
 
Brauneis stated that it could be a proactive discussion about vacancies. 
 
Hoefner added that he thought a study session made sense, where recommendations 
did not have to be necessary.  
 
Hsu stated that it might be nice to organize the sessions around specific topics, like 
parking or affordable housing. 
 
Zuccaro suggested bringing a general work plan discussion for 2019 on a future 
agenda. Staff could provide background information and analysis and the Commission 
could recommend policy changes at the end of those discussions if the commissioners 
wanted.  
 
Hsu asked if the Commission would be commenting on budget issues for the City 
Council. 
 
Zuccaro replied that the Council just adopted a budget for 2019 and 2020. The capital 
plan could be an opportunity to address budget issues. He stated that the City has a 6-
year capital plan that may come up again in 2020.  

 
STAFF COMMENTS 

Open Government & Ethics Pamphlet – 2019 Edition 
Zuccaro noted that the pamphlet was included the staff packet.   
 
Public Notice Posting Locations (Resolution No 3, Series 2019) 
State law requires that each year every municipal board or commission establish the 
location(s) where the notice of their public meetings will be posted. It is required the 
location be established at that body’s first regular meeting of the year.  
 
Staff recommends the following official locations for posting of Planning Commission 
agendas as follows: 
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 City Hall, 749 Main Street 

 Library, 951 Spruce Street 

 Recreation/Senior Center, 900 Via Appia 

 Police Department/Municipal Court, 992 Via Appia 

 City Web Site: www.LouisvilleCO.gov 

 
Staff proposed to continue the item to February with a copy of the resolution to be 
included the staff packet.  
 
Brauneis recommended that commissioners be more proactive in notifying staff if they 
were going to make it to the meetings or not.  
 
2019 Meeting dates 
Regular meetings are held at 6:30 p.m. on the 2nd Thursday of every month in the 2nd 
floor of City Hall, City Council Chambers. As needed, overflow meetings will be held at 
6:30 p.m. on the 4th Thursday of every month. The 3rd Thursday of each month should 
be held for Study Sessions, as needed. Exceptions to these dates are in November and 
December. 

 
ITEMS TENTATIVELY SCHEDULED FOR THE MEETING ON FEBRUARY 14TH, 2019 

 Ascent Church Final PUD and St Louis Parish and Commercial Park Final Plat 

  
Adjourn: 
Howe made motion to adjourn. Hoefner seconded. Brauneis adjourned meeting at 9:33 
PM.  
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The City Clerk’s Office is collecting feedback to improve our customer service.   
Please let us know how we are doing by completing this short survey!
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View this email in your browser

URGENT
ONE OF THE MOST SIGNIFICANT

DEVELOPMENTS PROPOSED FOR HISTORIC
DOWNTOWN.

The City Council will be hearing a proposal next week for a new 3-Story
(37,171 SF) Commercial Building for Historic Downtown Louisville.  

YOUR INPUT NEEDED!
This is a resend of the prior email with the correct flyer attached.  Sorry for the second
email.  

The Louisville City Council will consider a development proposal for a new 3-story in
historical downtown Louisville on Tuesday, March 20.  YOUR COMMENTS ARE
IMPORTANT!  ATTEND THE MEETING OR EMAIL THE ENTIRE CITY COUNCIL to give
your opinion on how this development will fit the downtown area.  A flyer with more
information below.  

To download flyer (correct flyer):   Flyer Terraces On Main 

Also the following are useful links:

Email the City Council:  CityCouncil@LouisvilleCO.gov

See the full development proposal:  CLICK HERE

The Public hearing is schedule for 7:00 PM Tuesday, March 20th
in City Hall.

Subscribe Past Issues Translate
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I am writing in regard to the proposed Boulder Creek Neighborhoods on Main St. As a member of the DBA and devoted resident 
of Historic Downtown Louisville, I am in full support of the proposal. A failure to foster growth, innovation, and job creation in our 
community would be a huge detriment to all Louisville citizens. The Planning Commission has a duty to uphold the best interests
of the community, and there is no doubt that halting business development and progress in Historic Downtown is in direct 
opposition to this charter.

Surrounding cities such as Lafayette, Erie, and Longmont are competing to attract businesses, citizens, and a prized reputation.
In many instances, such as Retail, these communities have began to outcompete Louisville. If this continues, Louisville’s 
reputation, vibrancy, and character are at stake.

I am 28 years old and have owned property in Old Town for 2 years. I intend to be here for many more decades, and have faith 
that the unique buzz of our community will only grow over time. However, the prejudice against change and progress must stop. 
I urge you to make the right decision and support, not only the Boulder Creek neighborhoods PUD proposal, but all future 
commerce and development in Old Town.
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Scale it down! Geez! What is with the commission? The fact that the design is this far 
along tells me the writing's on the wall and it's a done deal. It's completely ridiculous 
that it's even gotten this far.  

How about you say no and don't suck up to whomever is trying to persuade you to say 
yes to this deal. Just say no!  

We have got to stop trying to make Louisville like every other town. Louisville is losing 
its charm due to construction ideas/projects like this that don't even begin to fit our 
homey downtown image. Delo's "Monopoly-like" homes detract even further. Don't blast 
me with a NIMBY response; that's not what this is about. I'm all for growth when it's 
planned well and fits with the character of the town and this project does NOT fit with 
Louisville's character, IMHO. If we say yes to this design, it'll be a snowball effect.  

Please say no. Do not succumb to peer pressure; we do not need a building of this 
height in downtown. Please think this through and say no to this ridiculous project. 

Thank you.

Jules Marie
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I am in support of the proposed building by Boulder Creek Neighborhoods. The 3rd story 
setback keeps the old feel, and if their parking is as promised, will not adversely affect 
the neighborhood too much. Yes, there will be a bit more traffic. I do believe the 
employees will shop/eat/be a benefit. As a person who goes to downtown Louisville 
frequently, I agree with all the bullet points below: 
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Michael B. Menaker 
1827 W. Choke Cherry Drive 
Louisville, Colorado 80027 

303.665.9811
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Map and Directions
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Please look to our website for up to date stock quotes: 
http://www.trailheadwm.com/marketwatch.cfm

395



396



397



398



399



400



401



402



403



404



405



406



407



408



409



410



411



412



413



414



City Council
March 20, 2018 

Addendum #1 
Public Comments 
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I am writing in regard to the proposed Boulder Creek Neighborhoods on Main St. As a member of the DBA and devoted resident 
of Historic Downtown Louisville, I am in full support of the proposal. A failure to foster growth, innovation, and job creation in our 
community would be a huge detriment to all Louisville citizens. The Planning Commission has a duty to uphold the best interests
of the community, and there is no doubt that halting business development and progress in Historic Downtown is in direct 
opposition to this charter.

Surrounding cities such as Lafayette, Erie, and Longmont are competing to attract businesses, citizens, and a prized reputation.
In many instances, such as Retail, these communities have began to outcompete Louisville. If this continues, Louisville’s 
reputation, vibrancy, and character are at stake.

I am 28 years old and have owned property in Old Town for 2 years. I intend to be here for many more decades, and have faith 
that the unique buzz of our community will only grow over time. However, the prejudice against change and progress must stop. 
I urge you to make the right decision and support, not only the Boulder Creek neighborhoods PUD proposal, but all future 
commerce and development in Old Town.
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Scale it down! Geez! What is with the commission? The fact that the design is this far 
along tells me the writing's on the wall and it's a done deal. It's completely ridiculous 
that it's even gotten this far.  

How about you say no and don't suck up to whomever is trying to persuade you to say 
yes to this deal. Just say no!  

We have got to stop trying to make Louisville like every other town. Louisville is losing 
its charm due to construction ideas/projects like this that don't even begin to fit our 
homey downtown image. Delo's "Monopoly-like" homes detract even further. Don't blast 
me with a NIMBY response; that's not what this is about. I'm all for growth when it's 
planned well and fits with the character of the town and this project does NOT fit with 
Louisville's character, IMHO. If we say yes to this design, it'll be a snowball effect.

Please say no. Do not succumb to peer pressure; we do not need a building of this 
height in downtown. Please think this through and say no to this ridiculous project. 

Thank you.

Jules Marie
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I am in support of the proposed building by Boulder Creek Neighborhoods. The 3rd story 
setback keeps the old feel, and if their parking is as promised, will not adversely affect 
the neighborhood too much. Yes, there will be a bit more traffic. I do believe the 
employees will shop/eat/be a benefit. As a person who goes to downtown Louisville 
frequently, I agree with all the bullet points below: 
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Marion Antonellis, Broker Associate

Right-click here to download pictures.  To help protect your privacy, Outlook prevented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.

Right-click here to download pictures.  To help p ro tect your privacy, Outlook prevented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.

525



1
526



1

DNS Error: 9080601 DNS type 'mx' lookup of louisville.gov responded with code NXDOMAIN 
Domain name not found: louisville.gov
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The proposed "Terraces on Main" is NOT compatible with the location in scale or mass! It exceeds the
appropriate building height and DETRACTS from downtown's historic character. Please do not give allowances
for this project. We enjoy going to the Huckleberry and will NOT go downtown if this project is given
approval. Our quality of life has been harmed by the alarming rate of development. Please STOP!
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Dear Louisville City Council

Please do not approve the proposed 3 story “terrace” structure on Main Street. We’ve reviewed the information and
the proposal does not fit downtown Louisville nor appear to remotely meet city code requirements. We’re so very sorry
to see a proposal like this even moving forward to city council. Aren’t these obviously incongruent proposals supposed
to be stopped at the Planning Dept or in Planning Board meetings? We need to pick up our game. Louisville is such a
special place. Have city council members seen bumper stickers in Lafayette saying “Don’t Louisville our Lafayette” or
something to that effect? Point is development is inevitable but let’s be collaborative and community minded about it.
Let’s keep Louisville special.
Thank you for your hard work and considering our comments.
James and Danielle Butler
Louisville CO resident.

Sent from my iPhone
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Hello
Please convey my thoughts to the city council.
The proposed new 3 storey building on main street seems clearly incongruous with the feel of downtown Louisville.
Significantly larger than surrounding buildings, it would break the architectural harmony of the town center and
potentially serve as a wedge for future, similar developments.
Should the project go ahead it should do so on the basis of “net zero” parking costs to Louisville, either through a
requirement for the developer to build adequate parking or to annually indemnify the city for any costs associated with
this parking impact.
Thank you

=======

This E mail contains legally privileged and confidential information intended only for the individual or entity named in
the message. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, or the agent responsible to deliver it to the
intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any review, dissemination, distribution or copying of this
communication is prohibited. If this communication was received in error, please notify us by reply E mail and delete the
original message.

===========================
Dr. Brian A. Catlos
890 S. Palisade Ct.
Louisville CO
80027 USA

tel.: 303 926 4359
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This 3 story structure would significantly change the feel, appearance, and appeal of old downtown Louisville. The
small town ambiance is hard to find and is to be treasured. With larger and more commercialized areas like Boulder and
Denver so close, we need to preserve our unique setting. It would also defeat the purpose of taxes paid to maintain the
historic nature of our town.
Sincerely, Mailand Edlin
766 West Fir Court
Louisville, CO 80027

Sent from my iPhone
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In my opinion, this proposed building is too tall and out of scale with the other buildings. Please vote “no” on this
proposed plan. Thank you.
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I don't think the building fits the old charm feel of downtown Louisville.There is already a parking problem and many
Customers avoid the area already A building like this should go down on 42 or out on McCaslin Thanks for listening Ann
Ford

Sent from my iPhone
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To Whom It May Concern:

The small town Louisville feel should NOT be ruined by a three story building. Please keep our great town great!

Richard and Valerie Foster
234 Jackson Circle
Louisville CO 80027
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Louisville City Council Members

I am writing regarding the Terraces on Main project. I plan on being at the meeting on Tuesday because the success of
this project is very important to the success of my business.

I have spoken to many of my friends and neighbors who are busy, active parents who love and utilize our downtown
area. They are all very excited about the prospect of a new building providing retail, restaurant, and new parking to
downtown. When I ask them if they can come to support the project, the overwhelming answer is “I would like to but I
am busy”. Not many of them understand the threat that the members of the CAC pose to this project. The CAC
members have made it their mission to disrupt anything progressive or positive in this community. I am making my
voice heard because my business, and income depend on a Louisville that thrives instead of one that stays dormant.

I obviously am in favor of this project. I agree with the vision and the philosophy that Boulder Creek Builders, and David
Sinkey have presented with this project. I believe that if we don’t keep moving forward with the times, that our town
will not sustain itself. I am not looking for quantity of growth, but quality. I believe that it is imperative that we have
more retail in downtown, more walking traffic, more small businesses that are successful and thriving, instead of fighting
and struggling month to month to keep their doors open. I know it is of the perception that downtown business are
doing well, and that “everything is fine”. I am here to tell you that without more growth and retail in historic downtown,
my business will not last as long as the four years I have left on my lease.

The Terraces on Main project helps me achieve my business goals. Currently, Boulder creek builders takes up 4 first floor
downtown prime spaces that could turn over to be retail or restaurant spaces. I am strongly in favor of this. I am all for
getting office (accounting, law firms, mortgage companies, architecture firms, building companies) and service industry
(therapists, wellness, massage) on the second floor.

The CAC is arguing right now that the parking spaces that will be added are in deficits of what will support the building. I
have done the math and spoken to the project managers for the Terraces on Main and know that this is not an accurate
statement. Please allow me to be clear, I have never had a customer call me, or mention in my store that parking was
difficult for them (with the exception of Street Faire). By adding parking spaces underneath the ToM project, those cars
(that will now park there) are going to be taken off the street parking, freeing up even more parking for my customers,
and the future customers that will be utilizing the new retail spaces.

I applaud the job that BCB did on this project, and commend them for adding the parking element. They are spending
money to invest in our town when the City itself wouldn’t do so. I urge City Council to pass this project and invest in
Historic Downtown Louisville.

Best,
Tracy Hobbs
Owner Eleanor and Hobbs 901 Front Street #100 Historic Downtown Louisville Colorado 80027

Chris, Jack and Ben Hobbs
2157 Wagon Way, Louisville CO 80027
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Dear Mayor Muckle and members of Council, I request that you deny Resolution No. 17, regarding the project
to redevelop 712 & 722 Main St. While the existing buildings at those addresses are not architecturally or
historically significant, the proposed replacement would be very detrimental to the character of our historic
downtown. The mass, scale and bulk of the proposed new buildings would tower over the historic structures
on either side and destroy the character of the block, and the design shows little respect for the historic
nature of our downtown. The intersection of Pine & Main is probably the most significant intersection
downtown, and these new structures would loom over it and have a severe visual detrimental effect.

Many Louisville citizens and business owners have struggled for years to help maintain the historic character
of the downtown area, which is widely recognized and acclaimed. Only a few months ago, the voters in
Louisville extended the Historic Preservation Tax by a wide majority, again illustrating the importance to the
populace of our historic character. Our historic downtown is important both economically and for the quality
of life of our citizens. Approval of this project would disregard our citizens' desires, and a set a precedent for
future inappropriate development on Main Street. People visit our downtown to enjoy the historic ambiance,
and if Main Street filled with the soulless, boxlike structures that have been inflicted on much of downtown
Boulder along Canyon and Walnut, Louisville's unique downtown character and its draw will be lost.

Thank you for your careful consideration of this important issue.

Mike Koertje
887 Welsh Ct.
Louisville, CO
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City Council:

I read a flyer from the citizens' action council about the development you are considering on main street.

This e mail is to express my concern about the parking shortfall described in the flyer. The CAC asks "who should absorb
the $1.75 million needed for parking?" I think the developer should pay to provide parking or reduce the parking impact
of the project.

Can the city require a developer to provide ecopasses, carpool incentives, or electric car/bike charging? I would love to
see the vision for our downtown move in the direction of becoming more pedestrian and bicycle friendly, not less. If this
means scaling back the size of this project, I would be in favor of that.

Thanks,
Tamar

691 West street.

Thanks to the CAC for bringing this to my attention!
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Hello,

I am writing in support of agenda items A, B and C on the March, 2018 agenda.

Terraces on Main is a great reuse of the outdated structures at 712 and 722 Main Street. The return of the ground floor
to retail use and the additional parking are very positive for the downtown environment. The third floor seems far
enough from Main Street to be unobtrusive and will provide excellent office space for years to come.

Clementine Commons appears to be a good use of the land on East Street. I do have a concern about the increased
traffic on East Street, which is not very wide, and also at the intersection at Pine Street and East Street. Perhaps the city
can find a way to keep that intersection moving more freely in the future.

The GAIA rezoning seems more like a technical fix than a controversial Special Review Use, but also shows that the city is
supportive of local business.

Thank you,

Michael Kranzdorf
Amterre Property Group LLC
1100 1140 Pine Street
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Dear Louisville City Council,

I have lived in downtown Louisville with my family for 13 years. I have also owned a retail store on Main St called Bella
Frida. I would like to share that in my opinion the 3rd story of the proposed building should NOT be approved. My
reasoning is both the shortfall of parking it creates as well as the aesthetics of a 3 story building. When I had my
business on Main St., parking was already an issue in downtown Louisville that many customers complained about.
Adding a building that creates a shortfall of 70 spaces is ridiculous and clearly not in the best interest of the customers
who wish to frequent the downtown area. I also feel that the aesthetics of a 3 story building does not fit in with the
character of downtown. 908 Main sticks out like a sore thumb and I hope the city won’t make the same mistake again by
approving such a tall building. The design of the newly proposed building does help with the 3rd story setback but it
ultimately is a 3rd story. I feel strongly that we need to keep downtown to a 2nd story limit or we are at great risk of
losing the character of this charming town.

Thank you,
Laura Lambrecht
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Attached find my comments on the Terrace on Main PUD.

John Leary
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The Design Handbook for Downtown Louisville, Colorado (Handbook) 

Downtown Louisville Framework Plan (Framework Plan), 

especially with those structures that are immediately 
adjacent to a project." 
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This criterion is not met
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Mr. Leary

Sam Light and I have discussed and I understand it is okay to read e mails as long as they get included in the
record. I will change my standard e mail to avoid the misunderstanding it may have caused. The primary intent
of my standard e mail is to just let the sender know that I can’t discuss the matter outside the hearing and
that the e mail is being passed on to staff to include in the hearing record. More generally, Sam advises that
staff will be posting a supplemental packet with communications received after the packet was released.

Thank you.
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: Jay Keany
Sent: Monday, March 19, 2018 7:38 AM
To: John Leary
Cc: City Council; Rob Zuccaro; Sam Light; Meredyth Muth; Heather Balser
Subject: Re: Fwd: Terrace on Main PUD Comments
Mr. Leary,

Thank you for your email. I appreciate your request for clarification. If I've misinterpreted the law, I would
certainly like to know.

Jay Keany
Ward 1 Council Person
720 280 4805

On Mar 19, 2018 7:33 AM, John Leary wrote:
Members of the City Council,

The forwarded email either reflects a change in the Council’s decades long practice for dealing with written
comments for quasi judicial hearings, or it reflects the a decision by a single Council member to not abide by
these procedures. In any case it is a major issue.

552



2

Simply put, the current procedure is for written communications received after the agenda and packet for a
meeting have been published, to be read by Council and put into the public record of the meeting. The key is
making these communications part of the record of decision. As recently as your last study session you
indirectly reaffirmed this procedure by discussing the possibility setting a deadline for receiving written
comments. (Having a deadline would only make sense if the packet is made public earlier than the Friday
before your Council meeting).

Now the suggestion is, that for legal reasons, you cannot read these comments until after they have been put
into the public record. This new approach would mean, especially when you receive large numbers of
comments, you would either have to set time aside for the Council to read all of these comments or continue
your hearing until another date to give members an opportunity to read and contemplate the comments.
Another option would be to waive the 3 minute rule and allow the public to read their written comments into
the public record.

I could go on and on about options to deal with this issue, but it would be senseless, as I think we all know
Council members Keany’s position is a simple misunderstanding of the role a public record has in your decision
process.

Council member Keany’s email to citizens has, as you can imagine, has confused and frustrated members of
the public. The matter needs to be cleaned up immediately, it has both procedural and legal implications.
Members of the Council, who have not considered all of the evidence before the Council, should be allowed to
participate in deliberations or vote on the matter before you.

Thanks,

John Leary

Begin forwarded message:

From: Jay Keany <jayk@louisvilleco.gov>
Subject: Re: Terrace on Main PUD Comments
Date: March 18, 2018 at 6:46:35 AMMDT
To: John Leary <johntleary@comcast.net>
Cc: Rob Zuccaro <rzuccaro@louisvilleco.gov>, Meredyth Muth <meredythm@louisvilleco.gov>

Thank you for your email, which I have not read. This is a quasi judicial hearing, and the council is only allowed
to consider evidence presented in the hearing, and/or a part of the official meeting packet. I am cc'ing the
planning department and city clerk, so your email may be considered as a part of the public hearing.

Jay Keany
Ward 1 Council Person
720 280 4805

On Mar 17, 2018 2:24 PM, John Leary <johntleary@comcast.net> wrote:
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Attached find my comments on the Terrace on Main PUD.

John Leary
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Louisville, At Home in a Small Town". 
Money Magazine Louisville, Best Place to Live in America

Money Magazine
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I am apposed to this monstrosity.
Holly Leroux
753 W Birch Ct Louisville co 80027

Sent from my iPhone
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I just read through the flyer concerning the proposed 3 story building. When I first read about this I thought I understood
it would blend into Main Street. It will only blend in when you demolish all the rest of downtown and rebuild for a brand
new look. Much like the residential areas of Old Town Louisville. I don’t like the “look” of the new building. Maybe
without the 3rd floor and some true historic details. I’m sure the Historical Society and the Library have information. And
then there’s the parking issue. People dislike our wonderful Street Faire, due in large part to parking. These same people
dislike noise of any kind as well. Please really think through what it is you’re approving
Sincerely Karen Lian of Old Town
Sent from Mail for Windows 10
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de minimis.

de facto
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in situ.
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ex parte

de minimis.

de facto
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Good Afternoon,

I have reviewed the plans for the proposed building on main street and wanted to submit my comments. Looking at the
architectural drawings online I believe the building will be a great addition to main street. It is much more aesthetically
pleasing than the current building and the unique use of staggered second and third stories maintains the basic height
on the main street side while allowing for a multi use building.

I think is important to keep downtown vital and create spaces for new businesses in Louisville as many main street areas
around the country are suffering as they try to compete with more “convenient” shopping centers and shopping malls.
This proposed building will allow the current business to remain & expand (supplying workers to patronize downtown
businesses) while switching the main street frontage to retail & restaurant space that will hopefully bring great new
businesses to downtown.

Our family lives walking distance to downtown and try to patronize local businesses as much as possible and we usually
bike or walk but when we do drive we never have trouble finding parking. I have heard concerns that this will cause
parking problems but it seems to me that the businesses in the building are staggered between day & night and so won’t
use much more of the downtown areas parking which seems quite plentiful.

Thank you for accepting my comments & thank you for your hard work representing our city.

Hilary Raftovich
1460 Wilson Place
Louisville, CO 80027
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Lynn R. Tidd, MSC, MFCT

Registered Psychotherapist

Relationships, Families, Individuals, Child & Adolescent Therapy
720-238-1645
lynntidd55@gmail.com

"Maybe this was meant to happen, this discovery of cracks where now a different, new light can shine through."  Nima 
Lane

  RECONNECT   
 REAFFIRM
REALIZE
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Hi.
Just writing a comment on new potential construction between huckleberry and book cellar.
This new building will NOT fit the area.
It will NOT fit height, or size of the buildings adjacent or close to the building. If there was no 3rd story, and 2 nd story
was set back, that would be more appropriate to scale.
Also, Parking will not be improved, since staff working in the building will be occupying many of the spaces.
As a long term resident I beseech you to NOT allow this structure to tarnish our beautiful Main Street.
Thanks

Sent from my iPad
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Dear Council Members: 

I am writing to voice absolute opposition to the proposed three-story building on Main Street. 

The design's overall character does not fit the historic area because it is the contemporary urban look you 
would find in hundreds of other new developments in larger cities, including parts of Boulder. It would 
push downtown into a less special, unmemorable direction. The large amount of glass and rectangular 
repetition have no relationship to the area. This new urban design simply is out of character. 

Secondly, the height has no relationship to the small buildings on either side of it. Terraces only help if 
you stand immediately in front of the building. If you are down the block, you see it is plainly out of scale. 
The three-story terrace at 908 Main does not fit here either and should not be a precedent. The downtown 
absorbed one of these mistakes but another will be too much for the historic character. It will be like all 
the apartment buildings that broke up and ruined Capitol Hill in Denver--a well known failure of city 
planners. Don't join them! 

The third floor here serves the owner's purpose of an office view while permanently marring everyone 
else's sense of place. The development should be limited to two-stories with a design that takes 
architectural cues from its surroundings--the fact that it doesn't already is quite offensive. 

Robert Tully 
Artist, 25-year resident 
733 McKinley Ave. 
Louisville CO 80027  
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City Council – Public Hearing
March 19, 2019

Terraces on Main
PUD, Plat & SRU

Resolution No. 9, Series 2019
A request for a Final PUD to allow for a 22,020 square foot 
redevelopment with 5,802 square foot parking garage on two 
lots totaling 14,114 square feet zoned CC; a Final Plat to 
vacate the lot line between Lots 8 and 9, Town of Louisville; 
and a SRU to allow for a parking garage and outdoor sales for 
retail goods and eating and drinking establishments

Public Notice Certification –
• Published in the Boulder Daily Camera – February 3, 2019
• Posted in City Hall, Public Library, Recreation Center, and the 

Courts and Police Building, and mailed to surrounding property 
owners – February 1, 2019

1

Terraces on Main

2

712 & 722 Main St.
Current Location of Boulder Creek Neighborhoods
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Terraces on Main

3

Terraces on Main

4

Zoned Community Commercial (CC)
2 Lots / 14,114 square feet
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Terraces on Main

5

PUD Plat

SRU

Terraces on Main

6

Proposal
• 22,020 sq. ft. commercial building
• 5,802 sq. ft. parking garage
• 1 and 2-story facades on Main Street
• Overall height of 45’, limited 3rd story
• Designed for retail/commercial on ground floor and office 

on second floor
• SRU for parking garage and outdoor sales for retail goods  

and eating and drinking establishments
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Terraces on Main

7

2018 Proposal Current Proposal
26,150 sq. ft. total floor area 22,020 sq. ft. total floor area

6,669 sq. ft. third story 1,102 sq. ft. third story

11,738 sq. ft. parking garage 5,802 sq. ft. parking garage

FAR 1.87 FAR 1.58

31 parking spaces provided 18 parking spaces provided

0 parking spaces as fee in lieu 5 parking spaces as fee in lieu

Terraces on Main

8

2018 Proposal 

Current Proposal
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Terraces on Main

9

2018 Proposal 

Current Proposal

Terraces on Main

10

2018 Proposal 

Current Proposal
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Terraces on Main

11

2018 Proposal 

Current Proposal

Terraces on Main

12

Parking Requirements
• Requirement of 23 spaces
• 18 Parking Spaces Provided
• 5 spaces (estimated) as fee in lieu paid 

to Downtown Parking Fund
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Terraces on Main

13

Purpose of Downtown Parking Program
• Provides adequate parking without 

excess supply
• Provide consolidated parking, enabling 

better site design
• Enhances the unique small-town 

character of downtown
• Enhances the mixed use, pedestrian 

oriented character of downtown
City Downtown Parking Investments
• Owns 311 public off-street parking spots 

– 209 of these acquired or developed 
since 2015 

• Leases 49 off-street parking after 5 pm
• Maintains 448 on-street parking spaces 

in commercial core of Downtown and 
DELO

Terraces on Main

14
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Terraces on Main

15

Downtown Design Handbook
• Located in Core Area of Downtown
• New Building Must Relate to Traditional 

Context of Development in Downtown
• Design Handbook – Standards and 

Guidelines
 Urban Design 
 Site Design
 Building Mass, Scale and Form
 Architectural Elements and Details

Terraces on Main

16

• 1 and 2 stories at Main St.
• Rectangular form
• Flat roof
• Retail on the main level
• Visual interest along the street
• Change in colors and materials
• Significant window glazing
• Recessed entries
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Terraces on Main

17

Terraces on Main

18

Rear Setback Waiver Request
• LMC Sec. 17.28.110: “waiver is warranted by the design and 

amenities incorporated in the development plan….”
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Terraces on Main

19

Rear Setback Waiver Request
• LMC Sec. 17.28.110: “waiver is warranted by the design and 

amenities incorporated in the development plan….”

Terraces on Main

20

Building Height 
• LMC, Design Handbook, and Framework Plan allow up to 3 

stories and 45’
• Maximum of 50% of building footprint.
• Downtown should predominantly be 1-2 story, with some 3 

story allowed. 
• 3rd story should be setback and subordinate.
• Buildings should appear no more than 2 stories as viewed 

from across the street. 
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Terraces on Main

21

Terraces on Main

22
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Terraces on Main

23

Terraces on Main

24

PUD Criteria Compliance

LMC Sec. 17.28.120(A) and (B) – 28 Criteria
• Staff finds the project meets all applicable criteria as 

outlined in staff report appendix.  
• Staff finds that the requested rear setback waiver is 

justified - loading, service and parking areas are 
adequately provided while enhancing the architectural 
design with balconies and stairwell enclosure elements.  

• Staff finds  the project is consistent with Downtown 
Design Handbook, Downtown Framework Plan and 
Comprehensive Plan.
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Terraces on Main

25

SRU Criteria Compliance

Terraces on Main

26

SRU Criteria Compliance
LMC Sec. 17.40.100
1. Comp Plan:  Outdoor seating contributes to a “healthy & vibrant” 

Downtown. Garage parking facilitates all parking needs being 
met on site and with alley loaded access.

2. Economic Compatibility with Surrounding Character:  
Project replaces ground floor office space with retail building 
design. Outdoor eating compatible with other restaurants that 
offer outdoor seating on site and in the Main St. patios.

3. Internal Efficiency:  All parking needs met with onsite and fee in 
lieu. Increased walkway on Main St.  Drainage, sewer and water 
facilities.

4. External Effects:  Limitation on outside patio use (closes at 12 
am & no amplified music). No nearby residences.  No light spill.

5. Pedestrian Circulation:  Increased sidewalk width adjacent to 
the building.
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Terraces on Main

27

Subdivision Plat Criteria Compliance

Terraces on Main

28

Subdivision Plat Criteria Compliance
LMC Sec. 16.12.075
• Plat conforms to City requirements and is consistent with 

Comprehensive Plan
• Lot meets design standards
• Water, sewer, drainage, access provided
• Utilities to the building will be buried
• Overhead utility line serving private property relocated
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Historic Preservation Commission Review – 12/17/ 2018
• Recommend Approval with No Conditions

Planning Commission Review – 01/10/2019
• Recommend Approval with No Conditions

29

Terraces on Main

Staff Recommends Approval of Resolution No. 9, Series 
2019

A resolution approving the Terraces on Main PUD to allow for a 
22,020 square foot redevelopment with 5,802 square foot parking 
garage on two lots totaling 14,114 square feet zoned CC; a Final Plat 
to vacate the lot line between Lots 8 and 9, Town of Louisville; and a 
SRU to allow for a parking garage and outdoor sales for retail goods 
and eating and drinking establishments

30

Terraces on Main
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 

 

CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
AGENDA ITEM 8Aii 

SUBJECT: RESOLUTION NO. 10, SERIES 2019 – A RESOLUTION 
APPROVING THE PROPERTY TAX INCREMENT REBATE 
AGREEMENT WITH 712 MAIN LLC AND 722 MAIN LLC 
PURSUANT TO THE INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT 
BETWEEN THE LOUISVILLE REVITALIZATION COMMISSION 
AND THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE 

 
DATE:  MARCH 19, 2019 
 
PRESENTED BY: AARON M. DEJONG, ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
 
 
SUMMARY: 
Terraces on Main Street is an office and retail redevelopment project proposed by 
Boulder Creek Neighborhoods at 712-722 Main Street in downtown Louisville.  The 
redevelopment consists of a new 22,020 sf office and retail building with 18 parking 
stalls.  Boulder Creek Neighborhoods is requesting a 90% rebate of the expected 
increase in property taxes generated by the redevelopment. 
 
The Louisville Revitalization Commission (LRC) approved the attached TIF Rebate 
Agreement with 712 Main LLC and 722 Main LLC at their March 11, 2019 meeting. The 
agreement must also be approved by the Louisville City Council in accordance with the 
Amended and Restated Cooperation Agreement last approved on November 17, 2015. 
 
BACKGROUND: 
Boulder Creek Neighborhoods has submitted Planned Unit Development (PUD) plans to 
the City to redevelop 712-722 Main Street into a 2-3 story, 22,020 office and retail 
building with 18 off-street parking stalls.  The properties currently have two single-story 
buildings totaling 7,558 sf which have been converted to office space for Boulder Creek 
Neighborhoods.  The first floor is designed to accommodate retail and service-retail 
uses. 
  
Boulder Creek submitted plans to the City for a larger project in 2018 that included a 
larger third story and additional parking along the alley.  City Council requested the 
project be resubmitted with changes. Boulder Creek in response has provided the 
resubmitted plans currently proceeding through the development process.  
 
The assistance requested from the LRC, the City’s Urban Renewal Authority, is for 
direct financial assistance to facilitate the redevelopment project as the developer states 
the project is not financially feasible since the rental rates that can be achieved in the 
Louisville market today do not support the development costs.  The assistance 
requested is a 90% rebate of the increased property taxes resulting from the new value 
of development above the existing value of the property. 
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 

SUBJECT: RESOLUTION NO. 10, SERIES 2019 
 

DATE: MARCH 19, 2019 PAGE 2 OF 10 
 

The LRC reviewed the application at their January 2019 meeting and directed staff to 
prepare a TIF Rebate Agreement with the Developer for the project.  The LRC approved 
the Rebate Agreement 4-1 with one abstention at their March 11, 2019 meeting.   
 
DISCUSSION: 
The LRC with previous applications have reviewed projects based on it furthering the 
following three goals: 

 Removing Blight Factors 

 Effect on Property Values 

 Advancement of the Urban Renewal Area 
 
Since this application is the first to submit for direct financial assistance to private 
development (previous projects have requested assistance with building infrastructure), 
staff also analyzed the project’s need for financial assistance to construct the project. 
 
This analysis does not go into the detail of the planning related components of the 
project.  Boulder Creek Neighborhoods has resubmitted PUD documents to the City’s 
Planning Department and will be reviewed by the Planning Commission and City 
Council separately. 
 
The following is staff’s analysis of the project and how it does or does not meet the 
three goals plus the need for public assistance. 
 
Removing Blight Factors 
The 2006 Louisville Highway 42 Revitalization Area Conditions survey identified 
properties that contributed to the blight conditions that were present in the area.  Those 
blight conditions are as follows: 

a. Deteriorating Structures 
b. Faulty Street Layout 
c. Faulty Lots 
d. Unsanitary/unsafe Conditions 
e. Deteriorating Site or other improvements 
f. Unusual Topography or Inadequate Public Improvements 
h. Danger to Life or Property from Fire or Other Causes 
k.5 High Service Requirements or Site Underutilization 

 
The determination of blight for the Highway 42 Urban Renewal Plan is for the entire 
defined district.  It is not a determination for each and every parcel within the UR Area.  
Therefore, all of the properties within the UR Area are determined to have blighting 
factors present. 
 
The Conditions Survey in 2006, which was used to determine whether blighting factors 
exist in the UR Area, identified 712-722 Main Street contributing to two of the identified 
blight factors.  
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The first is Condition F. Unusual topography or inadequate public improvements.  The 
reason is due to the downtown area being reliant upon overhead power and 
telecommunications infrastructure.  It is considered an impediment to modern 
development and redevelopment in the current real estate market.   
 
The second blight factor is Condition H. Danger to life or property from fire or other 
causes.  The reason stated is most commercial structures lack sprinkler systems. 
 
Boulder Creek in their application have noted the properties in their estimation meet 
additional blighting factors which include the following: 
 
a. Deteriorating Structures 

The buildings are becoming functionally obsolescent due to age and type of 
structure. 

 
c. Faulty lot layout in relation to size, adequacy, accessibility, or usefulness 

The proposed lots will allow for additional square footage which will enhance the 
vibrancy of downtown 

 
e. Deterioration of site or other improvements 

The buildings are becoming obsolete. 
 
In summary, Staff finds the Project will address blighting factors present in the Highway 
42 Urban Renewal Area in the following ways: 

 Unusual topography or inadequate public improvements. The new development 
will have underground utility service, removing this identified contributor to the 
blight factor.  A new sidewalk will be constructed with the project. The project will 
also provide additional parking spaces and parking fee-in-lieu revenue for 
additional parking. 

 Danger to life or property from fire or other causes. The new development will 
have fire suppression systems required of all new development in Louisville. 

 Faulty lot layout in relation to size, adequacy, accessibility, or usefulness.  A 
mixed-use building designed for retail and office uses can better mitigate the 
deep lot and building profile these properties need to better utilize the land.  The 
two parcels are being combined to mitigate the deep lot and facilitates a better 
designed office and retail building. 

 
Effect of Project on Property Values 
The project when completed will have significant positive impact on property value. 
The following are the assumptions for valuing the property after the Terraces on Main 
project is completed: 
 Value per sf Total Value 
Existing development (2017 value) $222.30 $1,680,190 
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Per sf value of new development $250 $6,604,250 
 (office, retail, and parking) 
 
Attached is a 10-year TIF valuation analysis for the Terraces on Main project.  Boulder 
Creek’s TIF 90% rebate request for a 10 year period would equal $1,109,500 assuming 
the 90% rebate applies to the increases in property taxes levied on the development 
less its pro-rata share of the County’s 7.15% shareback and City Staff payments.   
 
The total annual TIF generated from this project at full buildout would be $119,500 in 
2022.  This is a significant increase in downtown commercial property values and is 
worthy of due consideration for assistance from the LRC. 
 
Advancement of the Urban Renewal Area 
The Highway 42 Urban Renewal Plan was approved December 2006. The stated 
purpose of the Highway 42 Urban Renewal Plan is as follows: 
 

The purpose of the Highway 42 Revitalization Area Urban Renewal Plan is to 
reduce, eliminate and prevent the spread of blight within the Urban Renewal 
Area and to stimulate growth and reinvestment within the Area boundaries, on 
surrounding blocks and throughout downtown. In particular, this Urban Renewal 
Plan is intended to promote local objectives with respect to appropriate land 
uses, private investment and public improvements provided that the delineation 
of such objectives shall not be construed to require that any particular project 
necessarily promote all such objectives. Specifically, the Plan promotes an 
environment which allows for a range of uses and product types which can 
respond to market conditions over time; further the goals and objectives of the 
Louisville Comprehensive Plan, Highway 42 Framework Plan and any other 
relevant policy document; and, leverage the community’s investment in public 
improvement projects in the Area.  

 
While the principal goal of the urban renewal effort is, as required by the Act, to 
afford maximum opportunity, consistent with the sound needs of the City of 
Louisville (the “City”) as a whole to redevelop and rehabilitate the Area by private 
enterprise, it is not intended to replace the efforts of area business development 
or marketing organizations.  

 
The rehabilitation and redevelopment of properties within the Urban Renewal 
Area will be accomplished through the improvement of existing structures and 
infrastructure, attraction of new investment and reinvestment, and prevention of 
deterioration of properties in the Area. The effort will involve the Commission and 
City with participation and cooperation by the private sector. 

 
The Plan’s purpose clearly states the desire to eliminate blight and to stimulate growth 
and reinvestment.  This project would be a significant reinvestment in downtown of over 
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$5,500,000 adding new business opportunities.  The office and retail mixed-use design 
meets the evolving market conditions in downtown by increasing amenities and office 
space.   
 
The Development and Design Objectives within the Highway 42 Urban Renewal Plan 
area as follows: 
 

The development objectives for the Urban Renewal Area include establishment 
of a variety of uses that will allow projects to respond to changing market 
conditions. Proposed land uses within the Urban Renewal Area include 
commercial, office, residential, commuter, public, and parking. Design objectives 
for the Urban Renewal Area also promote flexibility, adaptability to a range of 
uses and product types and consistency with prevailing market conditions. Other 
objectives include:  
a)  Eliminate and prevent blight  
b)   Improve relationship between this area and surrounding areas  
  (neighborhoods, downtown, open space)  
c)   Increase property values  
d)  Provide uses supportive of and complementary to planned improvements  
 (transit)  
e)   Encourage a mix of uses and/or mixed-use projects  
f)   Promote a variety of products to address multiple income segments  
g)   Provide ease of vehicular and pedestrian circulation and improve  
  connections  
h)   Encourage continued presence of businesses consistent with the plan  
  vision  
i) Provide a range of financing mechanisms for private property re- 

investment and investment  
j)   Mitigate impacts from future transportation improvements  
k)   Encourage public-private partnerships to implement the plan  
l)   Adjust parking ratios to reflect future densities  
m)   Encourage shared parking among projects in area  
n)   Develop higher design standards including flexible lighting and signage  

standards  
o)   Landscape streetscapes to unify uses and plan components  

 
The proposed project meets the development and design objectives for several 
reasons: 

 It will address the UR Area’s blighting factors, as described above. 

 It will enhance the downtown area with additional office and retail space.  

 The resulting property values will be significantly more than the current value of 
the property. 

 The office/retail mixed-use design will add to downtown. 
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 The project will enhance pedestrian circulation through new sidewalks adjacent 
to the project. 

 The project will house multiple businesses in downtown. 

 Assisting the development is an example of public-private partnerships. 

 The project expects to pay the parking improvement fee, which will encourage 
shared parking through the City’s parking program. 

 The design meets the downtown design guidelines. 
 
Staff finds the Terraces on Main project meets the intent of the Highway 42 Urban 
Renewal Plan and advances its goals. 
 
Need for Financial Assistance 
As the Applicant is requesting direct financial assistance from the LRC by way of Tax 
Increment Financing, analysis needs to be conducted to determine whether the 
development needs the assistance to be successful.  In urban renewal terms, this is the 
“but for” test.  The development will not happen “but for” the assistance being provided.  
The applicant has submitted a 10-year cash flow projection, a sources and uses 
summary and a summary of development costs to review its need for assistance.   
 
Within the submitted financial documents, several assumptions are being made to 
model the financial performance of the project.  The main assumptions are: 

 Triple Net lease rate of $29 per square foot (psf) for Retail, $27.50 psf for office, 
and $5 psf for basement storage space.  Vacancy rate of 5%. Rental rates 
increase 2% annually. 

 Acquisition for new ownership entity of $1,387,750 representing paying off 
existing debt.  Remaining equity will be rolled into the new ownership entity. 

 Total construction cost and related costs of $5,695,940.  This assumes 
demolition, core and shell, architectural, and tenant finish costs per square foot of 
$250. 

 Exit in year 10 by way of a property sale based on 95% occupancy in 2028 with a 
capitalization rate of 7.5%. 

 Debt financing with 25 year term, 5% annual interest, payments made monthly. 
 
All of these assumptions appear to be reasonable from a proforma exercise as they are 
within the range of the downtown Louisville market and pricing expectations. 
 
Attached is a 10-year TIF valuation analysis for the Terraces on Main project.  Boulder 
Creek’s 90% TIF rebate request for a 10 year period would equal $1,109,500 assuming 
the 90% rebate applies to the increases in property taxes levied on the development 
less its pro-rata share of the County’s 7.15% shareback and City Staff payments. 
 
The key component of determining if the project needs the assistance is if the rate of 
return meets, exceeds, or is below a reasonable range for a project commensurate with 
its risk profile.  In Colorado, commercial real estate development is highly speculative, 
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takes a significant amount of time, expertise, and planning to receive approval for 
development, and the rental market can swing wildly with the macro economic 
conditions.  Commercial projects tend to move forward when a project proforma 
identifies a capital rate of return greater than 15% annual return over a long period of 
time.  Projects with a proforma less than that either don’t move forward, have 
characteristics which allow for returns to be less (i.e. an owner occupied project), or 
they need assistance to get the profit expectations higher to better reflect the associated 
risk. 
 
Boulder Creek is modeling a 10 year rate of return on equity of .15% if no TIF 
assistance, and 7.28% if assistance is provided.   
 
Achieving a proforma capital rate of return on equity of 7.28% with TIF assistance is a 
low expected return given the risk profile of a Louisville downtown redevelopment 
project.  Without the TIF assistance, the expected rate of return of .15% is too low for a 
for-profit developer to choose to move forward with the project. 
 
Staff finds the request for TIF assistance to meet the “but for” test in that the project 
would not move forward without the public assistance. 
 
Similar assistance provided in neighboring Communities 
As this request for direct financial assistance is the first Louisville has received, staff 
conducted research of neighboring communities to identify whether similar assistance 
packages have been offered with Urban Renewal funding.  Several Colorado 
municipalities have provided direct assistance to private developments.  Through 
conversations with colleagues running other authorities or doing research on websites, 
the following is a list of such projects spurred by TIF assistance directly: 

 Park West Building in Erie – 16,700 square foot commercial building in downtown 
Erie.  Provided a 90% property tax increment rebate up to a maximum of 
$1,500,000. 

 Echo Brewery Expansion in Erie – Major expansion of the business’s operation in 
downtown Erie.  Provided a 90% property tax increment rebate up to a maximum 
of $1,500,000. 

 615 Briggs St. in Erie – Mixed-Use Commercial building with restaurant, retail, 
and office.  100% property tax increment rebate not to exceed $446,050. 

 Cannon Mine Café in Lafayette – tenant improvement assistance through 
existing TIF revenues. 

 The Post in Lafayette – tenant improvement assistance through existing TIF 
revenues. 

 Downtown Superior - $2,000,000 allocation for encouraging enhancements to 
private and public architectural elements and facades.   

 2460 Welton development in Denver – redevelopment of a vacant lot into a 
residential and retail mixed use building.  $1,350,000 in developer 
reimbursement through property tax TIF. 
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 Marriott in Colorado Springs - $15,000,000 TIF bond to construct a parking 
structure for a new Marriott property. 

 Arvada Ridge Marketplace – $6,670,000 Sales and Property Tax Pledge to 
encourage the redevelopment into a Super Target anchored retail center. 

 
These projects show our municipal colleagues are utilizing TIF revenues in many 
different ways to encourage private developments to occur. 
 
Redevelopment Agreement 
Staff and the Applicant prepared the attached TIF Rebate Agreement upon the direction 
given by the LRC at their January 2019 meeting.  Below is a summary of the main terms 
of the agreement: 
 

1. Developer will construct and receive a Certificate of Occupancy (CO) from the 
City for the Project. 

2. Once the project is complete, the LRC will begin making annual TIF Rebate 
payments to Developer equal to 90% of the increased taxes paid on the property 
less other defined LRC financial obligations (the 2015 Cooperation Agreement, 
the Tri-Party Agreement, and LRC operating expenses). 

3. Total maximum Rebate payments is $1,110,000.  Annual payments will continue 
until the payment cap is met or the TIF revenue collection period for the Highway 
42 Urban Renewal Area expires. 

4. The agreement terminates on February 18, 2023 if the project has not been 
completed.   

a. This date represents the three year initial term of the PUD plus one year 
for construction. 

5. Assignment of the TIF Rebate Agreement is permitted if the assignment is to; 

a. Any entity who is an affiliate of the Developer provided such assignment is 
of the Agreement in its entirety to a single entity;  

b. A successor in title to 100% of the Developer’s ownership interest in the 
Project; and  

c. A lender to the Developer provided such assignment is limited to a 
collateral assignment or pledge of the amounts payable to the Developer  

Policy Considerations: 
This first request to provide direct financial assistance to a redevelopment project brings 
to mind potential policy considerations for City Council to discuss.  As an attempt to 
consider such factors, staff poses the following questions. 
 
Should Urban Renewal funding only be used to remove blight factors found within the 
Urban Renewal Area, or can it also be used to prevent the spread of blight? 
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The Highway 42 Urban Renewal Plan states its purpose is “to reduce, eliminate and 
prevent the spread of blight within the Urban Renewal Area and to stimulate growth and 
reinvestment within the Area boundaries, on surrounding blocks and throughout 
downtown.”  The reduction and elimination of blight purpose points to investing in public 
infrastructure to rid the area of noted deficiencies preventing redevelopment.  The 
prevention of blight points to encouraging reinvestment of private properties to maintain 
and grow the economic condition of the area.  Does the City Council see encouraging 
investment in private property as an effort to prevent the spread of blight within the 
Highway 42 Urban Renewal Area? 
 
Does the City want to be competitive with our neighboring communities in attracting 
private reinvestment within our Highway 42 Urban Renewal Area? 
A described above in the analysis section of this memo, several of our neighboring 
communities are being creative and aggressive to encourage reinvestment in private 
property to add greater commerce within urban renewal areas.  They are finding the 
need to financially assist with new developments to place the project finances in a 
condition worth moving forward with construction.  Does City Council similarly desire to 
assist in redevelopment projects within the Highway 42 UR area?  Does the City desire 
to encourage financially the reduction and prevention of blight as well as development 
of quality commercial projects within the UR area? 
 
Staff and the LRC determined this request to assist the Terraces on Main project with a 
TIF rebate meets the purpose, goals, and intent of the Highway 42 Urban Renewal 
Plan; the guiding document for the LRC to implement.  As a result of the Cooperation 
Agreement between the LRC and the City there must be concurrence from the City 
Council on the use of TIF revenues for this purpose.    Does the City Council concur 
with the LRC decision?  This decision may send a signal to businesses within the UR 
area that City Council supports the proposed use of TIF revenues and as such may 
consider similar direct assistance requests from other redevelopment projects.  
Although each project and TIF request is weighed and recommended for approval/or 
not based on its individual merits.    
 
In response to these questions and further discussion staff, will prepare a policy 
document similar to that prepared for Business Assistance Proposals (BAPs) to help 
guide future decisions.  This will be discussed at the next LRC meeting and further 
reviewed at the joint LRC and City Council meeting scheduled for May 14, 2019.  The 
developer/owner of this project has agreed to wait for further policy discussion/direction 
prior to seeking final consideration and thus staff requests a continuance of the TIF 
agreement until sometime in June.    
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
The TIF Rebate Agreement is based upon the increased property tax revenue 
generated by the redevelopment.  It is a commitment to rebate future revenues not 
currently being received by the LRC.  This agreement does not commit existing TIF 
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revenue, so there is not current year fiscal impact.  Future year LRC budgets will 
incorporate this rebate commitment once the redevelopment project is complete. 
 
This agreement does not impact the City’s budget as the committed property tax rebate 
payments are an obligation of the LRC, a separate organization from the City. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends continuing final consideration of the attached resolution approving 
the TIF Rebate Agreement with 712 Main LLC and 722 Main LLC to provide financial 
assistance to the planned redevelopment project until June 11, 2019.  Final 
consideration is in accordance with the Amended and Restated Cooperation Agreement 
last approved on November 17, 2015. 
  
ATTACHMENTS: 

1. Resolution 
2. Staff Presentation 
3. Property Tax TIF Rebate Agreement with 712 Main LLC and 722 Main LLC 
4. Application for Assistance from Boulder Creek Neighborhoods 
5. Staff TIF Estimate 
6. Previous Information Provided to the LRC on TIF 101 
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RESOLUTION NO. 10 

SERIES 2019 

 

A RESOLUTION APPROVING THE PROPERTY TAX INCREMENT REBATE 

AGREEMENT WITH 712 MAIN LLC AND 722 MAIN LLC PURSUANT TO THE 

INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE LOUISVILLE 

REVITALIZATION COMMISSION AND THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE 

 

 WHEREAS, the Louisville Revitalization Commission (LRC) is charged with 

addressing issues contributing to blight within the Urban Renewal Area; and 

 

 WHEREAS, 712 Main LLC and 722 Main LLC has requested assistance from the 

LRC in the redevelopment of property at 712 and 722 Main Street, which is located within 

the Highway 42 Revitalization Area; and 

 

 WHEREAS, the LRC assistance to redevelop the property will reduce, eliminate 

and prevent the spread of blight within the Urban Renewal Area and stimulate growth and 

reinvestment within the Area boundaries; and 

 

 WHEREAS, a Property Tax Increment Rebate Agreement, attached hereto, has 

been developed to outline certain financial terms regarding financial assistance in financing 

new infrastructure ; and 

 

WHEREAS, in accordance with the Amended and Restated Cooperation 

Agreement most recently dated November 17, 2015, prior to issuing bonds or any other 

capital financial obligations or financial obligations extending beyond the end of the 

current fiscal year of the LRC, the LRC shall notify the City Council in writing of its 

intention to do so, and shall promptly furnish to the City Council such information and 

documents relating to such bonds or other capital or long-term financial obligations as the 

City Council may request.  The LRC shall not commit to or proceed with any such bonds 

or other capital or long-term financial obligations unless a majority of the City Council has 

adopted a resolution determining that the City’s interests in connection with such bonds or 

other obligations are adequately protected. 

 

 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE 

CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COLORADO THAT: 

 

Section 1. The City Council hereby approves the LRC proceeding with the 

Property Tax Increment Rebate Agreement with 712 Main LLC and 722 Main LLC.   

a 

Section 2.  The financial assistance contemplated within the Property Tax 

Increment Rebate Agreement is not to be an obligation of the City of Louisville, and the 

City Council determines the City’s interests in connection with the Property Tax Increment 

Rebate Agreement with 712 Main LLC and 722 Main LLC are adequately protected. 
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 ADOPTED this _____ day of __________________, 2019. 

 

 

       ______________________________ 

       Robert P. Muckle, Mayor 

 

ATTEST: 

 

 

______________________________ 

Meredyth Muth, City Clerk 
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Terraces on Main Project
Assistance Application

Louisville Revitalization Commission

Terraces on Main

• Project Summary
– 22,262 square foot office and retail building
– First floor retail design
– First and second floor office
– Third story services for rooftop area
– 18 parking stalls
– $6,600,000 estimated construction costs
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Terraces on Main

Terraces on Main

• First application seeking direct financial 
assistance for a redevelopment
– Provided application,
– 10 year projection
– Sources and uses budget
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Terraces on Main

• Staff Analysis 
– Previous used categories:

• Removing Blight Factors
• Effect on Property Values
• Advancement of the Urban Renewal Area

– Additional analysis
• Need for Financial Assistance

• Policy Considerations to Discuss

Terraces on Main

• Removing Blight Factors
– F. Unusual topography or inadequate public 
improvements
• Providing underground utility service; noted condition 
in UR Plan

– H. Danger to life or property from fire or other 
causes
• Fire suppression system in new development; noted 
condition in UR Plan
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Terraces on Main

• Removing Blight Factors
– C. Faulty lot layout in relation to size, adequacy, 
accessibility, or usefulness
• Mixed‐use building can mitigate the deep lot and 
building profile of the existing properties.  Higher and 
better use of the property with redevelopment.

– Applicant noted two other blight factors:
• Deteriorating Structures and Deterioration of Site

– Staff felt these factors were not met.

Terraces on Main

• Effect on Property Values
– How significant is the increase of property values?

• 10 year TIF analysis shows $119,500 in new revenue 
after construction.  

• Approximately $5,000,000 in new taxable property 
value in the UR District
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Terraces on Main

• Advancement of Urban Renewal Area
– Purpose of UR Plan:

• “Reduce, eliminate and prevent the spread of blight … 
and to stimulate growth and reinvestment within the 
Area boundaries, on surrounding blocks and 
throughout downtown”

• Terraces redevelopment would be a significant 
reinvestment for the downtown area

• Adds additional office and retail space in the area

Terraces on Main

• Advancement of Urban Renewal Area
– Several Plan Objectives met as well;

• It will address three blighting factors, as described above.
• Enhance the downtown area with additional office and retail 
space. 

• Property values will be significantly more than the current 
value

• The office/retail mixed‐use design will add to downtown.
• Enhance pedestrian circulation through new sidewalks
• Project will house multiple businesses in downtown.
• Example of public‐private partnerships.
• Encourage shared parking through the City’s parking 
program.

• Meets the downtown design guidelines.
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Terraces on Main

• Need for Financial Assistance
– Will the project not happen ‘but for’ the assistance?
– Main Assumptions:

• NNN lease rate of 
– $29 per square foot (psf) for Retail, 
– $27.50 psf for office, and 
– $5 psf for basement storage space.  
– Vacancy rate of 5%. Rental rates increase 2% annually.

• Acquisition for new ownership entity of $1,387,750 representing 
paying off existing debt.  

• Total construction cost and related costs of $5,695,940.  This assumes 
demolition, core and shell, architectural, and tenant finish costs per 
square foot of $250.

• Exit in year 10 by way of a property sale based on 95% occupancy in 
2028 with a capitalization rate of 7.5%.

• Debt financing with 25 year term, 5% annual interest, payments made 
monthly.

Terraces on Main

• Need for Financial Assistance
– Applicant stating they need 90% TIF rebate to 
further the project
• Approximately $110,000 per year 

– Rate of Return
• Without assistance = .15% 
• With assistance = 7.28%
• Projects with similar risk profile have a range of 10‐15% 
return
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Terraces on Main

• TIF Rebate Agreement
– Developer will construct and receive a Certificate 
of Occupancy (CO) from the City for the Project.

– Once the project is complete, the LRC will begin 
making annual TIF Rebate payments to Developer 
equal to 90% of the increased taxes paid on the 
property less other defined LRC financial 
obligations (the 2015 Cooperation Agreement, the 
Tri‐Party Agreement, and LRC operating 
expenses).

Terraces on Main

• TIF Rebate Agreement
– Total maximum Rebate payments is $1,110,000.  
Annual payments will continue until the payment cap 
is met or the TIF revenue collection period for the 
Highway 42 Urban Renewal Area expires.

– The agreement terminates on February 18, 2023 if the 
project has not be completed.  
• This date represents the three year initial term of the PUD 
plus one year for construction.

– Assignment of the TIF Rebate Agreement is permitted 
to similarly owned entities
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Terraces on Main

$45,000
Current Taxes

$165,000
Future Taxes

$45,000
Base

$120,000 
Increment

$108,000 
to Development (90%)

$12,000 
to LRC (10%)

For County Payment
and Staff

Current LRC Budget

$ Future LRC Budget

$ $ + $

Future LRC Budget

$ $
OR
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Assistance In Other Cities

• Park West Building in Erie – 16,700 square foot commercial building 
in downtown Erie.  Provided a 90% property tax increment rebate 
up to a maximum of $1,500,000.

• Echo Brewery Expansion in Erie – Major expansion of the business’s 
operation in downtown Erie.  Provided a 90% property tax 
increment rebate up to a maximum of $1,500,000.

• 615 Briggs St. in Erie – Mixed‐Use Commercial building with 
restaurant, retail, and office.  100% property tax increment rebate 
not to exceed $446,050.

• Cannon Mine Café in Lafayette – tenant improvement assistance 
through existing TIF revenues.

• The Post in Lafayette – tenant improvement assistance through 
existing TIF revenues.

Assistance In Other Cities

• Downtown Superior ‐ $2,000,000 allocation for encouraging 
enhancements to private and public architectural elements 
and facades.  

• 2460 Welton development in Denver – redevelopment of a 
vacant lot into a residential and retail mixed use building.  
$1,350,000 in developer reimbursement through property 
tax TIF.

• Marriott in Colorado Springs ‐ $15,000,000 TIF bond to 
construct a parking structure for a new Marriott property.

• Arvada Ridge Marketplace – $6,670,000 Sales and Property 
Tax Pledge to encourage the redevelopment into a Super 
Target anchored retail center.
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Policy Considerations

• Should Urban Renewal funding only be used to 
remove blight factors found within the Urban 
Renewal Area, or can it also be used to 
prevent the spread of blight?

• Does the City want to be competitive with our 
neighboring communities in attracting private 
reinvestment within our Highway 42 Urban 
Renewal Area?

Terraces on Main

Staff recommends approving the TIF Rebate 
Agreement with 712 Main LLC and 722 Main LLC

• Applicant presentation
• Comments
• Discussion / Direction
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PROPERTY TAX INCREMENT REBATE AGREEMENT 
  

This Property Tax Increment Rebate Agreement (this “Rebate Agreement”) is 
made as of ___________________, 2019, by and between the LOUISVILLE 
REVITALIZATION COMMISSION (the “LRC”) and 712 MAIN LLC AND 722 MAIN ST 
LLC limited liability companies in the State of Colorado (the “Developer”) (The LRC and 
Developer are collectively the “Parties”).  
 
 RECITALS 
 

A. The LRC is a public body corporate and politic authorized to transact 
business and exercise its powers as an urban renewal authority under and pursuant to 
the Colorado Urban Renewal Law, Part 1 of Article 25 of Title 31, C.R.S. (the “Act”).  

 
B. The Developer is the owner of certain real property legally described as 

follows: Lot 8 and 9, Block 3, Town of Louisville located in the SE ¼ Section 8, R69W of 
the 6th P.M. City of Louisville (the “Property”).  

 
C. The Developer proposes to redevelop the Property as a mixed-use 

development to include the construction of one mixed-use building consisting of 22,020 
sf of office and retail uses and 5,802 sf parking area (the “Project”), to include associated 
public and private infrastructure improvements (the “Project Improvements”).  A more 
detailed description of the Project Improvements is attached as Exhibit A. 

 
D. The Project is located within the area (the “Plan Area”) described in the 

Highway 42 Revitalization Area Urban Renewal Plan (the “Plan”).  Completion of the 
Project and Project Improvements will remove barriers to development and remediate 
blight and adverse conditions within the Plan Area, and will be carried out in furtherance 
of the purposes of the Act and Plan. 

 
E. The LRC finds that entering into this Rebate Agreement will promote the 

redevelopment of an area within the Plan Area and LRC boundaries and will remediate 
adverse conditions within the Plan Area in a manner consistent with the Plan, and will 
provide a mechanism for assisting in the financing of Project Improvements that benefit 
the City of Louisville (the “City”) and its residents. 

 
F. The Plan provides for financing the activities and undertakings of the LRC 

by means of property tax allocation or tax increment financing (“Property Tax TIF”) in 
accordance with Section 31-25-107(9) of the Act. 

 
G. The LRC previously entered into that certain Amended and Restated 

Cooperation Agreement dated November 17, 2015 (the “2015 Cooperation Agreement”), 
which provides that the LRC shall repay to the City Costs and Expenses incurred by the 
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City for the provision of Operating Funds and Support Services for the LRC, as further 
defined and set forth in the 2015 Cooperation Agreement. 

 
H. The LRC also previously entered into that certain Tri-Party Agreement with 

the County of Boulder dated December 5, 2006 (the “Tri-Party Agreement”) which 
provides that commencing on January 1, 2015, there shall be paid to the County certain 
County TIF Revenues, as further defined and set forth in the Tri-Party Agreement.  

 
 
I. The LRC also previously executed that certain Term Sheet for the Core 

Area Infrastructure Project dated May 13, 2013 (the “Core Area Term Sheet”), which 
provides for the potential future issuance of LRC bonds payable from Property Tax TIF 
revenues from the Highway 42 Core Project Area as further defined and set forth in the 
Core Area Term Sheet.     

 
J. The LRC intends that LRC financing assistance for the construction of the 

Project Improvements be limited to certain Property Tax TIF revenue received by the LRC 
from the Property (and no other properties in the Plan Area) and available to the LRC 
after payment of any amounts required to be paid pursuant to the 2015 Cooperation 
Agreement, the Tri-Party Agreement, and amounts the LRC may reasonably require for 
ongoing operating, administrative, consulting and other costs (the “LRC Operating 
Expenses”), and subordinate to bonds issued pursuant to the Core Area Term Sheet, all 
in accordance with the terms and conditions set forth herein.  

 
K. The LRC is authorized to enter into this Rebate Agreement pursuant to the 

Act, including without limitation C.R.S. Section 31-25-105(1)(b), which authorizes an 
urban renewal authority to enter into agreements to carry out the purposes of the Act. 
 
 AGREEMENT 
 

NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the foregoing and the following terms and 
conditions, the Parties agree as follows: 
 

1. Construction of Project.  In conjunction with the development of the Project, 
Developer will finance, design and construct the Project and Project Improvements with 
its own funds.   
 

2. LRC Financial Assistance.  Commencing with the first full fiscal year 
following issuance of a certificate of occupancy for the Project and ending on the first to 
occur of (i) payment to Developer of $1,110,000.00  of Pledged Revenue Payments  or 
(ii) expiration of the Property Tax TIF provision of the Plan (“Pledged Revenue Term”), 
and in accordance with Section 31-25-107(9)(a)(II) of the Act, the LRC shall deposit within 
a special fund (the “Special Fund”) all property tax revenues received by the LRC as a 
result of the property tax mill levies imposed upon the valuation of the Property, limited to 
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amounts generated from new valuation resulting from completion of the Project 
Improvements (by obtaining a Certificate of Occupancy for the new building) above the 
January 1, 2018 assessed valuation of the Property ($320,030 for Parcel 157508423009 
plus $167,226 for Parcel 157508423005, for a total assessed valuation of $487,256), and 
except for such amounts as the LRC may reasonably require for payment of obligations 
under the 2015 Cooperation Agreement, the Tri-Party Agreement, and payment of LRC 
Operating Expenses (which shall be limited to the Property’s pro-rata share of such 
expenses) (the “Pledged Revenues”).  This Rebate Agreement is limited solely to Pledged 
Revenues from the Property and includes no revenues generated from any other 
properties in the Plan Area. An illustrative example of the method for calculations is 
attached as Exhibit B.  The Special Fund may be a new or existing fund and the Pledged 
Revenues may be comingled with other funds, all as shall be determined by the City 
Finance Director.   

 
a. The Pledged Revenue shall be used to reimburse Developer for costs 

associated with the Project Improvements as shown in Exhibit A, and paid according to 
the payment schedule set forth below (the “Pledged Revenue Payments”).  The Pledged 
Revenue available for reimbursement of costs associated with Project Improvements 
shall be transferred from the Special Fund to Developer within sixty (60) days after receipt 
of such funds by the LRC. 

 
b. Notwithstanding any provisions of this Rebate Agreement to the contrary, 

the Parties agree: 
 

(i) The Pledged Revenue Payments shall be limited to no more than 
ninety percent (90%) of all Pledged Revenue generated from the 
Property. 

 
(ii)      The total of all Pledged Revenue Payments made according to this 

Rebate Agreement is limited to $1,110,000 or whatever lesser 
amount is generated from the Property during the Pledged Revenue 
Term prior to the time that the Property Tax TIF provision of the Plan 
expires. 
 

(iii)       If, in any year, no Property Tax TIF revenue is generated by the 
Property and received by the LRC, no rebate payments under this 
Rebate Agreement shall be due to the Developer for that year. 

 
(iv)  If, in any year, the LRC receives no Property Tax TIF revenues 

because there is for the Plan Area no increment value in excess of 
the base value for the Plan Area, no rebate payments under this 
Rebate Agreement shall be due to the Developer for that year. 
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(v)  If, in any year, the LRC receives Property Tax TIF revenues but the 
amount received is less than the amount necessary to pay all 
obligations that are on parity with this Rebate Agreement, then the 
rebate payments made to the Developer under this Rebate 
Agreement for such year shall be on a pro-rata basis.           

 
(vi) The LRC may prepay at any time without penalty any amounts 

payable under this Rebate Agreement, and may make payment with 
any source of funds available to the LRC.   

 
(vii) The LRC may use for any lawful purpose amounts not required for 

payments under this Rebate Agreement. 
 
 c. The Parties shall each keep, or cause to be kept, proper and current books 
and accounts in which complete and accurate entries shall be made for costs associated 
with the Project and amounts paid out from the Special Fund. 
 

3. Entire Agreement.  This instrument shall constitute the entire agreement 
between the LRC and Developer and supersedes any prior agreements between the 
Parties and their agents or representatives, all of which are merged into and revoked by 
this Rebate Agreement with respect to its subject matter.  Contact information is as 
follows: 
 

If to Developer: 
712 Main St LLC and 722 Main St LLC 
Attn: David Sinkey 
712 Main Street 
Louisville, CO 80027 
Phone: (303) 544-5857 
dsinkey@livebouldercreek.com 
 
If to LRC: 
Louisville Revitalization Commission 
Attn:  Economic Development 
749 Main Street 
Louisville, CO 80027 
303.335.4531 
aarond@louisvilleco.gov 
 
4. Termination.  This Rebate Agreement shall terminate and become void and 

of no force or effect upon the LRC if, by February 18, 2023, Developer has not completed 
the Project Improvements (as evidenced by a successful final inspections for the Project 
Improvements); or should fail to comply with any City code after proper notice and 
reasonable opportunity to cure the same.  This Rebate Agreement shall automatically 
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terminate upon expiration or termination of the Property Tax TIF provision of the Plan, 
and upon such expiration or termination, the Parties’ obligations hereunder shall 
terminate, whether or not any Pledged Revenues have been paid to Developer. 
 

5. Subordination.  The LRC's obligations pursuant to this Rebate Agreement 
are subordinate to the LRC's obligations for the repayment of any current bonded 
indebtedness, to the extent such obligations are in effect as of the date of this Rebate 
Agreement, and to the LRC’s obligations for the repayment of any bonds issued pursuant 
to the Core Area Term Sheet and, further, are contingent upon the existence of a surplus 
of Property Tax TIF revenues in excess of the Property Tax TIF revenues necessary to 
meet such existing or future bonded indebtedness.  The LRC shall meet its obligations 
under this Rebate Agreement only after the LRC has satisfied all other obligations with 
respect to the use of Property Tax TIF revenues for such existing or future bond 
repayment purposes.  For the purposes of this Rebate Agreement, the terms "bonded 
indebtedness," "bonds," and similar terms describing the possible forms of indebtedness 
include all forms of indebtedness incurred by the LRC, including, but not limited to, 
general obligation bonds, revenue bonds, revenue anticipation notes, tax increment 
notes, tax increment bonds, and all other forms of contractual indebtedness of 
whatsoever nature that is in any way secured or collateralized by Property Tax TIF 
revenues of the LRC as of the date of this Rebate Agreement, including, the 2015 
Cooperation Agreement, the Tri-Party Agreement,  and such terms also include any 
bonds issued pursuant to the Core Area Term Sheet and payment of the Property’s pro-
rata share of LRC Operating Expenses, to all of which this Rebate Agreement is expressly 
subordinate.  The LRC further shall have the right to issue other bonds that are on parity 
with or are junior to this Rebate Agreement. 
 

6. Governing Law: Venue. This Rebate Agreement shall be governed and 
construed in accordance with the laws of the State of Colorado.  In the event of a dispute 
concerning any provision of this Rebate Agreement, the Parties agree that prior to 
commencing any litigation, they shall first engage in good faith the services of a mutually 
acceptable, qualified, and experience mediator, or panel of mediators for the purpose of 
resolving such dispute.  In the event such dispute is not fully resolved by mediation or 
otherwise within 60 days a request for mediation by either Party, then either Party may 
commence legal proceedings regarding the dispute.  The venue for any lawsuit 
concerning this Rebate Agreement shall be in the District Court for Boulder County, 
Colorado. 

 
7. Legal Challenge; Escrow. The LRC shall have no obligation to make any 

payment hereunder during the pendency of any legal challenge to this Rebate 
Agreement.  The Parties covenant that neither will initiate any legal challenge to the 
validity or enforceability of this Rebate Agreement, and the Parties will cooperate in 
defending the validity or enforceability of this Rebate Agreement against any challenge 
by any third Party.  Any funds appropriated for payment under this Rebate Agreement 
shall be escrowed in a separate LRC account in the event there is a legal challenge to 
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this Rebate Agreement.  In the event performance of any material term of this Rebate 
Agreement is rendered impossible as the result of any legal challenge, the LRC at its 
option may terminate this Rebate Agreement, in which case the Parties’ obligations 
hereunder shall terminate; provided, however, that the LRC shall pay to Developer any 
Pledged Revenues accrued and appropriated for payment under this Rebate Agreement 
prior to such termination, to the extent permitted by law and any applicable court order.     
 

8. Assignment.  This Rebate Agreement is personal to Developer and 
Developer may not assign any of the obligations, benefits or provisions of the Rebate 
Agreement in whole or in any part without the expressed written authorization of the LRC, 
which consent shall not be unreasonably withheld; provided, that an assignment shall be 
permitted (i) to any entity who is an affiliate of the Developer provided such assignment 
is of the Agreement in its entirety to a single entity; (ii) to a successor in title to 100% of 
the Developer’s ownership interest in the Project; and (iii) to a lender to the Developer 
provided such assignment is limited to a collateral assignment or pledge of the amounts 
payable to the Developer hereunder. Any purported assignment, transfer, pledge, or 
encumbrance made without such prior written authorization shall be void. 
 

9. No Joint Venture.  Nothing is this Rebate Agreement is intended or shall be 
construed to create a joint venture between the LRC and Developer and the LRC shall 
never be liable or responsible for any debt or obligation of Developer. 

 
 

NEXT PAGE IS THE SIGNATURE PAGE 
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This Rebate Agreement is enacted this _____ day of ________________, 20__. 
 
 
 
712 MAIN ST LLC LOUISVILLE REVITALIZATION 

COMMISSION 
A Colorado Limited Liability Company 

 
 

By: _______________________ _________________________ 
David Sinkey Steve Fisher    
 Chair 
 
ATTEST:  ATTEST:     
  
__________________________ _________________________ 
 Alex Gorsevski, Secretary 
__________________________ 

Print Name 
 

722 MAIN ST LLC  
 
A Colorado Limited Liability Company 

 
 

By: _______________________  
David Sinkey  
  
 
ATTEST:         
__________________________  
  
__________________________ 

Print Name 
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EXHIBIT A 

Description of Project Improvements 
 
New Structure 

 Construction of a new 3-level office and retail building of 22,262 square feet and 
5,802 square feet parking area for 18 parking stalls. 
 
Estimated Cost: $5,500,000 
 

Parking Improvement Fee 
Parking improvement fee for 5 stalls not provided on-site but needed to achieve the 
Project’s parking requirements 
 

Estimated Cost: $91,305 
 
Public Walks 

 New walkway along Main Street 
 

Estimated Cost: $30,000 
 

Electrical 

 New underground electrical service infrastructure 
 

Estimated Cost: $75,000 
 

 
Total Project Improvements Cost: $5,696,305  
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Exhibit B 
Calculations to determine TIF Rebate for a Budget Year 

 
Amounts described are for illustrative purposes only and are not  
amounts for the property subject to this agreement.  
 
Taxable Value of Parcel for Budget Year $200,000.00 
 (Value as January 1 of the previous Year) 
 
Less: Taxable Value of Parcel for Base Year $100,000.00 
 
Equals: Taxable Increment $100,000.00  
 
Multiplied by Mill Levy (tax per $1000 of taxable valuation) 85.187 
 
Equals: Property Tax Increment from Property $8,518.70 
 ($100,000 * 85.187 / 1000) 
 
Less: Property’s portion of Tri-Party Agreement 
 (Assessed Value of Property / Total Assessed Value of Urban Renewal Area * 
 Total Increment collected * Tri-Party Agreement payment percentage) 
 $200,000 / $30,000,000 * $65,000 * 14.3% $61.96 
 
Less: Property’s portion of 2015 Cooperation Agreement  
 (Taxable Value of Property / Total Value of Urban Renewal Area * 
 2015 Cooperation Agreement payment for Budget Year) 
 $200,000 / $30,000,000 * $31,000 $206.66   
 
Less: Property’s Portion of LRC Operating Expenses 
 (Taxable Value of Property / Total Value of Urban Renewal Area * 
 LRC Operating Expenses payment for Budget Year) 
 $200,000 / $30,000,000 * $32,000 $213.33 
 
Equals: Total Pledged Revenues $8,036.75 
 
Annual payment is 90% of Pledged Revenue calculated.  
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LRC Application attachments 

Question #1: Project Description 

Project Overview: 

The redevelopment of 712-722 Main Street is intended to provide additional office and retail 

space downtown.  The existing one-story buildings, originally constructed in 1968/1960, totaling  

7,558 sf, will be replaced by a new 22,020 sf building with a main floor parking garage that will 

provide 18 total spaces for the project.  The intent of the design regarding parking is to provide 

the majority of required parking on-site, with the ability to convert the parking to commercial 

space if it is more desirable from the City's point of view, or the owners' perspective in the 

future.  This could be due to future increases in the City's public parking capacity, changing 

demographics and attitudes towards private vehicles as primary transportation, or other factors.  

The building is also designed with a 5,560 sf basement which is not currently served by the on-

site parking, and currently designated for storage and utility use.   

 

If the basement is converted to be used as commercial space in the future, or if the space 

currently shown as parking on the main level is converted to commercial space, then the fee in 

lieu of on-site parking would be provided for the lost spaces, as well as the demand generated 

by the habitable space. 

 

Architectural Design Concept: 

Downtown buildings require particular attention to design and massing to relate to the existing 

architectural fabric of Downtown and to contribute to the history and vibrancy of Downtown.  

Louisville's Main Street is characterized by a diverse, eclectic mix of building styles and periods 

of Louisville's history, including our current time.   

 

The building presents a one and two story facade at the street.  Of particular importance to this 

project is the proximity to the historic building to the south, currently housing the Huckleberry 

Restaurant, formerly Louisville's bank at the turn of the last century.  To respect this one-story 

historic structure, the southern half of the Main Street facade is designed at one-story, actually 

lower than the historic parapet.  The second level steps up from the one story portion 26 feet 

back from the Main Street façade to accommodate this transition to the one story historic 

building. 

 

The building facade at Main Street is envisioned as a composition of three parts: a pair of 2-

story storefront facades, patterned after typical western false front buildings in scale and 

pattern; and a low, one-story retail storefront replacing the mid-century modern building in that 

location, with similar form and simple detail.  The three storefronts divide the 95 feet of facade 

into modules that were historically used and that are prevalent today in Downtown.  The rhythm 

of the buildings on the east side of the 700 block cycles from one story to two story, with 

alternating horizontal and vertical emphasis, with paired buildings such as the Singing 
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Cook/Book Cellar, and the Huckleberry buildings.  These varying elements form the context for 

the new building at 712/722 Main.  As the buildings being replaced are mid-century, it is 

appropriate to take cues from the simple, straight-lined architecture of that era.   

 

The materials for the Main Street façade are wood, metal, and storefront glazing.  A natural IPE 

hardwood siding, or similar wood is proposed for the major elements at pedestrian level, with a 

combination of black anodized and wood storefront detailing.  Natural finish metals such as 

patina copper and dark mill finish steel provide accents.  The northern portion of the second 

level features a synthetic wood siding due to the fire ratings at the property line.  Storefront 

windows are generous to promote commerce and provide interest at the pedestrian level.   

 

The southern half of the facade retains a significant setback from the property line, similar to the 

existing condition.  This allows for outdoor seating, sheltered by an overhang, extending the 

season beyond that of the temporary patios.  This relief from the street begins with a smaller 

area of setback at the northern part of the facade, then a minimum of 36" additional sidewalk 

width is maintained to a maximum of 7.5 feet at the southern end. 

 

The small third story elevator/stair lobby is set back 40 feet from the front of the property to 

minimize it's impact when viewed from Main Street.  This is the design standard specified in the 

Downtown Design Handbook and Framework Plan.  The Framework Plan states "In general, no 

more than 50 percent of the building footprint should be a third story".  The lobby and service 

area on the third level represent approximately 10% of the building footprint. 

 

The building design provides a break between the second level and the small third level lobby, 

which is set in on all sides, and accentuated with a change in material/color to make the third 

level subordinate to the rest of the building.  The projecting stair tower and balconies help to 

create interest, along with the varied materials along the alley façade.  The second level steps 

back from the north and south property lines to create an additional break in the massing 

between the first and second levels, which is a location for a vegetated ‘green roof’ planter to 

soften the architecture at the alley.  We have proposed that a mural be provided along the north 

wall, visible from the alley, which will add further interest to the alley façade and streetscape, 

and help to promote this alley as ‘Via Artista’ as it has been named. 

 

The color palette has been carefully studied and selections made to enhance the overall design.  

The wood tones with metal accents along the storefront and second level at Main Street present 

a natural, warm materiality to enhance the pedestrian experience, and to create a sense of 

scale at the street level.  The colors of the second and third levels progressively lighten towards 

the upper levels to diminish the scale and impact of the upper stories against the sky. 
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Waiver Request: 

Where a 20' rear setback at the alley is required, and provided for the majority of the building 

mass, we are requesting to project a stair tower and balconies into the setback to break down 

the scale and mass of the building, instead of providing a monolithic rear wall at the alley 

facade. 

Construction Process Downtown: 

Construction for the project shall require careful coordination with the City and with adjacent 

businesses and property owners.  The contractor selected to do the work shall be required to 

have experience with zero-lot-line construction in tight urban areas.  Hartronft Associates has 

extensive experience with this type of construction in Boulder, Denver, Louisville and elsewhere.  

The owners and architect have met with adjacent building owners and discussed the potential 

impacts, and required coordination with these owners before, and during construction.  The 

Applicants are committed to minimizing the impacts of this construction on their neighbors and 

Downtown. 

 

Demolition of the existing buildings and foundations will be one of the most disruptive events 

due to the equipment used, noise generated, and proximity to existing construction.  Existing 

adjacent buildings will be inspected before and after such disruptive operations.  Dust mitigation 

will be required.  Staging can be primarily on-site for building demolition process.  Foundation 

excavation and caisson drilling operations will also generate some noise and dust, but less than 

caused by demolition.  Similar measures will be in place.  The foundation excavation shall 

require shoring which is typical for this type of construction.  A typical method would involve 

drilled reinforced concrete piers carrying vertical steel supports that retain the adjacent soil with 

shoring which is typically incorporated into the foundation system.  Care will be taken to avoid 

impacts to any adjacent foundations. 

 

The alley will be the primary access point for construction traffic, and during times when such 

activity is heavy, the contractor will employ traffic control personnel with a plan acceptable to the 

City and reviewed with nearby affected properties.  The Main Street sidewalk access will be 

maintained with pedestrian protection measures as appropriate.  Any street, alley, or sidewalk 

closures for utility work, crane or other equipment staging, paving and sidewalk replacement, 

etc. shall be coordinated with the City and shall require approval by the City of Louisville.  It is 

anticipated that the owners will obtain nearby off-site staging area for material storage, 

equipment staging, worker parking, etc.  Workers will be instructed to refrain from utilizing 

downtown public parking. 
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Question #2:  Applicants Experience with similar projects. 

 Boulder Creek Neighborhoods (BCN) does is not a commercial builder, but has significant 

experience in constructing residential, townhomes and commercial properties. 

 In addition the CFO for BCN, Rick Woodruff, has over 30 years of commercial development 

experience along the Northern Front Range of Colorado.  This includes 3 years of experience as 

the Director of Real Estate for King Soopers and 26 years with WW Reynolds Companies which is 

located in Boulder Colorado. 

Question #3:  Detailed description of the request for assistance from the URA 

 Applicant is requesting the URA/LRC approve a TIF for the property  that allows for the 

developer to capture 90% of the property tax increase over the current taxes being paid.  

Without this assistance the project is not financially feasible since the rental rates that can be 

achieved in the Louisville Market today do not support the cost to build the project. 

Question #4:  Description of the community benefits resulting from the project.  Blight assessment is 

added as an additional attachment 

 By replacing the two current old and outdated properties the following benefits should be 

achieved by the community 

o Viable retail and service-retail  space that the current buildings do not provide 

o New architecture that would create a focal point for mid-block downtown Louisville 

o Additional office space to help the surrounding merchants and restaurants during 

daytime hours 

Question #5:  How does the project improve the project property and neighboring properties. 

 By providing substantially more space than the current property this should help the 

surrounding merchants viability 

 The current buildings on the property are do not allow the property to be used for its highest 

and best use 

Question #6:  Financial Analysis  

 10 Year Cash Flow Attached 

 Sources and Uses Attached 

 Development Costs Attached 
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Question #7: Timeframe for implementation of the project 

 Assuming the project is approved, building plans are approved and the requisite financing has 

been achieved by June 30, 2019 the following are the time frames anticipated 

o June/July 2019 startup and building demolition 

o August 2019 to July 2020 building construction 

o August 2020 building opening 

Question #8:   Project risks 

 Interest Rate risks during the construction 

 Being able to lease the building at the proposed rents 

 Cyclical nature of the commercial real estate market 

 Finding a permanent loan when the project is complete if the market is in a downturn 

 Increasing costs of labor and materials 

 Black Swans 
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Redevelopment of 712/22 Recap

Development Costs

Core and Shell 165$                    /sf

TI

1st and 2nd 60$                      /sf

Basement 15$                      /sf

712 Loan Balance 980,500$            

722 Loan Balance 407,250$            

Total Cost for 2 Story 7,083,690$        

Total Cost for 3 Story 9,998,037$        

Diff (2,914,347)$       

Pro-Forma

Rents

Retail 4,736         29.00$                SF same as with 3 story

Basement 5,115         5.00$                   SF same as with 3 story

2nd Floor 10,686       27.50$                SF same as with 3 story

Total 20,537       22.24$                

Loan $5,695,000

Equity 1,703,015$        

Cash Flow 2,610$                

ROE 0.15%

Cash Flow w/TIF and no Vac 124,054$            

ROE 7.3%

TIF Calculation

Current Taxes Paid 42,665$              

Taxes with New Bldg 165,052$            

TIF at 90% 110,149$            

IRR Calculation 9.28%
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2 Story Proforma with Traditional Financing

Basement included 

Assumptions

Vacancy 5%

NNN Cost 11.00$          /sf Class A office

Utilities -$              /sf Tenant responsible for its own utilities

Reserves 1.00$            /sf

Development Costs 7,398,015$  

Current Rent for 712 & 722 149,604$      

PGI SF Pure Net Annual Rent

Retail 4,736                           29.00$          137,344$      Ground Floor SF

Basement 5,115                           5.00$            25,575$        Rentable 4372 100% 4372

2nd Floor 10,686                         27.50$          293,872$      Common 1455 25% 364       

3rd Floor -                               -$              -$              4,736    

20,537                         22.24$          456,791$      

Common added to 2nd and 3rd 1,091    

Less Vacancy 5% (22,840)$       2nd Floor 9595 1,091            10,686  

3rd Floor 0 -                -        

Effective Gross Income 433,951$      9,595                         1091 10,686  

Expenses

NNN's (11,295)$       NNN's on Vacancy

Utilities -$              

Reserves (20,537)         

Total (31,833)$       

Net Operating Income 402,119$      

Proj Rents

Value Capped @ 6.0% 6,701,977$   30% 2,010,593$                                       

6.5% 6,186,440$   50% 3,093,220$                                       

7.0% 5,744,551$   20% 1,148,910$                                       

6,252,723$                                       304.46                       /sf

Financing

LTV 75.0% 4,689,542$   LTV to create a 1.2 DSCR

LTC 80.0% 5,918,412$   7,398,015$                                       Development Cost

Loan Amount 5,695,000$   1,703,015$                                       Equity Need

Interest Rate 5.00%

Term 10

Amortization Period 25 DSCR

Annual Payments (399,509)$     1.01

Equity Needed 1,703,015$   TIF Credit

Current Taxes Actual Assessed Mill Amount

Return 712 1,103,550$               320,030$     87.561 28,022$    

NOI 402,119$      722 576,640$                   167,226$     87.561 14,642$    

Less: Total 1,680,190$               487,256$     42,665$    

Debt Cost (399,509)$     

TIF Credit -$              Taxes on New Building

The Terraces 6,500,000$               1,885,000$  87.561 165,052$  

Cash Flow before CapX and Taxes 2,610$          % TIF Rebated 90% 110,149$  

Return on Equity 0.15%

Without Vacancy 13,905$        0.82%

Without Vacancy and with TIF 124,054$      7.28%
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Development Costs

Using $165/sf Core and ShellSF or Unit

Cost of 724 Land 3588 -$        /sf -$              

712 and 722 Demo 7,637      15.00$    /sf 114,555$      

Parking 11 12,000$  /space 132,000$      

Core and Shell Construction20,538    165.00$  /sf 3,388,770$  

Tenant Finish 

Lower Level 5,115      15.00$    76,725$        

New 15,422    60.00$    925,335$      

A&E 20,538    10.00$    sf 205,380$      

Leg/Ent/Etc. 20,538    2.50$      /sf 51,345$        

Commissions 15,422    6.00$      /sf 92,534$        

Loan Fees and CPI 203,916$      

Contingency 20,538    10.00$    /sf 205,380$      

Development Fee 300,000$      

5,695,940$  

712 Loan Balance 980,500$      

722 Loan Balance 407,250$      

1,387,750$  

Other -$              

1,387,750$  

Total Capital Need 7,083,690$  

2 Story
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Terraces on Main Commerical expansion

TIF Estimate

2017 estimated value 1,680,190      

new value 6,604,250      as of Jan 1, 2021 Assumed $250 psf taxable value

County Payment % 7.15%

Staff Payment % 3%

Mill Levy 87.56              

Organic Value Appreciation 3%

Comm Assessment Rate 29%

% Available for Rebate 90%

Valuation Year 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030

Tax Year 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031

Base Valuation 1,680,190      1,730,596   1,782,514    1,835,989    1,891,069     1,947,801     2,006,235     2,066,422     2,128,414     2,192,267     2,258,035     2,325,776     2,395,549     2,467,416     

New Construction Valuation 1,680,190      1,730,596   1,782,514    1,835,989    6,604,250     6,802,378     7,006,449     7,216,642     7,433,142     7,656,136     7,885,820     8,122,394     8,366,066     8,617,048     

Estimated TIF Revenue -                  -               -               -               119,678.99   123,269.36   126,967.44   130,776.46   134,699.75   138,740.75   142,902.97   147,190.06   151,605.76   156,153.93   

LESS:

County Payment -                  -               -               -               8,557.05       8,813.76       9,078.17       9,350.52       9,631.03       9,919.96       10,217.56     10,524.09     10,839.81     11,165.01     

Staff Payment -                  -               -               -               3,590.37       3,698.08       3,809.02       3,923.29       4,040.99       4,162.22       4,287.09       4,415.70       4,548.17       4,684.62       

Subtotal -                  -               -               -               107,531.57   110,757.52   114,080.24   117,502.65   121,027.73   124,658.56   128,398.32   132,250.27   136,217.77   140,304.31   

TOTAL

Total Available with Rebate % -                  -               -               -               96,778.41     99,681.76     102,672.22   105,752.38   108,924.96   112,192.70   115,558.49   119,025.24   122,596.00   126,273.88   1,109,456.04    
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REVITALIZATION COMMISSION 
 

SUBJECT: INTENDED TOPICS FOR TIF 101 DISCUSSION FOR APRIL 2019 
LRC MEETING 

 
DATE:  MARCH 11, 2019 
 
PRESENTED BY: AARON M. DEJONG, ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
 
SUMMARY: 
The Louisville Revitalization Commission (LRC) has requested a “TIF 101” topic for their 
April meeting.  Staff wanted to provide a brief discussion of the intended topics to see if 
there are other topics Commissioners would like incorporated into the April discussion. 
 
BACKGROUND: 
The following is a brief description of the various topics we plan to discuss in April. 
 
Urban Renewal Statute 
Urban Renewal Authorities are governed under Colorado Urban Renewal Law (C.R.S. 
31-25-101).  The statute outlines the formation, powers, plan approval process, 
financing options, coordination with other governing bodies, and other topics related to 
Urban Renewal Authorities (which the LRC is the City’s designated Urban Renewal 
Authority).  The overarching purpose of the Urban Renewal law is to remediate and 
prevent the spread of slum and blighted areas within Colorado municipalities. 
 
Determining Blight 
A step in the Urban Renewal Area approval process is the determination whether 
blighting factors exist in the Area.  A conditions survey is conducted to analyze the Area 
related to each of the 11 blighting factors outlined in the Urban Renewal Statute.  Those 
blighting factors include: 

(a)  Slum, deteriorated, or deteriorating structures; 

(b)  Predominance of defective or inadequate street layout; 

(c)  Faulty lot layout in relation to size, adequacy, accessibility, or usefulness; 

(d)  Unsanitary or unsafe conditions; 

(e)  Deterioration of site or other improvements; 

(f)  Unusual topography or inadequate public improvements or utilities; 

(g)  Defective or unusual conditions of title rendering the title nonmarketable; 

(h)  The existence of conditions that endanger life or property by fire or other 
causes; 

(i)  Buildings that are unsafe or unhealthy for persons to live or work in because 
of building code violations, dilapidation, deterioration, defective design, physical 
construction, or faulty or inadequate facilities; 
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(j)  Environmental contamination of buildings or property; 

(k)  (Deleted by amendment, L. 2004, p. 1745, § 3, effective June 4, 2004.) 

(k.5)  The existence of health, safety, or welfare factors requiring high levels of 
municipal services or substantial physical underutilization or vacancy of sites, 
buildings, or other improvements; or 

(l)  If there is no objection by the property owner or owners and the tenant or 
tenants of such owner or owners, if any, to the inclusion of such property in an 
urban renewal area, "blighted area" also means an area that, in its present 
condition and use and, by reason of the presence of any one of the factors 
specified in paragraphs (a) to (k.5) of this subsection (2), substantially impairs or 
arrests the sound growth of the municipality, retards the provision of housing 
accommodations, or constitutes an economic or social liability, and is a menace 
to the public health, safety, morals, or welfare. For purposes of this paragraph (l), 
the fact that an owner of an interest in such property does not object to the 
inclusion of such property in the urban renewal area does not mean that the 
owner has waived any rights of such owner in connection with laws governing 
condemnation. 

Determining whether blight factors exist within such an Urban Renewal Area is a 
legislative determination made by the City Council of the municipality.  Once such 
determination is made, the blighting factors are determined to exist for all properties 
within the Urban Renewal Area. 
 
Urban Renewal Plans 
Within Louisville, there are two Urban Renewal Areas under the jurisdiction of the LRC.  
They are the Highway 42 Urban Renewal Area and the 550 S. McCaslin Urban 
Renewal Area.   
 
The Highway 42 Revitalization Area was established in 2006 by the City Council by 
Resolution 37-2006.  Nine (9) blight factors were determined present for the Highway 42 
area.  They are: 

a) Slum, deteriorated, or deteriorating structures;  
b) Predominance of defective or inadequate street layout;  
c) Faulty lot layout in relation to size, adequacy, accessibility, or usefulness;  
d) Unsanitary or unsafe conditions;  
e) Deterioration of site or other improvements;  
f) Unusual topography or inadequate public improvements or utilities;  
h) The existence of conditions that endanger life or property by fire or other 

causes;  
i) Buildings that are unsafe or unhealthy for persons to live or work in because of 

building code violations, dilapidation, deterioration, defective design, physical 
construction, or faulty or inadequate facilities;  

j) Environmental contamination of buildings or property;  
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k.5) The existence of health, safety, or welfare factors requiring high levels of 
municipal services or substantial physical and underutilization of vacancy of 
sites, buildings, or other improvements.  

 
The 550 S. McCaslin Urban Renewal Area was established in 2015 by the City Council 
by Resolution 58-2015.  Four (4) blight factors were determined present for the 55 S. 
McCaslin area.  They are: 

a) Faulty lot layout in relation to size, adequacy, accessibility, or usefulness;  
b) Deterioration of site or other improvements;  
c) Defective or unusual conditions of title rendering the title nonmarketable;  
d) The existence of health, safety, or welfare factors requiring high levels of 

municipal services or substantial physical underutilization or vacancy of sites, 
buildings, or other improvements. 

 
Urban Renewal Plans are documents that lay out the qualifying conditions, objectives, 
implementation, and financing tools for the LRC to implement. 
 
City/LRC Cooperation Agreement 
When the City approved the initial Urban Renewal Plan for the Highway 42 Area the 
City also approved a Cooperation Agreement between the City and the LRC, which 
Agreement was amended and restated in 2015. Highlights of the Amended and 
Restated Cooperation Agreement include: 

 The City provides administrative and legal support services to the LRC in 
connection with its operations. 

 The LRC’s budget must be submitted to the City Council for review and approval 
prior to LRC adoption each year. 

 Any LRC expenditure not included in its annual budget must be reviewed and 
approved by the City Council. 

 Prior to issuing bonds (or any other capital financial obligation or financial 
obligation extending beyond the end of the current fiscal year) must be approved 
by resolution adopted by a majority of the City Council finding the City’s interests 
in connection with such bonds or other obligations are adequately protected. 

 As provided in the Urban Renewal Plan, the City Council must approve allocation 
of any municipal sales tax increment. 

 Also as provided in the Urban Renewal Plan, the City Council must approve by 
resolution any redevelopment agreement or other contract with developers or 
property owners. 

 
Tri-Party Agreement with the City, LRC, and Boulder County 
When the Highway 42 Urban Renewal Plan was approved, a Tri-Party Agreement 
among the City, LRC, and Boulder County was executed to commit a portion of the TIF 
revenues back to the County during the life of the TIF collection period (25 years).  The 
original agreement committed to the LRC paying to the County 14.3% of annual TIF 
revenues starting January 1, 2015, not to exceed $6,150,000 in total payments to the 
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County.   There is a renegotiation clause in the agreement that states if the County does 
not enter into a similar agreement with another Boulder County municipality within the 
first 7 years of the Plan, the County reimbursement percentage changes to 7.15% of 
TIF revenues and maximum payment is $3,075,000.   
 
Property Tax Increment Financing 
Tax Increment Financing (TIF) is a unique mechanism that enables an urban renewal 
authority or board to use the net new tax revenues generated by projects within a 
designated urban renewal area to help finance future improvements. TIF is new source 
of tax revenue, not an additional tax, which would not be available but for the increased 
property value that is largely attributable to the new investment. When a redevelopment 
project is being planned, the urban renewal authority or board analyzes how much 
additional property and/or sales taxes may be generated once it is completed. That “tax 
increment” then can be used by the urban renewal entity either to finance the issuance 
of bonds or to reimburse developers for a portion of their project costs. In either case, 
the new tax revenue that is created must be used for improvements that have a public 
benefit and that support the redevelopment effort by eliminating blight, such as site 
clearance, streets, utilities, parks, the removal of hazardous materials or conditions, or 
site acquisition. (Source: Denver Urban Renewal Authority) 
 
Property tax increment financing has been implemented for the Highway 42 Area, but 
not for the 550 S. McCaslin area. 
 
Sales Tax Increment Financing 
Urban Renewal Law also allows for Authorities to collect the increase of sales taxes 
generated within an Area above the base amount established when the area was 
established.  Similar to property tax increment, sales tax increment funds can go 
towards projects that meet the requirement of the Urban Renewal Plan.   
 
Sales tax increment financing is not available in either urban renewal area in Louisville.  
 
Condemnation 
Another power Authorities may use is the ability to condemn private property if the 
Authority (and in Louisville, also the City Council) finds it is necessary for the “public 
good” and usually as a last resort.   Most municipalities are extremely reluctant to use 
their condemnation powers for many reasons, not the least of which is the lengthy 
acquisition and negotiation process. 
 
LRC Financial Assistance 
In 2013, the LRC established an application for assistance for property owners to 
request the LRC’s help in completing a project.  The application envisions two ways in 
which the LRC can assist a development: 
 

 Infrastructure Projects 
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Assistance is generally provided to projects for public infrastructure improvements 
needed to facilitate the revitalization of property within the Urban Renewal Area.  
Typical public infrastructure investments may include but are not limited to unifying 
streetscape elements, improving access and circulation, improving streets and parks, 
providing for railroad corridor improvements and grade separation, providing for parking, 
completing utilities.  The infrastructure can be either public infrastructure or 
infrastructure that is privately owned, but needed to enhance the public benefit of the 
project. 
 
The LRC has completed three major infrastructure investments to date.  They include 
the South Street Pedestrian Gateway, the Delo area public infrastructure, and the 
Alfalfa’s/Centre Court apartments sidewalk and on-site detention project.  The LRC 
utilizes an Urban Renewal Assistance Application for property owners to request 
assistance for their project.   
 

 Direct Financial Assistance 
LRC assistance can also come in the form of direct financial assistance to achieve 
financial feasibility for the project.  If a project requests direct financial assistance, 
additional information is required of the applicant to determine whether the project 
needs it.  Project seeking direct financial assistance uses the same application as for 
public infrastructure, except for the added requirement to provide financial information 
showing the project will not occur but for the assistance.  
 
Several Colorado municipalities have provided direct assistance to private 
developments.  Through conversations with colleagues running other authorities or 
doing research on websites, the following is a list of such projects spurred by TIF 
assistance directly: 

 Colorado National Bank in Denver – Restoration and redevelopment of the 
historic building into a luxury hotel.  $10,000,000 TIF reimbursement assistance 
to the project. 

 2460 Welton development in Denver – redevelopment of a vacant lot into a 
residential and retail mixed use building.  $1,350,000 in developer 
reimbursement through property tax TIF. 

 Marriott in Colorado Springs - $15,000,000 TIF bond to construct a parking 
structure for a new Marriott property. 

 Cannon Mine Café and The Post in Lafayette – tenant improvement assistance 
through existing TIF revenues 

 Hilton Garden Inn in Arvada - $3,200,000 in land contribution and lodging tax 
revenues 

 Arvada Ridge Marketplace – $6,670,000 Sales and Property Tax Pledge to 
encourage the redevelopment 

 
The decision to approve a TIF agreement for a project is not a part of the Planned Unit 
Development (PUD) process.  The PUD process relates to whether the project meets 
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the regulatory requirements (e.g. zoning, design, layout) within the City’s codes and 
ordinances.  The discussion of approving financial assistance through Urban Renewal is 
legislative and independent of the PUD process.  An assistance agreement can be 
considered at any time during the PUD approval process, if the project needs a PUD 
approval.  To date, all approved assistance agreements were considered either 
concurrent or after a project’s development/PUD process.    
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
Related documents are linked throughout the memo.  Please click on the link in the text 
to be directed to the particular document. 
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
AGENDA ITEM 8B 

SUBJECT: RESOLUTION NO. 11, SERIES 2019 – A RESOLUTION 
SETTING CERTAIN WATER, WASTEWATER, STORMWATER 
AND OTHER FEES, RATES, AND CHARGES FOR THE CITY OF 
LOUISVILLE, COLORADO 

 
DATE:  MARCH 19, 2019 
 
PRESENTED BY: KURT KOWAR, PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 
 
SUMMARY: 
Staff recommends increasing utility rates for the 2019 calendar year in the amount of 7% 
for wastewater and 18.5% for stormwater.  For the second time in the past three years, 
an increase to water is not recommended as part of this evaluation period. 
 
In 2018, City staff completed a rate assessment for the water, wastewater, and 
stormwater funds.  This annual process ensures the rates and fees continue to generate 
sufficient revenue to sustain utility operations and facilitate future planning and budgeting.  
This process of analysis, findings, and recommendations was discussed at the Utility 
Committee on May 11, June 22, September 28 and November 9 and incorporated in the 
2019/2020 budget process. 
 

Similar to the prior rate analysis, adjustments were presented with two options, a “Just-
in-Time” scenario where required increases are initiated in the year they are needed 
regardless of amount, and a “Smoothing” scenario where required increases are 
averaged out to minimize large jumps in increases which distributes increases over time.  
The City has historically utilized rate smoothing.  The Utility Committee has recommended 
that the Smoothing scenario continue to be utilized.  The table below shows the 5 year 
increases based upon financial modeling with the strike through text representing the 
2017/2018 study for comparison.   
 
 

Table 1 
Summary of “Smoothing” Financial Plan Scenario 

Indicated Rate Revenue Increase 

Utility 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 

Water 0% 3%  1.2% 3% 1.6% 3% 1.7% 3% 1.8% 2% 1.8% 

Wastewater 7% 7%  4% 7% 4% 7% 4% 7% 3.5% 7% 3.1% 

Stormwater 18.5% 7%  18.5% 4% 4% 4% 4% 3% 3% 4% 3% 
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FISCAL IMPACT 
The recommended increases will continue the process of matching Utility revenue with 
projected expenses for operations and capital improvement needs.  The average water, 
wastewater, stormwater, and trash utility bill will see an anticipated decrease from 
$106.58 per month to $105.28 per month.  The decrease is a reflection of the lower trash 
portion as a result of the new solid waste service currently being implemented. 
 
PROGRAM/SUB-PROGRAM IMPACT: 
The program goal for Utilities is to ensure safe, reliable, great tasting water; properly 
treated wastewater; effective stormwater control; successfully managed solid waste; and 
competitive prices for all services.  These annual utility rate evaluations and adjustments 
are essential in the administration of reasonable and justifiable prices and the responsible 
management of the utility system. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends approval of Resolution No. 11, Series 2019. 
  
ATTACHMENT(S): 

1. Resolution 
2. Rate Tables 
3. Presentation 
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Resolution No. 11, Series 2019 
Page 1 of 1 

RESOLUTION NO. 11 
SERIES 2019 

 
A RESOLUTION SETTING CERTAIN WATER, WASTEWATER, 

STORMWATER AND OTHER FEES, RATES, AND CHARGES FOR THE CITY 
OF LOUISVILLE, COLORADO 

 
WHEREAS, pursuant to the Louisville Municipal Code, the City Council is 

authorized to establish certain fees, rates, and charges by resolution; and 
 

WHEREAS, the City Council wishes to establish by this resolution the 
amounts of certain fees, rates, and charges commencing with the effective date of 
this resolution. 
 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE 
CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COLORADO: 
 

1. Pursuant to authorization in the Louisville Municipal Code, the 
Louisville City Council hereby establishes certain water, wastewater, stormwater 
and other fees, rates, and charges in accordance with the schedules and tables 
attached and made a part hereof. 
 

2. The fees, rates, and charges set by this resolution shall be effective 
on the date of the resolution, except for the water and wastewater user charges, 
which will be effective on May 1, 2019, and may thereafter be amended from time 
to time by resolution of the City Council. 
 

3. The fees, rates, and charges set by this resolution shall supersede 
and replace any fees, rates, or charges previously set or adopted by the City 
Council for the same purpose.  However, the same shall not be deemed to release, 
extinguish, alter, modify, or change in whole or in part any liability which shall have 
been previously incurred, and the superseded or replaced provision shall be 
treated and held as still remaining in force for the purpose of sustaining any 
judgment, decree, or order. 
 

4. If any portion of this resolution is held to be invalid for any reason, 
such decisions shall not affect the validity of the remaining portions hereof. 
 
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 19th day of March, 2019. 
 
 

_____________________________ 
Robert P. Muckle, Mayor 

 
ATTEST: 
 
______________________________ 
Meredyth Muth, City Clerk 
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MAY 1, 2019 ADOPTED WATER AND SEWER RATES 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

WATER RATES 
 

Effective May 1, 2019, water rates for all accounts inside city limits are as 

follows (outside city limits = double these rates): 

 
 

MAY 1, 2019 RESIDENTIAL WATER RATES - 3/4" METER 

 
 

 

GALLONS RATE 
  

 

Zero - 5,000 

 
5,001 - 20,000 

$18.99 (minimum monthly charge) 

 
$18.99 for the first 5,000 gallons, plus $5.47 

for each additional 1,000 gallons (or fraction 

thereof) 
 

20,001 - 30,000 $101.04 for the first 20,000 gallons, plus 

$13.35 for each additional 1,000 gallons (or 

fraction thereof) 
 

30,001 - 40,000 $234.54 for the first 30,000 gallons, plus 

$14.71 for each additional 1,000 gallons (or 

fraction thereof) 
 

40,001 - 50,000 $381.64 for the first 40,000 gallons, plus 

$15.72 for each additional 1,000 gallons (or 

fraction thereof) 
 

50,001 and over $538.84 for the first 50,000 gallons, plus 

$16.77 for each additional 1,000 gallons (or 

fraction thereof) 
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MAY 1, 2019 ADOPTED WATER AND SEWER RATES 
 

 

 
 

 
 

MAY 1, 2019 RESIDENTIAL WATER RATES - 1" METER 

 
 

 

GALLONS RATE 
  

 

Zero - 5,000 $18.99 (minimum monthly charge) 

 

5,001 - 20,000 $18.99 for the first 5,000 gallons, plus $5.47 

for each additional 1,000 gallons (or fraction 

thereof) 
 

20,001 - 30,000 $101.03 for the first 20,000 gallons, plus 

$13.62 for each additional 1,000 gallons (or 

fraction thereof) 
 

30,001 - 40,000 $237.23 for the first 30,000 gallons, plus 

$14.71 for each additional 1,000 gallons (or 

fraction thereof) 
 

40,001 - 50,000 $384.33 for the first 40,000 gallons, plus 

$15.72 for each additional 1,000 gallons (or 

fraction thereof) 
 

50,001 and over $541.53 for the first 50,000 gallons, plus 

$16.77 for each additional 1,000 gallons (or 

fraction thereof) 
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MAY 1, 2019 ADOPTED WATER AND SEWER RATES 
 

 

 
 

 
 

MAY 1, 2019 COMMERCIAL, IRRIGATION, AND MULTIFAMILY 

WATER RATES - 3/4" METER 
 

 

GALLONS RATE 
  

 
Zero - 20,000 $10.45 (minimum monthly charge), plus $3.02 

for each 1,000 gallons (or fraction thereof) 
 

 

20,001 - 30,000 $70.85 for the first 20,000 gallons, plus $7.50 

for each additional 1,000 gallons (or fraction 

thereof) 
 

30,001 - 40,000 $145.85 for the first 30,000 gallons, plus 

$8.10 for each additional 1,000 gallons (or 

fraction thereof) 
 

40,001 - 50,000 $226.85 for the first 40,000 gallons, plus 

$8.66 for each additional 1,000 gallons (or 

fraction thereof) 
 

50,001 and over $313.45 for the first 50,000 gallons, plus 

$9.23 for each additional 1,000 gallons (or 

fraction thereof) 
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MAY 1, 2019 ADOPTED WATER AND SEWER RATES 

 

 

 
 
 

 

MAY 1, 2019 COMMERCIAL, IRRIGATION, AND MULTIFAMILY 

WATER RATES - 1" METER 
 

 

GALLONS RATE 
  

 

Zero - 40,000 $20.90 (minimum monthly charge), plus $3.02 

for each 1,000 gallons (or fraction thereof) 
 

40,001 - 60,000 $141.70 for the first 40,000 gallons, plus 

$7.50 for each additional 1,000 gallons (or 

fraction thereof) 
 

60,001 - 80,000 $291.70 for the first 60,000 gallons, plus 

$8.10 for each additional 1,000 gallons (or 

fraction thereof) 

 
80,001 - 100,000 $453.70 for the first 80,000 gallons, plus 

$8.66 for each additional 1,000 gallons (or 

fraction thereof) 

 
100,001 and over $626.90 for the first 100,000 gallons, plus 

$9.23 for each additional 1,000 gallons (or 

fraction thereof) 
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MAY 1, 2019 ADOPTED WATER AND SEWER RATES 
 

 

 
 

 
 

MAY 1, 2019 COMMERCIAL, IRRIGATION, AND MULTIFAMILY 

WATER RATES - 1-1/2" METER 
 

 
GALLONS RATE 

  

 
Zero - 80,000 $31.35 (minimum monthly charge), plus 

$3.02 for each 1,000 gallons (or fraction 

thereof) 

 
80,001 - 120,000 $272.95 for the first 80,000 gallons, plus 

$7.50 for each additional 1,000 gallons (or 

fraction thereof) 
 

120,001 - 160,000 $572.95 for the first 120,000 gallons, plus 

$8.10 for each additional 1,000 gallons (or 

fraction thereof) 

 

160,001 - 200,000 $896.95 for the first 160,000 gallons, plus 

$8.66 for each additional 1,000 gallons (or 

fraction thereof) 

 
200,001 and over $1,243.35 for the first 200,000 gallons, plus 

$9.23 for each additional 1,000 gallons (or 

fraction thereof) 
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MAY 1, 2019 ADOPTED WATER AND SEWER RATES  

 

 
 

 
 

MAY 1, 2019 COMMERCIAL, IRRIGATION, AND MULTIFAMILY 

WATER RATES - 2" METER 
 

 
GALLONS RATE 

  

 
Zero - 160,000 $41.75 (minimum monthly charge), plus 

$3.02 for each 1,000 gallons (or fraction 

thereof) 

 
 

160,001 - 240,000 $524.95 for the first 160,000 gallons, plus 

$7.50 for each additional 1,000 gallons (or 

fraction thereof) 
 

240,001 - 320,000 $1,124.95 for the first 240,000 gallons, 

plus $8.10 for each additional 1,000 

gallons (or fraction thereof) 

 
320,001 - 400,000 $1,772.95 for the first 320,000 gallons, 

plus $8.66 for each additional 1,000 

gallons (or fraction thereof) 

 

400,001 and over $2,465.75 for the first 400,000 gallons, 

plus $9.23 for each additional 1,000 

gallons (or fraction thereof) 
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MAY 1, 2019 ADOPTED WATER AND SEWER RATES 
 

 

 
 

 
 

MAY 1, 2019 COMMERCIAL, IRRIGATION, AND MULTIFAMILY 

WATER RATES - 3" METER 
 

 
GALLONS RATE 

  

 
Zero - 320,000 $83.63 (minimum monthly charge), plus 

$3.02 for each 1,000 gallons (or fraction 

thereof) 

 
320,001 - 480,000 $1,050.03 for the first 320,000 gallons, 

plus $7.50 for each additional 1,000 

gallons (or fraction thereof) 

 

480,001 - 640,000 $2,250.03 for the first 480,000 gallons, 

plus $8.10 for each additional 1,000 

gallons (or fraction thereof) 

 
640,001 - 800,000 $3,546.03 for the first 640,000 gallons, 

plus $8.66 for each additional 1,000 

gallons (or fraction thereof) 

 

800,001 and over $4,931.63 for the first 800,000 gallons, 

plus $9.23 for each additional 1,000 

gallons (or fraction thereof) 
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MAY 1, 2019 ADOPTED WATER AND SEWER RATES 
 

 

 
 

 
 

MAY 1, 2019 COMMERCIAL, IRRIGATION, AND MULTIFAMILY 

WATER RATES - 4" METER 
 

 
GALLONS RATE 

  

 
Zero - 640,000 $167.24 (minimum monthly charge), plus 

$3.02 for each 1,000 gallons (or fraction 

thereof) 
 

640,001 - 960,000 $2,100.04 for the first 640,000 gallons, plus 

$7.50 for each additional 1,000 gallons (or 

fraction thereof) 
 

960,001 - 1,280,000 $4,500.04 for the first 960,000 gallons, plus 

$8.10 for each additional 1,000 gallons (or 

fraction thereof) 

 
1,280,001 - 1,600,000 $7,092.04 for the first 1,280,000 gallons, 

plus $8.66 for each additional 1,000 gallons 

(or fraction thereof) 

 
1,600,001 and over $9,863.24 for the first 1,600,000 gallons, 

plus $9.23 for each additional 1,000 gallons 

(or fraction thereof) 
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MAY 1, 2019 ADOPTED WATER AND SEWER RATES 
 

 

 
 

 
 

MAY 1, 2019 COMMERCIAL, IRRIGATION, AND MULTIFAMILY 

WATER RATES - 6" METER 
 

 
GALLONS RATE 

  

 
Zero - 1,280,000 $334.50 (minimum monthly charge), plus 

$3.02 for each 1,000 gallons (or fraction 

thereof) 
 

1,280,001 - 1,920,000 $4,200.10 for the first 1,280,000 gallons, plus 

$7.50 for each additional 1,000 gallons (or 

fraction thereof) 
 

1,920,001 - 2,560,000 $9,000.10 for the first 1,920,000 gallons, plus 

$8.10 for each additional 1,000 gallons (or 

fraction thereof) 

 
2,560,001 - 3,200,000 $14,184.10 for the first 2,560,000 gallons, 

plus $8.66 for each additional 1,000 gallons 

(or fraction thereof) 

 
3,200,001 and over $19,726.50 for the first 3,200,000 gallons, 

plus $9.23 for each additional 1,000 gallons 

(or fraction thereof) 
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MAY 1, 2019 ADOPTED WATER AND SEWER RATES 
 

 

 
 
 
 

 

SEWER RATES 
 

Effective May 1, 2019, sewer rates for all accounts inside city limits are as follows 

(outside city limits = double these rates): 

 
 

MAY 1, 2019 SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL 

SEWER RATES 
 

 
RATE DESCRIPTION 

  

 
$4.82 Monthly Volume Charge, $ per 1,000 gallons 

of Average Winter Consumption (AWC). 

AWC = (December+January+February)/3 
 

$2.77 Monthly Billing Charge, $ per Bill 
 

$6.57 Monthly Readiness to Serve Charge, $ per 

Bill 
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MAY 1, 2019 ADOPTED WATER AND SEWER RATES 
 

 

 
 

 
 

MAY 1, 2019 MULTI FAMILY RESIDENTIAL 

SEWER RATES 
 

 
RATE DESCRIPTION 

  

 

$4.82 Monthly Volume Charge, $ per 1,000 gallons 

of Average Winter Consumption (AWC). 

AWC = (December+January+February)/3 
 

$2.77 Monthly Billing Charge, $ per Bill 

 
$6.57 Monthly Readiness to Serve Charge, $ per 

Dwelling Unit 
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MAY 1, 2019 ADOPTED WATER AND SEWER RATES 
 

 

 
 

 
 

MAY 1, 2019 COMMERCIAL 

SEWER RATES 
 

 
RATE DESCRIPTION 

  

 

$4.82 Monthly Volume Charge, $ per 1,000 gallons 

 
$2.77 Monthly Billing Charge, $ per Bill 

 

Monthly Readiness to Serve Charge, $ per Bill 
 

$6.57 3/4" Meter 

 
$11.48 1" Meter 

 

$25.16 1-1/2" Meter 

$44.55 2" Meter 

 
$99.50 3" Meter 

 

$176.33 4" Meter 

 
$258.13 6" Meter 
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MAY 1, 2019 ADOPTED WATER AND SEWER RATES 
 

 

 
 
 

 

STORMWATER RATES 
 

Effective May 1, 2019, stormwater rates for all accounts inside city limits are as 

follows (outside city limits = double these rates): 

 
 

MAY 1, 2019 STORMWATER UTILITY RATES 
 

 
RATE DESCRIPTION 

  

 
$5.58 Monthly Billing Charge, $ per Bill 
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City Council
2019 Utility Financial Plan 

Update

March 19, 2019
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Overview

Financial Plan 

 Performance Metrics

 Alternatives

 Just-In-Time

 Smoothing – Recommended by Staff 

and Utility Committee

2
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Financial Planning 

Performance Metrics

 Target DCS above required minimum Values

 Conservative approach to ensure legal DSC minimums 

are met even if revenue forecasts are not achieved

 Maintain or achieve higher credit ratings

Ratio of net revenues

(operating revenue less operating expense)

to annual debt service payment

Debt Service Coverage (DSC):

3
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Debt Service Coverage
Required DSC Ratio

Colorado Water Resources and Power Development Authority 1.10

2013 Water and Wastewater Enterprise Revenue Bonds 1.15

Dual Target DSC Ratio

Fund w/o Tap Fees with Tap Fees(1)

Water 1.2 1.4

Wastewater 1.2 1.3

Storm 1.3 1.3(2)

(1) To reduce variability, tap fee revenue is from the prior year i.e. 2018 tap fee revenue was 

collected in 2017

(2) A tap fee for the stormwater utility has not been established, therefore the dual target is 

not used

4
659



Financial Planning 

Performance Metrics
(the same for all 3 Utilities)

Cash Reserves:

120 days cash or 33% of Total O&M

Working Capital Reserves Policy (section 2.4):

25% of current operating expenses 

Rate Minimum:

Set to cover any increases in operating and 

maintenance costs

5
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Debt Issuance

Utility Debt Service Payment ($million)

2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026

Water $0.9M $0.9M $0.9M $0.9M $0.9M $0.9M $0 $0

Wastewater $1.3M $1.3M $1.3M $1.3M $1.3M $1.3M $2.0M $2.0M

Stormwater $0.3M $0.3M $0.3M $0.3M $0.3M $0.3M $0.4M $0.4M

Total $2.5M $2.5M $2.5M $2.5M $2.5M $2.5M $2.4M $2.4M

6
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Alternatives

Financial Model Inputs:

 Projected 2018 Year End Revenues and Expenditures 

from Financial System

 Tap Fees from 2018-2024 Revenue Projection (updated 

May/June ’18 by Finance, Planning and Public Works)

 Capital Improvement Projects (updated October ‘18 by Public 

Works, subject to year-end reporting)

7
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WATER

8
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WATER

Financial Planning Alternatives

2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028

2018 Plan

3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 0% 0% 0% -

“Just-In-Time” Revenue Increases

0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 20.9% 0%

“Smoothing” Revenue Increases

0% 1.2% 1.6% 1.7% 1.8% 1.8% 1.8% 1.9% 1.9% 1.9%

9
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WATER: Financial Plan Alternatives
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Recommended

665



WASTEWATER

11
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WASTEWATER

Financial Planning Alternatives

12

2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028

2018 Plan

7% 7% 7% 7% 7% 7% 6% 0% 0% -

“Just-In-Time” Revenue Increases

10.8% 0% 0% 0% 3% 2.1% 35.6% 0% 0% 0%

“Smoothing” Revenue Increases

7% 4% 4% 4% 3.5% 3.1% 3.1% 3.1% 3.2% 3.2%
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WASTEWATER: Financial Plan Alternatives
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Target DSC=1.2 Target DSC=1.2

Recommended
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STORMWATER

14
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STORMWATER

Financial Planning Alternatives

15

2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028

2018 Plan

7% 4% 4% 4% 4% 0% 0% 0% 0% -

“Just-In-Time” Revenue Increases

0% 68.4% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

“Smoothing” Revenue Increases

18.5% 18.5% 4% 4% 3% 3% 3% 3% 1.7% 1.7%
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STORMWATER: Financial Plan Alternatives
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671



COMBINED

17
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Combined: Financial Plan Alternatives
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Recommended Rate Increase:
2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024

Alternative 2 – “Smoothing” Revenue Increases

(All funds self-sufficient)
Water-O&M 0.1% 1.2% 1.6% 1.7% 1.8% 1.8%

Water-CIP 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Water 0% 3% 1.2% 3% 1.6% 3% 1.7% 3% 1.8% 2% 1.8%

Waste-O&M 3.1% 1.3% 1.4% 1.4% 1.4% 1.4%

Waste-CIP 3.9% 2.7% 2.6% 2.6% 2.1% 1.7%

Wastewater 7% 7% 4% 7% 4% 7% 4% 7% 3.5% 7% 3.1%

Water-O&M 2.6% 0.6% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8%

Water-CIP 15.9% 17.9% 3.2% 3.2% 2.2% 2.2%

Stormwater 18.5% 7% 18.5% 4% 4% 4% 4% 3% 3% 4% 3%

Total 5.5% 5.5% 4.5% 5.3% 3.2% 5.3% 3.3% 5.4% 2.9% 5.4% 2.6%

Prior Study 2019 – 2023 Projected Revenue Increases in strikethrough text
19
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Average Monthly Residential Bill:

20

Current 

2018

Proposed 

2019

Difference Percent 

Increase

Water $43.65 $43.65 $0.00 0%

Wastewater $28.53 $30.55 $2.02 7%

Stormwater $4.71 $5.58 $0.87 18.5%

Total $76.89 $79.78 $2.89 3.8%

Based on average usage of approx. 9,220 gallons.  Actual bills will be 

dependent on usage and will vary based on seasonal fluctuation.
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Historical Water Rates

22
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Historical Sewer Rates

23

3.0% 3.0% 2.5% 3.0%
0.0%

5.0% 4.0% 4.0%

27.0%

-74.1%

13.0%

7.0% 7.0% 7.0%

-67.5%

$12.80
$13.18

$13.58
$13.92 $14.34 $14.34

$15.06

$15.66

$16.29

$20.69

$6.73
$7.61

$8.15
$8.72

$9.34

$16.05 
$16.53 $17.03 

$17.46 $17.98 
$17.98 

$18.88 
$19.64 

$20.43 

$25.95 

-80%

-60%

-40%

-20%

0%

20%

40%

$0

$5

$10

$15

$20

$25

$30

P
e
rc

e
n
ta

g
e
 C

h
a
n
g
e

M
o
n
th

ly
 S

e
w

e
r 

C
h
a
rg

e
 

Commercial Precent Change

Residential Precent Change

Common Precent Change

Residential - 1st Block Sewer Rate (3/4-inch meter)

Commercial - 1st Block Sewer Rate (3/4-inch meter)

678



Water Expenses vs CPI-Index
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Sewer Expenses vs CPI-Index
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 

 

CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
AGENDA ITEM 8C 

SUBJECT: 2019 STREET RESURFACING AND RECONSTRUCTION 
 

i. AWARD BID FOR THE 2019 STREET RESURFACING 
PROJECT TO APC CONSTRUCTION 
 

ii. AWARD BID FOR THE 2019 STREET 
RECONSTRUCTION PROJECT TO PLM ASPHALT AND 
CONCRETE 

 
DATE:  MARCH 19, 2019 
 
PRESENTED BY: KURT KOWAR, PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 
 
 
SUMMARY: 
Staff recommends approval of the 2019 Street Resurfacing Project and 2019 Street 
Reconstruction Project, Package A.  This package awards APC Construction for 
resurfacing work and PLM Asphalt and Concrete for reconstruction work.  Package A 
consists of work approved in the 2019 Capital Improvement Plan (CIP).  A map is 
attached to this packet for review of the proposed work. 
 
Bid alternates were added to both bids to provide City Council additional resurfacing 
options if it is desired to perform additional street improvement investment.  City Council 
may provide direction to perform additional work as identified in Packages B, C, and D. 
 

 Package A  (Staff recommended to stay within approved CIP Budget)  
Includes Resurfacing work on W. Mulberry St., Mountain View Ct., Mesa Ct., S. 
Tanager Ct., S. Warbler Ct., Dillon Rd., Aspen Way, Roosevelt Ave. and 
Reconstruction work on Regal Ct., Regal Pl., Caledonia St., Front St., Spruce St., 
Johnson Ave., WWTP. 
 

 Package B (Needs Council Direction and $426,821 Budget Amendment)  
Includes Package A work and adds Resurfacing Bid Alt #1, 104th Street. 
 

 Package C (Needs Council Direction and $363,160 Budget Amendment)  
Includes Package A work and adds Resurfacing Bid Alt #2, The Meadows. 
 

 Package D (Needs Council Direction and $820,353 Budget Amendment)  
Includes Package A work and adds Resurfacing Bid Alt #1, 104th Street and Bid 
Alt #2, The Meadows. 

 
Staff advertised the 2019 Street Resurfacing Project and 2019 Street 
Reconstruction Project in February. Bids received are as follows: 

681
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SUBJECT: 2019 STREET RESURFACING AND STREET RECONSTRUCTION 
 

DATE: MARCH 19, 2019 PAGE 2 OF 7 
 

 
1. 2019 Street Resurfacing (SR) Project Base Bid Results: 
 

APC Construction  $2,230,421.82 

 
Sole Bidder - APC Construction Company LLC (Street Resurfacing)  

 
Base Bid (Package A) - $2,230,421.82 

 W. Mulberry St. - S. Polk Ave. to Century Dr. (PCI Avg. 42) 

 Mountain View Ct. - W. Mulberry St. to Cul De Sac (PCI 25) 

 Mesa Ct. - W. Mulberry St. to Cul De Sac (PCI 29) 

 S. Tanager Ct. - W. Mulberry St. to Cul De Sac (PCI 49) 

 S. Warbler Ct. - W. Mulberry St. to Cul De Sac (PCI 46) 

 Dillon Road - McCaslin Blvd. to Dyer Road (PCI Avg. 37)        

 Dillon Road - McCaslin Blvd. to Dahlia St. (PCI Avg. 53)                 

 Dillon Road - Club Cir. to 88th St. (PCI Avg. 56)      

 Aspen Way and Roosevelt Ave. - Bella Vista Dr. to Bella Vista Dr. (PCI Avg. 25) 
 

Bid Alternate #1 (Package B or D) – 104th Street ($411,084.34) 

 S. 104th St. - SH 42 to Dillon Road (Avg. PCI 53) 
 

Bid Alternate #2 (Package C or D) – The Meadows ($354,119.73) 

 Orchard Way – W. Cherry St. to Orchard Ct. (PCI 62) 

 Orchard Way – Orchard Ct. to Orchard Dr. (PCI Avg. 37) 

 Orchard Dr. – Orchard Way to W. Cherry St. (PCI Avg. 38) 

 Orchard Ct. (PCI 39) 

 Apple Ct. (PCI 44) 

 Peach Ct. (PCI 33) 

 Pear Ct. (PCI 32) 
 
2. 2019 Street Reconstruction Project Base Bid Results: 
 

PLM Asphalt and Concrete  $633,883.45 

Asphalt Specialties  $716,146.50 

APC Construction  $904,761.20 

Aggregate Industries  $805,314.35 

Brannan Sand and Gravel  $1,012,043.50 
 

Low Bidder – PLM Asphalt and Concrete (Street Reconstruction)  
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Base Bid (Package A) - $633,883.45 

 Regal Ct. (Regal St. to Cul-De-Sac) (PCI Avg. 33) 

 Regal Pl. (Regal St. to Regal Ct.) (PCI 28)   

 Caledonia St. (Grant Ave. to Jefferson Ave.) (PCI 33) 

 Caledonia St. (Jefferson Ave. to Lafarge Ave.) (PCI 28)   

 Caledonia St. (Lafarge Ave. to Main St.) (PCI 31) 

 Caledonia St. (Main St. to Front St.) (PCI 23) 

 Front St. (Caledonia St. to Short St.)  (PCI 20) 

 Spruce St. (McKinley Ave. to Limits of Construction) (PCI 28)   

 Spruce St. (McKinley Ave. to Garfield Ave.)  (PCI 18)  

 Spruce St. (Garfield Ave. to Lincoln Ave.) (PCI 30)   
 

 Johnson Ave. (Pine St. to Limits of Construction) (PCI 25) 

 Wastewater Treatment Plant Asphalt Addition (South Side)  
 

Bid Alternate #1 (Not Recommended) – WWTP ($64,297.00) 

 Wastewater Treatment Plant Asphalt Addition (North Side)            
 
Detailed accounting and impacts are provided for each Package under consideration: 
 
RECOMMENDATION: PACKAGE A (Base Bids) 
 
If City Council would like to work within the approved 2019 CIP Budget, Staff 
recommends approval of the base bids only.  Package A includes work as proposed in 
the 2019 CIP Budget. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
 
Staff Recommended: 

2019 Budget Account Amount 
Pavement Booster 301312-660012 $3,236,301.17 
WWTP Asphalt Addition 502499-660263  $24,806.10 
Total 2019 Funding  $3,261,107.27 

 

2019 Projected Expenses  Amount 

PLM Asphalt and Concrete, LLC  ($633,883.45) 
APC Construction Co., LLC   ($2,230,421.82) 
PLM Contingency (10%)  ($63,388.35) 
APC Contingency (10%)  ($223,042.18) 
Inspection/Testing/Locates  ($30,000.00) 
Crack Seal  ($50,000.00) 

Total 2019 Expenses  ($3,230,735.80) 

Total Under Budget  $30,371.47 
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Staff recommends City Council award the 2019 Street Reconstruction Project to PLM 
Asphalt and Concrete, LLC per their base bid of $633,883.45, authorize staff to execute 
change orders up to $63,388.35 as a 10% project contingency, and authorize the 
Mayor, City Manager, Public Works Director and City Clerk to sign and execute contract 
documents on behalf of the City. 
 
Staff recommends City Council award the 2019 Street Resurfacing Project to APC 
Construction Co., LLC per their base bid of $2,240,421.82, authorize staff to execute 
change orders up to $223,042.18 as a 10% project contingency, and authorize the 
Mayor, City Manager, Public Works Director and City Clerk to sign and execute contract 
documents on behalf of the City. 
 
FURTHER FUNDING OPTIONS 
 
PACKAGE B (Base Bids with Bid Alt #1, S. 104th St.) 
 
Package B includes Package A work and additional resurfacing on S. 104th St. from 
Dillon to Hwy 42. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
 
Staff Recommended: 

2019 Budget Account Amount 

Pavement Booster 301312-660012 $3,236,301.17 
WWTP Asphalt Addition 502499-660263  $24,806.10 

Total 2019 Funding  $3,261,107.27 

 

2019 Projected Expenses  Amount 

PLM Asphalt and Concrete, LLC  ($633,883.45) 
APC Construction Co., LLC   ($2,641,506.16) 
PLM Contingency  ($63,388.35) 
APC Contingency  ($264,150.61) 
Inspection/Testing/Locates  ($35,000.00) 
Crack Seal  ($50,000.00) 

Total 2019 Expenses  ($3,687,928.57) 

Total Over Budget  ($426,821.30) 

 
Staff evaluated CIP funds for the project and determined that project expenses exceed 
the available funds in the Pavement Booster Budget (301312-660012).  Staff has 
discussed the line item shortfall with the Director of Finance and the shortfall can be 
resolved through a budget amendment. If City Council chooses Package B, the budget 
amendment will appropriate an additional $426,821.30 (Pavement Booster) within the 
Capital Projects Fund.  
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If City Council chooses Package B, Staff recommends City Council award the 2019 
Street Reconstruction Project to PLM Asphalt and Concrete, LLC per their base bid of 
$633,883.45, authorize staff to execute change orders up to $63,388.35 as a 10% 
project contingency, and authorize the Mayor, City Manager, Public Works Director and 
City Clerk to sign and execute contract documents on behalf of the City. 
 
If City Council chooses Package B, Staff recommends City Council award the 2019 
Street Resurfacing Project to APC Construction Co., LLC per their bid of $2,641,506.16, 
authorize staff to execute change orders up to $264,150.61 as a 10% project 
contingency, and authorize the Mayor, City Manager, Public Works Director and City 
Clerk to sign and execute contract documents on behalf of the City. 
 
PACKAGE C (Base Bids with Bid Alt #2, The Meadows) 
 
Package C includes Package A work and additional resurfacing at The Meadows 
Subdivision.  
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
 
Staff Recommended: 

2019 Budget Account Amount 

Pavement Booster 301312-660012 $3,236,301.17 
WWTP Asphalt Addition 502499-660263  $24,806.10 

Total 2019 Funding  $3,261,107.27 

 

2019 Projected Expenses  Amount 

PLM Asphalt and Concrete, LLC  ($633,883.45) 
APC Construction Co., LLC   ($2,584,541.55) 
PLM Contingency  ($63,388.35) 
APC Contingency  ($258,454.16) 
Inspection/Testing/Locates  ($34,000.00) 
Crack Seal  ($50,000.00) 

Total 2019 Expenses  ($3,624,267.41) 

Total Over Budget  ($363,160.24) 

 
Staff evaluated CIP funds for the project and determined that project expenses exceed 
the available funds in the Pavement Booster Budget (301312-660012). Staff has 
discussed the line item shortfall with the Director of Finance and the shortfall can be 
resolved through a budget amendment. If City Council chooses Package C, the budget 
amendment will appropriate an additional $363,160.24 (Pavement Booster) within the 
Capital Projects Fund.  
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If City Council chooses Package C, Staff recommends City Council award the 2019 
Street Reconstruction Project to PLM Asphalt and Concrete, LLC per their base bid of 
$633,883.45, authorize staff to execute change orders up to $63,388.35 as a 10% 
project contingency, and authorize the Mayor, City Manager, Public Works Director and 
City Clerk to sign and execute contract documents on behalf of the City. 
 
If City Council chooses Package C, Staff recommends City Council award the 2019 
Street Resurfacing Project to APC Construction Co., LLC per their bid of $2,584,541.55, 
authorize staff to execute change orders up to $258,454.16 as a 10% project 
contingency, and authorize the Mayor, City Manager, Public Works Director and City 
Clerk to sign and execute contract documents on behalf of the City. 
 
PACKAGE D (Base Bids with Bid Alt #1, S. 104th St. and Bid Alt #2, The Meadows) 
 
Package D includes Package A work, additional resurfacing at The Meadows 
Subdivision, and additional resurfacing on S. 104th St. from Dillon to Hwy 42. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
 
Staff Recommended: 
 

2019 Budget Account Amount 

Pavement Booster 301312-660012 $3,236,301.17 
WWTP Asphalt Addition 502499-660263  $24,806.10 
Total 2019 Funding  $3,261,107.27 

 

2019 Projected Expenses  Amount 

PLM Asphalt and Concrete, LLC  ($633,883.45) 
APC Construction Co., LLC   ($2,995,625.88) 
PLM Contingency  ($63,388.35) 
APC Contingency  ($299,562.59) 
Inspection/Testing/Locates  ($39,000.00) 
Crack Seal  ($50,000.00) 

Total 2019 Expenses  ($4,081,460.27) 

Total Over Budget  ($820,353.00) 

 
Staff evaluated CIP funds for the project and determined that project expenses exceed 
the available funds in the Pavement Booster Budget (301312-660012).  Staff has 
discussed the line item shortfall with the Director of Finance and the shortfall can be 
resolved through a budget amendment. If City Council chooses Package D, the budget 
amendment will appropriate an additional $820,353.00 (Pavement Booster) within the 
Capital Projects Fund.  
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If City Council chooses Package D, Staff recommends City Council award the 2019 
Street Reconstruction Project to PLM Asphalt and Concrete, LLC per their base bid of 
$633,883.45, authorize staff to execute change orders up to $63,388.35 as a 10% 
project contingency, and authorize the Mayor, City Manager, Public Works Director and 
City Clerk to sign and execute contract documents on behalf of the City. 
 
If City Council chooses Package D, Staff recommends City Council award the 2019 
Street Resurfacing Project to APC Construction Co., LLC per their total bid of 
$2,995,625.88, authorize staff to execute change orders up to $299,562.59 as a 10% 
project contingency, and authorize the Mayor, City Manager, Public Works Director and 
City Clerk to sign and execute contract documents on behalf of the City. 
 
ATTACHMENT(S): 

1. PLM Asphalt and Concrete Agreement 
2. APC Construction Co. Agreement 
3. 2019 Street Reconstruction Cover Sheet 
4. 2019 Street Resurfacing Cover Sheet 
5. 2019 Asphalt Reconstruction and Resurfacing Map with Bid Alternates 
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2019 Street Reconstruction Project 
 

 
AGREEMENT 

 
 
THIS AGREEMENT is made and entered into this _____ of March in the year 2019 by and between: 
 
 CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COLORADO 
 (hereinafter called OWNER) 
 
 and 
 
 PLM ASPHALT AND CONCRETE INC. 
 (hereinafter called CONTRACTOR) 
 
OWNES and CONTRACTOR, in consideration of the mutual covenants hereinafter set forth, agree 
as follows. 
 
ARTICLE 1.  WORK 
 
CONTRACTOR shall complete all Work as specified or indicated in the Contract Documents.  The 
Work is generally described as follows: 
 
PROJECT: 2019 STREET RECONSTRUCTION PROJECT 
PROJECT NUMBER:  301312-660012 
 
ARTICLE 2.  CONTRACT TIMES 
 
2.1 The CONTRACTOR shall substantially complete all work by September 20, 2019 and within 

50 Contract Days after the date when the Contract Time commences to run.  The Work 
shall be completed and ready for final payment in accordance with paragraph 14.13 of the 
General Conditions within 70 Contract Days after the date when the Contract Times 
commence to run.  The Contract Times shall commence to run on the day indicated in the 
Notice to Proceed. 

 
2.2 LIQUIDATED DAMAGES.  The OWNER and the CONTRACTOR agree and recognize that 

time is of the essence in this contract and that the OWNER will suffer financial loss if the 
Work is not substantially complete by the date specified in paragraph 2.1 above, plus any 
extensions thereof allowed in accordance with the Article 12 of the General Conditions.  
OWNER and CONTRACTOR also agree that such damages are uncertain in amount and 
difficult to measure accurately.  Accordingly, the OWNER and CONTRACTOR agree that as 
liquidated damages, and not as a penalty, for delay in performance the CONTRACTOR shall 
pay the OWNER ONE THOUSAND DOLLARS ($1,000) for each and every Contract Day 
and portion thereof that expires after the time specified above for substantial completion of 
the Work until the same is finally complete and ready for final payment.  The liquidated 
damages herein specified shall only apply to the CONTRACTOR’s delay in performance, 
and shall not include litigation or attorneys’ fees incurred by the OWNER, or other incidental 
or consequential damages suffered by the OWNER due to the CONTRACTOR’s 
performance.  If the OWNER charges liquidated damages to the CONTRACTOR, this shall 
not preclude the OWNER from commencing an action against the CONTRACTOR for other 
actual harm resulting from the CONTRACTOR’s performance, which is not due to the 
CONTRACTOR’s delay in performance. 
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ARTICLE 3.  CONTRACT PRICE 
 
3.1 The OWNER shall pay in current funds, and the CONTRACTOR agrees to accept in full 

payment for performance of the Work, subject to additions and deductions from extra and/or 
omitted work and determinations of actual quantities as provided in the Contract Documents, 
the Contract Price of Six hundred thirty three thousand eight hundred eighty three dollars and 
45 cents ($633,883.45) as set forth in the Bid Form of the CONTRACTOR dated March 7, 
2019. 

 
As provided in paragraph 11.9 of the General Conditions estimated quantities are not 
guaranteed, and determinations of actual quantities and classification are to be made by 
ENGINEER as provided in paragraph 9.10 of the General Conditions.  Unit prices have been 
computed as provided in paragraph 11.9 of the General Conditions. 

 
 
ARTICLE 4.  PAYMENT PROCEDURES 
 
CONTRACTOR shall submit Applications for Payment in accordance with Article 14 of the General 
Conditions.  Applications for Payment will be processed by OWNER as provided in the General 
Conditions. 
 
4.1 PROGRESS PAYMENTS.  OWNER shall make progress payments on the basis of 

CONTRACTOR's Applications for Payment as recommended by ENGINEER, on or about the 
third Wednesday of each month during construction as provided below.  All progress 
payments will be on the basis of the progress of the Unit Price Work based on the number of 
units completed as provided in the General Conditions. 

 
4.1.1.1 Prior to final completion and acceptance, progress payments will be made in the amount 

equal to 95 percent of the calculated value of completed Work, and/or 95 percent of 
materials and equipment not incorporated in the Work (but delivered, suitably stored 
and accompanied by documentation satisfactory to OWNER as provided in 14.2 of the 
General Conditions), but in each case, less the aggregate of payments previously made 
and such less amounts as ENGINEER shall determine, or OWNER may withhold, in 
accordance with paragraph 14.7 of the General Conditions.   

 
If OWNER finds that satisfactory progress is being made in any phase of the Work, it 
may, in its discretion and upon written request by the CONTRACTOR, authorize final 
payment from the withheld percentage to the CONTRACTOR or subcontractors who 
have completed their work in a manner finally acceptable to the OWNER. Before any 
such payment may be made, the OWNER must, in an exercise of its discretion, 
determine that satisfactory and substantial reasons exist for the payment and there 
must be provided to the OWNER written approval from any surety furnishing bonds for 
the Work.   
 

 
Nothing contained in this provision shall preclude the OWNER and CONTRACTOR from 
making other arrangements consistent with C.R.S. 24-91-105 prior to contract award.  

 
4.2 FINAL PAYMENT.  Upon final completion and acceptance of the Work in accordance with 

paragraph 14.13 of the General Conditions, OWNER shall pay the remainder of the Contract 
Price as provided in said paragraph 14.13 of the General Conditions. 
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ARTICLE 5.  CONTRACTOR'S REPRESENTATIONS 
 
In order to induce OWNER to enter into this Agreement CONTRACTOR makes the following 
representations: 
 
5.1 CONTRACTOR has examined and carefully studied the Contract Documents, (including the 

Addenda listed in paragraph 6.10) and the other related data identified in the Bidding 
Documents including "technical".  

 
5.2 CONTRACTOR has inspected the site and become familiar with and is satisfied as to the 

general, local and site conditions that may affect cost, progress, performance or furnishing of 
the Work. 

 
5.3 CONTRACTOR is familiar with and is satisfied as to all federal, state and local Laws and 

Regulations that may affect cost, progress and furnishing of the Work. 
 
5.4 CONTRACTOR has carefully studied all reports of exploration and tests of subsurface 

conditions at or contiguous to the site and all drawings of physical conditions relating to 
surface or subsurface structures at or contiguous to the site (Except Underground facilities) 
which have been identified in the General Conditions as provided in paragraph 4.2.1 of the 
General Conditions.  CONTRACTOR accepts the determination set forth in paragraph 4.2 of 
the General Conditions.  CONTRACTOR acknowledges that such reports and drawings are 
not Contract Documents and may not be complete for CONTRACTOR's purposes.  
CONTRACTOR acknowledges that OWNER and ENGINEER do not assume responsibility 
for the accuracy or completeness of information and data shown or indicated in the Contract 
Documents with respect to such reports, drawings or to Underground Facilities at or 
contiguous to the site.  CONTRACTOR has conducted, obtained and carefully studied (or 
assume responsibility for having done so) all necessary examinations, investigations, 
explorations, tests, studies, and data concerning conditions (surface, subsurface and 
Underground Facilities) at or contiguous to the site or otherwise which may affect cost, 
progress, performance or furnishing of the Work or which relate to any aspect of the means, 
methods, techniques, sequences and procedures of construction to be employed by 
CONTRACTOR and safety precautions and programs incident thereto.  CONTRACTOR does 
not consider that any additional examinations, investigations, explorations, tests, studies or 
data are necessary for the performance and furnishing of the Work at the Contract Price, 
within the Contract Times and in accordance with the other terms and conditions of the 
Contract Documents. 

 
5.5 CONTRACTOR has reviewed and checked all information and data shown or indicated on 

the Contract Documents with respect to existing Underground Facilities at or contiguous to 
the site and assumes responsibility for the accurate location of said Underground Facilities.  
No additional examinations, investigations, explorations, tests, reports, studies or similar 
information or data in respect of said Underground Facilities are or will be required by 
CONTRACTOR in order to perform and furnish the Work at the Contract Price, within the 
Contract Time and in accordance with the other terms and conditions of the Contract 
Documents, including specifically the provisions of paragraph 4.3 of the General Conditions. 

 
5.6 CONTRACTOR is aware of the general nature of work to be performed by OWNER and 

others at the site that relates to the Work as indicated in the Contract Documents.  
 
5.7 CONTRACTOR has correlated the information known to CONTRACTOR, information and 

observations obtained from visits to the site, reports and drawings identified in the Contract 
Documents and all additional examinations, investigations, explorations, tests studies and 
data with the Contract Documents.  
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5.8 CONTRACTOR has given ENGINEER written notice of all conflicts, errors, ambiguities or 

discrepancies that CONTRACTOR has discovered in the Contract Documents and the written 
resolution thereof by ENGINEER is acceptable to CONTRACTOR, and the Contract 
Documents are generally sufficient to indicate and convey understanding of all terms and 
conditions for performance and furnishing the Work.   

 
 
ARTICLE 6.  CONTRACT DOCUMENTS 
 
The Contract Documents, which constitute the entire agreement between OWNER and 
CONTRACTOR concerning the Work, are all written documents, which define the Work and the 
obligations of the Contractor in performing the Work and the OWNER in providing compensation for 
the Work.  The Contract Documents include the following: 
 
6.1 Invitation to Bid. 
 
6.2 Instruction to Bidders. 
 
6.3 Bid Form. 
 
6.4 This Agreement. 
 
6.5 General Conditions. 
 
6.6 Supplementary Conditions. 
 
6.7 General Requirements. 
 
6.8 Technical Specifications. 
 
6.9   Drawings with each sheet bearing the title: 2019 STREET RECONSTRUCTION PROJECT 
 
6.10 Change Orders, Addenda and other documents which may be required or specified including: 

6.10.1 Addenda No.   0   to  3    exclusive 
6.10.2 Documentation submitted by CONTRACTOR prior to Notice of Award. 
6.10.3 Schedule of Subcontractors   
6.10.4 Anti-Collusion Affidavit 
6.10.5  Certification of EEO Compliance 
6.10.6 Notice of Award 
6.10.7 Performance Bond 
6.10.8 Labor and Material Payment Bond 
6.10.9 Certificates of Insurance 
6.10.10 Notice to Proceed 
6.10.11 Contractor’s Proposal Request 
6.10.12 Contractor’s Overtime Request 
6.10.13 Field Order 
6.10.14 Work Change Directive 
6.10.15 Change Order 
6.10.16 Application for Payment 
6.10.17 Certificate of Substantial Completion 
6.10.18 Claim Release      
6.10.19 Final Inspection Report 
6.10.20 Certificate of Final Completion 
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6.10.21 Guarantee Period Inspection Report 
 
6.11 The following which may be delivered or issued after the Effective Date of the Agreement and 

are attached hereto:  All Written Amendments and other documents amending, modifying, or 
supplementing the Contract Documents pursuant to paragraphs 3.5 and 3.6 of the General 
Conditions. 

 
6.12 In the event of conflict between the above documents, the prevailing document shall be as 

follows: 
 

1. Permits from other agencies as may be required. 
 
2. Special Provisions and Detail Drawings.  
 
3. Technical Specifications and Drawings.  Drawings and Technical Specifications are 

intended to be complementary.  Anything shown or called for in one and omitted in 
another is binding as if called for or shown by both.   

 
4. Supplementary Conditions. 

 
5. General Conditions. 
 
6. City of Louisville Design and Construction Standards. 

 
7. Reference Specifications. 

 
 
In case of conflict between prevailing references above, the one having the more stringent 
requirements shall govern.  
 
There are no Contract Documents other than those listed above in this Article 6.  The Contract 
Documents may only be amended, modified or supplemented as provided in paragraphs 3.5 and 3.6 
of the General Conditions. 
 
ARTICLE 7.  MISCELLANEOUS 
 
7.1 Terms used in this Agreement, which are defined in Article 1 of the General Conditions, shall 

have the meanings indicated in the General Conditions. 
 
7.2 No assignment by a party hereto of any rights under or interests in the Contract Documents 

will be binding on another party hereto without the written consent of the party sought to be 
bound; and specifically but without limitation, moneys that may become due and moneys that 
are due may not be assigned without such consent (except to the extent that the effect of this 
restriction may be limited by law), and unless specifically stated to the contrary in any written 
consent to an assignment no assignment will release or discharge that assignor from any 
duty or responsibility under the Contract Documents. 

 
7.3 OWNER and CONTRACTOR each binds itself, its partners, successors, assigns and legal 

representatives to the other party hereto, its partners, successors, assigns and legal 
representatives in respect to all covenants, agreements and obligations contained in the 
Contract Documents. 
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ARTICLE 8.  OTHER PROVISIONS 
 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, OWNER and CONTRACTOR have signed this Agreement in duplicate.  
One counterpart each has been delivered to OWNER and CONTRACTOR.  All portions of the 
Contract Documents have been signed, initialed or identified by OWNER and CONTRACTOR. 
 
This Agreement will be effective on _______________________, 2019. 
 
 
 
OWNER: CITY OF LOUISVILLE, CONTRACTOR:  _________________________ 
 COLORADO 
 
By:   ______________________________  By:  ____________________________________ 
  Robert P. Muckle, Mayor 
 
 
 

(CORPORATE SEAL)   (CORPORATE SEAL)                        
 
 
 
Attest:  ____________________________  Attest:  _________________________________   
  Meredtyh Muth, City Clerk 
 
 
Address for giving notices:    Address for giving notices: 
 
749 Main Street  _______________________________________  
Louisville, Colorado 
80027  _______________________________________  
 
Attention:  City Engineer  _______________________________________  
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AGREEMENT 

 
 
THIS AGREEMENT is made and entered into this __ day of  March in the year 2019 by and 
between: 
 
 CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COLORADO 
 (hereinafter called OWNER) 
 
 and 
 
 APC CONSTRUCTION 
 (hereinafter called CONTRACTOR) 
 
OWNES and CONTRACTOR, in consideration of the mutual covenants hereinafter set forth, agree 
as follows. 
 
ARTICLE 1.  WORK 
 
CONTRACTOR shall complete all Work as specified or indicated in the Contract Documents.  The 
Work is generally described as follows: 
 
PROJECT: 2019 STREET RESURFACING PROJECT 
PROJECT NUMBER:  301312-660026 
 
ARTICLE 2.  CONTRACT TIMES 
 
2.1 The CONTRACTOR shall substantially complete all work by July 1, 2019 and within 30 

Contract Days after the date when the Contract Time commences to run.  The Work shall 
be completed and ready for final payment in accordance with paragraph 14.13 of the 
General Conditions within 50 Contract Days after the date when the Contract Times 
commence to run.  The Contract Times shall commence to run on the day indicated in the 
Notice to Proceed. 

 
2.2 LIQUIDATED DAMAGES.  The OWNER and the CONTRACTOR agree and recognize that 

time is of the essence in this contract and that the OWNER will suffer financial loss if the 
Work is not substantially complete by the date specified in paragraph 2.1 above, plus any 
extensions thereof allowed in accordance with the Article 12 of the General Conditions.  
OWNER and CONTRACTOR also agree that such damages are uncertain in amount and 
difficult to measure accurately.  Accordingly, the OWNER and CONTRACTOR agree that as 
liquidated damages, and not as a penalty, for delay in performance the CONTRACTOR shall 
pay the OWNER ONE THOUSAND DOLLARS ($1,000) for each and every Contract Day 
and portion thereof that expires after the time specified above for substantial completion of 
the Work until the same is finally complete and ready for final payment.  The liquidated 
damages herein specified shall only apply to the CONTRACTOR’s delay in performance, 
and shall not include litigation or attorneys’ fees incurred by the OWNER, or other incidental 
or consequential damages suffered by the OWNER due to the CONTRACTOR’s 
performance.  If the OWNER charges liquidated damages to the CONTRACTOR, this shall 
not preclude the OWNER from commencing an action against the CONTRACTOR for other 
actual harm resulting from the CONTRACTOR’s performance, which is not due to the 
CONTRACTOR’s delay in performance. 
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ARTICLE 3.  CONTRACT PRICE 
 
3.1 The OWNER shall pay in current funds, and the CONTRACTOR agrees to accept in full 

payment for performance of the Work, subject to additions and deductions from extra and/or 
omitted work and determinations of actual quantities as provided in the Contract Documents, 
the Contract Price of two million two hundred and thirty thousand four hundred twenty one 
dollars and eighty two cents ($2,230,421.82) as set forth in the Bid Form of the CONTRACTOR 
dated March 7, 2019. 

 
As provided in paragraph 11.9 of the General Conditions estimated quantities are not 
guaranteed, and determinations of actual quantities and classification are to be made by 
ENGINEER as provided in paragraph 9.10 of the General Conditions.  Unit prices have been 
computed as provided in paragraph 11.9 of the General Conditions. 

 
 
ARTICLE 4.  PAYMENT PROCEDURES 
 
CONTRACTOR shall submit Applications for Payment in accordance with Article 14 of the General 
Conditions.  Applications for Payment will be processed by OWNER as provided in the General 
Conditions. 
 
4.1 PROGRESS PAYMENTS.  OWNER shall make progress payments on the basis of 

CONTRACTOR's Applications for Payment as recommended by ENGINEER, on or about the 
third Wednesday of each month during construction as provided below.  All progress 
payments will be on the basis of the progress of the Unit Price Work based on the number of 
units completed as provided in the General Conditions. 

 
4.1.1.1 Prior to final completion and acceptance, progress payments will be made in the amount 

equal to 95 percent of the calculated value of completed Work, and/or 95 percent of 
materials and equipment not incorporated in the Work (but delivered, suitably stored 
and accompanied by documentation satisfactory to OWNER as provided in 14.2 of the 
General Conditions), but in each case, less the aggregate of payments previously made 
and such less amounts as ENGINEER shall determine, or OWNER may withhold, in 
accordance with paragraph 14.7 of the General Conditions.   

 
If OWNER finds that satisfactory progress is being made in any phase of the Work, it 
may, in its discretion and upon written request by the CONTRACTOR, authorize final 
payment from the withheld percentage to the CONTRACTOR or subcontractors who 
have completed their work in a manner finally acceptable to the OWNER. Before any 
such payment may be made, the OWNER must, in an exercise of its discretion, 
determine that satisfactory and substantial reasons exist for the payment and there 
must be provided to the OWNER written approval from any surety furnishing bonds for 
the Work.   
 

 
Nothing contained in this provision shall preclude the OWNER and CONTRACTOR from 
making other arrangements consistent with C.R.S. 24-91-105 prior to contract award.  

 
4.2 FINAL PAYMENT.  Upon final completion and acceptance of the Work in accordance with 

paragraph 14.13 of the General Conditions, OWNER shall pay the remainder of the Contract 
Price as provided in said paragraph 14.13 of the General Conditions. 
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ARTICLE 5.  CONTRACTOR'S REPRESENTATIONS 
 
In order to induce OWNER to enter into this Agreement CONTRACTOR makes the following 
representations: 
 
5.1 CONTRACTOR has examined and carefully studied the Contract Documents, (including the 

Addenda listed in paragraph 6.10) and the other related data identified in the Bidding 
Documents including "technical".  

 
5.2 CONTRACTOR has inspected the site and become familiar with and is satisfied as to the 

general, local and site conditions that may affect cost, progress, performance or furnishing of 
the Work. 

 
5.3 CONTRACTOR is familiar with and is satisfied as to all federal, state and local Laws and 

Regulations that may affect cost, progress and furnishing of the Work. 
 
5.4 CONTRACTOR has carefully studied all reports of exploration and tests of subsurface 

conditions at or contiguous to the site and all drawings of physical conditions relating to 
surface or subsurface structures at or contiguous to the site (Except Underground facilities) 
which have been identified in the General Conditions as provided in paragraph 4.2.1 of the 
General Conditions.  CONTRACTOR accepts the determination set forth in paragraph 4.2 of 
the General Conditions.  CONTRACTOR acknowledges that such reports and drawings are 
not Contract Documents and may not be complete for CONTRACTOR's purposes.  
CONTRACTOR acknowledges that OWNER and ENGINEER do not assume responsibility 
for the accuracy or completeness of information and data shown or indicated in the Contract 
Documents with respect to such reports, drawings or to Underground Facilities at or 
contiguous to the site.  CONTRACTOR has conducted, obtained and carefully studied (or 
assume responsibility for having done so) all necessary examinations, investigations, 
explorations, tests, studies, and data concerning conditions (surface, subsurface and 
Underground Facilities) at or contiguous to the site or otherwise which may affect cost, 
progress, performance or furnishing of the Work or which relate to any aspect of the means, 
methods, techniques, sequences and procedures of construction to be employed by 
CONTRACTOR and safety precautions and programs incident thereto.  CONTRACTOR does 
not consider that any additional examinations, investigations, explorations, tests, studies or 
data are necessary for the performance and furnishing of the Work at the Contract Price, 
within the Contract Times and in accordance with the other terms and conditions of the 
Contract Documents. 

 
5.5 CONTRACTOR has reviewed and checked all information and data shown or indicated on 

the Contract Documents with respect to existing Underground Facilities at or contiguous to 
the site and assumes responsibility for the accurate location of said Underground Facilities.  
No additional examinations, investigations, explorations, tests, reports, studies or similar 
information or data in respect of said Underground Facilities are or will be required by 
CONTRACTOR in order to perform and furnish the Work at the Contract Price, within the 
Contract Time and in accordance with the other terms and conditions of the Contract 
Documents, including specifically the provisions of paragraph 4.3 of the General Conditions. 

 
5.6 CONTRACTOR is aware of the general nature of work to be performed by OWNER and 

others at the site that relates to the Work as indicated in the Contract Documents.  
 
5.7 CONTRACTOR has correlated the information known to CONTRACTOR, information and 

observations obtained from visits to the site, reports and drawings identified in the Contract 
Documents and all additional examinations, investigations, explorations, tests studies and 
data with the Contract Documents.  
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5.8 CONTRACTOR has given ENGINEER written notice of all conflicts, errors, ambiguities or 

discrepancies that CONTRACTOR has discovered in the Contract Documents and the written 
resolution thereof by ENGINEER is acceptable to CONTRACTOR, and the Contract 
Documents are generally sufficient to indicate and convey understanding of all terms and 
conditions for performance and furnishing the Work.   

 
 
ARTICLE 6.  CONTRACT DOCUMENTS 
 
The Contract Documents, which constitute the entire agreement between OWNER and 
CONTRACTOR concerning the Work, are all written documents, which define the Work and the 
obligations of the Contractor in performing the Work and the OWNER in providing compensation for 
the Work.  The Contract Documents include the following: 
 
6.1 Invitation to Bid. 
 
6.2 Instruction to Bidders. 
 
6.3 Bid Form. 
 
6.4 This Agreement. 
 
6.5 General Conditions. 
 
6.6 Supplementary Conditions. 
 
6.7 General Requirements. 
 
6.8 Technical Specifications. 
 
6.9   Drawings with each sheet bearing the title: 2019 STREET RESURFACING PROJECT 
 
6.10 Change Orders, Addenda and other documents which may be required or specified including: 
 

6.10.1 Addenda No.      to   2   exclusive 
6.10.2 Documentation submitted by CONTRACTOR prior to Notice of Award. 
6.10.3 Schedule of Subcontractors   
6.10.4 Anti-Collusion Affidavit 
6.10.5  Certification of EEO Compliance 
6.10.6 Notice of Award 
6.10.7 Performance Bond 
6.10.8 Labor and Material Payment Bond 
6.10.9 Certificates of Insurance 
6.10.10 Notice to Proceed 
6.10.11 Contractor’s Proposal Request 
6.10.12 Contractor’s Overtime Request 
6.10.13 Field Order 
6.10.14 Work Change Directive 
6.10.15 Change Order 
6.10.16 Application for Payment 
6.10.17 Certificate of Substantial Completion 
6.10.18 Claim Release      
6.10.19 Final Inspection Report 
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6.10.20 Certificate of Final Completion 
6.10.21 Guarantee Period Inspection Report 

 
6.11 The following which may be delivered or issued after the Effective Date of the Agreement and 

are attached hereto:  All Written Amendments and other documents amending, modifying, or 
supplementing the Contract Documents pursuant to paragraphs 3.5 and 3.6 of the General 
Conditions. 

 
6.12 In the event of conflict between the above documents, the prevailing document shall be as 

follows: 
 

1. Permits from other agencies as may be required. 
 
2. Special Provisions and Detail Drawings.  
 
3. Technical Specifications and Drawings.  Drawings and Technical Specifications are 

intended to be complementary.  Anything shown or called for in one and omitted in 
another is binding as if called for or shown by both.   

 
4. Supplementary Conditions. 

 
5. General Conditions. 
 
6. City of Louisville Design and Construction Standards. 

 
7. Reference Specifications. 

 
 
In case of conflict between prevailing references above, the one having the more stringent 
requirements shall govern.  
 
There are no Contract Documents other than those listed above in this Article 6.  The Contract 
Documents may only be amended, modified or supplemented as provided in paragraphs 3.5 and 3.6 
of the General Conditions. 
 
ARTICLE 7.  MISCELLANEOUS 
 
7.1 Terms used in this Agreement, which are defined in Article 1 of the General Conditions, shall 

have the meanings indicated in the General Conditions. 
 
7.2 No assignment by a party hereto of any rights under or interests in the Contract Documents 

will be binding on another party hereto without the written consent of the party sought to be 
bound; and specifically but without limitation, moneys that may become due and moneys that 
are due may not be assigned without such consent (except to the extent that the effect of this 
restriction may be limited by law), and unless specifically stated to the contrary in any written 
consent to an assignment no assignment will release or discharge that assignor from any 
duty or responsibility under the Contract Documents. 

 
7.3 OWNER and CONTRACTOR each binds itself, its partners, successors, assigns and legal 

representatives to the other party hereto, its partners, successors, assigns and legal 
representatives in respect to all covenants, agreements and obligations contained in the 
Contract Documents. 
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ARTICLE 8.  OTHER PROVISIONS 
 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, OWNER and CONTRACTOR have signed this Agreement in duplicate.  
One counterpart each has been delivered to OWNER and CONTRACTOR.  All portions of the 
Contract Documents have been signed, initialed or identified by OWNER and CONTRACTOR. 
 
This Agreement will be effective on _______________________, 2019. 
 
 
 
OWNER: CITY OF LOUISVILLE, CONTRACTOR:  _________________________ 
 COLORADO 
 
By:   ______________________________  By:  ____________________________________ 
  Robert P. Muckle, Mayor 
 
 
 

(CORPORATE SEAL)   (CORPORATE SEAL)                        
 
 
 
Attest:  ____________________________  Attest:  _________________________________   
  Meredyth Muth, City Clerk 
 
 
Address for giving notices:    Address for giving notices: 
 
749 Main Street  _______________________________________  
Louisville, Colorado 
80027  _______________________________________  
 
Attention:  City Engineer  _______________________________________  
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
AGENDA ITEM 8D 

SUBJECT: DISCUSSION/DIRECTION/ACTION – COLORADO 
COMMUNITIES FOR CLIMATE ACTION REQUESTED POLICY 
AGENDA CHANGE 

 
DATE:  MARCH 19, 2019 
 
PRESENTED BY: MEGAN DAVIS, DEPUTY CITY MANAGER 

ASHLEY STOLZMANN, CITY COUNCIL CC4CA 
REPRESENTATIVE 

 
 
SUMMARY: 
The City of Louisville became a member of Colorado Communities for Climate Action 
(CC4CA) in 2018. As a member, the City has the opportunity to weigh-in on the 
development of the CC4CA Policy Agenda, which is updated on an annual basis to 
establish the priorities for the organization and its members around climate-related 
policy. The Policy Agenda is updated on an annual basis at its membership retreat, and 
the organization does not typically make revisions to the adopted Policy Agenda during 
the year. However, unanticipated policy discussions at the state or federal level may 
necessitate revisiting the document. Louisville became a member and adopted the 
CC4CA 2018-2019 Policy Agenda at the July 3, 2018 City Council meeting and is 
attached for reference.   
 
One such issue has emerged as the 2019 State General Assembly has turned its focus 
to solid waste, around policies not anticipated at the time the Policy Agenda was 
developed. Given that, CC4CA is asking its members to approve a change in the 
existing policy around solid waste.  
 
Currently, there is a provision in state law that preempts local governments from 
establishing requirements related to single use plastics, such as container types for 
food, plastic bags, and other consumer products. While a number of communities have 
adopted such restrictions, the meaning and scope of this preemption clause hasn’t been 
litigated yet in a way that provides a clear determination of their validity. 
 
The Colorado Municipal League (CML), of which the City is also a member, is leading 
an effort to pass a bill this session addressing the preemption language. If passed the 
bill would eliminate the preemption language and clearly allow a local government to set 
standards for disposable plastic waste (e.g. a retail food establishment's use of ready-
to-eat food containers, such as those made from Styrofoam). 
 
While a bill has not been introduced yet, the following information was shared by CML in 
their most recent legislative update:  
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Several municipalities are contemplating complete prohibitions on plastic bags or 
related items. In the course of researching the issue, CML staff discovered a 
potential pitfall in state statutes that has been on the books since the 1990s. 
C.R.S. 25-17-104 states: “No unit of local government shall require or prohibit the 
use or sale of specific types of plastic materials or products or restrict or mandate 
containers, packaging, or labeling for any consumer products.” Definitions are 
found in C.R.S. 25-17-102. Because this may be construed as a preemption 
against any municipal actions to prohibit plastic materials, the CML Executive 
Board approved League-initiated legislation striking or amending the language in 
order to explicitly permit local prohibitions. 

 
Several CC4CA member jurisdictions have identified this is a high priority issue and feel 
that the solid waste nexus to greenhouse gas emissions demands more attention from 
the organization. In addition, at recent policy committee meetings some CC4CA 
members have expressed that supporting this legislation would be consistent with the 
spirit and intent of the Policy Agenda, although the language itself doesn’t speak directly 
to it.  
 
The current language on the CC4CA Policy Agenda reads: 
 

20. Supports adoption and implementation of a plan by the Colorado 
Department of Public Health and Environment to achieve the statewide 
waste diversion goals established by the Solid and Hazardous Waste 
Commission. 
  
Recycling and composting reduce emissions of both methane and carbon 
dioxide. Colorado has a low solid waste diversion rate of 19 percent, compared 
with the national average of 34 percent. In August 2017, the Colorado Solid and 
Hazardous Waste Commission adopted new statewide and regional municipal 
solid waste diversion goals, including separate goals for 11 Front Range counties 
and for the remainder of the state for the years 2021, 2026, and 2036. Statewide, 
the goal is to increase the diversion rate to 45 percent by 2036. CC4CA supports 
CDPHE’s efforts to increase solid waste diversion rates. 

 
The proposed language to be added to the CC4CA Policy Agenda reads: 
 

1. Create new task forces, staffed positions, programs and initiatives, and/or 
other entities to support and improve solid waste diversion efforts in the state 
and to improve funding and technical assistance for such efforts. 

 
2. Create new task forces, staffed positions, and/or statewide initiatives to 

support the expansion of recycling businesses in Colorado. 
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3. Allow local governments to regulate disposable plastic waste (which they are 
currently preempted from doing by the State of Colorado). 

 
4. Require or incentivize state agencies to improve their recycling, composting, 

and other solid waste reduction efforts. 
 
Because one of CC4CA’s fundamental commitments is that the coalition won’t take 
positions unless they have been supported unanimously through the Policy Agenda 
process, CC4CA is asking every member for their support in clarifying the Policy 
Agenda with this proposed language. Thus far, most community members (18 out of 24 
members) have weighed in with support for this language, with none opposed. 
However, many of the communities would ultimately like to see a statewide approach to 
managing single-use plastics.  
 
This language was drafted in response to legislative efforts that have emerged during 
this session. CC4CA staff believes that this position will be revisited next summer to 
reflect a less specific and more comprehensive statement that would address a broader 
set of state and local solid waste strategies moving forward.  
 
The City of Louisville’s Legislative Agenda positions regarding Home Rule/Local Control 
and Energy/Environment state: 
 

“The City supports local control and maintaining home rule authority. In general, 
the City believes local problems are best addressed at the local level, and the 
current authority and powers of municipal governments such as land use, zoning, 
personnel matters, sales tax, etc. should not be diminished.” 
 
“The City supports legislation to address climate change by improving energy 
efficiency, increasing use of renewable energy, and reducing greenhouse gas 
emissions and dependence on fossil fuels while maintaining local control and 
authority for implementation.” 

 
CC4CA is a coalition of counties, cities, and towns advocating for effective state and 
federal climate policy. Solid waste does have an impact on climate change, but it is not 
addressed as prominently in the CC4CA Policy Agenda as other issues due to the 
magnitude of its impact as compared to other activities and emission sources. As is the 
case with most of the state, emissions in Boulder County from commercial and 
residential building energy use account for 60% of emissions county-wide and 
emissions from transportation account for 31% of emissions county-wide. According to 
the Boulder County 2016 Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory and Modeling Report, 
waste accounts for approximately 1% of the total impact on greenhouse gas emissions.  
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Given the need for feedback on an immediate policy change in order to address 
legislation during this session, as well as the need for general input on future CC4CA 
solid waste discussions, Council may wish to consider the some of the following 
questions: 
 
- Does the City Council support the proposed Policy Agenda changes at this time?  
- Are there other factors that the City would like to see included in the organization’s 

policy around solid waste?  
- Would the City rather the organization focus more on other climate related issues? 
- Does the City prefer a statewide or local approach to managing single-use plastics 

(understanding that one approach may not preclude the other)? 
- Are there other underlying issues Council would like to express related to this issue? 
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
There is no fiscal impact to this item.  
 
PROGRAM/SUB-PROGRAM IMPACT: 
The City’s membership in CC4CA helps support the Sustainability sub-program, to use 
environmental, economic, and human resources to meet present and future needs 
without compromising the ecosystems on which we depend. Actively pursue energy 
efficient upgrades to realize cost savings and reduce environmental impacts. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends that the City Council consider and provide direction on the proposed 
language changes, and provide any input on future CC4CA discussions regarding solid 
waste. Councilor Stolzmann as the CC4CA Louisville representative can also share her 
insights and suggestions for consideration at the March 19, 2019 City Council meeting.   
 
ATTACHMENT(S): 

1. CC4CA 2018-2019 Policy Agenda 
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CC4CA	Policy	Agenda	2018-2019	
	
Colorado	Communities	for	Climate	Action	is	a	coalition	of	local	governments	
advocating	for	policies	that	protect	Colorado’s	climate	for	current	and	future	
generations.	CC4CA’s	policy	priorities	for	2018-2019	reflect	unanimous	agreement	
among	the	coalition	members	on	steps	that	should	be	taken	at	the	state	and	federal	
level,	often	in	partnership	with	local	governments,	to	enable	Colorado	and	its	
communities	to	lead	in	protecting	the	climate.	These	steps	would	complement	the	
strong	local	climate	actions	CC4CA	members	already	have	underway.		
	

General	Policy	Principles	
	
These	general	principles	guide	the	specific	policies	for	which	Colorado	Communities	
for	Climate	Action	advocates:		
	
CC4CA	supports	collaboration	between	state	and	federal	government	agencies	and	
Colorado’s	local	governments	to	advance	local	climate	protection.		
	
CC4CA	supports	state	and	federal	programs	to	reduce	carbon	pollution,	including	
adequate	and	ongoing	funding	of	those	programs.			
	
CC4CA	supports	analyses,	financial	incentives,	and	enabling	policies	for	the	
development	and	deployment	of	clean	energy	technologies.		
	
CC4CA	supports	locally	driven,	locally	designed	programs	to	support	communities	
impacted	by	the	clean	energy	transformation.	
	

Policy	Positions	
	
Colorado	Communities	for	Climate	Action	supports	the	following	policy	positions:	
	

Local	Climate	Programs	
	

1.	Supports	state-level	actions	to	remove	barriers	and	promote	opportunities	
that	allow	counties	and	municipalities	to	maximize	the	deployment	of	local	
clean	energy	options.	
	
The	deployment	of	local	energy	generation	and	technology	will	continue	to	be	a	
critical	component	of	Colorado	communities’	climate	efforts.	In	many	cases,	
regulatory	or	legislative	limitations	exist	that	will	need	to	be	removed	for	
communities	to	fully	explore	new	local	program	options	and	technologies	that	can	
effectively	reduce	fossil	fuel	use,	increase	energy	resilience,	and	support	community	
values	related	to	climate	protection.	For	example,	the	integration	of	local	renewable	
energy,	storage	technologies,	and	microgrids	all	support	a	local	jurisdiction’s	ability	
to	address	the	supply	side	of	energy-related	emissions.		
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2.	Supports	requiring	local	governments	with	adopted	building	codes	to	
include	the	most	current	or	appropriate	International	Energy	Conservation	
Code,	or	provisions	substantially	similar	to	it,	in	their	building	codes	and	to	
develop	a	process	for	updating	the	energy	code	on	a	regular	basis.	
	
More	than	40	percent	of	the	energy	consumed	in	the	United	States	is	tied	to	the	use	
of	buildings.	Building	codes,	consequently,	are	among	the	most	powerful	tools	
available	for	reducing	carbon	pollution	(and,	not	incidentally,	saving	money	in	both	
residential	and	commercial	buildings).	For	instance,	the	Southwest	Energy	
Efficiency	Project	estimates	the	incremental	cost	for	constructing	a	new	home	to	
meet	the	2015	IECC	versus	the	2006	IECC	is	about	$2,400;	with	annual	energy	
savings	of	$390,	this	efficiency	upgrade	results	in	a	six-year	simple	payback.	
	
While	some	jurisdictions	across	Colorado	are	keeping	up	with	changes	to	the	
International	Energy	Conservation	Code,	many	communities	have	not	done	so.	
CC4CA	supports	the	adoption	of	the	most	current	IECC	or	amendments	to	older	
codes	that	have	comparable	energy	efficiency	and	consumption	impacts.		
	
3.	Supports	state	government	actions	to	enable	local	governments	to	obtain	
the	energy	use	and	other	data	they	need	to	effectively	address	climate	change.		
	
Local	governments	need	convenient	and	consistent	access	to	data	that	is	essential	
for	developing	and	administering	local	programs	that	address	clean	and	efficient	
energy	and	reductions	in	heat-trapping	emissions.	For	example,	access	to	uniform	
data	from	electric	and	gas	utilities	is	critical	for	implementing	building	energy	use	
disclosure	and	benchmarking	programs	designed	to	make	sure	building	owners,	
tenants,	and	others	can	be	fully	informed	about	energy	performance.	Local	
governments	also	struggle	to	get	consistent	data	regarding	waste	collection	and	
disposal,	oil	and	gas	operations,	and	other	sources	of	heat-trapping	emissions.	
CC4CA	supports	state	government	actions	and	policies	that	lead	to	uniform	systems	
for	collection	and	distribution	of	data	from	investor-owned	and	public	utilities	that	
is	easily	accessible	to	local	governments,	while	still	protective	of	data	privacy	for	
residents	and	businesses.		
	

State	Climate-Specific	Programs	
	
4.	Supports	statutory	codification	of	aggressive	and	enforceable	goals	to	
reduce	net	statewide	heat-trapping	emissions,	including	the	goal	of	reducing	
emissions	by	more	than	26	percent	by	2025,	compared	to	2005	levels,	as	
established	by	Governor	John	Hickenlooper	through	executive	order,	and	
including	a	further	goal	of	reducing	emissions	by	at	least	80	percent	by	2050,	
compared	to	2005	levels.	
	
In	July	2017,	Governor	Hickenlooper	issued	Executive	Order	D	2017-015.	Among	
other	provisions,	it	set	an	official	state	goal	of	reducing	statewide	carbon	pollution	
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by	more	than	26	percent	by	2025,	compared	to	2005	levels.	CC4CA	applauded	the	
governor	for	his	action,	which	provides	an	essential	framework	for	shaping	climate	
protection	actions	in	Colorado.	Meeting	this	goal	would	mean	that	Colorado	
achieved	its	share	of	the	national	commitment	the	United	States	made	under	the	
Paris	Agreement.		
	
CC4CA	also	supports	an	additional	goal	of	reducing	emissions	by	at	least	80	percent	
by	2050,	building	on	the	goal	established	in	2008	by	then-governor	Bill	Ritter,	Jr.	in	
Executive	Order	D	004	08.	Meeting	this	goal	would	mean	that	Colorado	achieved	its	
share	of	the	global	emission	reductions	scientists	say	must	be	achieved	or	exceeded	
to	protect	the	climate	from	dangerous	human	interference.		
	
CC4CA	supports	the	codification	of	the	state’s	emission	reduction	goals	in	statute,	as	
other	states	have	done,	so	that	they	remain	the	cornerstone	of	state	climate	
protection	actions	over	time,	including	following	transitions	from	one	governor	to	
another.		
	
5.	Supports	legislative,	regulatory,	and	administrative	actions	by	the	Colorado	
state	government	to	achieve	the	state’s	emission	reduction	goals	and	to	
implement	the	Colorado	Climate	Plan,	and	requests	an	opportunity	for	
meaningful,	sustained	engagement	by	CC4CA	in	developing	those	specific	
steps.	
	
In	order	to	meet	the	emission	reduction	goals	established	by	Governor	
Hickenlooper	and	to	implement	the	governor’s	2015	Colorado	Climate	Plan,	the	
state	will	need	to	take	additional	action.	The	Colorado	Climate	Plan	is	a	high-level	
overview	document	of	state	actions	for	adapting	to	future	climate	change	impacts	
and	reducing	carbon	pollution.	CC4CA	believes	it	essential	that	the	state	government	
provide	an	opportunity	for	meaningful,	sustained	collaboration	with	local	
governments	in	developing	specific	climate	actions	tied	to	this	climate	plan,	and	
proposes	that	representatives	of	CC4CA	be	included	in	that	process.	Following	the	
July	2017	release	of	Governor	Hickenlooper’s	executive	order,	CC4CA	initiated	a	
letter	to	the	governor	through	which	75	local	elected	officials	expressed	support	for	
the	executive	order	and	its	goals	and	stated	their	readiness	and	willingness	to	help	
his	administration	shape	and	implement	concrete,	measurable	actions	that	will	be	
needed	to	meet	these	goals.		
	
6.	Supports	the	development	of	a	new	forecast	of	future	heat-trapping	
emissions	reflecting	Colorado	laws	and	Colorado-specific	information	by	the	
Colorado	Department	of	Public	Health	and	Environment,	with	input	from	local	
government	and	other	stakeholders.	
	
The	“Colorado	Greenhouse	Gas	Inventory:	2014	Update	Including	Projections	to	
2020	&	2030,”	prepared	by	the	Colorado	Department	of	Public	Health	and	
Environment,	includes	a	forecast	of	statewide	emissions	that	utilizes	federal	
Environmental	Protection	Agency	nationwide	assumptions	about	future	emissions	
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policies.	As	a	result,	the	inventory	does	not	reflect	currently	adopted	Colorado	laws	
and	policies,	such	as	our	Renewable	Energy	Standard.	Without	this	information,	it	is	
impossible	to	ascertain	what	progress	Colorado	is	making	(or	not)	in	its	effort	to	
reduce	carbon	pollution.	CC4CA	in	July	2017	sent	a	letter	to	CDPHE	recommending	
the	development	of	a	new	Colorado	inventory	of	greenhouse	gas	emissions	that	
incorporates	existing	Colorado	law	and	policy	in	order	to	more	accurately	track	the	
state’s	progress	in	achieving	its	emissions	reduction	goals,	and	will	continue	
working	for	that	action.	
	
7.	Supports	a	comprehensive	market-based	policy	to	reduce	Colorado’s	heat-
trapping	emissions.	
	
Climate	change	is	considered	a	market	failure	by	economists	because	it	imposes	
huge	costs	on	society—so-called	external	costs—that	are	not	normally	reflected	in	
the	prices	of	the	goods	and	services	causing	the	cost.	To	overcome	this	market	
failure,	CC4CA	supports	an	effort	to	internalize	the	costs	by	putting	a	price	on	heat-
trapping	emissions	and	allowing	that	price	to	help	drive	emission	reductions.	Such	a	
market-based	approach	could	be	undertaken	at	national,	regional,	or	state	levels,	
and	could	take	different	forms.	One	approach	would	be	a	tax	on	greenhouse	gas	
emissions.	Another	would	be	a	cap-and-trade	program	that	allows	trading	of	limited	
emission	rights	that	are	sold	and	then	could	be	traded	to	achieve	economically	
efficient	emission	reductions.	Examples	include	the	Regional	Greenhouse	Gas	
Initiative	covering	ten	northeastern	U.S.	states	and	California’s	statewide	cap-and-
trade	program.		
	

Electricity	Generation	
	
8.	Supports	concrete	state	government	actions	to	reduce	emissions	from	the	
electricity	sector	in	Colorado	by	at	least	25	percent	by	2025	and	at	least	35	
percent	by	2030,	compared	to	2012	levels,	consistent	with	the	goals	
established	by	Governor	John	Hickenlooper	through	executive	order.	
	
Executive	Order	D	2017-015	established	new	state	goals	for	reducing	emissions	
from	the	electricity	sector	that	are	consistent	with	what	Colorado	was	considering	
to	comply	with	the	U.S.	Environmental	Protection	Agency’s	Clean	Power	Plan	under	
the	Obama	administration.	CC4CA	believes	that	greater	emission	reductions	are	
possible	than	called	for	in	the	executive	order	and	that	further	reductions	are	
needed	into	mid-century,	especially	given	the	more	ambitious	targets	that	Xcel	
Energy	has	identified	as	achievable	in	its	Colorado	Energy	Plan	currently	under	
consideration	by	the	Public	Utilities	Commission.	CC4CA	supports	concrete	actions	
by	the	Colorado	Public	Utilities	Commission	and	the	Colorado	Department	of	Public	
Health	and	Environment	to	ensure	that	we	achieve	and	exceed	these	goals.		
	
9.	Supports	the	accelerated	retirement	of	existing	fossil	fuel	based	generation	
facilities	and	their	replacement	with	cost-effective	and	reliable	clean	energy	
supplies,	through	means	that	protect	both	utilities	and	consumers.	
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CC4CA	supports	actions	in	Colorado	to	enable	the	early	retirement	of	fossil	fuel-
based	power	plants	and	their	replacement	with	clean	energy	sources,	while	
protecting	the	economic	interests	of	both	the	utilities	owning	the	power	plants	and	
electricity	customers.		
	
CC4CA	has	previously	supported	legislation	to	allow	refinancing	of	older,	less	
efficient	power	plants,	by	way	of	ratepayer-backed	bonding,	that	could	make	it	
possible	to	retire	those	plants	in	favor	of	newer,	cleaner	sources	while	protecting	
the	economic	interests	of	both	utilities	and	consumers.	In	August	2017,	Xcel	Energy	
and	more	than	a	dozen	other	entities	(including	the	City	of	Boulder,	a	CC4CA	
member)	announced	an	agreement	to	seek	approval	from	the	Public	Utilities	
Commission	of	a	proposal	to	retire	two	old,	coal-fired	generators	at	the	Comanche	
power	plant	in	Pueblo,	to	be	replaced	with	newer	energy	sources	with	lower	(or	no)	
heat-trapping	emissions.	The	coalition	said	the	proposal	is	predicated	on	the	cost	of	
the	new	energy	sources	meeting	or	beating	the	current	cost	of	power	from	the	
power	plants	to	be	retired.		
	
Across	the	nation,	the	generation	of	electricity	is	rapidly	shifting	from	coal-fired	
power	plants	to	less	polluting	plants,	driven	primarily	by	economic	forces	but	
sometimes	also	by	governmental	policies	and	actions,	from	climate	action	plans	to	
new	authority	for	refinancing	existing	plants.	The	shift	to	cleaner	electricity	
generation	is	driving	down	greenhouse	gas	emissions	from	that	sector	and	holding	
down	overall	national	emissions.		
	
10.	Supports	expanded	ability	of	electric	cooperatives	to	independently	
purchase	local	renewable	electricity.	
	
Tri-State	Generation	and	Transmission	Association	has	tried	to	prevent	its	customer	
electric	cooperatives	from	purchasing	electricity	generated	from	local	renewable	
sources	by	other	suppliers,	both	directly	through	attempts	to	impose	contractual	
limitations	and	indirectly	through	attempts	to	impose	fees.	In	decisions	involving	
Tri-State	and	Delta	Montrose	Electric	Association,	the	Federal	Energy	Regulatory	
Commission	has	found	these	attempts	to	be	in	violation	of	the	Public	Utilities	
Regulatory	Policy	Act,	which	actually	requires	a	coop	to	purchase	such	electricity,	
and	has	blocked	Tri-State	from	preventing	those	purchases.	CC4CA	supports	the	
ability	of	electric	cooperatives	to	purchase	non-polluting	electricity	free	from	these	
or	any	similar	limitations.		
	
11.	Supports	state	legislation	to	incrementally	increase	the	Renewable	Energy	
Standard.	
	
Colorado’s	current	Renewable	Energy	Standard	requires	electricity	providers	to	
obtain	these	minimum	percentages	of	their	power	from	renewable	energy	sources:		

• Investor-owned	utilities:	30	percent	by	2020,	of	which	3	percent	must	come	
from	distributed	energy	resources.		
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• Large	rural	electric	cooperatives:	20	percent	by	2020.		
• Municipal	utilities	and	small	rural	electric	cooperatives:	10	percent	by	2020.		

	
This	standard	has	been	one	of	the	most	effective	state	policies	in	facilitating	the	
transition	from	carbon-intensive	fossil	fuel	electricity	sources	to	renewable	sources,	
and	CC4CA	supports	giving	consideration	to	incrementally	increasing	the	standard	
for	all	three	types	of	utilities.		
	
12.	Supports	state	legislation	to	require	the	Public	Utilities	Commission	to	
consider	all	environmental	and	health	costs	of	the	fuels	used	by	investor-
owned	utilities	to	generate	electricity.	
	
Electric	utilities	should	be	required	to	include	the	costs	of	carbon	pollution	when	
developing	their	long-term	integrated	resource	plans,	as	would	have	been	required	
under	a	bill	considered	in	the	2016	session	of	the	Colorado	General	Assembly.	The	
“social	cost	of	carbon”	is	the	economic	cost	of	the	impacts	of	carbon	pollution,	which	
can	be	used	to	compare	the	overall	costs	and	benefits	of	alternative	energy	sources.	
Legislation	requiring	utilities	to	generate	at	least	one	scenario	identifying	the	
impacts	of	carbon	pollution	would	enable	utilities,	regulators,	ratepayers,	and	
others	to	better	understand	the	true	costs	of	different	choices	for	electricity	
generation.		
	
13.	Supports	grid	modernization	policies	and	funding	that	support	distributed	
generation,	energy	storage,	high	levels	of	renewable	energy	generation	
(distributed	and	utility-scale),	and	appropriate	technologies.	
	
A	wide	array	of	grid	modernization	policies	and	actions	are	available	to	utilities	that	
can	reduce	energy	consumption,	better	align	availability	of	electricity	to	demand,	
expand	renewable	energy	generation,	and	collectively	reduce	carbon	pollution	from	
the	power	generation	sector	(while	also	improving	reliability	and	reducing	cost).	
CC4CA	supports	policies	and	funding	that	result	in	these	types	of	grid	
modernization	efforts	in	Colorado.	
	
Net	metering	is	one	example	of	a	policy	structure	that	can	result	in	reduced	
greenhouse	gas	emissions,	greater	reliability	for	individual	energy	users	and	across	
the	grid,	improved	grid	resilience,	and	reduced	cost	for	both	utilities	and	electricity	
consumers.	Colorado’s	current	net	metering	policies	allow	electric	customers	who	
invest	in	distributed	energy	technologies	to	net	their	solar	energy	production	
against	their	consumption.	Available	in	at	least	40	states,	this	simple	billing	
arrangement	is	one	of	the	most	important	policies	for	encouraging	rooftop	solar	and	
other	on-site	clean	energy	options.	Net	metering	also	helps	foster	the	voluntary	
reduction	of	heat-trapping	emissions,	contributes	to	the	reliability	of	the	electricity	
supply	and	distribution	systems,	supports	the	residential	and	small-commercial	
renewable	energy	industry,	and	helps	to	more	quickly	replace	coal-fired	power	
plants	with	cleaner	sources	of	energy.	In	recent	years	utilities	have	sought	approval	
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from	regulatory	bodies	in	many	states	to	either	abandon	or	reduce	net	metering	
rates.	
	
CC4CA	supports	grid	modernization	policies	like	these	and	opposes	efforts	to	
weaken	or	eliminate	them	where	they	already	exist.		
	

Energy	Efficiency	
	
14.	Supports	legislative,	regulatory,	and	administrative	actions	for	electric	
utilities	to	achieve	energy	efficiency	savings	of	2	percent	per	year	beyond	
2020,	building	on	the	2020	goal	established	by	Governor	Hickenlooper	
through	executive	order.	Municipal	and	cooperative	utilities	should	also	adopt	
and	achieve	similar	efficiency	targets.	
	
In	the	2017	session	of	the	Colorado	General	Assembly,	CC4CA	supported	HB	17-
1227,	which	was	enacted	to	extend	an	existing	law	requiring	regulated	utilities	to	
achieve	electricity	savings	of	five	percent	of	retail	sales	from	2018–2028.	Colorado	
utilities	have	already	demonstrated	that	they	can	readily	exceed	this	modest	goal.	
The	Southwest	Energy	Efficiency	Project	reports	that	from	2008–16	Xcel	Energy	and	
Black	Hills	Energy	achieved	ten	percent	savings,	well	over	one	percent	per	year,	
with	an	overall	benefit-to-cost	ratio	of	more	than	two-to-one.	Colorado	households	
and	businesses	saved	nearly	$1.4	billion	net	over	that	time	period.	Governor	
Hickenlooper’s	Executive	Order	D	2017-015	set	a	new	goal	to	achieve	two	percent	
per	year	energy	efficiency	by	2020,	which	is	readily	achievable	and	should	be	
extended	beyond	that	date.		
	
15.	Supports	ongoing	and	sustainable	funding	for	the	Weatherization	
Assistance	Program.	
	
Low-income	and	vulnerable	households	spend	a	disproportionately	large	
percentage	of	their	income	on	energy	utility	bills.	The	federal	Weatherization	
Assistance	Program	was	created	in	1976	to	address	this	problem.	Administered	
here	by	the	Colorado	Energy	Office,	WAP	provides	funding	to	locally	administered	
home	weatherization	programs	to	provide	free	weatherization	services	to	
Colorado’s	low-income	residents	in	order	to	improve	the	energy	efficiency	of	their	
homes.	Colorado	supplements	its	annual	federal	WAP	allocation	with	state	
severance	tax	dollars,	both	of	which	can	be	volatile	sources	of	revenue.	A	stable	
revenue	stream	for	Colorado’s	eight	WAP	programs	would	support	the	dual	goals	of	
assisting	families	in	reducing	their	energy	bills	while	promoting	safe,	comfortable,	
and	energy-efficient	housing.		
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16.	Supports	state	enabling	legislation	to	provide	counties	and	statutory	cities	
and	towns	with	the	same	authority	held	by	home	rule	cities	to	implement	local	
energy	conservation	policies	and	programs.	
	
Unlike	their	home	rule	municipal	peers,	Colorado	counties	and	statutory	cities	and	
towns	in	many	cases	lack	authority	to	adopt	and	implement	energy	conservation	
policies	and	programs.	For	example,	only	Colorado	home	rule	cities	have	statutory	
authorization	to	enact	energy	conservation	ordinances	despite	how	effective	they	
are	for	improving	the	energy	efficiency	and	performance	of	existing	residential	and	
commercial	buildings.	Enabling	legislation	is	needed	to	provide	Colorado’s	counties	
and	statutory	cities	and	towns	with	the	authority	necessary	to	enact	policies	and	
programs	that	can	support	and	promote	energy	conservation	within	their	
jurisdictions.		
	

Transportation	
	
17.	Supports	Colorado’s	adoption	of	motor	vehicle	emission	standards,	
including	requirements	for	low-emission	and	zero-emission	vehicles,	and	
collaborative	efforts	for	effective	implementation,	that	are	equal	to	or	exceed	
those	already	adopted	by	California.	
	
The	federal	Clean	Air	Act	provides	authority	for	California	to	adopt	its	own	stringent	
emissions	standards	for	new	motor	vehicles	and	for	other	states	to	adopt	the	
California	standards.	Twelve	states	plus	Washington,	D.C.	have	adopted	California’s	
basic	emission	standards.	These	states	represent	about	35	percent	of	the	nation’s	
population	and	the	same	share	of	new	motor	vehicle	sales.	Nine	of	these	states	have	
also	adopted	the	additional	California	standards	requiring	manufacturers	to	achieve	
specified	sales	of	zero	tailpipe-emission	vehicles	(i.e.,	battery-only	electric	vehicles).		
	
California’s	vehicle	standards	have	enjoyed	unusual	bipartisan	support,	including	
among	Colorado’s	congressional	delegation,	both	as	an	example	of	cooperative	
federalism	among	federal	and	state	governments	and	as	important	for	protecting	
the	climate.	A	June	2017	letter	to	the	Administrator	of	the	U.S.	Environmental	
Protection	Agency	supporting	continuation	of	the	EPA	waivers	under	the	Clean	Air	
Act	for	the	California	standards	was	signed	by	Rep.	Mike	Coffman,	Republican	of	
Colorado,	and	Rep.	Jared	Polis,	Democrat	of	Colorado,	along	with	other	Members	of	
Congress	from	both	parties.		
	
In	recent	years,	the	basic	California	standards	have	been	synchronized	with	federal	
emission	and	fuel	efficiency	standards.	However,	the	Trump	administration	is	now	
planning	to	weaken	the	federal	standards,	which	would	dramatically	undermine	
Colorado’s	efforts	to	meet	our	statewide	carbon	pollution	goals.	Reducing	emissions	
from	the	transportation	sector,	which	has	become	the	sector	responsible	for	the	
largest	share	of	greenhouse	gases,	has	to	be	a	centerpiece	of	climate	action	in	the	
state.		
	

714



9	
	

At	the	urging	of	a	wide	range	of	interests	across	the	state,	including	CC4CA,	
Governor	Hickenlooper’s	June	2018	executive	order	(B	2018	006)	directs	the	
Colorado	Department	of	Public	Health	and	Environment	to	develop	an	advanced	
clean	car	standards	rule	and	formally	propose	adoption	of	this	rule	by	the	Colorado	
Air	Quality	Control	Commission.	CC4CA	supports	Colorado	adopting	the	California	
vehicle	standards,	including	the	so-called	ZEV	(zero-emissions	vehicle)	standards,	
and	CC4CA	supports	the	kinds	of	flexible	approaches	to	implementing	the	ZEV	
standard	here	in	Colorado	that	we	have	seen	adopted	in	other	ZEV	states. 
	
18.	Supports	implementation	of	the	Colorado	Electric	Vehicle	Plan,	including	
new	state	government	actions	to	accelerate	the	purchase	and	use	of	zero	
emission	vehicles.	
	
Nationally,	transportation	has	become	the	sector	responsible	for	the	most	carbon	
pollution.	Colorado’s	recent	population	growth	has	led	to	a	commensurate	increase	
in	vehicle	miles	traveled,	which	has	overtaken	the	emissions	reductions	made	
possible	through	the	increasing	fuel	efficiency	of	the	statewide	vehicle	fleet.	
Electrification	of	light-	and	heavy-duty	vehicles,	as	well	as	other	emerging	zero-
emissions	technologies,	holds	perhaps	the	greatest	promise	for	emissions	
reductions	in	this	sector.	CC4CA	supports	legislative,	regulatory,	and	administrative	
action	to	increase	the	adoption	of	electric	vehicles	by	investing	in	electric	vehicle	
charging	stations,	educating	customers	about	EVs,	and	providing	customer	
incentives.	CC4CA	also	supports	the	current	plan	to	commit	a	portion	of	Colorado’s	
share	of	the	Volkswagen	emissions	control	violations	settlement	to	the	construction	
of	electric	vehicle	charging	infrastructure	across	Colorado,	and	adoption	of	the	
California	motor	vehicle	emission	standards	(see	#17	above),	including	their	
provisions	on	sales	of	zero-emission	vehicles.	
	

Fossil	Fuel	Extraction	Activities		
	
19.	Supports	legislative,	administrative,	and	regulatory	actions	to	expand	the	
monitoring	of	and	reduce	the	full	life	cycle	emissions	from	fossil	fuel	
extractive	industry	activities.	
	
The	mining	and	extraction	of	fossil	fuels	can	result	in	significant	levels	of	carbon	
pollution.	One	primary	culprit	is	methane.	Methane	has	a	shorter-lived	but	much	
more	potent	heat-trapping	effect	than	carbon	dioxide;	thus,	reducing	methane	
emissions	is	a	highly	effective	way	to	buy	time	to	implement	more	comprehensive	
actions	to	reduce	industry-wide	carbon	dioxide	emissions.	As	one	example,	in	2014	
Colorado	adopted	rules	to	limit	methane	emissions	from	oil	and	gas	operations	by	
requiring	oil	and	gas	companies	to	find	and	fix	methane	leaks	in	its	extraction	and	
delivery	infrastructure.	The	rules	also	require	industry	to	capture	methane	and	
volatile	organic	compounds,	both	of	which	contribute	to	ground-level	ozone	
pollution.	
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CC4CA	supports	legislative,	administrative,	and	regulatory	actions	like	these	to	
reduce	greenhouse	gas	emissions	throughout	the	entire	extraction	and	
transportation	processes	involving	raw	fossil	fuels.	CC4CA	also	supports	expanded	
monitoring	of	the	full	life	cycle	emissions	from	these	activities.	
	

Solid	Waste	Reduction	
	
20.	Supports	adoption	and	implementation	of	a	plan	by	the	Colorado	
Department	of	Public	Health	and	Environment	to	achieve	the	statewide	waste	
diversion	goals	established	by	the	Solid	and	Hazardous	Waste	Commission.	
	 	
Recycling	and	composting	reduce	emissions	of	both	methane	and	carbon	dioxide.	
Colorado	has	a	low	solid	waste	diversion	rate	of	19	percent,	compared	with	the	
national	average	of	34	percent.	In	August	2017,	the	Colorado	Solid	and	Hazardous	
Waste	Commission	adopted	new	statewide	and	regional	municipal	solid	waste	
diversion	goals,	including	separate	goals	for	11	Front	Range	counties	and	for	the	
remainder	of	the	state	for	the	years	2021,	2026,	and	2036.	Statewide,	the	goal	is	to	
increase	the	diversion	rate	to	45	percent	by	2036.	CC4CA	supports	CDPHE’s	efforts	
to	increase	solid	waste	diversion	rates. 
	

General	
	
21.	Supports	the	protections	and	authorities	currently	provided	under	
environmental	laws	like	the	Clean	Air	Act	and	the	Clean	Water	Act.	
	
Protecting	Colorado’s	air,	water,	and	land	is	vital	to	its	environment,	economy,	and	
people.	The	protections	and	authorities	afforded	by	landmark	federal	laws	such	as	
the	Clean	Air	Act	and	Clean	Water	Act	are	foundational	to	the	fight	against	climate	
change.	For	example,	the	2007	ruling	by	the	U.S.	Supreme	Court	that	heat	trapping	
emissions	are	air	pollutants	and	thus	subject	to	regulation	under	the	Clean	Air	Act,	
and	the	subsequent	2009	U.S.	Environmental	Protection	Agency	endangerment	
finding	that	indeed,	heat	trapping	emissions	present	a	danger	to	public	health,	
obligate	our	federal	government	to	utilize	the	protections	provided	by	the	Clean	Air	
Act	to	take	action	to	limit	emissions.	Local	governments	rely	on	these	protections	
and	can	be	critical	allies	in	this	effort,	as	scores	of	communities	across	Colorado	
already	are	implementing	a	broad	array	of	initiatives	to	advance	climate	protection	
at	the	local	level,	and	often	doing	so	in	collaboration	with	the	state	and	federal	
governments.	But	we	know	more	must	be	done.	CC4CA	communities	support	the	
protections	and	authorities	provided	under	the	body	of	existing	environmental	law,	
including	the	Clean	Air	Act	and	Clean	Water	Act,	and	will	strongly	oppose	legislative,	
regulatory,	and	other	efforts	to	roll	back	or	diminish	them.	
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